
 

 
 

8 week date Application No. Date of meeting Report No. 

17 March 2011 20100845 25 May 2011  

 
11 Albion Terrace, Gravesend. 
 
Erection of first floor rear extension to form an enlarged prayer room and additional 
floor space at first floor level. 
 
Muslim Association 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Permission, subject to conditions. 
 
 
1. Site Description 
 

The application site is located within the urban area of Gravesend and within an 
established residential area. The site comprises an extended building that was 
previously used as a public house, until it was converted to a Muslim Community Centre 
in 1995. To the rear of the site, beyond the more recent single storey extension, is an 
open car park that is used in conjunction with the premises. 
 
The surrounding area comprises a mix of houses and flats, including Broadwater House 
to the west and a terrace of flats to the immediate east. To the rear (south) of the site is 
a small grassed area surrounded by two storey built form that faces towards it and is 
served by Brunswick Walk, which is a cul de sac road providing access only, and serving 
an area of on street car parking. 
 
The site is subject to no specific or identified constraints. 
 
 

2. Planning History  
 

The building subject of this application was previously The Phoenix Tavern Public House 
but planning permission was granted in January 1994 (reference GR/93/655) to allow its 
change of use to a Muslim cultural centre, including the laying out of 6no. car parking 
spaces. This permission restricted use of the building to a Muslim Cultural Centre 
including ancillary uses such as a day centre, education and as a place of worship. It 
also restricted use of the first floor to residential use ancillary to the ground floor and 
sought to control noise arising from the premises through planning conditions. 

 
In October 2001 a split decision was made on planning application GR/01/346 to 
approve the erection of a porch and allow the use of the first floor for purposes ancillary 
to the use of the ground floor (not solely restricted to residential as original permission) 
but refuse the proposed demolition of an existing garage and erection of a single storey 
rear extension and a first floor side extension. The reason for refusal of the first floor 
extension was that it would have an overbearing and un-neighbourly impact upon 
immediately adjoining residential properties. The refused first floor extension related to 
an infill addition along the east flank elevation of the building (directly adjacent to the 
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footway running between the application site and the adjoining flats) and involved 
building up from the existing single storey flank wall. Further concerns, primarily 
regarding the larger ground floor extension, were raised in relation to the overall 
increase in size of the premises that could facilitate both increased levels of usage and 
on street parking at peak times to the detriment of adjoining residents, other road users 
and highway safety. 

 
In January 2004 (reference 20031016) planning permission was granted for the erection 
of a single storey rear extension to form an enlarged namaz involving demolition of the 
existing garage. 

 
There has been no further planning history in the intervening period leading up to 
submission of the current planning application. There have though been ongoing 
discussions with the current applicants since 2010 which, amongst other matters, has 
included the option of erecting a first floor extension above the existing single storey flat 
roofed extension (as approved in 2004). Reference to these informal discussions are 
included within section 7 of this report. 

 
 
3. Proposal 
 
 The proposal before Members is for the erection of a first floor extension above the 

existing single storey extension which was approved in early 2004. Despite officer advice 
to the contrary the originally submitted plans have been amended and the proposed 
extension is now larger by virtue of building up from the existing ground floor walls as 
opposed to being set back. This extension will form a continuous extension of the 
existing building in terms of elevations and roof lines, with two large windows in the front 
elevation, two large windows in the rear elevation and two windows in the end elevation. 
The extension will create an extended prayer room at first floor level providing 
approximately 75sqm of additional floorspace. 

 
The applicants state that they wish to extend the building in order to provide a better use 
of the existing rooms by extending the first floor prayer room. The applicants wish to use 
the building to its maximum potential so as to enhance the use and experience of the 
members of the mosque in all the cultural and religious requirements of their faith, the 
greatest use being for Friday Prayers when the mosque has the highest attendance. 
Due to existing space restrictions it is indicated that women have not been able to 
maximise use of the facilities as it is only mandatory for men to read prayers at the 
mosque, so women would make way for men by not attending. It is stated that the 
proposed additional capacity would enable women to attend Friday Prayers, and it would 
also benefit children wishing to attend. It is also stated that the improved facilities would 
enable the building to better accommodate training sessions for the wider community 
and other organisations. 
 
