
(Item 4.2)  1 

4.2 – SE/13/03057/DETAIL Date expired 9 December 2013 

PROPOSAL: Details pursuant to condition 18 (construction method 

statement) of appeal decision:   

APP/G2245/A/13/2192145/NWF - SE/12/03106/FUL 

LOCATION: Land West Of, 5 Mill Lane, Shoreham TN14 7TS  

WARD(S): Otford & Shoreham 

ITEM FOR DECISION 

Councillor Lowe has referred the details application to Development Control Committee 

on the grounds of highway safety and the impact of amenities of residents during the 

construction process 

RECOMMENDATION: That details be APPROVED. 

Description of Proposal 

1 The proposal is a details application to discharge condition 18 (construction 

method statement) that was attached to the approval for Erection of 4 houses (1 

semi-detached pair and 2 detached) at Land West of 5 Mill Lane Shoreham.  The 

application was allowed at appeal (planning references 

APP/G2245/A/13/2192145/NWF - SE/12/03106/FUL.) 

2 Condition 18 states that: 

No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 

approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction period.  The 

Statement shall provide for: 

i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors using a hard surface 

ii) loading and unloading of plant and materials 

iii) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development 

iv) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding 

v) wheel washing facilities 

vi) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction 

vii) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from demolition and 

construction works. 

3 Therefore the principal issues in this case are whether the information supplied by 

the agent is sufficient to fulfil the requirements set out in the above condition.  

4 As this is an application for the approval of details it is not an opportunity to re-

consider the merits of the overall development. 
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Description of Site 

5 The site lies partially fronting and partially to the rear of the other properties in 

Mill Lane at the heart of the Shoreham Mil Lane Conservation Area.  It lies within 

the Conservation Area and an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

6 Within Mill Lane there are several detached houses of various ages although 

these are of a modest size. 

7 The site is widely visible within the surrounding Conservation Area and slopes 

downhill form the north west to the south east, broadly from the High Street to the 

river end of Crown Road. 

Constraints 

8 Conservation Area 

9 Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

Policies 

Sevenoaks District Local Plan:    

10 Policies - EN1, EN23, VP1  

Sevenoaks Core Strategy:  

11 Policies - LO1, LO7, SP1, SP2, SP3, SP11, 

Other 

12 National Planning Policy Framework 

Planning History 

13 79/0710 - Erection of 1 dwelling    Refused on grounds of harm to the 

streetscene, harm to conservation area. Contrary to BE5 of K&MSP 

 88/0182 - Erection of 3 dwellings   Refused on grounds of overdevelopment, 

harm to character and amenities and harm neighbouring amenities 

 88/1503 -  Erection of 2 dwellings   Refused on grounds of harm character and 

amenities, harm conservation area and harm neighbouring amenities  

 09/01336/FUL - Erection of 2 houses with integral garaging    Refused Appeal 

lodged and dismissed.  The Inspector concluded that the houses would harm the 

character of the Conservation Area, harm the setting of the nearby listed cottages 

at 1-5 Mill Lane and harm the neighbour’s amenities at 3 Oxbourne Cottages. 

APPEAL DECISION 2010 

09/02977/FUL - Erection of 5 houses with associated parking.  Refused Appeal 

lodged Appeal dismissed.  The Inspector concluded that the scheme would be 

broadly acceptable other than its impact upon the amenities of neighbours in 

Crown Road, abutting the site.  He considered that this would harm their levels of 

privacy and residential amenity with concern expressed about their outlook.  

APPEAL DECISION 2010 
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10/03489/FUL - Erection of terrace of three houses and two detached houses 

with associated parking and landscaping.  Refused and appeal dismissed. 

APPEAL DECISION 2011 

10/03488 Erection of five dwellings (a terrace of three, and two detached. 

Refused and appeal dismissed. APPEAL DECISION 2011 

12/00373 Erection of 4 houses (terrace of 3 and 1 detached) and associated 

car ports. Refused and dismissed at appeal. APPEAL DECISION 2012 

12/01787 The erection of 4 houses (1 semi-detached pair and 2 detached). 

APPEAL DISMISSED. 

12/02376 Erection of a pair of semi detached properties and 2 detached 

dwellings, utilising the existing vehicular access onto Mill Lane. APPEAL 

DISMISSED. 

