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OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

Monday, 29 March 2021 
 

Present: Councillor Chris Woodward (Chairman) 
Councillors Thomson (Vice-Chairman), Atwood, Bland, Chapelard, Hayward, Morton, 

Ms Palmer and Pound 
 

Officers in Attendance: Jane Clarke (Head of Policy and Governance), Terry Hughes 
(Community Safety Manager), Jane Lang (Housing Services Manager), Paul Taylor (Director 
of Change and Communities) and Mark O'Callaghan (Scrutiny and Engagement Officer) 
 
Other Members in Attendance: Councillors Hamilton and Mackonochie 
 
Others in Attendance: Inspector John Betts (Kent Police) 
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
OSC86/20 
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Stanyer. Councillor 
Scholes was not present. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
OSC87/20 
 

There were no disclosable pecuniary or other significant interests declared at 
the meeting. 
 

NOTIFICATION OF PERSONS REGISTERED TO SPEAK 
 
OSC88/20 
 

Councillor Mackonochie, as the relevant Portfolio Holder, was in attendance 
to present under OSC92/20 and OSC93/20. Councillor Hamilton was 
registered as a visiting member on items OSC93/20 and OSC95/20. 
 
There were no members of the public registered to speak. 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 18 JANUARY 2021 
 
OSC89/20 
 

The item was deferred until next meeting. 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 12 MARCH 2021 
 
OSC90/20 
 

The item was deferred until next meeting. 
 

ITEMS CALLED-IN 
 
OSC91/20 
 

There were no items which had been called in. 
 

COMMUNITY SAFETY PARTNERSHIP PLAN 2021/22 
 
OSC92/20 
 

Councillor Mackonochie (Portfolio Holder for Communities and Wellbeing) 
introduced the report, comments included: 

• Pleased that Tunbridge Wells remained the safest borough in 
Kent, with data for the reporting period showing a nine per cent 
reduction in overall crime, building on the six per cent reduction 
reported last year. 
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• Clearly, 2020 was no ordinary year and some of the reductions will 
have been influenced by the changes and sacrifices made to daily 
lives. For example, residential burglaries, robberies and shoplifting 
were all down substantially. 

• Conversely, anti-social behaviour increased by 58 per cent in 2020 
largely due to breaches of Covid-19 regulations. 

• Every district in Kent experienced similar patterns. 

• For 2021-22, the Council’s priorities would remain the same and 
be focused on violent incidents associated with substance and 
alcohol abuse, particularly in the night-time economy when it 
reopened. 

 
Terry Hughes (Community Safety Manager) explained the report that sought 
approval for the 2021/22 Community Safety Partnership Plan, comments 
included: 

• To note, calendar year data had been used rather than the 
November to October that was usually used. For this year, it was 
thought important to capture the most recent data possible. 

• Crime and anti-social behaviour data for the county showed that 
Tunbridge Wells was well placed being first, second or third in the 
crime-types typically measured. 

• The two crime types that fell outside the top three were shoplifting 
and theft of motor vehicles, Tunbridge Wells was fourth for both in 
this reporting period. 

• Despite an increase in the theft of catalytic convertors, there was 
an overall reduction in thefts from motor vehicles. A project to 
address this issue had been initiated and part funded by the 
Council. The Council may consider further funding in the future. 

• An increase in violent crime moved Tunbridge Wells from second 
place to third – Tunbridge Wells had 10 more incidents than 
Tonbridge and Malling last year. Given the current restrictions, the 
increase was a surprise so further investigation was needed. 

• Nationally, hate crime towards certain groups had increased, in 
particular, anti-Asian and victims identifying themselves as 
Chinese. 

• There had been little movement in hate crime in Tunbridge Wells 
although there were still some isolated incidents. Details of 
incidents were reported to the Community Liaison Officer and 
discussed at the monthly Vulnerability Board Meeting. 

• Incidents of domestic abuse in Tunbridge Wells was the lowest in 
Kent. There was an increase of 94 reports (four per cent increase 
from the previous year) – half the increase experienced in 2019. 

• Figures from the Domestic Abuse Volunteers and Support 
Services (DAVSS) showed a repeat rate of between 4-6 per cent 
in the first three quarters of the 2020 financial year.   

• Domestic calls to the police did not rise as expected, but calls to 
DAVSS increased by approximately 400 during the year (this was 
a West Kent figure that included Tonbridge and Malling and 
Sevenoaks). 

• The Council provided DAVSS with some additional funding for a 
survivors programme. The programme quickly became over-
subscribed. 

