
           
   DEVELOPMENT CONTROL BOARD 
 
    14 July 2011 
 
Reference: 11/00703/FUL    Officer: Mr P Nicholls 
 
Location: St Marys Church 

Church Road 
Stone 
Kent 
DA9 9BP 

 
Proposal: Erection of a single storey building within churchyard to provide parish rooms 
 
Applicant: The Parochial Church Council Of St Mary The Virgin Stone 

 
Agent:  Howard Sharp And Partners LLP/Ms J Andrews 

 
 
Target Date: 21/07/2011 
 
Parish / Ward: Stone Parish Council / Stone 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approval 
 
SITE SPECIFIC POLICY 
 
(1) Adopted Dartford Local Plan 1995 - no site specific policy. 
 
(2) Draft Deposit Local Plan 2004 - no site specific policy. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
(3) St Marys Church is a 13th century Grade I listed building that is sited in the middle of this 
0.5 hectare site.  It is built of flint with stone dressings, patched with brick in places and a tiled 
roof.  The church was restored between 1859 and 1860, with the roof dating from this time. 
 
(4) Public Right of Way DR11 links Church Road to the west with the public open space that 
serves neighbouring residential developments to the east and south.  Mature trees line the 
perimeter of the site.  The surrounding land uses are therefore predominantly recreational and 
residential. 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
(5) This proposal, for a new church hall adjacent to the church, is linked to the proposal 
covered elsewhere in the agenda for the redevelopment of the existing church hall site for 
residential purposes.  The proposed church hall will occupy a footprint of 179 square metres, 
compared with the existing hall's footprint of 140 square metres. 
 
(6) The new building will be on average 9.5m away from the front elevation of the church.  It 
will sit up close to the western boundary of the application site, following the line of the brick 
and stone wall.  The new hall will also include a kitchen, utility room, office and toilets.  The 
scale of the single storey building is relatively modest with an average height of 3.5m, and a 
peak of 4.2 m.  External materials will consist of yellow stock facing brickwork laid to English 
Bond, with flint faced plinth and vertical timber cladding.  The roof will be covered in sedum. 
 
 



RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
(7) An application for Listed Building Consent for a replacement notice board facing Church 
Road was granted in September 2006 under reference DA/06/00762/LBC. 
 
(8) A full submission for the erection of a single storey building within the churchyard to 
provide parish rooms was refused by Members at the June 2010 Development Control Board 
meeting.  The application, which was also recommended for refusal by officers, featured 3 
reasons for refusal.  These were in relation to: (i) a lack of off-street parking; (ii) a lack of a 
desk-based archaeological assessment; (iii) harm to the character and appearance of the 
Grade I listed Church building. 
 
(9) An outline application for the demolition of the existing hall and erection of 5 No. 4  
bedroom houses with garages and associated parking was refused by Members at the June 
2010 Development Control Board meeting.  The application, which was recommended for 
refusal by officers, featured 3 reasons for refusal.  These were in relation to: (i) the proposal 
being of an unacceptable scale, leading to a negative impact on the street scene and locality; 
(ii) the loss of the church hall as a community facility; (iii) the absence of an impact 
assessment on protected species or ecology (DA/10/00427/OUT).   
 
(10) The above application was refused at the same time as another application for the 
demolition of the existing church hall and erection of 5 No. 4 bedroom houses with garages 
and parking (DA/10/00428/FUL).  The resubmission for this is contained elsewhere within this 
agenda. 
 
COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS 
 
(11) Thames Water: Suggests an informative in relation to surface water drainage. 
 
(12) Kent Highway Services: No objections subject to conditions being used to: (i) prevent the 
hall and the church being in use at the same time with an exception for Sunday school; (ii) 
there is no intensification on the current use of the site, without the prior approval of the Local 
Planning Authority, initially on a case by case basis, so the level of impact can be 
ascertained, which will inform future decisions; (iii) if lunch club is permitted as part of this 
application, then the number of people that can be served is limited initially to a number to be 
agreed. 
 
(13) English Heritage: Comments awaited, although a consultation response dated 8 July 
2010 in relation to the previous scheme confirms that there were no objections, but 
recommended a number of conditions (this response was received after the previous 
application was refused).  English Heritage have accepted that the need to provide such 
facilities in close proximity to the church is a crucial means of securing the building's future.  
The significance of the church interior precludes an internal solution that could provide the 
level of accommodation envisaged.  The practical and topographical constraints of extending 
the building, as well as the difficulty in doing so without considerable harm to the building's 
setting have led to a scheme for a totally detached building which English Heritage supports 
in principle. 
 