For the avoidance of any doubt, the plans submitted for formal consideration by 
Members are as follows: 
 
Drawing No. 04810/PL Sheet 1 – Existing Elevations 
Drawing No. 04810/PL Sheet 2 – Existing Floor Plans 
Drawing No. 08410/Rev.C – Proposed Elevations and First Floor Plan 
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4. Development Plan  
 
Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires applications to 
be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.  Where there are other material considerations, the development 
plan should be the starting point, and other material considerations should be taken into 
account in reaching a decision.  One such consideration will be whether the plan 
policies are relevant and up to date.  The 2004 Act provides that if there is a conflict 
between policies, the most recent policy will take precedence.  Local planning 
authorities need to decide what weight should be attached to a particular material 
consideration, e.g. the weight to be attached to policies in emerging Development Plan 
Documents depends upon the stage of preparation or review. 

 
The development plan consists of the South East Plan (the Regional Spatial Strategy for 
the area) and the saved policies in the adopted Gravesham Local Plan First Review. 

 
The Secretary of State’s statement of 10 November 2010, the letter of the Chief Planner 
of the same date and the Secretary of State’s letter of 27 May 2010 indicate that the 
Government is intending to revoke Regional Strategies (South East Plan) and that this is 
material to the determination of planning applications. 
 
Within the Gravesham Local Plan First Review 1994 the principal policy of relevance to 
the determine of this application is Policy TC1 which relates to the design of new 
developments and seeks to ensure that it does not undermine the character of the area 
within which it is located nor adversely affects the amenity of the existing residents. 
Saved Policy H3 is also of relevance and provides support for Policy TC1 in that it seeks 
to protect the essential character of the area. In terms of highways matters, saved Policy 
P3 requires developments to provide sufficient vehicle parking and saved Policy T1 
seeks to ensure that new developments are adequately served by the highway network. 
 
The South East Plan, the pending revocation of which is a material consideration, 
includes Policy BE1 (Management for an Urban Renaissance) which promotes design 
solutions relevant to context and which build upon local character and distinctiveness 
and sense of place. 
 

 
5. Reason for Report  

 
At the discretion of the Local Planning Authority. 
 

 
6. Consultations and Publicity  

 
Consultations 
 
Kent Highway Services 

 
Whilst this proposal will result in an increase in floor area with no corresponding in off-
street parking provision, it is recognised that the vast majority of activities which take 
place at this site do not generate a level of off-street parking demand which could not 
already be catered for by the existing off-street parking facility. 
 
Furthermore, the event which generates the most visitors to the site and the most 
parking demand (the Jummah Prayer session on a Friday afternoon) currently 
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overspills into the existing parking area due to lack of existing floor space for 
participants and the proposed extension to the facility would therefore have no greater 
impact on this facility than the current use of the site already has.  Indeed, the 
provision of additional floor space may in fact free up space in the car park currently 
taken up for this event and, consequently have a positive impact on parking provision 
at times of peak demand. 
 
In conclusion, there are no KHS objections to this proposal. 

 
 

GBC Regulatory Services 
 

It is noted this application is for the increase in size of an existing Mosque. The 
original planning permission GR93/0655 has a condition covering the control of noise 
from the building’s use and from on site plant and equipment. No noise complaints 
have been received by this Service. The existing noise condition should apply to this 
extension if approved. 
 
The increase of the size of this building is likely to increase the numbers using the 
Mosque. This has the potential to increase demand for parking in the area and to 
potentially increase associated people noise. People noise cannot be adequately 
controlled by statutory nuisance legislation enforced by this Service and traffic is 
specifically excluded from that legislation. These impacts will need to be considered at 
the planning stage. 
 
It is understood the reason for building this extension is to allow female worshippers 
and younger family members to attend. It would appear the increase in cars would 
therefore not be great as many of the vehicles parking in the area are already being 
used by male worshippers. The application does not however give any detail on this 
issue. This would be of use as it would help with understanding whether the existing 
car park is of sufficient size to cope with the proposed change. The car park for the 
building needs to be available for use whilst the Mosque is open and this Service 
would look for this to be conditioned. 
 
The assessment of people noise is subjective and there is no formal guidance on this. 
The application is for an increase in size of an existing use. The impact of increased 
people noise will therefore not be as significant as it would if this was a new site of 
worship. Given this Service has not received any complaints about people noise in 
connection with the Mosque, it is assumed there is currently not a major problem and 
therefore, this modest increase in size, will not bring about a significant detriment to 
the amenity of people living nearby. 
 
 
Publicity 
 
This application was originally publicised by neighbour notification letters to the 
surrounding residents on 26 January 2011. Through this process a single written 
representation was received from the occupant of a flat in Broadwater House, which lies 
adjacent to the application site on the opposite side of Brunswick Brunswick Walk. 
 
