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PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Wednesday, 14 April 2021 
 

Present: Councillor Barry Noakes (Chairman) 
Councillors Bland (Vice-Chairman), Atwood, Backhouse, Mrs Cobbold, Funnell, 

Dr Hall, Hamilton, Poile, Pound and Warne 
 

Officers in Attendance: Peter Hockney (Development Manager), Tracey Wagstaff (Senior 
Lawyer), Richard Hazelgrove (Principal Planning Officer), Emma Franks (Senior Planning 
Officer) and Caroline Britt (Democratic Services Officer) 
 
Other Members in Attendance: None 
 
CHAIRMAN'S INTRODUCTION 
 
PLA152/20 
 

The Chairman opened the meeting, introduced Committee members and 
officers in attendance, and outlined procedural matters of the meeting. 
 

APOLOGIES 
 
PLA153/20 
 

There were no apologies for absence. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
PLA154/20 
 

Councillor Noakes declared that he had fettered his discretion on application 
21/00131/FULL – The Pump House, North Road, Goudhurst. Councillor 
Noakes made a statement related to this application and then withdrew from 
the meeting.   
 

DECLARATIONS OF LOBBYING (IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROTOCOL FOR 
MEMBERS TAKING PART IN THE PLANNING PROCESS, PART 5, SECTION 5.11, 
PARAGRAPH 6.6) 
 
PLA155/20 
 

Cllrs Atwood, Cobbold, Funnell, Hamilton, Poile, Pound, Warne, Bland and 
Noakes advised that they had been lobbied by objectors on application 
21/00030/FULL – Land Adjacent to RTW Indoor Bowls Club, High Woods 
Lane, RTW. 
 
Cllrs Atwood, Cobbold, Funnell, Hall, Hamilton, Poile, Pound, Warne, Bland 
and Noakes advised that they had been lobbied by objectors on application 
21/00131/FULL – The Pump House, North Road, Goudhurst. 
 
Cllrs Backhouse, Funnell, Hall, Hamilton, Poile, Pound, Warne, Bland and 
Noakes advised that they had been lobbied by supporters on application 
21/00131/FULL – The Pump House, North Road, Goudhurst. 
 

SITE INSPECTIONS 
 
PLA156/20 
 

Due to the current restrictions Members had not undertaken any site visits. 
 

APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION - 21/00300/FULL LAND ADJACENT TO RTW 
INDOOR BOWLS CLUB, HIGH WOODS LANE, RTW 
 
PLA157/20 
 

Planning Report and Presentation – The Head of Planning Services 
submitted a report in respect of application 21/00030/FULL - Land Adjacent to 
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RTW Indoor Bowls Club, High Woods, RTW and this was summarised at the 
meeting by Richard Hazelgrove, Principal Planning Officer and illustrated by 
means of a visual presentation. 
 
Updates and additional representation – Since publication of the agenda a 
couple of further objections had been received, raising similar issues as 
previous objections covered in the report.  The application was pursuant to an 
allocation in the existing Local Plan.  It was not an application for the new 
Sports Hub development proposed in the Regulation 19 Local Plan which 
was currently out to consultation.   
 
Registered Speakers – There were 5 speakers that registered in accordance 
with the Council’s Constitution (Planning Committee Procedure Rules): 
 
Public Objector: 

- Mr Ian Kirkham – Member of the public. 
- Mr David Murray-Cox – Member of the public.  
- Mr Barry Richardson- Member of the public. 

Public Supporter: 
- Mr Brian Lippard – representing Tunbridge Wells Civic Society. 
- Mrs Susan McClintock – representing Royal Tunbridge Wells, District 

Indoor. Bowls Club. 
 
Matters of Clarification by Officers and Committee Members’ Questions 
to Officers – Members raised a number of questions and officers confirmed 
the following: 
 

- TWBC could not control how people arrived at the proposed site, it 
could only control how traffic arriving at the site was managed, e.g. 
parking provision and turning facilities.   

- No concerns were raised on the original application in relation to 
turning facilities etc.   

- Condition 8 proposed a management plan that would limit pressure on 
parking facilities. 

- The site was on the edge of the limits of built development and on the 
edge of an existing recreation ground. As such it was located in one of 
the most sustainable locations in the borough with provision for 
pedestrian access, cycle access and only a short walk from Forest 
Road where there was a good bus service to and from the town 
centre. 

- Lighting at the site would be controlled by condition. Lighting design 
would take into account how best it would mitigate any impact on 
biodiversity and ecology.  