(14) KCC Public Rights of Way Officer: Comments awaited, although previously advised that 
a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) must be applied for should permission be granted regarding 
the temporary closure of the Public Right of Way. 
 
(15) KCC Archaeological Officer: Comments awaited, although an officer has previously 
advised in a letter dated 7th December 2010 (included as Appendix A of the Supporting 
Statements) that following the submission of a relevant geophysical survey report and an 
extract of the Tithe map, an informal preliminary impact assessment has subsequently been 
undertaken.  As a result, the advice confirms that outstanding archaeological issues in the 
proposed works can now be dealt with by condition. 
 



(16) Stone Parish Council: Comments are expected on the day of the committee meeting.  
Members will be updated with a verbal update. 
 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION  
 
(17) At the time of writing this report, 1 letter of objection has been received, relating to the 
following views: 
 
- no provision for parking, plus the existing hall will lose it's provision, even though use of this 
hall often results in parking problems; 
- creation of highway safety hazards; 
- the church seems keen on attracting more visitors and functions but not accept restrictions, 
which could include receptions, and therefore it is incorrect to suggest that the proposal will 
not cause additional parking issues. 
 
(18) To date, 29 letters of support have been submitted from nearby residents as well as the 
wider area as well as an additional letter from the applicant.  Issues referred to are as follows: 
 
- the proposed hall will provide much needed facilities in respect of heating, toilets and 
running water to serve users of the church as well as providing a more modern facility for 
typical users of a church hall; 
- it is in a more suitable location within the grounds of the church, compared with a 400m walk 
away from the existing church hall; 
- it is economically unviable to repair the existing hall; 
- the existing facility is inadequate for disabled people; 
- it will not attract any more demand for parking compared with the existing church; 
- the design is sympathetic and does not detract from the Grade I listed building; 
- it will ensure the long-term retention and maintenance of the listed building. 
 
RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
(19) In the 1995 Adopted Local Plan, the proposal is affected by general design requirements 
contained within Policy B1 and B3 (landscaping).  Policy T19 is about the relationship of a 
development to the highway network, whilst Policy T23 relates to off-street parking provision.  
The site is also an area of archaeological significance, so Policy B12 is relevant and aims to 
protect such sites from development unless it can be demonstrated that the site can be 
preserved either in situ or by making a detailed record of it for future archaeological reference.  
Finally, Policy CF3 encourages the provision of community facilities, taking into account the 
suitability of the site, location for the use proposed, amenity impact, design of the buildings, 
traffic generation and car parking provision. 
 
(20) Within the Local Plan Review Second Deposit Draft 2004, Policy DD11 provides general 
development and design criteria and policy DD13 is relevant in respect of security.  Transport 
policies T8, T9, T11 and T14 are applicable in terms of off-site transport measures, new 
accesses, parking provision and parking layout.  Policy CF1 supports community facilities in 
existing neighbouring hood centres.  Policy BE8 considers development affecting the setting 
of a listed building, whilst Policy BE11 advises that development which would have a 
detrimental effect upon the remains of local archaeological value if the importance of the 
development outweighs the local value of the remains. 
 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MANAGER'S COMMENTS 
 
Key Issues 
 
(21) I consider the key issues to be the need for this development, as well as the design, 
siting and external appearance of the proposed building, parking provision and the impact the 
new building may have on the setting of the adjacent listed church and any potential 
archaeological remains. 
 
 



The Need for the Development 
 
(22) The need for this application is based on the fact that the existing church has no running 
water supply, no toilet or kitchen, no storage facilities and no heating.  I acknowledge the 
individual circumstances of the church and recognise the need to provide modern facilities to 
complement the church and building a new hall within the church grounds would certainly 
address the shortcomings of the current scenario with the hall being some 400m away.   
 
(23) Given the sensitive nature of the Grade I listed building I also accept that it is not 
desirable to extend the existing church as it would be difficult to achieve a sensitive, cost-
effective design.  I concur with the concerns of English Heritage that any extensions to the 
existing church may result in a more harmful effect on its setting.  I therefore place 
considerable weight on the individual circumstances pertaining to this application. 
 
Impact on Setting of Listed Building 
 
(24) Views of the Grade I listed church are possible from Church Road as well as the wider 
area, including other parts of Stone, Crossways and Greenhithe.  A public right of way (DR11) 
cuts through the application site, and runs east to west to the south of the church.  The visual 
impact this Grade I building has on the area is clearly significant and its setting should be 
protected.  As many of the letters of support state, the church building is historically important 
in this area, which is reflective of its Grade I listed status. 
 