However, following receipt of amended plans in February 2011 the application was re-
publicised on 22 February 2011 as it represented a larger extension than initially 
proposed. Further to this process a further 2no. written representations were received in 
addition to a petition.  
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In total therefore the LPA has received a total of 4no. written representations (although 
includes two letters from the same person) and a petition signed by 22no. residents of 
Albion Terrace and Brunswick Walk (as well as one from resident from Gilesfield in 
Gravesend). The comments made in these representations are summarised as follows

• The height of the proposed extension will restrict my outlook and cut out the 
light.  At the moment I enjoy the sun in my bedroom and kitchen in the morning. 

• There is already a nuisance value caused by the noise the visitors make going to 
prayer before sunrise, in the summer this is around 4am and the last prayer is at 
10.30pm therefore they are still making a noise at 11pm. 
Then they are back at 4am the next morning, again, disturbing everyone’s sleep. 

• They wake everyone up, banging car doors, leaving their car engines running, 
talking loudly, all outside my bedroom window, which is very close to the front of 
the mosque. 

• I frequently have my parking space taken by these visitors, who have no 
consideration for residents who paid for a parking space. 

• On a Friday which is their main prayer day there are 40-50 cars parked outside, 
this means they park on the pavements and on the grass verges.  It would be 
impossible to get any emergency vehicles up the road at this time. 

• I have spoken to them politely on several occasions to keep the noise down but I 
have only had abuse in return. 

• Suggest that you or a council representative actually come down and visit the 
site on Friday afternoon and see for your self how bad the situation is. 

 
 
7. Service Manager (Development Control) Comments 
 

The application site is located within a primarily residential area within the urban confines 
of Gravesend, predominantly comprising flats and houses. As such there is no policy 
objection to the principle of extending the existing building but, as with any such 
proposal, it stands to be assessed in accordance with adopted development plan policy 
that essentially seeks to protect the character of the area, the character of the host 
property and the amenity of the adjoining residents. This is embodied in saved Policy 
TC1 of the Gravesham Local Plan First Review 1994 which requires the scale and 
massing of buildings to normally be in keeping with their surroundings and that the 
design of any extension respects the character and appearance of the existing building 
and safeguards the privacy and amenity of adjoining residents. 

 
Having established that the principle for extension does exist, it follows that 
consideration of the scale, massing and design is important to ensure that neither the 
character of the area nor the amenity of nearby residents is harmed. It is also necessary 
to have regard to the cumulative impact of extending the premises in terms of increased 
vehicle and people activity/noise and the impact that this may have upon the living 
conditions of the nearby residents. 

 
Scale, massing and design 

 
This matter has been discussed with the applicants during the ongoing meetings that 
were referred to in section 2 of this report. Further to these initial discussions a full 
planning application was submitted in September 2010 but following concerns with the 
level of detail of the plans included it was made deficient. Following this further meetings, 
including a site meeting, was arranged with the applicants to help inform the details 
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required to accompany the planning application and enable it to be validated and also to 
consider the proposed scale, massing and design of the extension. 

 
These meetings were considered to be productive and eventually led to the submission 
of amended and more detailed plans on 20 January 2011, enabling the application to be 
validated. The scheme as submitted was generally in accordance with discussions that 
had taken place with officers and overcame initial concerns in respect of the insufficient 
quality of the plans themselves as well as the excessive scale and design of the 
previously proposed extension. The design solutions included setting the first floor 
extension in from the existing single storey extension to provide a firm sense of 
subservience to retain the character and proportions of the original host building whilst 
also reducing its impact upon the adjoining residents – as required by saved Policy TC1. 
It is worthy of note that the impact of extension of this building upon the adjoining 
residents in the Albion Terrace flats led to refusal of a planning application for a first floor 
side extension in 2001 (see section 2 of this report). 
 
However, following a further meeting with the applicants in February 2011 it was 
indicated that they wished to amend the scheme to enable additional internal space and 
reduce the cost of construction. It was suggested by the applicant that the proposed first 
floor set back be deleted to enable the first floor extension to be flush with the existing 
ground floor extension on all sides, but some concern was raised by officers for reasons 
discussed at earlier meetings – namely the impact upon the character of the area by 
reason of the building appearing overly dominant within the street scene and failing to 
respect the character of the existing building, whilst also having a greater impact upon 
the adjoining residents by way of its bulk and massing. 
 
