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TUNBRIDGE WELLS BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES of a meeting of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, duly convened and held at the 
Council Chamber, Royal Tunbridge Wells, Kent TN1 1RS, at 6.30 pm on Wednesday, 27 

February 2019 
 

PRESENT:  
 

The Mayor Councillor Len Horwood (Chairman) 
Councillors Backhouse, Barrington-King, Dr Basu, Bland, Bulman, Chapelard, 

Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Ellis, Gooda, Dr Hall, Hamilton, Hannam, Hastie, 
Heasman, Hill, Holden, Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-Grey, Lidstone, Mackonochie, March, 

McDermott, Moore, Neve, Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Podbury, Pope, Reilly, Scholes 
(Vice-Chairman), Simmons, Mrs Soyke, Stanyer, Mrs Thomas, Thomson, Weatherly, 

Williams and Woodward 
 

IN ATTENDANCE:  William Benson (Chief Executive), Patricia Narebor (Head of Legal 
Partnership) and Mark O'Callaghan (Democratic Services Officer) 
 
IN MEMORIAM ALF BAKER 
 
FC47/18 
 

The Council observed a minute silence as a mark of respect following the 
death of former Mayor Alfred (Alf) Baker. Alf was a Borough Councillor for St 
James’ ward from 1984 to 1992, for St John’s Ward from 1996 to 2006 and 
was Mayor during 1998/99. 
 

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
FC48/18 
 

Apologies were received from Councillors Scott, Lewis and Uddin. Councillors 
Noakes and Stewart were not present. 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 12 DECEMBER 2018 
 
FC49/18 
 

RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting dated 12 December 2018 be 
approved as a correct record. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
FC50/18 
 

No declarations of disclosable pecuniary or other significant interests were 
made. 
 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
FC51/18 
 

The Mayor advised members that a written summary of his engagements 
since December 2018 had been provided. 
 
Councillor Jukes announced: 

 Councillor Podbury would be nominated for Deputy Mayor in 
2019/20 after it was discovered that the Deputy Mayor could not 
also be a member of the executive. Councillor McDermott, who 
had previously been nominated, would continue in his post on the 
Cabinet. 
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Councillor Moore announced: 

 28,000 copies of Your Town magazine at a cost of 13p per copy 
had been distributed to town centre wards. The magazine was a 
cost effective method of contacting those most affected by town 
centre development. 

 The Scale-Up event with West Kent Partnership had been opened 
to provide mentoring and assistance for businesses over the next 
12 months. 

 Also with the West Kent Partnership, the Enterprise Advisor 
Network matches schools with business mentors. 

 West Kent Jobs and Training Fair was on 21 March 2019. 

 West Kent Business Conference was on 22 March 2019. 

 The new independent Farmers’ Market would be hosted in Market 
Square on Camden Road. 

 
Councillor March announced: 

 The ice rink attracted nearly 38,000 skaters last year, the best 
results yet. 

 Ricky Gervais had sold out two nights at the Assembly Hall within 
one hour of the tickets going on sale. 

 The Assembly Hall were introducing new all-inclusive tickets and 
eliminating separate booking fees. 

 
PRESENTATION OF A CIVIC MEDALLION TO JASON DORMON 
 
FC52/18 
 

The Mayor and members of the Council welcomed Jason Dormon, family and 
friends to the meeting and set out their reasons for granting the well deserved 
award. 
 
The Chief Executive read the citation. 
 
Upon receiving the medallion, Jason Dormon returned thanks for the award. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 
FC53/18 
 

The Mayor advised that no questions from members of the public had been 
received under Council Procedure Rule 8. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL 
 
FC54/18 
 

The Mayor advised that there were three questions from members of the 
Council pursuant to Council Procedure Rule 10. 
 
1. Question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“Does Tunbridge Wells Borough Council value the contribution of councillors 
who have full-time jobs?” 
 
