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TUNBRIDGE WELLS BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

CABINET 
 

Thursday, 21 January 2021 
 

Present: Councillor Alan McDermott (Chairman) 
Councillors March (Vice-Chairman), Bailey, Dawlings and Mackonochie 

 
Officers in Attendance: William Benson (Chief Executive), Lee Colyer (Director of Finance, 
Policy and Development (Section 151 Officer)), Paul Taylor (Director of Change and 
Communities), Patricia Narebor (Head of Legal Partnership), Stephen Baughen (Head of 
Planning Services), David Scully (Landscape and Biodiversity Officer), Hannah Young 
(Strategic Sites and Delivery Team Leader), Claudette Valmond (Principal Solicitor) and 
Caroline Britt (Democratic Services Officer) 
 
Other Members in Attendance: Councillors Hamilton and Atkins 
 
APOLOGIES 
 
CAB74/20 
 

There were no apologies. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
CAB75/20 
 

There were no disclosable pecuniary or other significant interests declared at 
the meeting.   
 
Councillor Mackonochie asked that it be noted she lived on Colts Hill. 
 

NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS WISHING TO SPEAK 
 
CAB76/20 
 

There were no visiting Members who had registered as wishing to speak. 
 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 3 DECEMBER 2020 
 
CAB77/20 
 

Members reviewed the minutes. No amendments were proposed. 
 
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting dated 3 December 2020 be 
approved as a correct record. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL 
 
CAB78/20 
 

There were no questions from members of the Council. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 
CAB79/20 
 

There were no questions from members of the public. 
 

CONSIDERATION OF THE FORWARD PLAN AS AT 22 DECEMBER 2020 
 
CAB80/20 
 

Members considered the plan. No amendments were proposed. 
 
RESOLVED – That the Forward Plan as at 22 December 2020 be noted. 
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*THE LOCAL PLAN REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION ON THE LOCAL PLAN AND 
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL AND SUBMISSION 
 
CAB81/20 
 

Mrs Hazel Strout representing Friends of the East End, Benenden had 
registered to speak which included the following: 
 
I speak about the hospital sites at Benenden’s  smallest hamlet, the East 
End. 
 
Aside from the hospital and its associated buildings, there is nothing at this 
site, no school, no play group, no shop, no pub, no tennis courts , no 
community hall, no daily bus service - and it is all three miles from both the 
centre of Benenden and the centre of Biddenden. 
 
This is why Biddenden is requesting an extension to the referendum on the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

  
Benenden Health Care Society, who own the hospital, has stated, in its 
comments on the Local Plan, that it has no intention of supplying amenities. A 
developer would have no power to do so either. How could a developer offer 
the hospital’s tennis courts or its café for public use? 
 
This Plan proposes a new village in the East End without acknowledging that 
this is what it is doing, and without providing any of the amenities which would 
otherwise be required. 

 
Previously developed land does not trump sustainability neither in the 
borough’s policies, nor in the NPPF. 
  
The land at the hospital site is previously developed, but it is not industrial 
land. Land does not qualify as brownfield if transport and other facilities are 
absent and if the land is of high environmental value. 

 
There are four LWS (Local Wildlife Site) at this site. Not low grade ones. Top 
Grade. They are of national importance.  
 
The Local Plan follows the Neighbourhood Plan and not the other way round.  
In 20 18, TW officers were planning 174 houses on site 158, which consists 
of almost 5 hectares in the heart of Benenden.  

 
Site 158 (minus .7 of a hectare), had, in 2006, been approved by the borough 
as one of two possible sites for the new Primary School. When the school 
was built elsewhere, 158 remained available for housing.  
 
Councillor Dawlings, at a Benenden Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee 
meeting, said he would talk down that number - 174 houses. He did. The site, 
once thought appropriate for a school, has now been allocated no houses 
whatsoever. 

 
By ignoring 158, and by allocating so many houses to the East End, the 
Council is seems to be courting a challenge. 
 
Mr Jan Mueller representing Save Capel had registered to speak which 
included the following: 
 
Councillors, I would ask you not to sign off the Plan in its current form but to 
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allow the time to develop a plan that is forward-looking, enjoys public support 
and is not at risk of being derailed further in the process. 
 