Notwithstanding this discussion a revised plan was received by the Local Planning 
Authority shortly after the meeting, to supersede the originally submitted plan and 
showing a larger first floor extension that lies flush with the existing ground floor single 
storey extension on all sides. Due to the increase in size of this proposed extension the 
application was re-publicised to the adjoining residents, to enable further comment over 
and above the originally submitted scheme. In considering this alteration, it is relevant to 
note that upon re-publication a petition signed by 22 local residents was received. 
 
In considering this amended application it remains the stance of officers that the 
proposed extension will result in a more dominant building within this established 
residential area. Whilst the existing single storey ground floor extension is large, 
projecting some 13 metres from the main building, this is clearly subservient due to its 
limited height and so does not have the impact that a similarly large two storey extension 
would have, and retains the scale and proportion of the original public house building. 
The proposed first floor extension, which comprises a continuous projection of the main 
building, will essentially double the frontage of the existing building. However, whilst it is 
considered that it would alter the character and proportions of the existing host property, 
it is a detached building that may be able to accommodate such extension. Whilst the 
subservient design approach had merit in reducing the perceived bulk of the extension, 
the current proposal comprises a more simplistic design approach which itself has some 
merit. 
 
The location of the proposed windows in the west (front) facing elevation, although it is 
understood they have been incorporated to align with the existing ground floor windows, 
will result in a bland section of wall that creates a further perception of the building being 
too large. It is considered that this issue, and to an extent some underlying concerns 
regarding the scale of the extension, could be ameliorated by the sensitive use of 
materials which may be controlled through planning condition. 
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As such, in accordance with saved Policy TC1 of the Local Plan First Review, it is 
considered by officers that, although the size of the proposed first floor extension is 
large, the nature of the site and the area is such that this simplistic design approach 
(namely extending flush from the host dwelling) could be argued to be acceptable in that 
it will not cause demonstrable harm to the character of the area. 
 
Therefore, subject to the imposition of a planning condition requiring approval of the 
external facing materials to be used on the extension, it is resolved by officers that the 
proposed extension is acceptable in townscape terms. 
 
 
Impact upon existing residents 
 
There has been written objections received from three local residents, as well as a 
petition signed by 22 local residents also in opposition to the proposal. It is opined that 
this assessment stands to be considered in relation to two issues: 
 
• the impact of the additional built form upon the neighbours amenity; and 
• the cumulative impact of the increased premises upon the neighbours amenity. 

 
 

Impact of built form 
 
In terms of the built form itself, key issues to consider here relate to whether the 
extension will overshadow or overlook adjoining properties. The judgement as to 
whether the enlarged building will appear overbearing also merits consideration. 
 
Reference was made in section 2 of this report to a planning application for a first floor 
extension that was refused in 2001 due to impact upon the adjoining residents. This 
earlier application proposed a first floor extension located directly to the eastern 
boundary of the property, whereas the current proposal seeks a rear extension that, 
although flush with the main building, will be set in some 2500mm from the eastern 
boundary. However, this separation is perhaps compromised somewhat by the proposed 
depth of the extension – it projects back some 13 metres whereas the 2001 extension 
projected only as far as the end of the existing two storey building. 
 
However, the impact of a two storey building upon the adjoining residents already exists, 
albeit that the proposals would worsen the situation. It is understood that the south 
facing elevations of the adjoining flats contain a nearside kitchen window, and this to 
some degree lessens the sensitivity of the tunnelling impact as they are not a habitable 
room. Also, the application building is angled such that it is set at a slightly oblique angle 
from the flats and so the separation distance will extend towards the rear most part of 
the proposed extension, further mitigating its negative impact. Finally, having regard to 
the fact that no written representations were received from the occupants of the two 
most directly affected flats (namely 9 and 10 Albion Terrace) sways officers to the stance 
that the impact on the flats to the east is not sufficient to justify refusal of this application. 
It is acknowledged though, as previously discussed with the applicants, that the original 
subservient extension, which included a further set back on all sides, would have gone 
some way to further alleviating this impact and, to this end, it is therefore disappointing 
that this scheme was amended. 
 
In respect of overlooking and loss of privacy, it is highly likely that the originally proposed 
two large windows in the east flank elevation may introduce conflicts with the flats. 
Although it is understood that the nearside windows in flats 9 and 10 Albion Terrace 
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comprise kitchens (non-habitable rooms) it is considered that this concern may be 
relatively easily overcome by their replacement with high level windows instead. This 
matter has been discussed with the applicant’s agent and revised plans have been 
submitted showing the inclusion of 2no. high level windows that will prevent direct views 
towards the adjacent gardens. This is sufficient to address the concern in respect of 
overlooking as the high level windows will not facilitate direct views down to the adjoining 
flats. 
 