• The new Domestic Abuse Bill currently in Parliament would require 
greater emphasis being provided on accommodation-based 
support.  Discussions with the Housing Team would follow to 
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ensure that the provisions of the Act were understood. It was 
expected that additional funding would be forthcoming from the 
Home Office. 

• In terms of substance misuse and alcohol abuse, Tunbridge Wells 
was one of only two districts to see a reduction in trafficking 
offences in 2020.  Across the 10 districts, Tunbridge Wells also 
recorded the smallest rise in possession offences. 

• Violence and/or knife crime was very low in Tunbridge Wells as 
they were often linked with drug supply. Funding received from the 
Police and Crime Commissioner and the Violence Reduction Unit 
had been used for awareness and enforcement activities. 

• The Community Alcohol Partnership undertook actions last year to 
prevent under 18 years of age sales. As lockdown eased there 
were plans to put some outreach in place near the town centre 
supermarkets. 

• Tunbridge Wells was the second best in Kent in terms of anti-
social behaviour. 

• Along with every other district in the county, Tunbridge Wells had 
experienced a significant rise in anti-social behaviour during 2020. 
A breakdown of the data showed that many reports related to 
breaches of the Covid-19 regulations.   

• Data was included where anti-social behaviour turned into 
violence related issues. This ensured that the Council remained 
sited on the risks to the public from anti-social behaviour. 

• All areas of Kent experienced a reduction in road casualties for the 
period July 2019 to June 2020. This was not unexpected due to 
the restrictions that were in place.   

• Some police enforcement did go ahead. In December operations 
in Five Oak Green, Sissinghurst, Matfield, Brenchley and Langton 
Green took place. 22 traffic offence reports were collected during 
this period. Half of the offences related to speeding within a 
20mph speed limit (near a school). 

• The recommended priorities for 2021/22 were: 
o Domestic Abuse. 
o Substance misuse and supply and alcohol abuse (including 

violence related issues and knife crime). 
o Anti-social and high-risk behaviour (including violence 

related issues). 
o Road Safety. 

 

Thanks were given to Terry Hughes and his team for their continued work. 
 

Inspector John Betts (Kent Police) was in attendance for the debate. 
 

Discussion and responses to Members’ questions included the following: 

• The Community Safety Partnership report showed a repeat rate of 
24-26 per cent increase of domestic abuse crimes county wide. It 
was expected that this rate would not have changed dramatically 
over the last few years. 

• DAVSS provided a holistic approach and offered support until the 
client felt they no longer needed help and this had proved a great 
success. They had recently lost some funding (the Violence 
Against Women and Girls Fund), so there may be a slight increase 
in rates but this was not expected to exceed 9 per cent. The loss 
of volunteers was a concern, but 15 additional volunteers have 
been recruited in quarter three. 
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• Regarding the granularity of reporting – especially reports of 
violent crime – crime reports included different categories and sub-
groups to the individual offence so that offences could be 
assessed in greater detail. Police worked closely with the 
Community Safety Unit with regular meetings throughout the week 
and a contextual safeguarding meeting which highlighted locations 
of concern and individuals of note and also had representatives of 
various agencies. Any issues of violent crime could be looked into 
in detail upon request. 

• The Police were aware of reports of vehicle nuisance around 
Knights Park and were running an operation on the A21 including 
those motorbikes travelling at excessive speed. There had been 
issues reported at the same locations prior to lockdown. Police did 
not always get multiple reports in the Knights Park and Fountains 
Retail Park areas as they are mainly a retail area and lacking in 
residents. However, they are aware and are keeping an eye on it. 

• A new project to encourage proactive engagement with schools 
that placed police officers within schools was due to start shortly. 
Schools would have a point of contact where officers could look 
into issues and feedback where appropriate. It would give an 
opportunity to discuss various issues including vehicle nuisance 
and underage drinking. 

• Cameras had been introduced at Knights Park along with other 
problem areas and the situation was being monitored. 

• Some hate crime types were racially aggravated public order 
offences, other offences might not be an aggravating offence but 
may have an aggravating factor to them. 

• The Police were highly aware of behaviour patterns of officers that 
may contribute to hate crimes, there was a lot of internal scrutiny 
as to police conduct – reports would be investigated and education 
would follow if an individual was found lacking in any 
understanding. Officers were now equipped with audio and video 
body cameras which could be used evidentially and with the 
investigation of complaints. The police understood there would be 
modifications in both police and public conduct with the use of this 
equipment though the effects of this were mostly positive. It was 
expected that all officers had their equipment in operation 
including circumstances where there were multiple officers in 
attendance. It was considered to be one of the best tools in 
monitoring police behaviours. 