I would like to share three considerations: 
First – the Local Plan proposes to squeeze half of new development into one 
parish (Capel) that only houses 2% of the Borough’s population.  This is not 
equitable.                                                                                       It is also not 
popular.  In Regulation 18, over 95% of the 1,000 responses to Capel 
objected to the plans!  In response, the housing numbers for Capel in THIS 
new version of the Plan have increased.  It is disappointing that the 
overwhelming public condemnation has simply been ignored.  I may be a 
novice in local politics but if this passes for ‘public engagement’ then 
something important has been lost. 
 
Second, putting all your eggs into one basket is also risky.  The proposals for 
Capel are highly problematic on many dimensions – missing infrastructure, 
flood risks and the negative impact on a neighbouring borough to name but a 
few.  The viability of these plans for Tudeley in particular have been 
questioned by numerous developers.  These proposals contain serious 
delivery risks which in turn would put the entire Plan at risk of failure. 
 
There are sustainable alternatives, not least proposals for 1,500 homes at 
Castle Hill – also in Capel Parish and which we support in place of Tudeley – 
and which are much lower risk.   
 
Finally and more broadly – we believe that the Local Plan in its current form is 
backward-looking with a misguided focus on developing countryside and 
green spaces.  We want a forward-looking plan that takes into account of the 
implications of a post-Covid future, that focuses on urban regeneration, that 
makes greater use of mixed development, that better leverages brownfield 
space and that delivers on the Council’s promises on climate change.  This is 
not that Plan. 
 
Councillors, I am requesting you take a pause and urge you to recommend to 
Cabinet that the pre-submission draft is not submitted for progression, but 
that the time is used to develop a forward-looking plan that is deliverable and 
enjoys public support.  
 
Mrs Sue Lovell had registered to speak and made the following comments: 
 
I am a resident of Paddock Wood and am primarily concerned with factors 
concerning our town.  
 
The plan states that you desire public engagement and involvement, to 
‘include consideration of how the natural and historic environment of the local 
area is reflected and respected’ yet the overwhelming responses you 
received during the previous consultation have been mostly ignored. 
 
Paddock Wood should perhaps be grateful that the planned number of new 
houses has been reduced to 3.6K. However, this is in addition to the 
thousand already in progress over the 3 recent consented developments.  
 
The plan states that the sites are relatively unconstrained in heritage terms, 
and that there are no listed buildings within the allocated sites. This is 
massaging the truth at best, as three properties in Church Road alone are 
grade II listed and are completely surrounded by areas of the development 
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marked on Map 27, Paddock Wood Structure Plan. For example, Rose 
Cottages are a pair of beautiful ‘chocolate box’ cottages which are the first 
houses visitors see on entering the town from the East side. However, I doubt 
this was observed from David Lock's offices in Milton Keynes.  
 
The loss of workable farmland is very disappointing, particularly in light of 
Brexit and potential need for more home-grown produce. 
 
The recently started Church Farm development has already exacerbated 
Paddock Wood’s flooding issue; indeed the developers have removed a 
number of mature oak trees, which were not mentioned in the original plans. 
Mature oaks can draw up 50 gallons of water per day, so any further 
development will significantly impact the environment, including the flooding 
issues, not to mention the impact on biodiversity. The Stop Overdevelopment 
of Paddock Wood group and latterly the Warrington Road Action Group has 
evidence of the impact that flooding has on our residents. Further, I note that 
the final flood modelling work has not yet been completed, which makes it 
imperative to hold off making any decisions on this plan. 
 
We do understand that housing is needed within Paddock Wood, but it is 
clear this plan does not benefit many of our local residents - in particular the 
so-called affordable housing is not affordable to them - indeed the developers 
on one of the new estates is working with a London housing association.  
 
Churchill’s successful appeal for building in our town centre has also 
negatively impacted our Neighbourhood Plan for town centre regeneration, so 
more time is needed to rethink and dovetail this with the local plan.  
 