- The application was supported by a full phase 1 habitat survey.  The 
report stated that the necessary biodiversity net gain could be 
achieved through planting and other enhancements. 

- This site had already been allocated for this use so the impact on the 
Green Belt had been considered twice previously.  In terms of Very 
Special Circumstances, the developments were all small and 
lightweight and would therefore have very limited impact on the 
openness on the Green Belt (e.g. goalposts, security fencing etc.).  It 
would also work alongside the existing football pitches and 
recreational facilities.  The combination of all these factors were the 
Very Special Circumstances. 

- Significant weight would be attached to the extant permission which in 
this case expired on 1 May 2021.  This application was exactly the 
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same as had been previously agreed and there were no material 
changes to national policy which would indicate that a different 
decision should be taken.   

- Legislation dictated that decisions were made in accordance with the 
policies of the development plan unless there were material 
considerations that indicated otherwise.  This application was in 
compliance with policy. 

- The borough council was not the land owner and would therefore 
have to seek a CPO if the borough decided to pursue the scheme.  
This was the only way the scheme could be delivered. 

- The intention was that all existing hedgerow would be retained along 
the boundary. Conditions would exist to ensure that hedgerows were 
retained unless there was express permission for their removal. 

- Passing places wouldn’t be an issue until and unless the borough 
became the landowners for the site.   

- In Para 10.73 of the report, the Environment Agency confirmed that 
there was no requirement for a flood risk assessment.  This was 
supported by the County Flood Risk and Water Management Team.  It 
had been determined that the matter could be dealt with by surface 
water management conditions. 

- In Para 10.44, the Environmental Protection Team recommended a 
condition that would address any noise issues.   

- Para 10.06 set out the details for the pavilion and it confirmed that the 
position of the pavilion on the site was fixed.  The final elevations and 
internal structure would be set out by condition. 

- Condition 3 addressed external lighting on the changing room 
building.  Planning permission would be required to install 
floodlighting. 

 
Committee Debate and Officer Responses – Members of the Committee 
took account of the presentations made and raised a number of questions 
and issues within their discussions. These included: 
 

- The land was actually much closer to sheltered housing in Sherbourne 
Close and the private bungalows on Cleeve Avenue (rather than the 
RTW Indoor Bowls Club). 

- If the Council was trying to encourage people not to use their cars, it 
seemed inappropriate that this site could only realistically accessed by 
car.  It therefore was not an appropriate location on accessibility 
grounds to access youth sport. 

- High Woods Lane was a very narrow road, with allotments on one 
side and a considerable amount of on street parking.  There was 
doubt that people walking or cycling would feel safe. 

- The other route to the site was via Dorset Road.  Napier Road at the 
bottom was one way which again made accessibility an issue. 

- It was suggested the site was not accessible for walkers or cyclists 
and was poorly served by public transport. 

- The site was considered inappropriate for the development proposed.   
- The Rugby Club at the top of Frank Road ran festivals all the time for 

young people.  There was no way this site could run a youth service  
at this location. 

- Although the site had extant planning commission and it was currently 
in the Plan, the world and the Committee had changed.  The planning 
application had to be considered and had to weigh up all the material 
facts that were available.  Had the Committee had a greater 
discussion back in 2017 about the access to this site and the 
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appropriateness and ease at which the site could be accessed the 
Committee might well have rejected the application.   

- The application was before the Committee today and although it could 
give weight to what had been said, it didn’t have to be tied by the 
previous extant planning permission.  The application should be 
rejected as it was an inappropriate site for the development that was 
being proposed.   

- It was noted that a site visit would have been very useful and it was 
hoped that site visits would resume in the near future. 

- There was concern that if the Committee rejected the application, it 
would leave the site open for a level of development that residents 
would find even worse that what was currently being proposed. 

- The proposal was only for additional recreational use.  The Committee 
should try not to anticipate what might or might not happen in the 
future.   

- The site had already been allocated for this purpose and permission 
had already previously been given. 

- The application had been the subject of previous extensive discussion 
and had been approved.  The world had not changed so much since 
2016 that the Committee should override the 2016 allocation and the 
subsequent planning permission.  In view of this the application 
should be supported. 

- The grounds for refusal of this application were that the facilities were 
not appropriate for outdoor sport as currently presented and therefore 
the special circumstances that allowed for encroachment on the 
metropolitan greenbelt in the AONB were not met (para 145 of the 
NPPF refers). 