Answer from Councillor Jukes 
 
“I’m sure it does. From a personal aspect, I very much prefer that the working 
members make an addition to this Council and I know you have a couple on 
your team and I do enjoy constructive opposition, and I think two of your 
members are quite aware of that from comments I have made in the past. We 
have working Members on our side and probably one of the best debaters in 
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this Chamber is a full-time worker - Councillor Hastie and I will be sorry to see 
him go in actual fact. We value everybody for the contribution they make. 
When I came on this Council I was working full-time. It cost me a lot of time, it 
cost me a lot of money and a lot of loss of family, which I regret for the time I 
spent. On the other hand, it’s quite fulfilling and I trust that you will get the 
same fulfilment out of it that everybody else does.” 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“Thank you for your answer Councillor Jukes. What practical steps would you 
like to see for the Council to take to make having a full time job and being a 
borough councillor more efficient in our way of working.” 
 
Answer from Councillor Jukes 
 
“We’ve had no complaints about the efficiency of the Council and the way it 
works. We have tried to accommodate one of your previous ideas which was 
to have Cabinet meetings in the evening so that members of the public could 
attend. In the year that we held those meetings I think that there were three 
members of the public that attended. It also puts a lot of pressure on our 
officers to stay late and officiate at the Cabinet meetings. Most of our 
meetings take place in the evening – the only one that doesn’t I think is 
planning and planning is a full day job. You can’t have a meeting that starts at 
half past six for planning and do site visits, particularly in the winter. I don’t 
see any reason why we need to change what we have already got. There is 
an old saying – if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” 
 
2. Question from Councillor Lidstone 
 
“Has Tunbridge Wells Borough Council received a response from the South 
East Local Enterprise Partnership to our £5m funding bid for the proposed 
Civic Development?” 
 
Answer from Councillor Moore 
 
“Thank you Councillor Lidstone for your question. The bid is still under active 
consideration.” 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Lidstone 
 
“I have in front of me a technical assessment report from the South East 
Local Enterprise Partnership that classes the Calverley Square scheme as 
‘sifted out’. Basically this assessment report has sifted out our application. So, 
in light of that, do you still believe that we have a likelihood of winning this 
funding and will councillors be appraised as soon as a decision is made.” 
 
Answer from Councillor Moore 
 
“Councillor Lidstone, we’ve had exchanges on social media where I have 
confirmed to you that that was a draft report and shouldn’t have been made 
public, and there were errors in it, and that we had not been sifted out, and 
that was an inaccuracy.  So just to repeat, the evaluation report was a draft – 
it was not approved by SELEP as a press release also made clear. Our bid 
for funding is still under live consideration although it should be noted that the 
vast majority of SELEP funding has been used for transportation schemes 
and that the fund is heavily oversubscribed. I would hope that critics of the 
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Calverley Square scheme would still support the Council in trying to achieve 
external funding for the project and would not criticise us for continuing to do 
so, and I assure that as long as I am in the Cabinet, I will continue to seek 
external funding, because I look at other authorities and we’ve had the Turner 
Contemporary receiving seed funding £4 million and £6.4 million of KCC 
funding and a recent planned extension that may receive another £3 million 
from the Arts Council. Don’t forget that we had Heritage Lottery funding and 
Arts Council England money for the Cultural and Learning Hub, now named 
the Amelia. While money is more restricted than it was in the days of the 
Marlowe or the Turner, like I say, it is regrettable that opponents to the 
scheme are so opposed to it and they would be so opposed to us seeking 
external funding. I assure that the bid is till live and I will let you know the 
outcome of the bid, and we will continue to bid for funding.” 
 
3. Question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“On 15th January 2019 Paddock Wood Town council held a parish poll on the 
town's proposed community centre. A few days before the poll Tunbridge 
Wells Borough Council (TWBC) issued a statement entitled "£1.4 million 
funding at stake for the Paddock Wood Community Centre - use it or lose it." 
Was it ethical for TWBC to issue such a statement given its intention to 
influence voters to support the scheme?” 
 