Provisions exist in the plan for an additional GP surgery, however this does 
not take into account the fact that fewer doctors are going into general 
practice, which was true well before the pandemic. 
 
Notwithstanding all I have stated, last month the Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local government made the decision to concentrate house 
building in 20 UK cities, effectively overturning previous plans to ‘flood’ (no 
pun intended) rural areas of the southeast with housing. This alone should 
put a halt to proceedings. 
 
I respectfully ask that considering the points I have mentioned, and the fact 
that this plan is incomplete and overwhelmingly unpopular with residents and 
councillors alike, you reconsider pressing forward with this process and stop 
to rethink the local plan and its alternative options. This plan is not 
demonstrably sound and, I would suggest, not legally compliant. 
 
Mr Hugh Patterson Chair of Capel Parish Council submitted the following 
statement which was read out on his behalf in full: 
 
Capel Parish Council asks members to vote for option 3 where it relates to 
the Strategic Housing allocation in Tudeley and East Capel.  
 

Firstly, we note in para. 3.26 p.12/13 the total housing allocation now planned 
in TWBC is 8036 – 8427, of this the total planned in Capel Parish (2011 pop. 
2467; people 915 homes) is 4160 (2100 in TGV and 2060 in East Capel 
adjoining Paddock Wood), with a possible another 800 in Tudeley beyond the 
plan period.   
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This is a disproportionate requirement on a parish which has 1/48th of the 
council representation to take over 50% of the housing allocation of the whole 
borough. The parish is the sacrificial lamb offered up to enable TWBC to 
reach its perceived housing target.  
 

Capel is a rural parish with a strong community – this would destroy the way 
of life in this parish something freely admitted by the planners. The plan as it 
stands is an existential threat to our way of life.   
Para 3.30: downplays the Green Belt land released in the Borough (just over 
5%) but this is almost exclusively in Capel Parish – 330 000 ha out of 407 
000 ha in the whole Borough. The recent ‘Vision for Capel Questionnaire’ 
promoted by our Neighbourhood Plan Working Group found an almost 
unanimous opposition to the proposals (95% + of respondents) among our 
residents, yet their views as expressed in Reg 18 and elsewhere have been 
ignored. Capel Parish Council have attended the SSWG but at no point has 
their frequently stated strong opposition been taken seriously or any of the 
plans amended in light of them. The Reg 19 SA seems to be a self-serving 
rehash of the Reg 18 SA with none of the critical comments taken on board.  
 

Tudeley Garden Village is in our contention unsustainable.  
 

1. The proposal will destroy the landscape, heritage, and historic 
environment of this historic Medway valley community (something 
the SA admits).  
2. Communication between the proposed new town and its 
surrounds relies almost entirely on the B 2017 which is little more 
than a rural lane, already subject to heavy traffic in rush hour. The 
railway station proposed by Hadlow Estate is a clear non-starter 
according to Network Rail, and this is accepted by TWBC though 
not the developers.   
3. The report minimises the very clear concerns T & M, and the 
elected members representing the neighbouring wards there, have 
with this proposal and its impact on the infrastructure of Tonbridge 
itself.  
4. The proposed link road ‘Five Oak Green by-pass’ will carve 
through the agricultural land south of the village leading to 
increased urbanisation, noise and traffic. There are few details of 
this scheme in the plan and no details of cost or who is going to 
pay for it. Hadlow Estate clearly do not see the need for it and if 
TGV is accepted, they are likely to haggle their way out of paying 
for it. These proposals go against TWBC’s undertakings to be a 
Climate Change council adopted only in 2019 and would be 
completely unnecessary without TGV.  

 

The alternative:  
A proposal at Castle Hill – still within Capel Parish for 1500 -1600 houses - a 
more sustainable site by the A21; 40% affordable and key worker housing (no 
such undertaking from HE); no need for expensive and destructive road 
building; no threat to the infrastructure of Tonbridge. It is close to the hospital 
and a major economic development site already approved by TWBC. This 
reflects the A21 Corridor option put forward in the original Issues and Options 
Study which had the plurality of positive responses at the time but was 
subsequently ignored by the Council.  
 

