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PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION CABINET ADVISORY BOARD 
 

Monday, 8 January 2018 
 

Present: Councillor Alan McDermott (Chairman) 
Councillors Elliott (Vice-Chairman), Backhouse, Bland, Hamilton, Hannam, Hills, Neve, 

Rankin, Scholes and Stanyer 
 

Officers in attendance: Kelvin Hinton (Planning Policy Manager) and Mike McGeary 
(Democratic Services officer) 
 
Other Members in attendance: Councillors Moore and Simmons 
 
Members of public in attendance: Dr Robert Banks (registered speaker) 
 
DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS 
 
PT37/17 
 

There were no declarations of interest made, within the provisions of the 
Code of Conduct for Members. 
 

NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS WISHING TO SPEAK 
 
PT38/17 
 

There were no other members of the Council who had registered their wish to 
address the Board, within the provisions of Council Meetings Procedure Rule 
18. 
 

MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 
 
PT39/17 
 

The minutes of the meeting dated 13 November 2017 were submitted. 
 
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting of the Board dated 13 
November 2017 be agreed. 
 

PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION CABINET ADVISORY BOARD - WORK 
PROGRAMME 
 
PT40/17 
 

The Board received its work programme for the period up to 30 April 2018, 
which was based on the issues set out in the Council’s Forward Plan. 
 
RESOLVED – That the work programme be noted. 
 

CIVIC COMPLEX PLANNING DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUPPLEMENTARY 
PLANNING DOCUMENT 
 
PT41/17 
 

Dr Robert Banks had registered to speak on this item. He raised the following 
points: 
 
Dr Banks said his principal concern was that the comments made by a 
majority of respondents had been disregarded as they were felt to be outside 
the remit of the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). As for the draft 
SPD itself, Dr Banks considered that it failed to fulfil its own criterion (of 
providing useful planning guidance in respect of future development 
proposals) because it appeared to provide justification for decisions that had 
already been predetermined. In this respect, he referred to the proposed new 
civic development, which had been approved at RIBA stage 3 by the Full 
Council in December. 
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Dr Banks also referred to the document’s comments regarding the existing 
Town Hall and Assembly Hall Theatre, set out on pages 148-149 of the 
agenda. He felt that the ‘objectives’ set out of protecting the grade II listed 
buildings were inconsistent with the statement that alternative uses such as 
“office space, academic use, hotel or residential use” should be considered. 
 
Dr Banks stressed that on two occasions – first with the original draft 
Framework and now with the draft SPD document – the views of the public 
regarding the proposed civic development had not been properly considered 
because of the processes the Council had chosen to follow. 
 
Kelvin Hinton, the Planning Policy Manager, reported on the outcome of the 
formal public consultation stage in the preparation of the Civic Development 
Planning Framework Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).  
 
Mr Hinton advised that the existing Framework document, which had been 
approved by the Full Council in 2017, had the status of non-statutory planning 
guidance. He added that, once it had been adopted as an SPD, it would be a 
‘material consideration’ in the determination of any future planning 
applications within its boundary. 
 
Mr Hinton said that the draft SPD had undergone a six week period of public 
consultation, the 38 responses to which were set out in Appendix A to the 
report, along with the Borough Council’s further revisions, where this was felt 
appropriate. He added that a number of representations made to the draft 
SPD had focused on (i) the principle of development, (ii) the specific  civic 
project being put forward by the Borough Council and (iii) the issues that arise 
from these two aspects. Mr Hinton emphasised that the SPD did not seek to 
allocate sites or establish new planning policy, as this had been dealt with at 
an earlier point, i.e. at the time when the adopted Development Plan had 
been reviewed. 
 
Mr Hinton also stressed that any planning applications that may be submitted 
for proposed development on any of the sites included in the SPD area would 
be considered on their merits; further, he said that such applications would 
need to demonstrate that any development proposed was both sustainable 
and acceptable in planning terms. 
 
A copy of the consultation draft of the SPD had been included within the 
agenda. 
 
Members of the Advisory Board considered the report and its 
recommendations and raised the following points: 
 

 Councillor Backhouse said that he understood the views expressed by 
Dr Banks. He added that, from his own personal experience, he knew 
that there was a high level of misunderstanding amongst the public in 
relation to the new civic development and the future of the existing 
Town Hall building. He felt that this situation had arisen because the 
facts had not been adequately explained to the public. 