Answer from Councillor Weatherly 
 
“I don't think I have anything to add to my statement. I was asked to provide 
clarity as to what would happen to the Council's proposed funding and the 
developer contributions allocated to the scheme. I would have thought that 
referencing a change to the location of the project at this stage would not only 
jeopardise the funding for the project but meant that delivery for a community 
centre would become most unlikely. This was considered significant 
information for people to have available to them in advance of voting in the 
parish poll called by Paddock Wood residents.” 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“Do you believe that the information in that statement is entirely accurate?” 
 
Answer from Councillor Weatherly 
 
“Yes I do believe that the information in the statement is accurate.” 
 

ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 2019/20 
 
FC55/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendation set out in the report. 
 
The debate included consideration of the following matters: 

 References in the report to ‘the Amelia Scott’ should read just ‘the 
Amelia’. 

 The Council’s asset portfolio of over £101m included operational, 
non-operational and investment properties. There was a clear 
distinction of investment property which did not form part of the 
Calverley Square project and conflating the two was misleading. 

 

Page 4Page 6

Agenda Item 2



5 

 
 

 Proposals to fund a centralised sports hub through disposal of 
outlying areas was not supported by Councillor Lidstone. 

 Two responses had been received to the public consultation. 
Firstly that the document “was perfect” and secondly that it was 
“an informative document”. 

 
RESOLVED – That the Asset Management Plan 2019/20 be agreed. 
 

COUNCIL TAX LONG TERM EMPTY PREMIUM 
 
FC56/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendations set out in the report. 
 
The debate included consideration of the following matters: 

 Increasing pressures on housing stocks was a national problem, 
the proposals would help return empty properties to use. 

 
RESOLVED – 
 

1. That the revised Council Tax Long Term Empty Premium be 
implemented for the financial years beginning on 1 April 2019, 1 
April 2020 and 1 April 2021; and 

 
2. That the amendments to the Council Tax Empty Property Policy 

be noted to reflect the revised Council Tax Long Term Empty 
Premium. 

 
BUSINESS RATES RETAIL RELIEF 
 
FC57/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendation set out in the report. 
 
The debate included consideration of the following matters: 

 The measures would be welcomed by many business who were 
struggling with high rates. 

 Whilst the short term assistance was welcome, the Government’s 
restrictive definition of ‘retail’ was disappointing. Such decisions 
should have a degree of local discretion. 

 The Council and Royal Tunbridge Wells Together were hosting a 
Business Rates event on 28 March which would include a rare 
visit by officers of the Valuation Office Agency. 

 
RESOLVED – That the Policy for the award of Business Rates Retail Relief, 
as set out at Appendix B to the report, be agreed in line with the guidance 
provided by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government. 
 

BUDGET 2019/20 AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY UPDATE 
 
FC58/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendations set out in the report. 
 
The debate included consideration of the following matters: 

 Following the financial crisis in 2008 and the resulting austerity, 
the impact on local government had been disproportionately high. 

 The Council had a good record on financial prudency. 

Page 5Page 7

Agenda Item 2



6 

 
 

 Greater local tax raising powers and a reduced dependency on 
property taxes would be welcome. 

 Proposals for charging for green waste collection were not 
supported. 

 The Government’s programme of austerity was too harsh. Taxes 
and charges were increasing faster than wages and affected the 
most vulnerable the hardest. 

 The Council should have higher priorities than the Calverley 
Square project. 

 Greater detail beyond directorate headings was wanted. 

 Claims that there were no reductions in front line services were 
disingenuous. Charges for green waste was seen as a reduction in 
a service which was currently free. Such charges were the 
equivalent of a 29 per cent increase in council tax and would 
largely go to fund the Calverley Square project. 

 This was the fourth report in the process of setting the budget and 
there had been little meaningful contributions in previous stages. 

 The new waste contract included new recycling services for free. 
Not everyone had a garden so it was right that only those who use 
the service should pay. 

 Council Tax accounted for 12 per cent of the Council’s budget. 
Investment in other income sources was vital. 

 Business Rate retention had facilitated investment in social 
services such as Dowding House. 