• The five year trend of domestic abuse was influenced by events 
such as football events which triggered an increase in domestic 
abuse along with lockdowns posing potential increases. Police had 
a thorough process in place when dealing with domestic abuse 
incidents and would look into family history to determine any 
escalation, put safeguarding in place, ascertain frequency and 
record additional historical offences in addition to the specific 
callout offence. 

• There had been a substantial rise in Tunbridge Wells (above 
average for the district) to young people killed or seriously injured 
in road traffic incidents. The Police were keenly invested in road 
safety. 

• Tunbridge Wells was often compared to other areas in Kent which 
may not be very comparable when considering the socio-
economic data.  Benchmarking was not currently carried out 
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nationally to areas with a similar make up for a better comparison. 
For example, ONS data from Bath, which compared 
demographically to Tunbridge Wells, could be obtained. However, 
this data was not readily available as ONS data was usually about 
three months out of date. The Community Safety Unit could obtain 
more accurate data upon request. 

• Prosecution rates for crime against the person appeared low 
considering victim-based crimes such as domestic abuse (five per 
cent prosecution rate) and hate crime (12 per cent prosecution 
rate). These were statistics obtained last year. Inspector Betts 
advised current figures were not available to hand but he could 
look into this. 

• Analysts would be able to do a breakdown and produce figures on 
the increase in the number of crimes against certain groups, 
specifically Chinese people. Hate crime recordings included the 
ethnicity of the victim and this applied to victim-based crime and 
charge rates. 

• A diversity and inclusiveness academic would be overseeing these 
community issues across the whole of the county and this new 
department was going to want to know the details behind the 
statistics. It was expected there would be improvements in the 
reporting of these crimes. This was due to go online very soon. 

 
RESOLVED – That the Community Safety Partnership Plan 2021-22 be 
approved. 
 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER UPDATE - COMMUNITIES AND WELLBEING 
 
OSC93/20 
 

Councillor Mackonochie (Portfolio Holder for Communities and Wellbeing) 
introduced the report, comment included: 

• Last year it had not been possible to give an update due to the 
coronavirus lockdown and the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
taking on the role of the Cabinet Advisory Boards. 

• Thanks to those who managed to keep the Committee going 
during some very difficult times. 

• Housing: 

• The conversion of the Crescent Road properties to 
temporary accommodation for the homeless was imminent. 
These were being developed with Green technologies and 
would have a concierge-style service for residents needing 
assistance where required. 

• The Housing Strategy was going to be reviewed. 

• The team continued to identify the best use of s106 
commuted sums which had been paid to the Council in lieu 
of affordable housing being built on site. 

• Community Hubs 
o The development of community hubs in Paddock Wood, 

Cranbrook and TN2 continued as set out in the Five-Year 
Plan. 

• Health: 
o The team continued to support people through the 

recovery from the pandemic by providing a range of health 
initiatives. 
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• Community Safety: 
o Aimed to deliver the new priorities of the Community Safety 

Partnership plan. 
 
Councillor Hamilton had registered to speak as a visiting member, comments 
included: 

• The site of the community centre in Paddock Wood was a 
contentious issue. The public did not want it situated on the 
Memorial Field, but the Town Council insist that it was. This was a 
much-loved area which included a green field and cricket playing 
area which had been in situ since the 1950s. The public 
responded via numerous polls. There was a live planning 
application associated with it. 

• The Portfolio Holder was asked to support the residents and their 
concerns. 

 
Discussion and responses to Members’ questions included the following: 

• The borough council had no responsibility for ensuring whether 
another authority had made a ‘good’ decision. 

• The Cabinet were supporting the duly made decision of Paddock 
Wood Town Council. 

• Regarding the number of rough sleepers which had been found 
temporary accommodation, the most recent figures report that 140 
single people and couples (in addition to those who would have 
normally been helped under the Council’s usual criteria) would 
have been assisted through the “Everyone In” initiative. Of these, 
21 people were still in emergency housing and 119 had moved on. 

• A rewrite of Housing Strategy was in draft form at the moment and 
in addition the Government had added a strategy on ending rough 
sleeping.  A consultation would follow and the Committee would 
be able to see this when it was ready subject to the decision 
making timetable. 