East Capel  
Numbers have risen – at Reg 18 this was understood to be 1500 it now has 
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risen to 2060 an increase of more than 25%. Most of the 
‘strategic urban expansion’ of Paddock Wood is into a 
neighbouring rural parish!  
There are two main objections to this allocation:  

1. Green Belt – this proposal will be built on the most strategically 
important part of the MGB dividing Five Oak Green from Paddock 
Wood. It prevents coalescence allowing openness between the 
two settlements, which is the point of the MGB. This proposal 
combined with the Tudeley proposal will lead to development 
along an eight-mile route from Tonbridge to the East of Paddock 
Wood. Damage to the MGB and the prevention of coalescence is 
used as a reason not to develop other sites around Five Oak 
Green. This is clearly not consistent. Promised enhancement to 
the MGB in the parish in exchange for losing a large part of it, is 
not credible. The only example quoted in the plan – the flood relief 
scheme in Five Oak Green, relates to the village envelope which is 
not in the MGB anyway.  
2. The allocation is in the lowest and most flood prone part of the 
parish – it saw severe flooding last February and as recently as 
Storm Bella. Scientific advice is not to build on the floodplain – this 
is bound to worsen the situation. Freeing up money for a flood 
relief scheme in Five Oak Green (extant for the last decade – but 
completely ignored by TWBC) is not a sufficient quid pro quo.    

 

The alternative:  
Go back to the original options for Paddock Wood and choose the option to 
the south of PW which has no flooding issues and is not in the MGB.  
 

Conclusion:  
Although CPC realise TWBC need to build more housing in the forthcoming 
local plan we believe the effect on Capel to be completely disproportionate 
and will transform a rural community into an urban one. This 
proposal seeks to maximise the number of houses in our parish at the 
expense of the community and the rural environment. We believe there are 
more sustainable and greener alternatives that will respect our rural heritage 
and way of life, and we ask for councillors support in achieving this. 
 
Stephen Baughen, Head of Planning presented the report that set out the 
previous stages in the production of the new Local Plan, it further provided 
information on the Pre-Submission version of the Local Plan which had been 
produced.  It included the following: 
 

- The Local Plan was a long term strategic planning document. 
- Planning applications were assessed against the policies included in 

the Local Plan. 
- The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was clear, planning 

should be policy lead. 
- Subject to agreement at Full Council on 3 February the document 

would provide the key elements of the planning framework for the next 
15 years (2038). 

- The Council received over 8,000 comments from over 2,000 
responders from the Draft Local Plan consultation that took place in 
the autumn/winter of 2019. 

- A detailed review and analysis was undertaken of the comments 
received.  Some of the issues raised required further evidence, and 
this work was duly commissioned and information disseminated as the 
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work was completed. 
- Drafts of all of the evidence based documents had been received and 

Members had been updated on the findings.  Copies of the drafts had 
been provided to Members.  The drafts were now being adjusted to 
reflect the final proof reading with final versions to be uploaded to the 
website ahead of the Regulation 19 consultation. 

- In addition, work undertaken for the Master Planning and planning for 
infrastructure for the strategic sites included a Greenbelt Assessment 
and a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment of major sites within 
the AONB.  This had resulted in a considerable reduction in the extent 
of development in the AONB particularly at Hawkhurst and Cranbrook. 

- Other important work included the Retail Leisure and Town Centre 
Usage Study which had been very important for the development of a 
strategy for Royal Tunbridge Wells town centre.   

- The pre-submission Local Plan had responded to the main issues 
identified at Regulation 18 consultation.   

- The objections and representations were reviewed and considered in 
great detail and informed the work of the Plan. 

- The work on the Sustainability Appraisal for options, strategies and 
policies were also informed by those representations. 

- Considerable further work had been undertaken to make sure the 
potential and proposals for development on Brownfield Land and the 
rate of housing from non allocated sites had been maximised. 

- Discussions with Members had been undertaken throughout the 
process of producing the Local Plan through the Planning Policy 
Working Group and had been reviewed and endorsed at every stage.  
In addition the Cross Party Working Group met on a monthly basis.   

- The Plan period had changed and would now run to 2038 i.e. a full 15 
years from the anticipated date of adoption. 