12/03106/FUL Erection of 4 houses (1 semi-detached pair and 2 detached). 

APPEAL ALLOWED. 

Consultations 

Kent Highways –  

14 As previously discussed, from a development planning perspective there are no 

principle objections to a temporary impact of this nature. However, as also 

advised I have requested a view from our Operations and Road Works Co-

Ordination Teams in respect of this particular management plan due to the 

constraints of the existing highway network in the vicinity of the site. 

The Operations and Road Works Co-Ordination Team state the following - 

15 There is probably only sufficient parking for about 3 – 4 site personnel vehicles 

on Mill Lane itself. In addition any large vehicles that need to access the site will 

either have to reverse up Mill Lane or Reverse out. Either way a Banks man will 

be required. 

Parish/Town Council 

16 (Please note that Parish Councils are not statutory consultations on ‘details 

applications’ but have commented in this case.) 

17 The Parish Council has objected on the following grounds,  

1. When the Planning Inspector allowed the appeal he specifically stated 

(para. 23) that the developer should prepare a, ‘construction management plan 

facilitating arrangements for a hard surfaced area for construction vehicles within 

the site.’ The method statement submitted by the new development envisages 

vehicles being parked on the public highway.  In reality this will be Mill Lane and 

the High Street. These arrangements will exacerbate the already difficult on street 

parking in that area and is contrary to the assurances given to the Parish Council 

and local residents.  

2. The promise of encouraging building suppliers to use only small/medium 

sized lorries is welcomed. However, the Method Statement does state that, 
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because of the restrictions imposed by the narrow site entrance, there will be 

some unloading/loading of construction vehicles in Mill Lane.  This again departs 

from the Conditions set out by the Inspector.  In reality, it is doubtful whether a 

large vehicle would be turned back by the developer, so this promise is unlikely to 

be realised in full.  

3. The two issues outlined above do not protect the residents of Mill Lane in 

the construction period and this was the main concern – our “red line” – of the 

Parish Council once the development was approved. In effect that red line has 

now been crossed.  

4. We suspect that the new developer (who was not involved in the original 

applications or the planning appeals) has seen the site has limitations, especially 

the access and is wishing to circumvent the measures designed to protect the 

interests of Mill Lane residents. 

5.  We would urge that, before approval is given to the Method Statement, the 

relevant planning/enforcement officers take a close look at it in conjunction with 

the report of the Planning Inspector. 

6. Vehicular access/egress to/from the site is only possible by trespassing on 

the property opposite the site entrance. The Method Statement is silent on how 

this issue will be resolved. 

7. In relation to 1. and 2. above, it seems that the developer now wishes to 

achieve a change in the conditions set out by the Inspector. Our understanding is 

that this requires a new planning permission.  

Representations 

18 It is not usual to consult neighbours on ‘details applications’. However it has been 

done in this case due to the planning history and local interest.  

20 74 neighbours were consulted and two representations have been received. 

These can be summarised in the following points,  

• The development is unsuitable in this location 

• Parking in Shoreham is already at a premium and the application will 

exacerbate this 

• Inconvenience to Mill Lane residents throughout the construction process, 

including blocking of the road when materials are unloaded. 

• The road is too narrow to accommodate the construction traffic. 

• If the road is blocked than residents will not be able to get out in an 

emergency. 

• The road is already being blocked by traffic while the site is cleared 

 

Chief Planning Officer’s Appraisal 

21 Condition 18 has 7 individual requirements that it requires information on and I 

will comment on each aspect in turn,  

…The approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction 

period. The Statement shall provide for: 
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i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors using a hard surface 

22 The agent has submitted a plan of the site which shows the storage areas for 

materials marked and the turning head where vehicles can park.  The Method 

Statement does state that due to the constraints of the site and the necessity of 

keeping the access clear some vehicles will have to park on the road in a manner 

considerate to other road users.  I note the Parish Council’s reference to 

paragraph 23 of the Inspector’s Report. In full this part of paragraph 23 states,  

Because of the close proximity of occupied dwellings, the times during which 

works should take place or deliveries made to the site should be limited.  For 

reasons of highway safety, a construction management plan facilitating 

arrangements for a hard surfaced area for construction vehicles within the site 

and a wheel washing facility’ 

23 The Inspector’s report does not state that it would be unacceptable for any 

vehicles to be parked on the road but that a hard surface should be provided for 

construction vehicles in the interests of highway safety.   