It is also necessary to consider the impact of the extension upon the other properties in 
the area, namely Broadwater House and the flats to the south beyond the car park and 
open space. However, in terms of impact of the built form, due to the separation distance 
between the properties and intervening land use, it is not considered that this will impact 
upon residential amenity. Similarly, this separation distance will ensure no significant 
impacts are experienced in respect of overlooking. 
 
Cumulative impact 
 
Turning to the cumulative impact of the premises upon the local residents by reason of 
its increase in size and subsequent increase in activity, the proposed extension will 
create an extended prayer room at first floor level providing approximately 75sqm of 
additional floorspace.  By way of comparison, the existing ground floor prayer hall is 
approximately 100sqm in floor area. The existing first floor level does contain a smaller 
prayer room but the increase cannot be considered negligible as it represents a 
proportionately large increase in floorspace. 
 
Whilst it would be possible to impose a condition restricting noise levels emitted from the 
premises (as attached on the original change of use application in 1994), people and 
traffic noise cannot be adequately controlled by statutory nuisance legislation – as such 
these impacts will need to be considered at the planning stage. This is an issue that 
appears to have raised most contention from local residents who refer to existing 
disturbance experienced by the premises in relation to car parking, vehicle noise and 
people noise at all times of the day. The impact of vehicle activity and car parking 
problems are mostly experienced on Friday early afternoon as people attend and leave 
Friday Prayers (see photograph attached to this report taken on Friday 11 March 2011 at 
around 1.30pm). 
 
In order to better understand the impact of the additional people to be accommodated, 
which is suggested by the applicant will primarily include women and children, further 
information was requested and provided in the form of an amended letter containing a 
number of bullet points (of which point 4 has been expanded) – copy appended to this 
report. Further to previous confirmation that the intention of the extension is to allow 
women and children to read Friday Prayers at the premises, this information suggests 
that many of the additional people attending will be arriving/leaving with male 
worshippers who already attend, and consequently that the additional floorspace should 
not result in a proportionate increase in the number of vehicle movements associated 
with the premises. 
 
Whilst the existing situation appears to cause some problems at certain times of the 
week (most notably on Friday afternoon), in considering this application it is necessary to 
have regard to the cumulative impact of the proposed extension rather than any existing 
problems. 
 
The assessment of people noise is subjective and there is no formal guidance on this. 
The application is for an increase in size of an existing use. The impact of increased 
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people noise will therefore not be as significant as it would if this was a new site of 
worship. Given that the Borough Council’s Environmental Health Service has not 
received any complaints about people noise in connection with the Mosque, 
notwithstanding those comments made in response to this current planning application, 
this suggests that no significant existing problems exist as the use has been in operation 
since c.1995 and residents do not appear to have previously made notable objections in 
respect of noise disturbance. 
 
As it stands therefore, notwithstanding the additional information that has been 
requested, it is the stance of officers that, although the use does appear to be having a 
detrimental impact upon residents at certain times of the week, the cumulative impact of 
the additional proposed floorspace will not have a proportionately detrimental impact 
upon living conditions. 
 
In respect of car parking and neighbour concerns regarding cars blocking the highway 
(particularly during Friday Prayers) Kent Highway Service has raised no objection. It is 
understood that the most notable impact is experienced on Friday afternoons which, 
although such problems are never welcomed, is undoubtedly less sensitive that if it were 
during the evening or at weekends. This is confirmed by the statistics provided by the 
applicant in respect of attendance numbers and vehicle activity associated with the 
premises at certain times during the week. Although the validity of these figures is 
questioned somewhat due to suggesting that during Friday Prayers only up to 25 cars 
visit the site (approximately double this amount were observed by the case officer on 
Friday 11 March 2011 – albeit under assumptions as to which vehicles related to the 
premises and not the surrounding residential properties), they indicate the clear pattern 
that it is at Friday lunchtimes that the greatest number of people/vehicle attend the 
premises. 
 
Also, it is understood that, due to lack of current capacity, the car park is sometimes 
used for prayers and it may be the case that additional internal space would avoid this 
situation which may reduce external people noise and also free up the car park to be 
used for parking vehicles. Although this car park is small, it may be conditioned to 
ensure that it is open and available to use by visitors at all times so as to encourage its 
use. 
 
