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Agenda Item 18
Medway Council
PLANNING COMMITTEE – 21 July 2021
Supplementary Agenda Advice
Minutes 103 Planning application - MC/21/0692 - 266 Hempstead Road,
Hempstead, Gillingham
To report reason for refusal as agreed:
As a result of the reorientation of number 266 Hempstead Road being one half
a semi-detached pair, and the construction of the new dwelling to the front of
the plot, the proposal would constitute a contrived overdevelopment of the site
that would have an adverse impact on the amenities of the occupiers of number
264 Hempstead Road in terms of loss of privacy, loss of outlook and a tunnelling
affect as a result of having it's frontage surrounded by rear garden areas and
boundary treatment. The proposal is contrary to Policies BNE1 and BNE2 of
the Medway Local Plan 2003 and paragraphs 124 and 127 of the National
Planning Policy Framework 2019.
Page 84
MC/20/3264
Land bound by Main Road, Saxon Shore
Way and Vicarage Lane, Main Road, Rochester, Hoo St Werburgh
Recommendation
Approval subject to
Delete A: The satisfactory completion of an Appropriate Assessment as one
has now been concluded in agreement with Natural England. The conclusion
is that:

Recommendation B then becomes A: The imposition of the following
conditions:
Amend the following conditions as follow
Condition 7 to read:
7

No development above slab level for any building shall take place until
details and samples of all materials to be used externally have been
1
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submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
The development shall be implemented in accordance with the approved
details.
Condition 21 to read:
21

Prior to the first use of any part of the park hereby permitted a
Recreational Management Strategy for the development for Medway
Estuary and Marshes SSSI, SPA and Ramsar Site, including details of
measures to manage recreational disturbance, such as warden strategy,
signage interpretation along with collaboration with the Thames,
Medway and Swale Strategic Access Management and Monitoring
Strategy, and including relevant timetables and maintenance, together
with management responsibility details shall be submitted to and agreed
in writing with the Local Planning Authority. The use shall be carried out
in full accordance with the agreed details.
Reason: To ensure that the impact of the development on the
SSSI/SPA/RAMSAR site is suitably mitigated in accordance with
Policies BNE37 and 39 of the Medway Local Plan 2003 and paragraph
180 of the NPPF 2021.

Representation
One additional neighbour letter has been received objecting to the proposal
saying that being retained as farmland the site helps protect the adjacent SSSI.
Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has been considered against the following
paragraphs 111, 112, 130, 159 -164, 167, 169, 170, 174, 175, 180, 183, 184,
186, 194, and 197 of the NPPF 2021 and are considered to conform.
Amenity
Amend 8th paragraph (page 104) to reflect the following distances:
“Whilst it is accepted that this proposal will constitute a change from the current
situation at these properties, with the layout proposed, keeping the car park a
distance of 13.8m minimum from the eastern boundary of ‘Broadwood’ and 41m
minimum from the house,”.
Impact on heritage assets
Amend 3rd paragraph of ‘Impact on Heritage Assets’ section (page 105) to
correct the following (second) sentence:
“Although the fort is not located within the site, Historic England propose that
there…”
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Page 112
MC/20/1868
Strood, Rochester

Land North of Commissioner's Road,

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 130 and 180. There is no change to the recommendation
as set out.
Page 124
ME7 1NY

MC/20/1431

Land North of Medway Road, Gillingham

Deferred
This item is deferred as a section of the report is missing due to a printing error
and to allow Officers to consider the revised NPPF which has made some
changes to flood risk policy.
Page 162
MC/21/0332
Norfolk Close, Rainham

Garages adjacent to No.53 Danson Way,

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 111, 112E, 126, 130, 169, 183 and 184. There is no
change to the recommendation as set out.
Page 180
Rochester

MC/21/0921

British Pilot, Avery Way, Allhallows,

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 74, 84, 111, 112E, 119, 120, 126, 129, 130, 174, 180 and
181. There is no change to the recommendation as set out.
Page 196

MC/21/1157

3 Old Road, Chatham ME4 6BJ

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 74, 111, 112E, 126, 129, 130, 180 and 181. There is no
change to the recommendation as set out.
Page 210

MC/21/1262

42 New Road, Chatham ME4 4QR
3
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Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 60, 111, 126, 129, 180, 181 and 197. There is no change
to the recommendation as set out.
Page 218
ME7 2YX

MC/21/1502

117 Watling Street Gillingham Medway

Representation
A letter of objection has been received from the Public Health Team. A copy of
the letter is appended to this supplementary agenda.
Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 111, 126 and 130. There is no change to the
recommendation as set out.
Page 226

MC/21/1574

38 The Goldings, Rainham, Gillingham

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 111, 126 and 130. There is no change to the
recommendation as set out.
Page 232

MC/21/1064 - 2 Spencer Close, Princes Park, Chatham

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 111, 126 and 130. There is no change to the
recommendation as set out.
Page 238

MC/21/1010

131 Watling Street, Strood, Rochester

Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against paragraph
130. There is no change to the recommendation as set out.
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Page 244
Medway

MC/21/0878

33 Culpepper Road Parkwood Gillingham

Representation
A letter has been received from the applicant to the Planning Committee. A
copy of the letter is appended to this supplementary agenda.
Planning Appraisal
Since the agenda has been produced, the National Planning Policy Framework
has been revised. The application has now been considered against the
following paragraphs 111 and 130. There is no change to the recommendation
as set out.
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Appendices
Planning application
MC/21/1502 - 117 Watling Street Gillingham Medway ME7 2YX
Public Health is objecting to this planning application and asks you to take the
following evidence and points into consideration.
An over representation of HFT’s will make choosing poor food an easier choice
for residents, thus adding to a potential rise in obesity in the area. Adding more
takeaways will reduce the options for a local healthy food environment
increasing a potential rise in ill health.
There are currently four other takeaways in the same parade of shops as this
premises, with a further 3 in the shops opposite.

