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4.1 -  SE/13/00081/REM Date expired 25 April 2013 

PROPOSAL: Reserved matters (Access, Appearance, Landscaping, 

Layout and Scale) pursuant to condition 2 of 

SE/11/02471/OUT - Proposed demolition of the former 

police station and erection of up to approximately 52 

residential units. 

LOCATION: Former Sevenoaks Police Station, Morewood Close, 

Sevenoaks KENT TN13 2HX  

WARD(S): Sevenoaks Kippington 

ITEM FOR DECISION 

Councillors Eyre and Hunter have referred the application to Development Control 

Committee for the reasons specified in the main report. 

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following 

conditions:- 

1) The southernmost portion of the turning head to the rear of Block B shall be 

hatched with "keep clear" markings or other similar measures, in accordance with a 

scheme that shall be submitted to and approved writing by the Local Planning Authority 

prior to the first occupation of Block B or Block D. The approved details shall be 

maintained as such thereafter. 

To ensure suitable provision for the turning of refuse vehicles, in accordance with policy 

EN1 of the Sevenoaks District Local Plan. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans: 5827 01C, 10D, 11D, 12D, 13B, 14C, 15C, 16C, 17E, 18A, 

19 21C, 22C, 23C, Bir.4175_01 and Bir.4175_02 

For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

3) The material samples required under condition 4 of SE/11/02471 shall include 

a sample panel measuring a minimum of 300mm x 300mm in area of the timber 

cladding to be used in the external elevations of the development, and shall 

demonstrate how the individual timbers will join with one another, and details of any 

staining proposed to the timber cladding. 

To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development, in accordance with Policy SP1 

of the Sevenoaks Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Sevenoaks District Local Plan. 

Informatives 

1) The refuse bins that are depicted on the approved plans appear to be 1,100L 

wheeled bins, and if so each refuse storage area has the required no. of bins.  The 

1,100L bins must be of the drop-front variety as outlined in the Sevenoaks District 

Council guidance to developers.   Further, the bins should be allocated as follows: 
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a. Refuse Block A: 3 bins for general waste (black sacks) & 3 bins for recyclable 

waste (clear sacks and large cardboard) 

b. Refuse Block B: 2 bins for general waste (black sacks) & 2 bins for recyclable 

waste (clear sacks and large cardboard) 

c. Refuse Block C: 2 bins for general waste (black sacks) & 2 bins for recyclable 

waste (clear sacks and large cardboard) 

d. Refuse Block D: 1 bin for general waste (black sacks) & 1 bin for recyclable 

waste (clear sacks and large cardboard) 

2) The surfacing materials for the access and roadways hereby approved and as 

shown on the plans, shall be constructed to accommodate the weight of a 26 tonne 

refuse collection vehicle. 

3) You are advised that the drainage details required as part of condition 12 of the 

outline planning permission remain outstanding and will need to be subject to a 

separate details submission. 

4) Any gate installed on the boundary between the dry access route to Block D and 

the adjacent public footpath must be designed to open inwards into the site, to avoid 

obstruction of the public footpath. 

Update 

1 Members will recall that this application was reported to the Development Control 

Committee on 18 April 2013. Members were concerned about the design, 

particularly of Block A fronting London Road, and considered the building to be 

monolithic, lacking in distinctive features, and did not make a positive impact on 

its surroundings. Members also considered the use of materials, including the 

choice of brickwork and timber cladding, to be inappropriate to the town. On this 

basis, Members voted to defer the application to enable the case officer to report 

these concerns back to the applicant, and to seek changes to the scheme. 

Members also requested that the case officer should consult with local members 

on any changes proposed. 

2 Following the meeting, the case officer has discussed the concerns raised by the 

committee with the applicant, and revisions to the design have been submitted. 

The use of an engineered blue/grey brick on the ground floor of the buildings has 

been replaced with a cream rendered finish. The recessed top floor of Block A has 

also been changed to a cream render finish. The buildings have also been 

designed with larger window openings to give more emphasis to the glazing on 

the building as a contrast to the brickwork. 

3 The applicant has also highlighted the illustrative drawings submitted with the 

application which demonstrate how the Block A has been designed with varying 

projections and recesses, to break up its scale. 

4 An assessment of the changes in the design of the scheme is provided below. The 

original report to committee follows this assessment. 
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Further Consultations on revised plans 

Sevenoaks Town Council  

5 Comments awaited 

Neighbour Representations 

6 1 letter received  

• The development would worsen traffic in the area 

• The area needs affordable family homes, not designer apartments. 

Ward Members 

7 As requested by the committee, the local Members were consulted on the 

revisions proposed. The feedback from Local Members was as follows –  

Cllr Hunter – “I would prefer off white render and not timber cladding” (in 

reference to the treatment of the top floor of Block A, where a variety of external 

finishes were initially submitted by the applicant for consideration) 

Cllr Eyre – No comments received. 