24 When considering the application for the proposed houses at 5 Mill Lane the 

Inspector did have regards to parking pressures and highway safety, but these 

were principally in respect of the completed development.  In para. 23 of the 

appeal decision highway safety during construction was given as the reason for 

requiring a construction method statement; however, the appeal decision report 

does not state or imply that the appeal would have been dismissed without the 

specific controls on construction required by the construction method statement. 

25 It is acknowledged that there will be some inconvenience to residents of Mill Lane 

throughout the construction process.  However this is a possibility during the 

construction of any development and is not a material consideration that would 

result in the refusal of a full planning application in the first instance.  With regard 

to this details application the necessity for an area of hard surfacing was put in 

place in the interests of highway safety and not the amenities of residents. The 

amenities of residents were taken in to account when considering the times of 

delivering materials and working on site and this is discussed below. 

ii) loading and unloading of plant and materials 

26 The Method Statement makes it clear that the agent is aware of the constraints 

on the site and will use smaller vehicles where possible.  They acknowledge that 

in some instances a delivery lorry may have to be parked on the road and the 

materials unloaded with a fork lift truck.  Meetings have been carried out with the 

developer’s suppliers, particularly Otford Building Merchants to minimise 

inconvenience to residents. In addition the roofs of the proposed dwellings will be 

delivered as loose timbers rather than trusses which will reduce the size of the 

vehicle needed for delivery.  

27 The deliveries will be restricted to after 8.30 am and before 3.30pm. 

28 Regarding the trespass on to the property opposite the site entrance, this property 

is out side the application site and therefore does not fall within the control of this 

planning condition.  This would be a civil matter that would need to be resolved 

independently.  
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29 The KCC Highways Operations and Road Works Co-Ordination Team have 

assessed the proposal and state that a Banks man would be required to direct 

the driver of large vehicles when they reverse. This can be provided by the 

developers.  A Banks Man is somebody standing behind the reversing vehicle 

directing the driver out whilst ensuring that it is safe for him to reverse. 

iii  storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development 

30 A plan of the site has been submitted which shows where the materials will be 

stored on site.  

iv) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding 

31 The intention is to retain the existing 1.8 metre high close boarded fencing and 

gates, with additions to the boundary treatment where a tree needs to be 

removed.  

v) wheel washing facilities 

32 There will be a jet spray on site.  In addition a road sweeper will be hired to clean 

up any mud that gets on to the highway. 

vi) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction 

33 Water will be used to wet down airborne particles. Mud has been addressed in the 

point above.  

vii)  a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from demolition and 

construction works. 

34 Waste generated on site will be stored in skips and moved to a transfer station.  

Other issues 

35 The residents’ comments have been noted.  However the current details 

application is not a planning application and therefore the merits of the original 

application can not be reconsidered.  

36 It is not the purpose of the planning enforcement team to oversee the 

construction of the development or to assess the proposed Method Statement 

prior to approval being given.  However, if it were to be brought to the Council’s 

attention that the construction works were not being carried in accordance with 

the approved details then a planning enforcement officer would visit the site and 

assess whether or not there has been any breach of planning control. 

37 Although the Council appreciates the concerns raised by the Parish Council and 

the local residents, the agent has complied with the 7 criteria set out in the 

Planning Inspector’s condition.  Highway safety during construction was given as 

the reason for requiring a construction method statement in paragraph 23 of the 

Inspector’s report. At no stage in his report does the Inspector say that the appeal 

would have been dismissed without the specific controls on construction required 

by the construction method statement.  
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Conclusion 

38 The information submitted meets the requirements of condition 18 and therefore 

should be discharged. 

Background Papers 

Site and Block plans 

Contact Officer(s): Deborah Miles  Extension: 7360 

Richard Morris  

Chief Planning Officer 

 

Link to application details:  

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

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=MUPEMIBK0L000  

Link to associated documents 

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

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=MUPEMIBK0L000  
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PLAN 
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APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 
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