 The Council was addressing the concerns of residents and 
providing services above the statutory minimums, despite 
increasing costs, but this was only possible by investing. 

 Calverley Square was the wrong priority at this time and would not 
provide an income. 

 The public consultation on the Budget was poorly designed. 

 Austerity had been a necessary consequence of the 
circumstances and the overall level of direct taxation had reduced 
since the coalition government. 

 An increase in Council tax of three per cent was above inflation as 
measured by the Consumer Prices Index. 

 Calverley Square project was not included in the risk register and 
there was no assessment of the impact on the Budget if the 
expected take up of garden waste charge did not materialise. 

 There had to be fairness in the debate, one could not complain of 
grandstanding whilst doing the same. Similarly members should 
not complain that others did not attend briefings when earlier in the 
meeting the efforts of those who worked were appreciated. 

 Tunbridge Wells had the third lowest Council Tax in Kent. 

 The Council was delivering services despite low spending power 
compared to other authorities in Kent. 

 The garden waste charge was not a tax as it was optional. Only 
people who use the service would have to pay. 

 Claims that there were no major cuts to services were worrying as 
it depended in the individual’s definition of ‘major’. 

 Complaints that the Council was selling off assets were misleading 
because it was also buying assets to provide an income. 

 20,000 square feet of office space would be built as part of the 
Calverley Square project, this would provide income of £600,000 
per year and assets of £120million. 
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 Officers were thanked for the work that had gone into preparing 
the Budget. 

 The funding strategy for Calverley Square had been a matter of 
public record for some considerable time. 

 The joint procurement approach to the new waste contract would 
provide further operational savings and efficiencies. 

 
The Mayor took a recorded vote. 
 
Members who voted in favour of the motion: The Mayor Councillor Horwood, 
The Deputy Mayor Councillor Scholes, Councillors Backhouse, Barrington-
King, Dr Basu, Bland, Bulman, Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Gooda, Dr 
Hall, Hamilton, Hastie, Heasman, Holden, Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-Grey, 
Mackonochie, March, McDermott, Moore, Nuttall, Oakford, Mrs Palmer, 
Podbury, Reilly, Simmons, Soyke, Stanyer, Mrs Thomas, Thomson, 
Weatherly, Williams and Woodward. (36) 
 
Members who voted against the motion: Councillors Chapelard, Ellis, 
Lidstone, Hannam, Hill, and Neve. (6) 
 
Members who abstained from voting: Councillor Pope. (1) 
 
RESOLVED – 
 

1. That the changes to the base budget along with the assumptions 
and approach set out throughout the report be approved; 

 
2. That the responses to the budget consultation at Appendix C to 

the report be approved; 
 

3. That the rolling forward of the capital programme including 
additional gross funding of £2,643,340 for new schemes listed 
within the report be approved; 

 
4. That the 2019/20 Pay Policy Statement set out at Appendix D to 

the report be approved; and 
 

5. That an increase in the ‘Basic Amount’ of Council Tax of £5.19 for 
a Band D property be approved. 

 
COUNCIL TAX 2019/20 
 

FC59/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendations set out in the report. 
 

The report was taken as read. 
 

The Mayor took a recorded vote. 
 

Members who voted in favour of the motion: The Mayor Councillor Horwood, 
The Deputy Mayor Councillor Scholes, Councillors Backhouse, Barrington-
King, Dr Basu, Bland, Bulman, Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Gooda, Dr 
Hall, Hamilton, Hannam, Hastie, Heasman, Holden, Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-
Grey, Mackonochie, March, McDermott, Moore, Nuttall, Oakford, Mrs Palmer, 
Podbury, Reilly, Simmons, Soyke, Stanyer, Mrs Thomas, Thomson, 
Weatherly, Williams and Woodward. (37) 
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Members who voted against the motion: Councillors Chapelard, Ellis and 
Lidstone. (3) 
 
Members who abstained from voting: Councillors Hill, Neve, Pope. (3) 
 
RESOLVED – That the Council Tax for 2019/20 be approved as set out at 
Appendix A to the report. 
 

