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DISTARTI, 48 RHODODENDRON AVENUE, MEOPHAM, GRAVESEND, DA13 0TT

1.0  INTRODUCTION

This pre-application requests planning permission for a replacement dwelling at Distarti, 
No.48 Rhododendron Avenue. The following document is designed to provide 
Gravesham Borough Council with all the information we believe to be relevant and 
important to hold during the planning process. 

This planning report will be broken down onto 2 main sections. The first is journey through 
the council’s literature on policies in relation to replacement dwellings. This has been 
carried for our own personal understanding of the councils planning procedure, and to be 
explicit in what we know the council has stated in the literature through captions and 
referencing. 

The second part of the planning report sets out the applicants planning history, and the 
planning history of 3 immediate properties.     



 

 PHOTOGRAPHS TO SITE 

 

DISTARTI, 48 RHODODENDRON AVENUE, MEOPHAM, GRAVESEND, DA13 0TT

As you can see in the photos taken this August 2023, the site is accessed via a gate and relatively 
steep driveway. Once at the top of the hill, the access drive then curves around to the South as you 
approach the existing chalet. The entire site is heavily screened from the public road/footpath with 
no plans to remove any trees. You can see (bottom left) that there are moments where the trees 
allow for a reveal but will likely be fully screened once the shrubs grow back.     



 

2.0  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM LOCAL PLAN FIRST REVIEW
SAVED AND DELETED POLICIES VERSION 

As shown in the policies map above and clearly pointed 
out with the red arrow, 48 Rhododendron Avenue is 
situated within the Green Belt (CS02) and should be 
assessed as such and against all policies relevant to the 
Green Belt.  



 

2.1  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY – POLICIES MAP 

As shown in the policies map above and clearly pointed out with the red arrow, 48 Rhododendron Avenue is situated within the 
Green Belt (CS02) and should be assessed as such and against all policies relevant to the Green Belt.  



 

2.2  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY 

As presented on the councils website, the new Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy has 
superseded previous policies. There is mention of the Green Belt and direction to which 
policy now dictates the planning guidance in relation to the green belt. As you’ll see below, 
GB1 and GB2 from the Gravesham Local Plan First Review are replaced by CS02 – Scale 
and Distribution of Development, Replacement Dwellings (C12), state ‘continue to save, 
review as part of the site allocations and development management policies (DPD) . The 
information and guidance in relation to the Culverstone Valley area (C14), has been 
‘Deleted’. I will reference the policies and guidance from the Gravesham Local Plan First 
Review as although it has been superceeded, parts of document have only been ‘partially’ 
superseded.     

2.3  PLANNING POLICY 
CS02 – SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT



Policy CS02 is where Gravesham Council have directed those in need of information 
relating to the Green Belt. Below are extracts of relevant information from this area of 
the document that would contribute to the discussion and decision of the proposal. 
References to the national policies on the Green Belt will be discussed and analysed 
using the NPPF.
  

2.4  PLANNING POLICY 
CS02 – SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT



Gravesham Development Management Policies (DPD) as referred to in Section CS02 
(Scale and Distribution of development) of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy 
should assist in showing how the council view the proposal site in context of the Green 
Belt.  
  

2.5  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM LOCAL PLAN REGULATION 18 STAGE 1 CONSULTATION 
PART 2: DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES DOCUMENT



2.6  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM LOCAL PLAN REGULATION 18 STAGE 1 CONSULTATION 
PART 2: DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES DOCUMENT

Gravesham Development Management Policies (DPD) shows that the policies around 
replacement dwellings have evolved. Original policies in the Local Plan First Review 
state that ‘Replacement accommodation will be for permanent occupation but will 
be limited to bungalows of not more than 1,000 sq. feet (92.9 sq. metres) of gross area 
(measured externally) and of a design appropriate to a rural area’. It seems now that 
replacement dwellings will only be allowed if they are not ‘materially larger’ than the 
original dwelling. If the proposal is found to be materially larger, we must fall back to 
having to demonstrate very special circumstances that clearly outweigh harm to the 
Green Belt and any other harm. Given all the information presented and analysed, we 
are confident we can demonstrate the very special circumstances alongside immediate 
approved precedent. 