• TN2 was going to remain as a community hub. Provision for a 
doctor’s surgery had been looked at. The Local Plan set it out as a 
medical centre and hub and there had been some initial 
discussions but nothing further was known at this stage. 

• In parished areas, community hubs were often run by charities or 
the local council. The last two Five-Year Plans included engaging 
with parishes where they have established a need for assistance. 
The Council had provided planning advice, liaised with third 
parties in an enabling capacity and employed experienced officers 
to provide support to parish councillors to deliver their hubs. 

• Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Parish Council had been given £420k 
towards their plans. 

• The appointment of a project manager to assist on a community 
hub varied on a case-by-case basis and depended on the specific 
needs of the project; in some cases it was led by KCC, in some 
cases parishes appointed their own project manager and in others 
they had requested the Council to provide someone. It was a 
mixed model and the parishes had been flexible enough 
depending on individual need. 

• The allocation of resources for project management was ultimately 
the responsibility of the Head of Paid Service (Chief Executive 
William Benson) and this was set out in the constitution, 
counsellors should not get involved in the allocation of specific 
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officers. The Overview and Scrutiny Committee could scrutinise 
the work of officers and project managers but it was not the 
members’ role to question the allocation of paid services. 

• Rumours that Sherwood patients may be transferred to the 
Southborough hub could not be verified and this would not be a 
Council matter. 

• Housing Services was a consultee on Planning applications. 
Whenever a housing application that includes affordable housing 
was submitted, officers gave a view on the appropriate tenure mix 
and advised on the level of housing need in the area. Officers also 
worked with developers when they present the mix they would like. 
The offerings to date had been for affordable rent more frequently 
than social rent which was, in reality, less affordable and this was 
something being looked at. 

• The Portfolio Holder was satisfied that she did not feel that there 
was anything lacking in planning regarding social and affordable 
housing which would suggest a divergence between housing 
strategy and planning strategy. Proof of this was in the Local Plan. 
There were large numbers of affordable and social housing units 
going through. 

• Current planning decisions were set mostly in the context of the 
existing Local Plan whilst the new one was being developed. 
Anyone trying to move forward with a lack of social housing may 
be moving quickly before the new plan takes precedence. 

• The Council was joined up strategically but also bound by the 
National Policy Planning Framework. There was a dialogue in 
place between services with all striving for the same aim of 
providing social and affordable housing. 

• Frustration was expressed that it could be the case that some 
developers refuse to contribute to social housing and they could 
appear to get away with it until the new Local Plan was in place 
which may not be for another 12 months. 

• Further clarity was desired on what the Council was trying to 
achieve and who is responsible regarding housing and the TN2 
hub, including timescales. The Portfolio Holder advised that some 
things that may have otherwise moved forward this year had been 
put on hold due to the response needed regarding the pandemic. 
The Council was working with KCC in a lot of these areas but were 
not the main provider. 

• Housing Services would be very busy with ending rough sleeping 
and the issues with Covid-19 would continue on into the next year. 

• The report contained only a reference to Hawkhurst Parish 
Council’s efforts on the delivery of the community centre which 
was a disproportionate project for a population of 5,000 people. 
Council Tax was considerably higher in Hawkhurst and there were 
concerns that the community had had little involvement in this 
project. 

• Local engagement on the Hawkhurst project was the responsibility 
of the Parish Council. 

• The next scheduled meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee was 14 June and from this there would be a 
programme of topics for future examination. The aforementioned 
Housing Strategy and a report on Community Hubs could feature 
on the work programme. 
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• The Overview and Scrutiny Committee may in future want to have, 
in addition to portfolio responsibilities, a statement of current 
strategy and future plans every year which gives clarity going 
forward. It was difficult to scrutinise in the absence of forward 
plans. 

 
RESOLVED – That the report be noted. 
 

POVERTY TASK AND FINISH GROUP: UPDATE 
 
OSC94/20 
 

Councillor Pound (Chairman of the Task and Finish Group) presented a 
verbal update, comments included: 

• The Task and Finish Group, in line with the original resolution of 
Full Council, had focused on the bottom ten Lower Super Output 
Areas (LSOAs) across the borough as measured against the 
Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) which was a government 
assessment across the whole country published every year. 

• The seven IMD were: income, employment, health deprivation and 
disability, education skills and training, crime, barriers to housing 
and services and living environment. 

• None of the bottom ten LSOAs were in the first decile of 
deprivation but all were at the fourth decile or below and they were 
compounded by the recognised additional dimension that many of 
those LSOAs were in close proximity to LSOAs at the eight to 
tenth deciles – in other words, the poorest in the boroughs were 
often living adjacent to the wealthiest. 