TREASURY MANAGEMENT POLICY AND STRATEGY 2019/20 
 
FC60/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendation set out in the report. 
 
The report was taken as read. 
 
RESOLVED – That the Treasury Management Policy and Strategy 2019/20, 
as set out at Appendix A to the report, be adopted. 
 

CAPITAL STRATEGY 2019/20 
 
FC61/18 
 

Councillor Reilly moved, and Councillor Jukes seconded, the 
recommendation set out in the report. 
 
The report was taken as read. 
 
Councillor Chapelard recorded his abstention from the vote. 
 
RESOLVED – That the Capital Strategy 2019/20, as set out at Appendix A to 
the report, be adopted. 
 

REVISED STATEMENT OF LICENSING PRINCIPLES FOR GAMBLING POLICY 
 
FC62/18 
 

Councillor Backhouse moved, and Councillor Woodward seconded, the 
recommendations set out in the report. 
 
The report was taken as read. 
 
RESOLVED – 
 

1. That the six-week consultation responses on the proposed 
Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling Policy, as set out 
at Appendix B to the report, be noted; and 

 
2. That the Revised Statement of Licensing Principles for Gambling 

Policy, drafted in accordance with the Gambling Commissions 5th 
edition Guidance and set out at Appendix A to the report, be 
adopted. 

 
MOTIONS ON NOTICE 
 
FC63/18 
 

Motion 1 
 
Councillor Podbury moved, and Councillor Dawlings seconded, the motion: 
“This Council, in all its business both commercial and public, will promote the 
elimination of single-use plastics across the borough and support the 
Government’s proposals with this aim.” 
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The following points were raised by Councillor Podbury in moving the motion: 

 The motion followed work by the Reduction of Single Use Plastic 
Working Group of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee which 
enjoyed cross-party support. 

 The Working Group suggested a number of actions to reduce 
plastic use within the Town Hall and town centre. 

 More needed to be done, particularly with communication and 
education on the key message of reduce, reuse and recycle. 

 Financial and environmental savings could be significant. 
 
The debate included consideration of the following matters: 

 Grateful for the leadership on this issue. 

 Bin surveys had demonstrated a lack of understanding with what 
could be recycled. 

 Public awareness of the issues was high following the David 
Attenborough programme Blue Planet. 

 The Council should also go paperless with its agenda and reports. 

 Efforts should be extended through the Council’s procurement. 

 The Government was introducing a deposit and return scheme 
where consumers could get a refund on returned reusable 
packaging. New taxes were proposed on excess packaging. 

 Developers were encouraged to provide drinking water fountains 
in new developments. 

 Horsmonden Parish Council had a sustainability policy which other 
Parishes and Towns were encouraged to emulate. 

 Food packaging was an area which needed urgent attention. 

 The motion should be the first step of a process leading to tackling 
‘microfibres’ which were particularly harmful. 

 Members could take personal action by using flasks and reusable 
cups. 

 Should increase fines for littering. 

 Many local business provide services for more sustainable living 
which should be supported. 

 
RESOLVED – That this Council, in all its business both commercial and 
public, will promote the elimination of single-use plastics across the borough 
and support the Government’s proposals with this aim.” 
 
Motion 2 
 
Councillor Ellis moved, and Councillor Chapelard seconded, the motion: 
“Tunbridge Wells Borough Council should set up a new Cabinet Advisory 
Board for Economic Development.” 
 
The following points were raised by Councillor Ellis in moving the motion: 

 The motion was not intended on party political ground but in 
response to the growing need to focus on economic development. 

 Economic development was key to the future success of the 
Borough. 

 The Council had an Economic Development portfolio but the 
scrutiny of this function was split amongst several other bodies 
including the Communities Cabinet Advisory Board. However, few 
items had been considered by this Board. 
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 Economic development considerations may be different or 
specialised from those affecting communities generally. 

 A development working party would be welcomed but this alone 
would not provide the necessary scrutiny of specific proposals to 
be considered by Cabinet. 