- The reason for refusal raised would have been considered by the 
Planning Inspectorate back in 2006 and again in 2016 and it was 
therefore suggested this was not grounds for refusal now. 

- It was the officers view that the proposed grounds for refusal would 
have been assessed when it was first allocated at the site for the 
purpose of recreation and sports pitches.  There would need to be a 
clear indication of any changes since 2016 if Members thought this 
proposal was now unacceptable. 

- It was accepted that there were no material changes since planning 
permission was granted but it was now being considered by a different 
Committee and the weight that it applied to the different components 
might have changed.   

- Officers made clear that decisions should be made in accordance with 
the Development Plan.  There was a considerable amount of work 
that went into the Development Plan, and once the Plan had been 
adopted, applications should be determined in accordance with it, 
unless there was a very strong material indications that indicated 
otherwise.     

- The motion to refuse the application was withdrawn. 
 

Decision/voting – On the basis that members were satisfied that all relevant 
planning considerations had been covered within the report, a motion was 
proposed by Councillor Bland, seconded by Councillor Backhouse and a vote 
was taken to approve the application in line with the officer recommendation.  
 
RESOLVED – That application 21/00300/FULL be granted subject to the 
plans, conditions and informatives as set out in the agenda report. 
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APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION - 21/00069/FULL LAND AT SYCHEM PLACE, 
SYCHEM LANE, FIVE OAKS GREEN 
 
PLA158/20 
 

Planning Report and Presentation – The Head of Planning Services 
submitted a report in respect of application 21/00069/FULL, Land at Sychem 
Place, Sychem Lane, Five Oaks Green and this was summarised at the 
meeting by Richard Hazelgrove, Principal Planning Officer and illustrated by 
means of a visual presentation. 
 
Updates and additional representation – Since publication of the agenda 
report, the presenter update as follows: 
 

- Officers had received another highways drawing which clarified some 
of the turning movements within the site.  This did not affect the 
recommendation. 

 
Registered Speakers – There were 2 speakers that registered in accordance 
with the Council’s Constitution (Planning Committee Procedure Rules). 
 
Public Supporter: 

- Mr Martin Hull (Kember, Loudon, Williams) – the Agent 
 
Public Objector: 

- Mr Hugh Patterson – Representing Capel Parish Council 
 
Matters of Clarification by Officers and Committee Members’ Questions 
to Officers – Members raised a number of questions and officers confirmed 
the following: 
 

- There would be no significant changes to the access to the site.  The 
pinch point would remain as the land up to the fence was owned by 
UK Power Networks.  There was no permission to remove the fence to 
enlarge the entrance. 

- Essentially, except for some minor works, access would be the same 
as was approved for the 6 houses. 

- The provision of a bell mouth junction would be a matter for Kent 
Highways. 

- There was no objection from Kent Highways regarding the access 
arrangements. 

- No development was permitted on the area of open space and the 
plans did not show that the area was enclosed or fenced off, it was 
therefore available for use. 

- The additional buildings would make the site overdeveloped and 
detrimental to the Green Belt. 

- The assessment of Green Belt openness includes the absence of 
buildings.  It was a matter of principle that was the consideration, 
rather than necessarily the visual impact.   

- The additional 2 houses would make the site too congested.  The 
open space should be protected.  

 
Committee Member Debate – Members of the Committee took account of 
the presentations made and raised a number of questions and issues within 
their discussions.  
 

- There was no further comment. 
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Decision/voting – On the basis that members were satisfied that all relevant 
planning considerations had been covered within the report, a motion was 
proposed by Councillor Dr Hall, seconded by Councillor Funnell and a vote 
was taken to refuse the application in line with the officer recommendation.  
 
RESOLVED – That application 21/0069/20 be refused in line with the officer 
recommendations. 
 

APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION -21/00131/FULL THE PUMP HOUSE, NORTH 
ROAD, GOUDHURST 
 
PLA159/20 
 

Planning Report and Presentation – The Head of Planning Services 
submitted a report in respect of application 20/00131/FULL, The Pump 
House, North Road, Goudhurst and this was summarised at the meeting by 
Emma Franks, Senior Planning Officer and illustrated by means of a visual 
presentation. 
 
Updates and additional representation – Since publication of the agenda 
report, the presenter updated as follows: 
 

- It was advised that the applicant would be removing the original 
access gate, to be replaced with a new gate at the entrance.  This 
would open up the access and the public right of way. 