Gravesham Green Belt Study as referred to in Section CS02 (Scale and Distribution of 
development) of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy should assist in showing how 
the council view the proposal site in context of the Green Belt.  
  

2.7  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM GREEN BELT STUDY – APRIL 2018



Gravesham Green Belt Study has been helpful in defining the how harmful the 
proposal would be in context to the Green Belt and the 3 key purposes of the 
Green Belt. Culverstone Valley has one of the lowest risk ratings in the Borough 
and has only 2 moderate contributions to purposes 2A and 3 which prevent other 
settlements in the Green Belt from merging and to safeguard the countryside from 
encroachment.       

2.7  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM GREEN BELT STUDY – APRIL 2018



2.8  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM STAGE 2 GREEN BELT STUDY – FINAL REPORT 

Gravesham Stage 2 Green Belt Final 
Report shows site allocations around 
the Culverstone Green/Valley area. 
More importantly the diagram shows 
to ‘expand all or some of the smaller 
and larger settlements’ and suggests to 
merge Culverstone Green with Vigo. 
This site allocation almost definitely 
suggests that development in the 
Culverstone Valley area would be seen 
as appropriate and would actually assist 
in the goals set out in the Regulation 18 
Site Allocations Issues and Options 
Document.       



2.9  PLANNING POLICY 
GRAVESHAM STAGE 2 GREEN BELT STUDY – FINAL REPORT 

Gravesham Stage 2 Green Belt Final Report shows the same 
information as the 2018 report in that the site is of moderate risk. 
Due to the siting at the top of a hill and away from the public road, 
the harm to the green belt is arguably even lower than those on the 
road and in plain site. 



 

3.0  PLANNING HISTORY 
No.48 Rhododendron Avenue - ‘Distarti’ 

Above is a chronological list of all the planning applications in relation to the above address. The 
purpose of this study is to highlight specific aspects of the planning history that will help to inform 
the appropriateness of the proposal, whist addressing certain contradictions in order to bring 
clarity to this proposal. 

Initially we can see that the site benefited like most from a holiday type chalet approved in 1952 
(see image). A few years later, an application for a new dwelling is refused, and what seems to be a 
retrospective application to retain an extension is also refused in 1979 for exceeding the 355sq/f 
(see caption). In 2021, the council permits the demolition of the existing chalet and erection of a 
replacement 3 bed bungalow (GEA: 92.7m2).  

Following on from this, we have a series of permitted development applications that seem to be 
attempts to extend via PD, but were largely refused minus the approved part-retrospective 
application for a rear extension, and approval for outbuilding. My concerns in this area of the 
planning history is where we have refusals based on the chalet not existing as it’s original size, and 
so extensions to extensions would not be permitted, see ref: 20221358 and delegated report. This 
is of concern as the app was refused on the basis of an extension built on or before 1979. 

Shortly after this refusal, application 20221359 for request of additional floor via prior approval 
was refused on the conflict of GPDO AA.2(3)(a)(ii)(aa) of Part 1. This decision supports the 
existing footprint as original and refuses the application on appearance (see caption). 

In summary it seems that the council have issued contradictory information in relation to the 
permitted development rights of the applicant, but permitted replacement dwelling under very 
special circumstances as this was issued post 2018 and not based on Policy C14.  



 

3.2  PLANNING PRECEDENT 1
No.50 Rhododendron Avenue - ‘Amankila’  

It is important to study the planning history of the immediate neighbour in order to understand the 
council’s position on developing the land at this specific site. This site is especially important for 
comparison as the site shares almost the exact same conditions and has been recently decided and 
approved. 