 A working party would function at the discretion of Cabinet 
whereas a Cabinet Advisory Board would be mandated by Full 
Council. 

 
Councillor Moore moved, and Councillor March seconded, an amendment so 
that the motion reads: “Tunbridge Wells Borough Council renames the 
Communities Cabinet Advisory Board to include Economic Development and 
that it should be known in future as the Communities and Economic 
Development Cabinet Advisory Board.” 
 
The following points were raised by Councillor Moore in moving the 
amendment: 

 Whilst economic development was key to supporting the priorities 
of the Council, the function within the Council was small and the 
resource commitment of supporting a new committee would be 
disproportionate. 

 The purpose of Cabinet Advisory Boards was to pre-scrutinise 
Cabinet decisions. Most of the work of the Economic Development 
team did not require Cabinet decision. 

 The Council was supporting a variety of business initiatives. 
Additional bureaucracy would not achieve the intended outcome. 

 A Local Economic Health Report was being introduced to report 
10 key performance indicators twice a year. The report would be 
considered by Cabinet through the Communities Cabinet Advisory 
Board and provide an opportunity for Members to discuss relevant 
issues. 

 
The debate included consideration of the following matters: 

 Kent County Council did not have a separate Economic 
Development Board. 

 Economic Development was not a function of the Council but key 
to it and exercised through delegated authority working with 
outside organisations. 

 There was little desire for more bureaucracy. 

 There needed to be greater focus on rural economic development. 

 Economic Development was key and this should be reflected in 
the name of the existing Board. 

 There were occasions where Communities Cabinet Advisory 
Board meetings were cancelled due to a lack of business so there 
was capacity within the existing Board. 

 Whilst the immediate focus was on the town centre, there would 
be efforts to improve economic development and tourism in rural 
areas later in the year. 

 The amendment could be supported provided more of the 
decisions affecting economic development would come forward to 
public decision making. 

 Greater public involvement in decisions such as those regarding 
the Farmers’ Market could have resulted in less negative press 
and resentment. 
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The Mayor took a vote on the amendment. 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED 
 
The motion as amended became the substantive motion. 
 
The Mayor took a vote on the motion. 
 
RESOLVED – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council renames the Communities 
Cabinet Advisory Board to include Economic Development and that it should 
be known in future as the Communities and Economic Development Cabinet 
Advisory Board. 
 

URGENT BUSINESS 
 
FC64/18 
 

There was no urgent business. 
 

COMMON SEAL OF THE COUNCIL 
 
FC65/18 
 

RESOLVED – That the Common Seal of the Council be affixed to any 
contract, minute, notice or other document arising out of the minutes or 
pursuant to any delegation, authority or power conferred by the Council. 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
FC66/18 
 

It was noted that the next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday 24 April 
2019 at 6.30pm. 
 

 
 NOTES: 

The meeting concluded at 9.00 pm. 
An audio recording of this meeting is available on the Tunbridge Wells 
Borough Council website. 
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The Council is recommended to resolve as follows: 

   

   

1. It be noted that on 6 December 2018 the Council calculated  

 

 

(a) the Council Tax Base 2019/20 for the whole Council area as 45,693.60 [Item T 
in the formula in Section 31B(3) of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, as 
amended (the "Act")] and,  

 

 

(b) for dwellings in those parts of its area to which a parish precept relates as in the 
attached Appendix. 

 

 

 
 

2. Calculate that the Council Tax requirement for the Council’s own purposes for 2019/20 (excluding 
parish precepts) is £8,168,300. 

 

 

 

3. That the following amounts be calculated for the year 2019/20 in accordance with Sections 31 to 36 of 
the Act: 

   

(a) £86,929,530 being the aggregate of the amounts which the Council estimates for the items set out 
in Section 31A(2) of the Act taking into account all precepts issued to it by parish 
councils. 

(b) £76,227,810 being the aggregate of the amounts which the Council estimates for the items set out 
in Section 31A(3) of the Act. 