- The Development Strategy in the pre-submission Local Plan was now 
more robust than the Draft Local Plan, particularly in terms of fewer 
allocations for major developments in the AONB and reduced 
developments at some of the smaller settlements, e.g. Sissinghurst, 
Matfield and Hartley.  In addition it included modest developments in 
Royal Tunbridge Wells and the provision of a Town Centre Area Plan. 

- In autumn 2020 Government consulted on changes to the standard 
method for the amount of housing Local Authorities should plan for as 
part of a Local Plan.  Government had decided not to introduce those 
changes but instead had reverted back to the existing method for 
calculating housing need on which the pre-submission Local Plan was 
based. 

- The Local Plan included housing provision to meet the need together 
with a buffer of 1,050 houses.  The housing buffer was of vital 
importance to a Local Plan in case of any delay to the sites identified.  

- Government further stated that it would increase housing need for the 
20 largest cities in the country by 35%.   

- The Council were continuing to progress the Plan as per the timetable 
set out in the Local Development Scheme. 

- An up to date Local Plan provided a level of certainty to developers, 
businesses and residents as to where development should go. 

- The letter from Chris Pincher, Minister of State for Housing, sent on 19 
January set out very clear advice that Authorities should progress 
their Local Plans and that the Plans should be in place by the end of 
2023.   

- The Regulation 19 consultation was due to start in March/April 2021.  
The aim would then be to submit the Plan to the Secretary of State in 
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July 2021 with the Inspectors Report expected in spring 2022. 
- A supplementary paper that was issued on the morning of Cabinet 

included 12 updates to the Plan that would be put forward to Full 
Council on 4 February 2021.  In particular it included: 

o An updated housing trajectory that showed when houses were 
likely to be built at the different sites. 

o In addition, papers included the proposed new doctors surgery 
in Hawkhurst to replace the two existing surgeries.  The 
proposed new surgery would be sited at King George V 
Playing Fields on The Moor at Hawkhurst.   

o The site at King George Hall in Sissinghurst would now include 
a 30% requirement of affordable housing. 

o Following a consultation on Green Space sites there were no 
sites that had been objected to by the relevant Parishes and 
NDP Groups.  There were some sites that the Council were 
not proposing but where Parishes and NDP Groups would like 
to have had allocated but they didn’t fit with the Council’s 
methodology. 

o Out of the 173 sites now proposed for local Green Space, only 
7 had outstanding objections from land owners.  The 
objections had been considered, but the Council believed they 
should still be included and protected as a local Green Space. 

o Results of a Government consultation (published on 19 
January) confirmed that Government had reversed its decision 
to remove Local Planning Authorities powers to set higher 
standards for energy efficiency targets.  Building Regulations 
would be updated 2021 to include an uplift in line with the 
minimum expectations put forward in the pre-submission Local 
Plan.  When the uplift was implemented, Policy EN3 would be 
amended accordingly. 

- Work had been undertaken with David Locke Associates to confirm 
that the Council could deliver the growth based on garden settlement 
principles, viability and that the necessary services and infrastructure 
to support the new village could be brought forward.   

- Site visits were undertaken around Paddock Wood and East Capel 
during the summer.  David Locke Associates fully explored the 
opportunities and identified any constraints on the ground including 
flood risk, landscape constraints, permeability and linkages.  They 
further identified areas for development and associated infrastructure 
requirements (schools, doctors surgery etc.) to ensure a sustainable 
settlement was achievable. 

- The next steps was for all the infrastructure requirements to be costed 
both for the land at Paddock Wood and East Capel as well as Tudeley 
Village.  The results of which were that all scenarios were viable. 

- Engagement with all relevant parties would continue throughout the 
process. 

 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the following: 
 

- The Plan included a significant number of environmental policies 
including a recommendations for Electric Vehicle Charging Points, 
high sustainable design standards, sustainable building targets and 
renewable energy requirements for the larger developments.   

- There were a number of sites submitted for the Benenden Parish 
area.  In considering them, account was taken as to whether the site 
was within the AONB, whether it was previously developed land, how 
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close the site was to services and whether, as was the case at East 
End, there was extant planning permission already in place.  