 

 Councillor Rankin raised a number of points of detail in respect of the 
draft SPD document which formed a part of the agenda. She believed 
that this process was a good opportunity to bring about the 



3 

 
 

improvement of a number of important buildings or areas, such as: (i) 
the setting of Calverley Park Crescent, for instance by widening the 
road and/or the pavements, along Crescent Road itself; (ii) 
environmental improvements to Mount Pleasant Road leading up from 
the railway station, through – for instance – an imaginative lighting 
scheme; (iii) the possibility of a suitable water feature outside 
Calverley Terrace; (iv) the enhancement of Civic Way, once the Town 
Hall had been vacated by the Borough Council, to emphasise that, 
while the building might have lost its civic use, it remained a key site 
within the town centre; and (v) in respect of the ‘transport 
improvements’ that the SPD document would help to deliver (set out 
on page 126 of the agenda papers), greater emphasis might be given 
to enhancing Carrs Corner as well as how to make the connectivity 
better between the railway station/Mount Pleasant Road and the rest 
of the town centre. 

 

Mr Hinton advised that, in respect of the ‘transport improvements’, 
pages 126 and 127 were direct quotes from the Site Allocations 
Development Planning Document. On the other aspects raised by 
Councillor Rankin, Mr Hinton said that if these were all points which 
were endorsed by the Advisory Board then he would re-examine the 
draft document and look to see how these might be incorporated, 
subject to the approval of the Cabinet. 

 

 Councillor Backhouse said he supported the comments made 
regarding Civic Way, particularly in view of the impending creation of 
the Cultural and Learning Hub. 

 

 Councillor Scholes advised that he was supportive of the proposal for 
enhancing the lighting up Mount Pleasant Road. He also raised a 
different issue, namely the provision that would be made for hackney 
carriage bays, taking account of the new theatre and the nearby 
railway station. 
 
Mr Hinton said that, while there was a brief reference to taxis on page 
142 of the agenda, any planning application considered within the 
remit of the SPD document would require a judgement to be made on 
the specific amount of hackney carriage space that should be allowed. 
He added that he would look again at this section of the draft 
document, to see whether the wording could be enhanced, to take 
account of the point raised. 
 

 Councillor Rankin said that she had been concerned at the large 
number of responses to the draft document which had not been 
considered relevant, because of a misunderstanding as to the role of 
the Framework SPD. She felt that there was an important lesson 
which had been learnt with this process. She suggested that, for 
future such exercises, respondents should be advised that, if their 
comments had been based on such a misunderstanding, they be 
invited to say whether they would like to amend their submitted views, 
to bring them within the remit of the consultation process. 

 
The Chairman supported this suggestion and Mr Hinton said that he 
would discuss the issue with the Head of Policy and Governance to 
see how this could be improved in future consultations. Mr Hinton 
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added that he felt that part of the confusion had arisen from the fact 
that this consultation had occurred at the same time as the Council 
had been considering proposals for a new civic development. 
Councillor Bland agreed, adding that the Council should learn from 
this unfortunate mistiming. 
 
Councillor Scholes said that the worry was that, because of the 
misunderstanding on the part of some respondents, there might have 
been some significant concerns which were relevant but which could 
not be taken into account. 
 
Councillor Hamilton suggested that one possible way of overcoming a 
repeat of the misunderstanding might be to run a pilot consultation, to 
test whether its objectives are being met. 
 

RESOLVED – That the recommendations set out in the report be supported. 
 

URGENT BUSINESS 
 
PT42/17 
 

The Democratic Services Officer advised that there were no additional items 
for the Board’s consideration which had arisen since publication of the 
agenda. 
 

DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING AND SCHEDULED ITEMS 
 
PT43/17 
 

It was noted that the next meeting of the Board was scheduled to take place 
on Monday 5 February 2018, when the following items would be discussed, 
based on the current Forward Plan: 
 

 Ashdown Forest Mitigation Policy 

 Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan 

 Linden Park Road car park redevelopment 

 Draft Community Infrastructure Levy 

 Hawkhurst Neighbourhood Development Plan 
 

 
 NOTE: The meeting concluded at 7.02 pm. 
 


