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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 9 November 2020 

by J E Jolly BA (Hons) MA MSc CIH MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 13th November 2020 

 

Appeal Ref: D/4001150 

Flat A, 139 St Johns Road, Royal Tunbridge Wells TN4 9UG 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs G Gallie against the decision of Tunbridge Wells 

Borough Council. 
• The application Ref 20/00196/FULL, dated 21 January 2020, was refused by notice 

dated 16 March 2020. 
• The development proposed is for a new dropped kerb crossover and off-street parking 

to front of property. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. Tunbridge Wells Borough Council is in the process of preparing a new        

Local Plan. While ‘Regulation 18’ consultation for the Local Plan was concluded 

in November 2019, the remaining stages for the production of the new       
Local Plan has yet to be completed. Therefore, in their statement of case the 

Council has relied upon Policies contained within the Tunbridge Wells Borough 

Local Development Framework Core Strategy Development Plan Document 
2010, (TWCS), the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan 2006, (TWLP), the 

National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) and the national   

Planning Practice Guidance. I have proceeded accordingly. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of 

the area. 

Reasons 

4. St Johns Road is characterised by dwellings facing the road across a treelined 

pedestrian footway and cycle route, including the properties that form an 

extended three-storey terrace that is located between Beltring Road and 
Southfield Road. The Edwardian style terrace contains the appeal property,  

Flat A, 139 St Johns Road, which is located behind a low wall and hoop top rail 

fence with a landscaped setback and pathway, that is similar in design and type 

to the remaining terrace on either side.  
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5. On the opposite side of the highway, and to the right-hand side of No 139 

when viewed from the road, a number of detached and semi-detached 

dwellings with parking courts to the front can be seen. In the other direction, 
as the main road runs towards the centre of Royal Tunbridge Wells, there are a 

number of small shops and commercial units some of which have parking 

spaces to the front. On-street parking is available in front of No 139 and within 

the side roads of Beltring Road and Southfield Road. 

6. The proposal is for a dropped kerb crossover and the provision of one parking 
space in front of No 139. The development would require the relocation of a 

streetlight, the demolition of the front wall and rails to the appeal property and 

the construction of a shingle-type parking area on the existing landscaped and 

slate covered setback. There would be a bin storage area to the right-hand side 
of the parking space and landscaping to the rear. The existing access pathway 

to the appeal property access would remain.  

7. While the submitted drawings show that the development would be possible, 

and notwithstanding that there are limited concerns for the effect of the 

proposal on highway safety or the living conditions of the neighbouring 
occupiers, the proposal would nevertheless be incongruous with the immediate 

surrounding area, which is typified by a range of landscaped front gardens 

bounded by low walls and hedges, which in tandem with the verdant qualities 
of the surrounding trees, help to soften and break down the hard lines of the 

built environment.  

8. Indeed, the terrace with its garden style frontage provides a sense of rhythm 

and balance along this traditional style section of St Johns Road. Moreover, 

notwithstanding any materials used, the established pattern of the terrace 
would be eroded by the introduction of a relatively stark and open-style car 

parking space to the front of the dwelling, which in combination with the 

dropped kerb and width of the crossover would serve to emphasise the vertical 

elevation and hard lines of the appeal property.  

9. Nonetheless, the Appellant contends that the proposal with its dedicated bin 
storage area and enhanced bedding section to the rear would be to the 

betterment of the surrounding area. To the contrary, in this specific location 

the proposal would be overly prominent and at odds with the character and 

appearance of the immediate area which is typified by a continuous terrace of 
older style dwellings with front gardens, soft-landscaping and traditional           

low-key front boundary treatments. 

10. I noted at my site visit that there are properties nearby that have parking 

spaces to the front, including Henrietta Court. However, where these spaces 

exist, they are associated with detached, semi-detached or commercial 
properties that are located on a different section or side of the highway to the 

appeal dwelling. As such, these properties are typified by a different suburban 

character or building use. Indeed, many of these residential properties have 
larger forward spaces available to them in comparison to the appeal site, with 

the opportunity to shield a parking area behind hedges and other landscaping.    

11. Therefore, I conclude given my reasoning above, that the proposal is contrary 

to Core Policy 5 of the TWCS and Policy EN1 of the TWLP, which say amongst 

other things, that proposals should not result in the loss of significant buildings, 
related spaces, trees, shrubs, hedges or other features important to the 

character of the built up area or landscape.  

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision D/4001150 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          3 

12. For similar reasons, the proposal does not meet the aims of Paragraph 127 (c) 

of the Framework which requires that development should be sympathetic to 

local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting. 

Other Matters 

13. My attention has been drawn to a similar proposal1 related to the dwellings of                         

131-133 St Johns Road. However, notwithstanding the modest scale and extent 
of the proposal before me, the submitted evidence only serves to reinforce my 

opinion. Indeed, I concur that development of the appeal site would be likely to 

lead to similar permissions along the terrace, and hence further erode the 
character and appearance of the immediate area. 

14. I acknowledge that the proposal could reduce some parking stress in the 

surrounding streets and roads. However, whether the development would 

provide an opportunity for an electric vehicle charging point or not, the effect 

of one additional parking space is likely to be limited and therefore, does not 
outweigh the harm I have found above. 

Conclusions 

15. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

J E JOLLY  

INSPECTOR 
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