 
Registered Speakers – There were 10 speakers that registered in 
accordance with the Council’s Constitution (Planning Committee Procedure 
Rules)  
 
Public Objectors: 

- Mr Richard Vinton – Member of the Public 
- Mr Robert Pottinger – Member of the Public 
- Mrs Susan Hutty – Member of the Public 
- Mr Antony Harris – Member of the Public 
- Parish Councillor Craig Broom – Representing Goudhurst Parish 

Council 
- Councillor Barry Noakes 

 
Public Supporters: 

- Mr Patrick Durr – Agent 
- Mrs Camilla Elms – Applicant 
- Mr Paul Gaston – Member of the Public 
- Mr Myles Hazebroek – Member of the Public 

 
Matters of Clarification by Officers and Committee Members’ Questions 
to Officers – Members raised a number of questions and officers confirmed 
the following: 
 

- Officers confirmed that the land was not a rural exemption site. 
- Paragraphs 114 and 115 of the current NPPF related to electronic 

communications.  The speaker that made reference to these 
paragraphs may have been referring to the first iteration of the NPPF 
where paragraphs 114 and 115 referred to the AONB.  The section of 
the current NPPF that dealt with the AONB was contained in 
paragraph 172. 

- Sustainability was assessed on the grounds of environmental, 
economic and social factors, and not just the use of a car.  
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Consideration was also given to the reuse of the building, the benefits 
to the environment from the use of the building and the additional 
environmental enhancements and biodiversity measures proposed.  
Taking all these factors into consideration, it was determined that the 
benefits outweighed the impacts on sustainability. 

- The applicants would be providing an electrical charging point for 
vehicles.   

- There had been a number of refusals on the site.  The refusals were 
not all for the use of the building as a single dwelling.  For instance, 
the 2011 application was for the conversion of the house to a holiday 
let.  This application was refused and dismissed at appeal.  The sole 
reason for the refusal was highway safety.  The refusal was not 
related to the impact on the AONB.   

- In 2013, consent was given to allow the building to be used as 
ancillary accommodation.  This secured retention of the building which 
was deemed to be a non-designated heritage asset in its own right.   

- The 2019 application (approved in 2020) was for the new safer 
vehicular access point.  This application was supported by Kent 
Highways. 

- Following approval of the new access point, the applicant sought to 
change the dwelling to single use as the reason for the objection in 
2013 had been overcome. 

- The application refused in November 2020 did not include the 
landscape enhancements that were proposed in this application.  The 
curtilage and boundary separations  were also different.   

- It was recognised by officers that the site was in an unsustainable 
location however, both central Government guidance and local policy 
allowed (and encouraged) for the conversion of rural buildings into 
dwellings.  The vast majority of these rural dwellings were by their 
very nature in unsustainable locations.   

- The conditions attached to this application were robust, met the 
relevant tests and were enforceable.   

- The previous condition stipulated that the site required full planning 
permission to change it to a single dwelling, so the condition had now 
been met.   

- Any future development proposals would require planning permission 
and would be assessed against the relevant policies at that time.  Any 
speculation on future applications was not a consideration for this 
application.   

- The two Criterions included in Paragraph 79 of the NPPF and which 
might apply were: 

o Criterion B which required the development to provide the 
optimum viable use of a heritage asset or would be appropriate 
enabling development to secure the future heritage asset. 

o Criterion C where the development would reuse redundant 
disused buildings and enhance its immediate setting. 

- It was recognised the application didn’t easily fall into either of these 
Criterion. Invariably planning applications failed to sit neatly into set 
criteria and so a balanced view was necessary.  

- Should the application be refused and it went appeal, included in the 
Inspectors consideration would be whether the conditions were 
reasonable and/or necessary – it was therefore a risk.  Conditions in 
the recommendation had been agreed with the applicant. The 
applicant was happy to comply and submit a landscape and ecological 
management plan.   

- The application related to access to the site was separate to this 
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application.  The application included a condition that details of any 
lighting had to be submitted.  As such an application would be 
required for any lighting on the access drive.  Additionally, for this 
application, Condition 7 made clear that an application would be 
required for any lighting requests.  To date, no applications for lighting 
had been received. 

- The application was not being put forward as an affordable unit.  It 
was a market dwelling.   

- If the dwelling was being put forward as part of Goudhurst’s housing 
need, it would attach greater weight towards its acceptability.  
Because it was a conversion the size of the building could not be 
altered – as a market dwelling it was a 3 bedroom house.  