• The IMD were agreed as the basis of the Task and Finish Group’s 
analysis. In the Group’s view, finance measures would be taken 
after housing costs have been allowed for considering the 
particularly high cost of owning and renting in Tunbridge Wells. 

• The scope of the Group was to seek to: 
1) Identify actions and measures by the Council and also take 

into account what other organisations and agencies were 
doing to address the IMD; 

2) Understand the Council’s role in coordination. 
3) Develop recommendations around a quality public 

consultation to determine if there are further roles that the 
Council can undertake. 

• The Task and Finish Group comprised of Councillors Woodward, 
Funnell, Thompson, Atwood and Pound supported by Mark 
O’Callaghan (Scrutiny and Engagement Officer) and Jane Clarke 
(Head of Policy and Governance). 

• Since the new year five meetings had been held with a range of 
guests and the Group was grateful for the views of: 

o Sheila Coburn (Head of Revenues and Benefits) and Jane 
Lang (Housing Services Manager); 

o Liz de Villiers (Chief Executive of Tunbridge Wells Citizens 
Advice); 

o Zena Cooke (Corporate Director of Finance at KCC); 
o Jackie Sumner (Town and Country Housing); and 
o Councillor Mackonochie (Portfolio Holder for Communities 

and Wellbeing) and Paul Taylor (Director of Change and 
Communities).  

• Quite early on the Group agreed to limit investigations to three key 
principle contributors to deprivation in Tunbridge Wells: 
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o Income; 
o Education and training; and 
o Access to housing and services. 

• These were not to deny other important elements of the IMD but it 
had provided a focus – that each invited guests concurred with – 
that income, either from the state or employment, education and 
training, to increase the chances of good quality and secure 
employment, and access to housing and services, recognising the 
unusually higher housing costs which burden many families and 
signposting to help residents find the right support, are the key 
constituents that are likely to have the greatest impact on 
deprivation in the lowest LSOAs. 

• The Group had been impressed with the rapidly improving 
coordination, information and sharing responsiveness of all the 
agencies that had presented. 

• Covid-19 had undeniably propelled agencies to work more 
effectively together and there were already nascent developments 
to better anticipate individuals and families who were at risk of 
slipping into poverty and associated deprivation. 

• It was noted that, during the pandemic period the best-off 20 per 
cent of the population, many of whom live in this borough, were 
saving on average an extra £400 a month whereas those in the 
bottom 20 per cent – the group that the Group were focusing on – 
were spending on average an extra £170 more each month. 

• All the Group’s guests and the agencies they represented 
deserved thanks and congratulations for the efforts that they had 
made not just during the pandemic but in supporting a newly 
emerging joined-up service which hopefully would last into the 
future. 

• The Group also felt that there were gaps in services that the 
Council could facilitate in filling – not in delivering a service 
necessarily but in helping others to do so. 

• The focus on deprivation was not currently a stated priority in the 
Council’s Five Year Plan and therefore resources and reporting 
were not necessarily curated and presented to demonstrate what 
the Council did to address this issue. This was a matter of 
priorities – for example bin collections had been a huge focus for 
the last year and the Council had received many reports on 
progress in the last year with metrics. Lifting people out of poverty 
was not currently listed as a priority and no metrics existed to 
measure progress. 

• The next steps were that the Group was paused during the 
election period, principally because officers were engaged 
elsewhere and so support was difficult. The Group would meet 
again in May and hope to bring forward a full report with 
recommendations for Cabinet for the Overview and Scrutiny 
meeting in June or July 2021. 

 
RESOLVED – That the verbal update be noted. 
 

WORK PROGRAMME 
 
OSC95/20 
 

Members were invited to send thoughts about the Work Programme to the 
Scrutiny and Engagement Officer to be considered by the new committee 
when formed in May. 
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Councillor Hamilton had registered to speak as a visiting member, comments 
included: 

• A potential topic could relate to the provision of expert advice in 
project planning and whether it was value for money. Also  
whether the Council should test the market to a greater extent to 
determine what was wanted and needed. 

• There needed to be more consistency in the approach to the 
employment of experts and projects. 

 
URGENT BUSINESS 
 
OSC96/20 
 

There was no urgent business for consideration. 
 

DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING 
 
OSC97/20 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for Monday 14 June 2021. 
 

 
 NOTE: The meeting concluded at 8.50 pm. 
 