Medway Council have a role to manage hot food takeaways to enhance the
quality of centres and neighbourhoods. Another takeaway, adding to those
already there, will not enhance this area. Another takeaway in this location will
make it more difficult for residents to make healthy choices and may add to ill
health.
Obesity and poor diet can lead to serious health issues for our local population.
71.6% of adults in Medway are overweight or obese, compared to an England
prevalence of 62.8%. The prevalence of overweight children in both reception
(25.5%) and year 6 (36.9%) is higher than the England prevalence (23% and
35.2%, respectively), with the prevalence of obesity, including severe obesity
6
8

at 11.6% (England prevalence is 9.9%). (Public Health England, 2019/20).
These are an increase on the previous years figures.
The Hot Food Guidance Notes states:
2.4 There is a direct relationship between obesity and deprivation. Women
in more deprived areas are more likely to be obese than those elsewhere.
Obesity prevalence increases from 21.5% in the least deprived 20% of
areas to 31.5% in the most deprived 20%.
2.5 Given this situation Government aims to achieve a sustained
downward trend in the level of excess weight in both children and adults
by 2020.
3.1 The situation in Medway is even more acute than the average picture
nationally. An estimated 30 per cent of Medway’s adult population and
over 20 per cent of children (at the age of ten) are classified as obese.
3.2 The cost of overweight and obesity to NHS Medway is estimated as
£77.4 million by 2015, of which £45 million is attributed to obesity alone.
3.3 In November 2013 there were 238 registered hot-food takeaways in
Medway – this equates to 1 per 1,127 people. In 2017 this rose to 268 and
rising. This amount is already over the national average.
Applications for hot food takeaways are assessed against saved policy R18 in
the Medway Local Plan 2003, the National Planning Policy Framework and
other material considerations. Other material considerations relating to the
health dimension include the Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy and the
Medway Sustainable Community Strategy, together with the evidence relating
to obesity that underpins them.
The sections below from the HFT Guidance 2014 are relevant due to the
number of takeaways already in the parade of shops.
Concentration and Clustering
5.8 Over provision of takeaways within a commercial frontage, local
centres or in proximity to schools outside recognised centres are not
appropriate - either in terms of the vitality and viability of centres or from
a health perspective. Too many units together can undermine the main
retail function of a centre and appear to promote hot food takeaways in
preference to healthier food options. This is recognised in Policy R18,
which sets down a number of criteria against which proposals can be
assessed and in health research.
5.9 In particular, criterion (ii) of Policy R18 questions whether:
The presence of any similar uses in the locality, and the combined effect
that any such concentration would have, would be acceptable in terms of
environmental impact and highway safety.
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Vitality & Viability
5.17 Whilst hot food takeaways contribute to the mix of town centres, it is
important that they do not dominate the local retail food offer in the area.
An overabundance of hot food takeaways displaces other shop and food
options and impacts on the vitality and viability of designated town and
neighbourhood centres. Because of this some communities in Medway
have a limited choice of and access to fresh, nutritious food.
5.18 The clustering of hot food takeaways breaks up the continuity of the
retail frontage and can detract from the primary retail function resulting in
the loss of shops, which is to the detriment of local residents and the
vitality and viability of the centre as a whole. To ensure that shopping
areas are diverse and balanced, especially in designated centres,
applications for hot food takeaways will be assessed for their cumulative
impact.
5.
Section 5.12 of the HFT Guidance Notes states that A5 use in a
neighbourhood or larger local centre will not normally exceed 15%
5.12 The Council will consider the possible impact of hot food
takeaways/A5 uses in each type of centre as part of an assessment of the
vitality and viability of the centre as a whole.
For a neighbourhood or larger local centre - Determine the proportion of
each main frontage in terms of each main town centre use class (A1, A2,
A3, A4, A5, D1 and D2). This will normally be expressed in linear metres
converted to an overall percentage; A1 should normally account for at
least 40% of the total. A5 uses should not normally exceed 15%
Roughly calculating the linear metres of the shop frontage from GIS (Medway
Council mapping software), the current takeaway premises in this parade
appears to take up over 23% of the metres in the line of shops extending
from the junction with Derby Road to the Post Office/convenience shop. The
addition of another takeaway in this parade of shops would take this
percentage to approximately 30%, which is over the 15% A5 usage outlined
in the above policy.
Public health would therefore ask you to refuse this application on the
grounds of clustering, the impact an additional takeaway food premises
could have on the health and wellbeing of the local population in terms of
increasing obesity and the adverse effect on the vitality and viability of this
area in line with the policies above.
If these comments are to become public facing, may I ask for all officer’s
names to be redacted.
Regards
Barbara Murray
Public Health Project Officer.
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MC/21/0878 – 33 Culpepper Road, Parkwood
Letter from applicant to Members

9
11

10
12

11
13

12
14

