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PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Wednesday, 13 January 2021 
 

Present: Councillor Barry Noakes (Chairman) 
Councillors Bland (Vice-Chairman), Atwood, Backhouse, Funnell, Dr Hall, Poile, 

Pound, Mrs Thomas and Warne 
 

Officers in Attendance: Emma Franks (Senior Planning Officer), Richard Hazelgrove 
(Principal Planning Officer), Peter Hockney (Development Manager) and Jo Smith (Senior 
Lawyer) 
 
Other Members in Attendance: Councillors McDermott 
 
CHAIRMAN'S INTRODUCTION 
 
PLA88/20 
 

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

APOLOGIES 
 
PLA89/20 
 

Apologies were received from Cllr Mrs Cobbold and Mrs Thomas. Councillor 
Hamilton was not present. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
PLA90/20 
 

No declarations of interest were made. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF LOBBYING (IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROTOCOL FOR 
MEMBERS TAKING PART IN THE PLANNING PROCESS, PART 5, SECTION 5.11, 
PARAGRAPH 6.6) 
 
PLA91/20 
 

No declarations of lobbying were made. 
 

SITE INSPECTIONS 
 
PLA92/20 
 

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

TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 9 DECEMBER 2020 
 
PLA93/20 
 

Councillor Pound requested that the following points be included in the 
debate section for agenda item PLA84/20 Hawkenbury Farm, Hawkenbury 
Road, RTW Kent: 

i. Concern about the lack of ‘partnership’ between Berkeley Homes 
and Tunbridge Wells Borough Council. 

ii. That the application took the development outside the bounds of 
the site allocation in the local plan from 23-250 to a new figure of 
271. 

iii. That, in approving this application, Tunbridge Wells Borough 
Council missed out on 3.5/4 affordable housing units. 

 
RESOLVED – That subject to the above points included, the minutes of the 
meeting dated 9 December 2021 be recorded as a correct record. 
 

REPORTS OF HEAD OF PLANNING SERVICES (ATTACHED) 
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PLA94/20 
 

 

APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION - 20/02888/FULL BARN COURSE HORN LANE, 
CRANBROOK, KENT. 
 
PLA95/20 
 

Planning Report and Presentation – The Head of Planning Services 
submitted a report in respect of application PLA95/20 Barn Course Horn 
Lane, Cranbrook, Kent and this was summarised at the meeting by Mrs 
Emma Franks Senior Planning Officer and illustrated by means of a visual 
presentation. 
 
Updates and additional representation – Since publication of the agenda 
report, the presenting officer updated as follows: 
 
Amendment to refusal reason to include reference to Core Policy 4: 

• The proposal would introduce an unjustified new residential use in 
to an unsustainable rural location outside the Limits to Built 
Development as defined within the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local 
Plan 2006, which indicate the most sustainable areas for new 
housing development. The creation of front gardens would create 
a more formal residential context and harm the character and 
appearance of the rural lane. It is not considered that any benefits 
from the development significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
harm it causes and the proposal would not constitute sustainable 
development and therefore fails to comply with the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2019, saved policy LBD1, EN1 and 
EN25 of the Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 2006 and Core Policies 6 
and 14 of the Tunbridge Wells Core Strategy 2010. 

 
Amendment to first para of condition 11: 

• The reserved matters relating to each plot shall have regards to 
the approved design guide, and plot passport unless otherwise 
agreed in writing. The design shall include details of the following: 

 
One representation received:  

• Concern for the number and intensity of dwellings. 

• The North facing front garden spoiling the character of the lane. 

• The lack of provision for storage of electric bicycles.  

• Highway safety. 
 
Registered Speakers – There were 4 speakers that registered in accordance 
with the Council’s Constitution (Planning Committee Procedure Rules)  
 
Public Supporters 

• Mr David Bill, member of the public. 

• Mr Colin Frape, member of the public. 

• Mr Tim Pett, member of the public. 

• Mr Thijx Bax, Agent for the applicant. 
 