Much like the applicant site and surrounding area, Amankila shares it’s origins of having permission to 
build a chalet bungalow in 1952. In 2003, the council approve replacement dwelling (92.88m2) with 
habitable roof space and garage under policy C14 ref: 20030164. It should be stated that the council 
considered a caravan and associated extensions to be considered ‘existing’. After a few subsequent 
PD refusals, the applicant receives permission for a side extension, arguably not to the existing 
footprint, and then continues to accumulate extensions under PD in order to trade-off with the 
council (see caption). It is concerning that issues surrounding the existing footprint (a chalet identical 
to the one built at Distarti), were not addressed and that the property at Amankila went on to 
benefit from the PD rights. 
Finally, the Amankila residence has permission for a 200m2, single storey, 4 bedroom replacement 
dwelling. It does seem unjust that given Amankila and Distarti had the same chalet originally, that one 
site benefited from the PD rights, whilst the other did not. The applicant for Distarti will be seeking a 
replacement dwelling of a similar footprint.  

   



 

3.3 PLANNING PRECEDENT 2
Westwood, 38 Rhododendron Avenue 

Again, much like the surrounding area of Culverstone Valley, the planning history starts with the 
Chalet erected in 1952. In 1987, the council permits a replacement chalet (45.6m2). 3 years later in 
‘91, approval for the erection of a bungalow (87.5m2). In 2003, approval for a dwelling of the same 
footprint, as well as habitable roof space and detached double garage, very typical for this area. Then 
in 2019 & 2022, refusals for extensions to the dwelling, one overturned by appeal. 

In 2023, permission for a replacement dwelling of around 120m2 GEA and habitable roof space is 
approved. As the council are now working under the new policies of the various literature discussed 
previous, it can be assumed that No.38 Rhododendron Avenue (Westwood) has been considered to 
have very special circumstances and has not been permitted under the superseded policy C14. 

 

 

   



 

3.4  PLANNING PRECEDENT 3
Chestnuts, Rhododendron Avenue 

If we look at the planning history in relation to ‘Chestnuts’ a property immediately east of the 
applicant at Distarti, we have the same original chalet, albeit slightly different, maybe smaller.

The following applications are permitted most likely under Policy C14 as the policy was at the time 
still used and relevant. The reason for using this property as a precedent is to show the quality of 
design, and to state that the applicant for Distarti and myself as the agent propose a replacement 
dwelling of a similar architectural style and appearance. 

The siting of this property is very similar to Distarti in that it is up on a hill and tucked away from the 
public road. It is also secluded below the trees and has a view out across the site which we would 
hope to achieve. Although we will not be building within the roof nor would be be using as much 
glazing, the timber frame would be a key part of the high quality design. 

 

   



 

3.5 PLANNING PRECEDENT 
Rhododendron Avenue Study 

If we look at the surrounding area of 
Rhododendron Avenue, there have been many 
recent developments and most had an original 
chalet built in 1952. 



3.6  PLANNING SUMMARY

In conclusion to this report, this initial research into the planning policies that relate to 
replacement dwellings, the evidence shows a replacement dwelling under very special 
circumstances to be favourable to Distarti. 

There are many areas of the literature that point to a positive outcome for the proposal at 
Distarti, with some more important than others. It is clear that most of the guidance 
surrounding Policy C14 for replacement dwellings has been superseded by Gravesham 
Local Plan Core Strategy. Gravesham directed us to the new policies of CS02, the DPD 
(Development Management Polices), and Green Belt studies. As we worked through the 
information it was clear that the council had taken a new position on replacement 
dwellings, stating that the footprint should not exceed the existing, or the proposal should 
demonstrate appropriateness and very special circumstances. We believe to have exhibited 
these qualities in various ways. 

The greenbelt studies show that the Culverstone area is of moderate risk to the purposes 
of the green belt, and that through the regulation 18 Site Allocations Issue and Options 
Document, the area is actually selected for development and expansion towards Vigo. This 
in itself would seem to be enough to create special circumstances.

Moving on to the precedent that has been set in the area, the council has approved various 
replacement dwellings under very special circumstances the use of new policy and post 
policy C14. Approval of the replacement dwelling REF: 20210319 at Distarti has already 
confirmed that the site must have been considered very special circumstances due to the 
date of decision and would not have been decided under policy C14. 