(c) £10,701,720 being the amount by which the aggregate at 3(a) above exceeds the aggregate at 3(b) 
above, calculated by the Council in accordance with Section 31A(4) of the Act as its 
Council Tax requirement for the year. (Item R in the formula in Section 31A(4) of the 
Act). 
 

(d) £234.21 being the amount at 3(c) above (Item R), all divided by Item T (1 (a) above), calculated 
by the Council, in accordance with Section 31B(1) of the Act, as the basic amount of its 
Council Tax for the year (including parish precepts). 

(e) £4,900,520 being the aggregate amount of all special items and parish precepts referred to in 
Section 34(1) of the Act (as per the attached Appendix). 

(f) £126.96 being the amount at 3(d) above less the result given by dividing the amount at 3(e) 
above by Item T (1 (a) above), calculated by the Council, in accordance with Section 
34(2) of the Act, as the basic amount of its Council Tax for the year for dwellings in 
those parts of its area to which no special items relate (this is the Council Tax for 
General Expenses to which special expenses and parish precepts are added as 
applicable). 
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(g) Parts of the Council’s area  

Special Expenses Areas:  

 
£ 

Capel 191.50 

Rusthall 241.17 

Royal Tunbridge Wells 241.30 

Southborough 250.15 

 

 Parish and Town Areas:   

 
£ 

Benenden 170.65 

Bidborough 237.34 

Brenchley & Matfield 189.04 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst 255.39 

Frittenden 168.87 

Goudhurst 261.65 

Hawkhurst 201.98 

Horsmonden 214.72 

Lamberhurst 187.61 

Paddock Wood 279.65 

Pembury 220.82 

Sandhurst 238.04 

Speldhurst 188.09 

 

being the amounts given by adding to the amount at 3(f) above the amounts of the special 

item or items relating to dwellings in those parts of the Council’s area mentioned above 

divided in each case by the amount at 1(b) above, calculated by the Council, in 

accordance with Section 34(3) of the Act, as the basic amount of its council tax for the 

year for dwellings in those parts of its area to which one or more special items relate. (i.e. 

The total of the Band D Council Tax for the Borough General, Special Expenses and 

Parish and Town Councils.  NB. Excludes Kent County Council, Police and Fire 

Authorities).  

Total Borough + Special + 
Parish 

BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND 

A B C D E F G H 

 6/9  7/9  8/9  9/9  11/9  13/9  15/9  18/9 

  £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ 

Benenden 113.77 132.73 151.69 170.65 208.57 246.50 284.42 341.30 

Bidborough 158.23 184.60 210.97 237.34 290.08 342.83 395.57 474.68 

Brenchley & Matfield 126.03 147.03 168.03 189.04 231.05 273.06 315.07 378.08 

Capel 127.66 148.95 170.22 191.50 234.05 276.62 319.16 383.00 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst 170.26 198.64 227.01 255.39 312.14 368.90 425.65 510.78 

Frittenden 112.58 131.35 150.10 168.87 206.39 243.93 281.45 337.74 

Goudhurst 174.43 203.51 232.57 261.65 319.79 377.94 436.08 523.30 

Hawkhurst 134.65 157.10 179.53 201.98 246.86 291.75 336.63 403.96 

Horsmonden 143.15 167.01 190.86 214.72 262.43 310.15 357.87 429.44 

Lamberhurst 125.07 145.92 166.76 187.61 229.30 271.00 312.68 375.22 

Paddock Wood 186.43 217.51 248.57 279.65 341.79 403.94 466.08 559.30 

Pembury 147.21 171.75 196.28 220.82 269.89 318.97 368.03 441.64 

Royal Tunbridge Wells 160.87 187.68 214.49 241.30 294.92 348.55 402.17 482.60 

Rusthall 160.78 187.58 214.37 241.17 294.76 348.36 401.95 482.34 Page 14
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Sandhurst 158.69 185.15 211.59 238.04 290.93 343.84 396.73 476.08 

Southborough 166.76 194.56 222.35 250.15 305.74 361.34 416.91 500.30 

Speldhurst 125.39 146.30 167.19 188.09 229.88 271.69 313.48 376.18 

 

being the amounts given by multiplying the amounts at 3(f) and 3(g) above by the number 

which, in the proportion set out in Section 5(1) of the Act, is applicable to dwellings listed 

in a particular valuation band divided by the number which in that proportion is applicable 

to dwellings listed in valuation band D, calculated by the Council, in accordance with 

Section 36(1) of the Act, as the amounts to be taken into account for the year in respect of 

categories of dwellings listed in different valuation bands. 