(25) Since the refusal of June 2010, the applicants have continued to liaise with English 
Heritage, who recommended a number of small changes to the original scheme.  These have 
now been incorporated into the revised scheme and include a reduction in the maximum 
height of the structure from 4.5m to 4.2m, an improved detail along the eaves and a greater 
separation from the front of the existing church (from 8m to 9.5m).  The applicants are also 
willing to accept conditions suggested by English Heritage requiring 1:5 scale sections 
through windows, doors and eaves, and samples of materials. 
 
(26) The public right of way cuts through the site with the church on one side and the new hall 
on the other.  This means, in my opinion, that the new church hall will still be a very obvious 
addition within the church grounds and, to some extent, detract from the setting of the listed 
building.  The key is whether it will detract to the extent that a refusal could be warranted on 
such grounds.  Although I took the view that this was the case with regards to the initial 
scheme, this was in the absence of views from English Heritage, who confirmed that they had 
no objections.  A small number of changes have also been made to the original scheme, as 
set out above, which goes in the applicant's favour.  The Council's own Conservation officer 
has verbally confirmed that they have no objections to this proposal.  As such, it may now be 
difficult to justify such a ground of refusal on appeal.  I also accept that the structure is modest 
in scale and that the design, siting and external materials are the best available.  I therefore 
believe that this previous reason for refusal has been addressed. 
 
Parking 
 
(27) A lack of parking and concerns about highway safety associated with the varying 
community uses of the existing church hall is mentioned in a number of the representations 
received in relation to the redevelopment of that site.  The proposal does not provide on site 
parking spaces for reasons relating to the joint desire to preserve the setting of the listed 
church building. 
 
(28) The applicants have submitted a parking statement advising that the existing church hall 
is only used for occasional church related functions, plus one morning a week for a mothers 
and toddlers morning, one evening per fortnight for a youth club and one morning or evening 
per month for the mother's union.  The church hall and church are never used at the same 
time, but are often used in sequence.  The proposal includes using the hall for all of the above 
events, plus a luncheon club one day a week.  A parking survey has also been submitted of 
Church Road and Church Hill.  It took place over a 6 week period covering August to mid-



September 2010 and also, more recently, a 2 week period from the end of April to early May 
providing a snapshot of available on street parking at various points of the day. 
 
(29) The submitted analysis suggests that when the new room would be used on its own, 
most of the traffic movements and parking will be much less than that generated for church 
services and will never exceed that which exists and is generated by church services.  The 
survey suggests that more than adequate on-street parking provision is available close to the 
church at the relevant times of the day for the activities that are planned to continue in the 
new hall, whether daytime, evening or weekends. 
 
(30) Kent Highway Services have not disputed the findings of the survey, but recommend a 
number of conditions that will assist in minimising the parking demands for the surrounding 
area.  This includes preventing use of the hall and the church at the same time (other than 
when Sunday School occurs) and restricting the use of the hall to the activities and frequency 
as set out in the accompanying documents.  The final suggested condition in respect of 
limiting the number of people that may attend the luncheon club is not considered to be 
enforceable.  Otherwise, with the other two conditions attached, I do not believe that the issue 
of parking will be significant to the extent that a refusal could be warranted. 
 
Archaeological Impact 
 
(31) Whilst the absence of a desk-based assessment resulted in a reason for refusal 
previously, discussions have continued between the applicants and Kent County Council's 
archaeological team, and as advised, a letter dated 7th December 2010 confirms that there 
are no longer any concerns subject to the inclusion of a number of conditions.  As such, I no 
longer believe there are sufficient grounds to refuse this application on the potential 
archaeological impact. 
 
Other Issues 
 
(32) The Secretary of State wrote to Local Planning Authorities on 27 May 2010 informing 
them of the Government’s intention to abolish Regional Strategies and that he expected them 
to have regard to this as a material consideration in planning decisions.  On 6 July 2010 the 
Secretary of State revoked the Regional Strategies.  The revocation was successfully 
challenged in the High Court, the effect of which is to re-establish the South East Plan as part 
of the development plan.    
 
(33) Following the Court hearing, the Government reiterated their advice that the Secretary of 
State's letter of 27 May 2010 should be taken into account as a material planning 
consideration in any decisions they are currently taking.  However, this was very recently 
successfully challenged in The High Court and is due for a full hearing shortly.  In the 
meantime, I think it is necessary to consider the South East Plan as a material consideration.  
 