Matters of Clarification by Officers and Committee Members’ Questions 
to Officers – Members raised a number of questions and officers confirmed 
the following: 

i. Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Parish Council had raised no 
objections and requested that construction traffic should be 
managed carefully as it was a busy single track road with school 
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traffic. 
ii. Kent County Council (KCC) Public Right of Way had raised no 

objection. 
iii. KCC Archaeology had confirmed that the application site lay to the 

South of a main site of Course Horn which was a possible moated 
medieval Manor complex and had requested that a watching brief 
be undertaken. 

iv. The pond was not included as part of the application but it was 
included in the previous application. 

v. It was not possible to say why successful applications in 1980 and 
1982 to convert the barn were not taken forward. 

vi. It was advised that the structural engineer had confirmed that the 
building was capable of being converted on the previous 
application and there was no reason to believe that this was not 
still relevant.  

vii. The current application did not identify which elements were not 
possible to be included within the conversion permission and there 
was nothing to suggest that it would be a carbon neutral 
development. 

viii. Policies nationally and locally supported the reuse of buildings due 
to the amount of carbon and materials that went into buildings.  

ix. KCC Highways had raised no concern.  
x. It was confirmed that there was 5 more parking spaces in the 

scheme. 
xi. It was advised that the new application was not considered more 

safe but a different scheme which did not seek to convert the 
building. 

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

i. The road safety issue was mentioned. 
ii. It was highlighted that other insubstantial buildings in the 

countryside had been converted rather than demolished. 
iii. It was considered that the proposed dwellings would be an 

urbanising feature and did not respect the rural feature of the lane. 
iv. It was felt that it was an unsustainable site. 
v. It was important to abide by today’s policies that were there for a 

reason. 
vi. The question was raised whether the structure was suitable for 

conversion and that the structure of the barn open to 
interpretation. 

vii. It was felt that the points raised by speakers who all said the new 
proposal was better should be considered.  

viii. It was highlighted that the Parish Council raised no objection to the 
application and this should be considered. 

ix. The increase in parking spaces was deemed to be excessive. 
 
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 to grant the application against the officer 
recommendation, this motion was not carried. 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Hall, seconded by Councillor Warne 
and a vote was taken to refuse the application in line with the officer 
recommendation.  
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RESOLVED – That application PLA95/20 be refused subject to the plans, 
conditions and informatives as set out in the agenda report including as 
follows: 
 

The proposal would introduce an unjustified new residential use in to 
an unsustainable rural location outside the Limits to Built Development 
as defined within the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan 2006, 
which indicate the most sustainable areas for new housing 
development. The creation of front gardens would create a more 
formal residential context and harm the character and appearance of 
the rural lane. It is not considered that any benefits from the 
development significantly and demonstrably outweigh the harm it 
causes and the proposal would not constitute sustainable 
development and therefore fails to comply with the National Planning 
Policy Framework 2019, saved policy LBD1, EN1 and EN25 of the 
Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 2006 and Core Policies 6 and 14 of the 
Tunbridge Wells Core Strategy 2010. 

 
APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION - 20/03281/FULL LAND NORTH OF 56 
CULVERDEN DOWN, ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS, KENT. 
 
PLA96/20 
 

Planning Report and Presentation – The Head of Planning Services 
submitted a report in respect of application PLA96/20 Land North Of 56 
Culverden Down, Royal Tunbridge Wells, Kent. and this was summarised at 
the meeting by Mr Richard Hazelgrove Principal Planning Officer and 
illustrated by means of a visual presentation. 
 
Updates and additional representation – None. 
 
Registered Speakers – There was one speaker that registered in 
accordance with the Council’s Constitution (Planning Committee Procedure 
Rules)  
 
Public Supporter 

• Mr Martin Hull, Director Kember Loudon Williams 
 
Matters of Clarification by Officers and Committee Members’ Questions 
to Officers – Members raised a number of questions and officers confirmed 
the following: 

i. The list of materials in the report were indicative of the most 
appropriate materials that were likely to be acceptable and these 
would come to the Council for consideration. 

ii. It was advised that the application was Outline with the layout and 
access fixed. 

iii. It was confirmed that the scale, appearance and landscape of the 
developments were not for consideration, each individual plot 
would come to the Council at reserve matters stage for 
consideration. 

iv. The design guides were not fixed but indicative. 
v. It was advised that the orientation of the buildings came under the 

layout were fixed as well as the road layout.  
 

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

i. Reservations were expressed about the size of self builds. 
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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 Pound seconded by Councillor Warne and a vote was 
taken to approve the application in line with the officer recommendation.  
 
RESOLVED – That application PLA96/20 be granted subject to the plans, 
conditions and informatives as set out in the agenda report. 
 

APPEAL DECISIONS FOR NOTING 01/12/2020 TO 04/01/2021 
 
PLA97/20 
 

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

URGENT BUSINESS 
 
PLA98/20 
 

There was no urgent business for consideration. 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
PLA99/20 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday 27 January 2021. 
 

 
 NOTE: The meeting concluded at Time Not Specified. 
 


