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Item 005 - EDC/16/0004 
 
Additional Representation 
 
Since publication of the main report Aggregate Industries, who own and operate Robins 
Wharf located to the west of the application site, have made further representations on this 
application, summarised as follows: 
 

• Aggregate Industries state that they are committed to working with EDC to ensure a 
satisfactory outcome for this application.  Whilst advising that the November 2016 
noise survey did not fully capture the worst case scenario due to wind conditions and 
that the asphalt plant was not operating, they indicate that tighter planning conditions 
to safeguard their commercial operations would be sufficient to remove their 
objection.  In particular they request that the conditions specify the upper threshold 
for external noise levels when measured at the new residential properties and require 
sound testing of the closest residential properties prior to first occupation. 

 
Additional Consultee Response 
 
Since publication of the main report the Port of London Authority (PLA) has provided an 
updated consultation response, summarised as follows: 
 

• The PLA reiterate that they have no in principle objection to the proposed 
development and welcome the additional submissions in relation to noise.  Having 
reviewed the additional noise report the PLA are concerned that the applicant’s 
conclusion that the impact of existing operations from Robins Wharf are likely to have 
a low impact on the proposed development and that no mitigation is deemed 
necessary at this stage is contrary to the technical note prepared on behalf of 
Aggregate Industries.  Notwithstanding this, the PLA advise that detailed design work 
should be fully informed by the noise environment and that appropriate mitigation 
should be secured, implemented and maintained.  The PLA would also recommend 
that prior to occupation a scheme for testing the internal noise environment of the 
residential units be carried out to demonstrate compliance with standards have been 
met. 

 
EDC Officer Comments 
 
Following additional comments from Aggregate Industries and the Port of London Authority, 
officers have reviewed the recommended planning conditions covering noise attenuation, 
specifically in respect of potential for disturbance to be caused by the unrestricted 
commercial operations that take place from Robins Wharf. 
 
Gravesham Borough Council’s (GBC’s) Senior Environmental Health Officer (EHO) has 
advised that it is premature at this outline stage to identify an explicit site-wide noise level for 
the proposed internal and external noise environment, and has recommended that this be a 
matter assessed at the detailed reserved matters stage.  However, in response to these 
additional representations it is recommended that draft condition 9(b), as included in 
Appendix 1 of the main report, is amended to provide clarity that the noise mitigation and 
attenuation measures to be incorporated into the detailed design shall be informed by 
updated noise assessment, as described in paragraph 9.8.25 of the main report.  The 
recommended re-wording of condition 9(b) also reflects that the requirement to mitigate 

 



 

external noise sources comprises the design and layout of the development as well as the 
noise attenuation provided by the actual construction of the buildings.  It also adds reference 
to a relevant British Standard. 
 
Amended Condition 9(b) – additions underlined: 

• Details of noise attenuation measures required to mitigate the effects of surrounding 
industrial and traffic sources of noise on the proposed development, including all 
commercial activities associated with Robins Wharf.  The details shall be informed by 
updated noise surveys and shall include the noise mitigation provided by the design 
and layout of the development and noise attenuation provided by the construction, 
including design and installation of windows and ventilation.  Reference shall be 
made to British Standard 8233:2014 and BS4142:2014, or the equivalent 
standard(s).                     

 
The PLA and wharf operator advocate imposition of an additional planning condition 
requiring pre-occupation sound testing of the residential dwellings to demonstrate that 
acceptable noise levels have been achieved.  Whilst such a condition may be desirable to 
provide reassurance to interested parties and to the Local Planning Authority, owing to the 
fact that previous noise surveys have identified that the majority of the proposed dwellings 
are in locations where noise attenuation is not required, it is questionable whether such a 
requirement is necessary at this outline stage.  In order for such a condition to be reasonable 
it would need to clearly specify which units require testing, as it would not be reasonable to 
expect every dwelling on the site to be subjected to this sound test before they can be 
occupied, and this supports the position that it may be more appropriate to assess the need 
for this additional test at the detailed reserved matters stages when further details are 
available.  This position is supported in principle by GBC’s EHO who accepts that it is 
premature to consider detailed noise attenuation and target internal/external levels.   
 
In terms of providing reassurance to the PLA and wharf operator, it is prudent to note that 
they would be consulted as part of assessing any relevant reserved matters applications for 
the site and so would have further opportunity to comment, should outline consent be 
granted. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Grant outline planning permission on the terms set out in the main report, subject to 
amended wording of condition 9(b) as set out in this supplementary report. 
 
Item 006 – EDC/16/0117 
 
The applicant has submitted details in relation to condition 20 of the outline approval and 
therefore the application description has been updated.  
 
Submission of Reserved Matters of siting, design, external appearance and landscaping 
pursuant to conditions 2, 19, 20, 21, 26 and 35 of outline planning permission 
DA/05/00308/OUT for the erection of a public house/restaurant, hotel, associated residential 
accommodation, car parking, landscaping and ancillary works. 
 
Amended Conditions  
 
Condition 2  
 
Car Parking Technical Note (Issue 8, January 2017) prepared by WSP – updated document. 
 
Condition 13 

 



 

 
No deliveries shall be taken in or dispatched from the site outside the hours of 05:30 -21:00 
Monday to Saturdays and 08:00 – 18:00 on Sundays. Only vans and light delivery vehicles 
will be permitted on a Sunday.  
 
Amendments to Informative 2 
 
EDC Presentation (dated January 2017) prepared by Axiom Architects  
 
Additional Representations 

 
Comments have been received from Bean Residents Association (BRA) neither objecting 
nor supporting the planning application:  
 
Our 8th November 2016 comments are reported, although not specifically answered. 
However, we went through most of them in a call from Marston’s John McElholm on 8th 
December. He is confident, from their experience elsewhere, that shared Pub & Lodge 
parking will be adequate. It was agreed both Pub and Lodge must be completed and 
launched together to avoid building works. On noise levels, he believed the noise bund 
would give protection, despite the Lodge building height. He was unaware of Paramount 
proposals or their red-line boundary which may include some of site. He was unaware of 
Paramount outline design for Ebbsfleet Junction or the HE January consultation. We, and 
others, remain unconvinced that parking provision is adequate. Is it a Commercial or LA 
risk? 
 
Comments from KCC Archaeology (dated 18th January 2017) 
 
As you know I have had long discussions with the applicant’s archaeological consultant 
about the archaeological potential at the site and whether there is a need for archaeological 
mitigation.  
 
The site has been partly archaeologically evaluated: the applicant’s consultant considers the 
potential of the sediments to be low but after further discussion with the excavator I would 
consider that the potential is medium. Further archaeological evaluation would be helpful but 
the remaining impacts are likely to relatively small scale so in this case archaeological 
mitigation through monitoring would be acceptable. Even though groundworks have already 
altered the contours over part of the site further impacts would be expected from excavations 
for foundations and drainage works, and possibly other services. I would therefore expect 
that provision should still be made for archaeological monitoring for Palaeolithic archaeology 
of any further groundworks which go below the level of modern made ground. The applicant 
has helpfully provided a plan which shows an overlay of the development area on the 
previous archaeological investigations but it would be helpful if sections could be submitted 
which show the levels of proposed works on existing sediments which may be of 
archaeological interest. 

 