(34) In my view, the policies in the South East Plan would have limited relevance in this case 
as the decision is of limited scale and impact in the regional context.  The Council can rely on 
national guidance and local statutory development plan policy alone as would have been the 
case before 6 July 2010. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS 
 
(35) I have considered the application in the light of the Human Rights Act 1998. I am 
satisfied that my analysis of the issues in this case and my consequent recommendation are 
compatible with the Act. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
(36) In conclusion, I believe that the three reasons for refusal (on archaeological, listed 
building and parking grounds) have been sufficiently overcome through the submission of 
additional information.  Kent County Council's Archaeological officer, English Heritage and 
Kent Highway Services have not objected to this revised scheme.  Therefore, a refusal on any 



of these grounds would be difficult to substantiate on appeal, and whilst I accept the concerns 
of the objector in respect of parking, on balance I find that this proposal is acceptable subject 
to the conditions set out below. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approval 
 
01 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years 

from the date of this permission. 
 
01 In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
02 Before commencement of any building operations on site, details of a programme of 

archaeological work in accordance with a written specification and timetable, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  The details shall be 
implemented as approved. 

 
02 To ensure that features of archaeological interest are properly examined and recorded 

in accordance with Policy B12 of the adopted Dartford Local Plan. 
 
03 Before commencement of any building operations on site, details of foundation designs 

and any other proposals involving below ground excavation shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority.  Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 

 
03 To ensure that due regard is had to the preservation in situ of important archaeological 

remains in accordance with Policy B12 of the adopted Dartford Local Plan. 
 
04 Before commencement of the development hereby approved, details and samples of all 

materials to be used externally shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

 
04 To ensure that the development does not harm the character and appearance of the 

existing building or the visual amenity of the locality in accordance with Policy B1 of the 
adopted Dartford Local Plan. 

 
05 Before commencement of the development hereby approved, details of sections 

through windows, doors and the eaves to a scale of 1:5 shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be carried 
out in accordance with the approved details. 

 
05 In the interests of visual amenities in accordance with Policy B1 of the adopted Dartford 

Local Plan. 
 
06 Prior to the commencement of the use hereby approved, a volume limiting device shall 

be installed in accordance with details to be submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority beforehand.  The installed volume limiting device shall thereafter be 
maintained in working order in accordance with the approved details. 

 
06 To safeguard the noise environment of the surrounding locality in accordance with 

Policies E14 and B1 of the adopted Dartford Local Plan. 
 
07 There shall be no music and/or any other amplified sound outside the hours of 1000 to 

2200 Sunday to Thursday and Bank Holidays, and 1000 to 2300 Fridays, Saturdays 
and Sundays prior to Bank Holidays, unless otherwise agreed in writing by or on behalf 
of the Local Planning Authority. 

 



07 To avoid unreasonable disturbance outside normal social hours to nearby residential 
properties contrary to Policies B1 and H12 of the adopted Dartford Local Plan. 

 
08 All doors and windows shall be kept closed at all times throughout the duration of any 

events, except for the explicit purpose of entry to or exit from the premises. 
 
08 To safeguard the noise environment of the surrounding locality in accordance with 

Policies E14 and B1 of the adopted Dartford Local Plan. 
 
09 The church hall (excluding the kitchen, toilet and storage facilities) shall not be used at 

the same time as the church, with exception to when Sunday School occurs, unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
09 In the interests of amenity and highway safety in accordance with Policy B1 of the 

adopted Dartford Local Plan. 
 
10 The church hall shall only be used for one morning per week for a mothers and toddlers 

group, one evening per fortnight for a youth club, one morning or evening per month for 
a mother's union and one day per week for a luncheon club and shall also be limited to 
one private hire event per week, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
10 In the interests of amenity and highway safety in accordance with Policy B1 of the 

adopted Dartford Local Plan. 
 
INFORMATIVES 
 
01 With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of a developer to make 

proper provision for drainage to ground, water courses or a suitable sewer.  In respect 
of surface water it is recommended that the applicant should ensure that storm flows 
are attenuated or regulated into the receiving public network through on or off site 
storage.  When it is proposed to connect to a combined public sewer, the site drainage 
should be separate and combined at the final manhole nearest the boundary.  
Connections are not permitted for the removal of Ground Water.  Where the developer 
proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer 
Services will be required.  They can be contacted on 0845 850 2777. 
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