We have shown through the planning history that the neighbour at No.50 Amankila, 
benefited from permitted development applications which were used to trade-off for a 
replacement dwelling. During this process the original footprint was not questioned. When 
the applicant for Distarti attempted to extend through permitted development, the original 
footprint was used as means of refusal. The council then contradicted itself and refused the 
additional floor (prior approval) application for appearance related matters, and did not 
question the original footprint.

The applicant and myself as the agent would like to avoid various attempts at achieving 
planning permission as this process is time consuming and costly. Together the client and I 
have designed a well thought out and considered proposal. The timber frame, low impact 
design is up on a hill, far from the public road and well secluded. In addition, the single 
storey aspect keeps the height to a minimum meaning low visual impact and 
overshadowing. The footprint will move North and the neighbour at Amankila, already 
benefits from being located to the South and will not suffer from loss of light. 

We are open to discussed with this proposal and welcome any topic that has been 
discussed in this report or outside of the report. 

      

  

3.7  PRE-PLANNING SUMMARY – REF: PRE20230235

This section has been added to document the formal feedback from the pre-planning 
application ref above, and to provide a summary of the guidance provided by Mr Ethan 
Bonthron.

Design submitted for pre-application PRE20230235

Pre-app feedback summary

‘The Local Planning Authority are concerned with the overall increase in built form, over and above 
the existing/approved dwelling, which is inappropriate development and harmful to the openness 
of the Green Belt. Nevertheless, the principle of creating a larger more suitable property is 
acceptable, but some reductions and compromises should be made to  reduce the scale to accord 
with local and national policies seeking to preserve the Green Belt. It is understood from 
conversations that the intention may be to move the dwelling away from the neighbour, more 
central to the site, and to create a chalet style property with rooms in the loft space. Although the 
single storey design of this proposal is considered to be a positive, the prevailing character of 
Rhododendron Avenue is of modest chalet style properties. Therefore, the Local Planning Authority 
do not object to this suggestion, but cannot provide any comment without viewing plans or a 
proposal’.

It is important to note that given the feedback, the proposal was then developed further to 
reduce the footprint of the scheme, and to allocate further habitable space in the roof. 

      

  



 

3.7  PRE-PLANNING SUMMARY – REF: PRE20230235

Revised design submitted for informal feedback dated 10/11/23

‘I have had a chance to briefly review the plans and feel that the scheme is moving in the 
right direction, but there are still improvements to be made. 
 
The reduced footprint is positive, however, the bulk and massing of the property would be 
disproportionate and out of character with the area. The Valley area is characterised by 
chalet style bungalows and although some elements of the dwelling would reflect a chalet 
style, other elevations appear as a two storey dwelling. Therefore, it is considered that a 
reduced scale can be achieved, and the overall bulk of the building would be reduced as a 
result to be more proportionate development, which would result in less harm on the 
Green Belt. For instance:
 
•the eave height could be dropped on some elevations to reduce the perceived bulk 
•some roof forms could be dropped in height to appear more subservient and reduce bulk
•some gable ends could be hipped back to reduce bulk. 
 
I would also draw your attention back to the indulgent comments made in the pre-
application response, as some rooms are large in terms of footprint and the bedrooms, 
specifically, show the beds to be swamped/lost in the rooms. It is considered that good 
sized rooms can be achieved within a scaled back property. 
 
In terms of materials, some of the glazing could be removed on the first floor/the extent 
of full-length windows reduced (similar to the image below), which would be more in-
keeping with the wider vernacular and may also pre-empt some of the issues that building 
regs raise after the planning process is wrapped up’.



Sonny Medcalf  

Architectural Practitioner BA(Hons) MA. 

CADGUYS 

Date: 24TH DECEMBER 2023 

3.7  PRE-PLANNING SUMMARY – REF: PRE20230235

Revised design submitted for informal feedback dated 27/11/23

‘The changes are considered to be an improvement and would be more in-line with the 
wider characteristic of chalet style bungalows on Rhododendron Avenue. As such, you are 
invited to submit an application. In the submission it is encouraged that full details of 
materials are provided, this will ensure that the materiality is in-keeping with the rural 
character and Harvel Wooded Downs Landscape Area’.
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