- Land allocations were included the Benenden Neighbourhood Plan 
and were assessed separately by the Parish Council.  The outcome 
mirrored the assessment undertaken by the Council.   

- The site at East End, that already had extant planning permission was 
deemed a suitable location for development. 

- The wildlife at the East End site had been accounted for and would be 
protected.  The site itself was on the edge but outside the AONB. 

- Concerns were raised about the overall quantum of development and 
the possible impacts this would have on the AONB.  A review of all 
development sites proposed in the AONB considered or likely to be 
considered major was undertaken.  Through the assessment process, 
some sites had now been deleted including two major sites in 
Cranbrook.  In addition, some other sites had been reduced and 
policies strengthened. 

- The Council had been in constant contact with Natural England 
throughout the process. 

- There was concern raised that the amount of homes (4,160) being 
proposed in Capel was an unacceptable level. 

- Following the consultation on Regulation 18, a number of changes 
were made including: 

o Lower levels of housing development around Cranbrook and 
Hawkhurst.  Also in some of the smaller settlements and the 
AONB. 

o A modest increase in housing development in Royal Tunbridge 
Wells. 

o Proposals for a Town Centre Area Plan with preliminary work 
due to  start during 2021. 

o Additional explanatory text had now been included that 
provided greater background and clarity to the policies 
included in the Plan. 

- As a result of the consultation that took place in 2019, the Plan was 
much more robust. 

- The site preference for the proposed new doctors surgery in 
Hawkhurst was being driven by the GP’s in Hawkhurst not the Parish 
Council.  Discussions with Hawkhurst Parish Council would continue. 

- The site at Castle Hill (a site immediately to the north of Kingstanding 
Way between Tunbridge Wells and the A21) was within the AONB 
and included areas of ancient woodland and scheduled ancient 
monument.  The site was submitted in the call for sites.  The initial 
assessment concluded it could deliver up to 1,000 houses.  At 
Regulation 18, the site promoters put forward a recommendation that 
the site could deliver up to 1,500-1,600 houses.  As such it was 
considered again at the Sustainability Appraisal.  However, given its 
location in the AONB and the impact on the landscape it was 
subsequently ruled out as an option.   

- In late 2020, the Castle Hill promoters contacted the Council again 
and a meeting took place in early January 2021.  The promoters were 
still in the early stages of development.  Concern was raised about the 
high pressure gas line which ran across the site and the risk of 
explosion.  Additionally the Council had now spoken to Highways 
England who had expressed severe concerns  about the use of the 
Longfield Road/A21 junction.   

- A number of other sites had been suggested and rejected as options 
for strategic growth in the AONB, including: 
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o Kippings Cross 
o Land to the South East of Royal Tunbridge Wells 
o Land to the South of Pembury 
o Sites to the West of Langton Green 
o 2 sites around Benenden 
o Site between Sissinghurst and Cranbrook 

 
RESOLVED – That Full Council be recommended: 

 
1. To agree to undertake consultation on the Pre-

Submission of the Local Plan 2020-2038 
(Regulation 19) and its supporting Sustainability 
Appraisal in March/April-May 2021 

2. To agree that after the Regulation 19 consultation, 
to submit the Local Plan 2020-2038, Sustainability 
Appraisal and associated documentation to the 
Secretary of State in July 2021 

3. To agree that the Head of Planning be authorised 
to make minor modifications to the Local Plan and 
Sustainability Appraisal prior to commencement of 
Regulation 19 consultation to ensure clarity, 
robustness and for consistency, with any minor 
modifications to be agreed wit the Portfolio Holder 
for Planning and Transportation. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION: To commence a public consultation in 
accordance with the overall timetable for the production of the Local Plan 
 

URGENT BUSINESS 
 
CAB82/20 
 

There was no urgent business. 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
CAB83/20 
 

The next meeting would be held on Thursday 4 February 2021 commencing 
at 10:30am 
 

 
 NOTES: 

The meeting concluded at 1.35 pm. 
An audio recording of this meeting is available on the Tunbridge Wells 
Borough Council website. 

 