- Even though it was a single dwelling, it would go towards the 
Borough’s housing needs and was complaint with current policies. 

- Criterion D of Paragraph 79 of the NPPF could be applied to this 
application.   

 
Committee Debate and Officer Responses – Members of the Committee 
took account of the presentations made and raised a number of questions 
and issues within their discussions. These included: 
 

- In the absence of being able to undertake site visits, a look on Google 
Earth had identified this site as being in a very rural location with very 
little development nearby.  It was very isolated. 

- It was therefore suggested the site didn’t meet the sustainable 
development tests included in the NPPF on 2 counts  

o Firstly that it was neither socially or economically sustainable 
and added no value to the local environment.  It might offer 
accommodation to a family but that family would have to get 
into a car to access any amenities.  It was however recognised 
there was some environmental offsetting to prove some 
degree of sustainability.   

o Secondly, referring to Paragraphs 77-79 of the NPPF it was 
suggested that this site was neither an exemption site, it didn’t 
provide affordable housing, nor did not identify or address local 
need. 

o Paragraph 78 stated the development should enhance or 
maintain rural communities – it was suggested this application 
failed on this measure as it was so isolated. 

o Paragraph 79 included 5 criteria none of which had been met: 
▪ Provision of need for a rural worker. 
▪ Optimising the use of a heritage asset  - this had 

already been achieved. 
▪ It was not reusing a redundant or disused building. 
▪ The development didn’t involve the sub-division of a 

residential dwelling. 
▪ And it couldn’t be justified as a sustainable 

development. 
- Based on the reasons above, the application should be rejected. 
- Additionally the application should be rejected on the grounds of the 

harm that would be done to the AONB.  In addition to the site being 
unsustainable, it was suggested it would not remain a stand alone 
building for very long,  It would generate domestic curtilage with 
physical developments such as a garage, sheds etc.   

- It would also not address Goudhurst’s housing needs for downsizer 
and affordable homes. 
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- It was suggested there was nothing momentous enough to change the 
refusal in November 2020. 

- The Landscape Officer stated that the Landscape, Ecology 
Management Plan (LEMP) should not be a deciding factor in judging 
the suitability of the scheme.  All applications should include 
biodiversity enhancements. 

- This was a small development which had addressed the issues for 
refusal last time.  The scheme would in fact enhance the landscape.  
The AONB wasn’t  about no development, but to ensure it was done 
in a way that would enhance the landscape in which it sat.   

- This was an historic building that was being saved and should 
therefore be approved. 

- An earlier application for residential use was turned down solely on 
the grounds of highway safety.  Those concerns had now been 
addressed.  Had the highway safety issues not been a consideration 
in November 2020, the application would more than likely have 
succeeded.   

- Additionally, it was already a house, and being used as a house.  To 
change it back to not being a house would not make it look any 
different. If the application were refused it was suggested the 
Committee should advise the owners to let the property become 
derelict and fall down so that it could then fall neatly into the criteria 
that would then allow it to be rescued as a derelict building.   

- If an appeal took place, what would be the result?  The house was 
already being lived in.  The Committee could not speculate on 
potential  future development. 

- The officer confirmed that the application that was dismissed at 
appeal for highway safety reasons was the conversion of the building 
to a holiday let. 
 

Decision/voting – On the basis that members were satisfied that all relevant 
planning considerations had been covered within the report, a motion was 
proposed by Councillor Pound, seconded by Councillor Dr Hall and a vote 
was taken to refuse  the application on the grounds that it was an 
unsustainable development (paragraphs 77-79 of the NPPF) and that it would 
do considerable damage to the AONB.  The motion was not carried. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Warne, seconded by Councillor 
Backhouse and a vote was taken to approve the application in line with the 
officer recommendations.  
 
RESOLVED – That application 20/00131/FULL be granted subject to the 
plans, conditions and informatives as set out in the agenda report. 
 

APPEAL DECISIONS FOR NOTING 16/03/2021 TO 06/04/2021 
 
PLA160/20 
 

RESOLVED – That the list of appeal decisions provided for information, be 
noted. 
 

URGENT BUSINESS 
 
PLA161/20 
 

There was no urgent business for consideration. 
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DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
PLA162/20 
 

The next Planning Committee meeting was scheduled for Wednesday 12 
May 2021. 
 

 
 NOTE: The meeting concluded at 2.00 pm. 
 