Assessment of the design of the revised scheme  

8 The concerns raised by Members can be split into two main areas- 1)  the 

monolithic appearance of Block A, and 2) the external finish to the building 

9 In response to the monolithic appearance of Block A, Members will note that the 

scale, footprint and height of the building remains as originally submitted. The 

applicant has chosen not to amend these components of the building, and relies 

on highlighting the various features contained within the design to demonstrate 

that scale and massing would be broken up.   I would clarify these as follows –  

• The building does not follow set straight lines. The main frontage onto 

London Road follows a subtle “V shaped” line, and the elevations are 

staggered to include projections and recessed areas, which have the effect 

of breaking up the scale and massing of the building.  

• The appearance of the building is further broken down through the use of 

different materials. The building is broken down vertically through the use of 

brick on the projecting elevations and timber cladding on the recessed 

elevations. The scale is broken down horizontally through the use of render 

on the ground and top floor. The top floor is purposefully recessed to reduce 

scale and massing. 

• The prominence of the brick elevations has been reduced by enlarging the 

windows to each building, thus reducing the proportion of brickwork on the 

building. 

• The illustrative drawings submitted with the application demonstrate how 

this scale and massing would be broken down with more clarity than the 

technical drawings demonstrate. 

10 With regard to the material finish, the use of engineered brick on the ground floor 

was criticised by Members and this has now been replaced by a cream render 
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finish to the ground floor of the buildings. The recessed top floor of Block A has 

also been revised to incorporate a cream rendered finish, rather than the grey 

membrane finish as originally proposed.  

11 The application proposes to retain the timber cladding on the buildings. Whilst 

this has been criticised by Members, such cladding is evident on larger modern 

buildings in the town, such as the Sainsbury’s store, the new flats at Oaks House, 

Tubbs Hill, and the residential scheme permitted at 66 London Road. The 

concerns raised by the Town Council appear to stem from a fear that the cladding 

will look like the new flats at the Railway and Bicycle site. However it is clear from 

the submitted plans that the cladding proposed in this case is recessed and it’s 

prominence is consequently residual.  The Council could impose a condition 

requiring a sample panel of the timber cladding (including the way in which the 

timbers would be arranged next to each other) before it is applied to the building. I 

do not believe it would be sustainable for the Council to object in principle to all 

developments with timber cladding on the basis of what has been specifically 

built at the Railway and Bicycle, as it cannot be said that timber cladding is 

inherently an unacceptable material. In my opinion, the cladding at the Railway 

and Bicycle looks odd because of its small size and the way in which it has been 

installed on the building. In contrast, the cladding on this proposal is integral to 

the design and the Council can impose a condition to ensure it is satisfied with 

the detailed design and arrangement of the cladding.  

12 I consider that these changes, albeit limited, improve the appearance of the 

scheme compared to the original design. Members have questioned whether the 

building is of sufficient high quality and this is a subjective judgement. I do not 

seek to put forward the development as being of outstanding design. However I 

do consider that the scheme would be of substantially better design than the 

existing police station building, and of higher design quality than other buildings 

fronting London Road within the local area. As such I consider that the proposal 

would make a positive contribution to the quality of built form in the local area 

and as such would accord with Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy.  

Other matters 

13 A local resident has raised objection to the scheme on highways grounds. 

However given that outline permission has already been granted for development 

of the site, and no objection has been raised by Kent Highways, I do not consider 

this to be a sustainable objection. 

14 In response to the comment that the area needs affordable family homes it 

should be noted that 40% of the development is for affordable housing and the 

outline permission envisaged is primarily flatted development.  The Council has a 

disproportionate number of larger dwellings (3 bedrooms and above), and Policy 

SP5 of the Core Strategy seeks specifically to increase the number of smaller 

units in the district.  This scheme would assist in the delivery of such smaller 

units. 

15 Overall, I consider that the revisions improve the appearance of the development 

and would accord with Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy, and I would recommend 

that planning permission is granted, subject to the conditions listed at the top of 

this report. 
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16 The report originally submitted to the Development Control committee on 18 April 

2013 now follows, together with a copy of the late observation sheet for 18 April 

2013 and a copy of the Outline Planning Permission. 

Background Papers 

Site and Block plans 

Appendix A – Development Control Committee - 18 April 2013 - Report 

Appendix B - Development Control Committee - 18 April 2013 – Late Observations and Outline 

Planning Permission 

Contact Officer(s): Andrew Byrne  Extension: 7225 

Pav Ramewal  

Chief Executive Designate 

Link to application details:  

http://pa.sevenoaks.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=MGLVMEBK8V000  

Link to associated documents: 

http://pa.sevenoaks.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=MGLVMEBK8V000 
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Report to Development Control Committee 25 April 2013  
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Late observation sheet for 25 April 2013 and the Outline Planning Permission 
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