 
Summary 
 
Whilst there remain some concerns in respect of the scale, massing and design of the 
proposed extension, it is resolved by officers that the detached building can 
accommodate this more simplistic form of extension (as compared to the set back 
extension initially discussed) and this will not cause demonstrable harm to the 
townscape of the area. 
 
Also, further to reduction in size of the two large windows in the east facing elevation it is 
considered that the extension will not harm the amenity of the surrounding residents by 
reason of the additional built form proposed. Similarly, although concerns of residents 
exist regarding noise and general disturbance generated by the premises at busy times 
(principally Friday Prayers early on Friday afternoons), the cumulative impact of the 
additional floorspace proposed, having regard to the likely profile of the additional people 
this will generate, it is not resolved by officers that this may substantiate a reason to 
refuse this application. 
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As such, despite some concerns in respect of the size of the extension and the impact 
upon the living conditions of neighbours, a balanced assessment has led officers to the 
recommendation that planning permission should be granted, subject to conditions. 
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Consultation expiry date: 08 March 2011    
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
Permission, subject to conditions. 
 
1.  The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the 
expiration of three years beginning with the date on which this permission is granted. 
 
Reason - In pursuance of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
 
2.  Prior to the commencement of the works hereby approved, details of all external 
facing materials shall be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
 
Reason - In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure a satisfactory standard of 
development upon completion. 
 
 
3.  Noise levels arising from the premises shall not exceed those limits laid down within 
condition (viii) allied to grant of planning permission reference GR/93/0655 at any time. 
 
Reason - To protect the amenity of occupiers of adjoining residential properties. 
 
 
4.  The extension shall only be used for the purposes ancillary to the use of the remainder 
of the building as a Muslim Cultural Centre as permitted under planning permission 
reference GR/93/0655 within Class D1 (b), (c), (g) and (h) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, and for no other purpose (including any other 
purpose within Class D1 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987). 
 
Reason - In order that any alternative use of the extension may be the subject of a 
separate planning application that the Local Planning Authority may consider on its 
individual merits, having specific regard to the character of the area, highways issues and 
the amenity of the surrounding residents. 
 
 
5.  The existing car park, as indicated on approved Drawing Nos. 08410/Rev.C and 
04810/PL Sheet 2 shall be available for use at all times whilst the premises are open and 
kept available at all times for such use, and no development whether or not permitted by 
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 or not, 
shall be carried out on that area of land or in such a position as to preclude its use for 
vehicle parking. 
 
Reason - In order to ensure that all available on-site car parking is available for use in 
connection with the extended premises hereby approved; to reduce pressure for on street 
car parking and consequent impact upon highway safety and the safe and free flow of 
traffic. 
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6.  The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the 
following schedule of approved plans: 
 
Drawing No. 04810/PL Sheet 1 - Existing Elevations 
Drawing No. 04810/PL Sheet 2 - Existing Floor Plans 
Drawing No. 08410/Rev.C - Proposed Elevations and First Floor Plan 
 
Reason - For the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper planning. 
 
 
INFORMATIVES: 
 
1.  REASONS FOR GRANT OF PERMISSION 
 
Having regard to all relevant material planning considerations, permission has been 
granted because, subject to compliance with the planning conditions, the development 
would not materially harm any interest of acknowledged importance. 
 
The decision has been taken having regard to the policies and proposals of the 
development plan, principally: 
 
Gravesham Local Plan (First Review) 1994 
 
Policy TC1 - Design of New Developments 
Policy P3 – Policy for Vehicle Parking Standards 
Policy T1 – Impact of Development on the Highway Network 
Policy H3 – Character of Housing Areas 
 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 
 
Residential Layout Guidelines February 1996 
 
 
2.  NOISE LEVELS ARISING FROM PREMISES 
 
For the avoidance of doubt, and further to the requirements of Condition 3 of this decision 
notice, the condition referred to on planning permission GR/94/0655 (which related to the 
original change of use of the premises to a Muslim cultural centre), and which relates 
equally to the extension hereby approved, reads as follows: 
 
That the noise (sound pressure level expressed as LAmax; fast response) arising from 
the premises as a result of (a) the permitted use as a cultural centre and/or (b) the 
installation and operation of plant, equipment or services etc. on the premises shall not 
exceed 3dB(A) above the background noise level (LA90) as determined in accordance 
with BS4142/1990. Measurement to be made at a distance of one metre from any part of 
the façade of any adjoining or adjacent residential premises. 
 