 

(h) That it be noted that for the year 2019/20 the major precepting authorities have stated the 
following amounts in precepts issued to the Council, in accordance with section 40 of the 
Local Government Finance Act 1992 for each of the categories of dwellings below – 
 

  BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND 

2019/20 A B C D E F G H 

  £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ 

KCC excl. social care  804.48 938.56 1072.64 1206.72 1474.88 1743.04 2011.20 2413.44 

KCC social care levy 61.80 72.10 82.40 92.70 113.30 133.90 154.50 185.40 

KCC Total 866.28 1010.66 1155.04 1299.42 1588.18 1876.94 2165.70 2598.84 

Kent Police and  
Crime Commissioner 128.77 150.23 171.69 193.15 236.07 278.99 321.92 386.30 

Kent Fire &  
Rescue Service 

51.84 60.48 69.12 77.76 95.04 112.32 129.60 155.52 

 
That, having calculated the aggregate in each case of the amounts at 3(g) and 3(h) 
above, the Council, in accordance with Sections 30 and 36 of the Local Government 
Finance Act 1992, hereby sets the following amounts as the amounts of Council Tax for 
the year 2019/20 for each of the categories of dwellings shown below – 
 

  BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND BAND 

2019/20 A B C D E F G H 

   6/9  7/9  8/9  9/9  11/9  13/9  15/9  18/9 

  £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ 

Benenden 1160.66 1354.10 1547.54 1740.98 2127.86 2514.75 2901.64 3481.96 

Bidborough 1205.12 1405.97 1606.82 1807.67 2209.37 2611.08 3012.79 3615.34 

Brenchley & Matfield 1172.92 1368.40 1563.88 1759.37 2150.34 2541.31 2932.29 3518.74 

Capel 1174.55 1370.32 1566.07 1761.83 2153.34 2544.87 2936.38 3523.66 

Cranbrook & 
Sissinghurst 1217.15 1420.01 1622.86 1825.72 2231.43 2637.15 3042.87 3651.44 

Frittenden 1159.47 1352.72 1545.95 1739.20 2125.68 2512.18 2898.67 3478.40 

Goudhurst 1221.32 1424.88 1628.42 1831.98 2239.08 2646.19 3053.30 3663.96 

Hawkhurst 1181.54 1378.47 1575.38 1772.31 2166.15 2560.00 2953.85 3544.62 

Horsmonden 1190.04 1388.38 1586.71 1785.05 2181.72 2578.40 2975.09 3570.10 

Lamberhurst 1171.96 1367.29 1562.61 1757.94 2148.59 2539.25 2929.90 3515.88 

Paddock Wood 1233.32 1438.88 1644.42 1849.98 2261.08 2672.19 3083.30 3699.96 

Pembury 1194.10 1393.12 1592.13 1791.15 2189.18 2587.22 2985.25 3582.30 

Royal Tunbridge Wells 1207.76 1409.05 1610.34 1811.63 2214.21 2616.80 3019.39 3623.26 

Rusthall 1207.67 1408.95 1610.22 1811.50 2214.05 2616.61 3019.17 3623.00 

Sandhurst 1205.58 1406.52 1607.44 1808.37 2210.22 2612.09 3013.95 3616.74 

Southborough 1213.65 1415.93 1618.20 1820.48 2225.03 2629.59 3034.13 3640.96 

Speldhurst 1172.28 1367.67 1563.04 1758.42 2149.17 2539.94 2930.70 3516.84 
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