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TUNBRIDGE WELLS BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

CABINET 
 

Thursday, 12 March 2020 
 

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)), Patricia Narebor (Head of Legal 
Partnership), Jane Fineman (Head of Finance and Procurement), Jane Clarke (Head of 
Policy and Governance), Denise Haylett (Head of Facilities and Community Hubs), Tracey 
Beattie (Mid Kent Environmental Health Manager), Gary Stevenson (Head of Housing, 
Health and Environment), Dan Hutchins (Procurement Manager) and Caroline Britt 
(Democratic Services Officer) 
 
Other Members in Attendance: Councillors Hamilton, Atkins, Mrs Thomas and Backhouse 
 
APOLOGIES 
 
CAB133/19 
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Scott and Stanyer.   
Also Paul Taylor (Director of Change and Communities) and Stephen 
McGinnes (Mid Kent Services Director). 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
CAB134/19 
 

With reference to Agenda Item 14 (Paddock Wood Community Centre and 
TWBC Implications) it was noted that Councillor Mackonochie was a member 
of the Paddock Wood Community Centre Board.     
 

NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS WISHING TO SPEAK 
 
CAB135/19 
 

Councillors Mrs Thomas, Atkins and Hamilton had registered as wishing to 
speak on Agenda Item 14.  In addition, 7 members of the public had 
registered to speak on various items. 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 6 FEBRUARY 2020 
 
CAB136/19 
 

Members reviewed the minutes. No amendments were proposed. 
 
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting dated 6 February 2020 be 
approved as a correct record. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL 
 
CAB137/19 
 

There were no questions from members of the Council. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 
CAB138/19 
 

There were no questions from members of the public. 
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CONSIDERATION OF THE FORWARD PLAN AS AT 4 MARCH 2020 
 
CAB139/19 
 

Members considered the plan. No amendments were proposed. 
 
RESOLVED – That the Forward Plan as at 4 March 2020 be noted. 
 

CAPITAL MANAGEMENT REPORT: QUARTER 3 
 
CAB140/19 
 

Jane Fineman, Head of Finance, Procurement and Parking 
introduced the report that summarised the actual and forecast 
outturn expenditure on capital schemes as at 31 December 
2019. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the 
following matters: 
 
- Cabinet originally approved capital expenditure of 

£22.681m for 2019/20.  
- Since then £1.2m of projects had been rescheduled from 

2018/19 into 2019/20.  £4.8m had been rescheduled from 
2019/20 into 2020/21 and approval and deletions of £1.7m 
had been made in Quarters 1 and 2.  

- This Report now requested a further £6.8m reduction in 
spend and a further rescheduling of £6.6m into future 
years.  This would reduce the forecast outturn to £7.4m.  

- £4.1m of this was forecast to be needed to be financed 
from earmarked reserves, the useable capital receipts 
reserve and the sale of fixed assets.   

- A decrease of £80m, the total sum of the Calverley Square 
scheme of which £7.026m was scheduled to be spent in 
2019/20.   

- The main projects rescheduled from 2019/20 into 2020/21 
included £5.15m for the Amelia Scott, £769,000 for the 
Council’s contribution towards the RVP refurbishment and 
£304,000 of additional Disabled Facilities Grants.  

- A new approval of £400,000 was requested as a 
contribution towards the Cranbrook Community Hub. 

- £1.187m of new budgets for 2020-2022 had already been 
approved by Cabinet but was now seeking approval into 
the Capital Programme.  £825,000 of this would be needed 
for remedial structural work to be undertaken in the RVP 
carpark.   

- During the reporting period, 2 pieces of land, Red Oak near 
Hawkhurst and 27 Monson Road were sold for a total of 
£1.17m.  The money had been transferred to the capital 
receipts reserve to help finance the Capital Programme.   

- It was likely that the current disabled changing facilities 
located at the Gateway would remain open until the 
building closed.  The timing for the new facilities at the  
Camden Centre was still unknown but the work and 
expenditure was planned for next year.   

- RVP Shopping Centre had the biggest footfall draw within 
the borough and was pivotal its economic benefit.  The 
Council’s contribution as part of the refurbishment was a 
welcomed expenditure.  Once the work had been 
completed a further update would be provided to Cabinet.   
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- Payment of the S106 money allocated to Woodham Hall, 
Hawkhurst  that would allow Town and Country Housing  to 
change 4 units from affordable housing to social housing 
was still scheduled to take place at the end of March 2020.   

 
RESOLVED –   

1. That the actual gross and net expenditure 
for the year and the sources of finance, as 
shown in appendices B to D be noted; 

2. That the proposed variations to the 2019/20 
Capital Programme, set out in paragraphs 
4.3 to 4.8 be approved; 

3. That the inclusion of new schemes into the 
Capital Programme as set out in notes 4.9 
to 4.15 be noted; and 

4. That the proposed movement between 
years set out in paragraph 4.16 to 4.23 be 
approved. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION:  
Managing and forecasting capital expenditure effectively was 
vital in order to support all of the services provided by the 
Council.   

 
 

REVENUE MANAGEMENT REPORT: QUARTER 3 
 
CAB141/19 
 

Jane Fineman, Head of Finance, Procurement and Parking 
introduced the report that showed actual expenditure on 
services compared to the revised budget for the period ending 
31 December 2019. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the 
following matters: 
 
- Actual expenditure to 31 December 2019 was £9.3m  

which was £77,000 less than forecast.  However, the 
forecast outturn for the year was currently £25,000 over 
budget.  

- The main movements were a forecast reduction in staff 
costs of £343,000 due to a number of posts remaining 
vacant.  In addition, a net reduction in the Assembly Hall 
income of £150,000 and a further reduction in car parking 
income from the RVP, Meadow Road and Crescent Road 
of £200,000 due to the continued reduction in footfall in the 
town centre.  Staff cost savings of £80,000, £80,000 of 
compensation from the Union House car park and £70,000 
increase in penalty charge notices offset some of these 
costs.    

- It was expected that by year end £25,000 of savings would 
be found to bring it back to budget. 

- The other major change to the accounts this quarter was 
the unwinding of the effects of the Calverley Square 
project.   

- The purchase of the lodge at the entrance of the Calverley 
Grounds had been retained as capital expenditure and had 
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now been added to the Council’s asset portfolio. 
- The Council’s total reserves were £17.2m.  This compared 

with the £19.7m held in Quarter 2. 
- The report requested approval to issue fines for a breach in 

householder duty.  This was to ensure that household 
waste was disposed of appropriately.  The proposed 
charge for this offence was £400, the maximum allowed 
under current legislation.  This was a fixed penalty notice 
that could be issued by Environmental Health Officers and 
would have normally been included as part of the Fees and 
Charges Report.     

- Approval of Write-Offs in preparation for year end accounts 
was also requested.  

- The income reduction experienced at the RVP car park 
was due to lower footfall rather than because areas had 
been cordoned off for repair.  That said, the coach park 
behind Sainsbury’s and Torrington car park was doing very 
well.   

 
RESOLVED –  

1. That at Quarter 3 the net expenditure on 
services year to date was £9,294,000, 
£77,000 less than forecast, be noted. 

2. That by year end the Council’s anticipated 
net expenditure of £18,919,000 on services, 
which is £25,000 over budget, an 
improvement of £73,000 since Quarter 2, be 
noted. 

3. That the updated charge for Offence 
Penalties as set out in the report be 
approved. 

4. That the Write Offs set out in Paragraph 
2.37 as detailed at Appendix J be approved. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
To show the actual expenditure on services compared to the 
revised budget for the period ended 31 December 2019, and 
the forecast outturn position, highlighting significant variances 
from the revised annual budget. 

 
TREASURY AND PRUDENTIAL INDICATOR MANAGEMENT REPORT: QUARTER 3 
 
CAB142/19 
 

Jane Fineman, Head of Finance, Procurement and Parking 
introduced the report that updated Members on investments 
held by the Council and the interest received from those 
investments as required by the Treasury Management Policy 
and Strategy for the period 1 April to 31 December 2019. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the 
following matters: 
 
- The projected interest from investments and bank interest 

for 2019/20 was now £729,000 which was an improvement 
to the budget of £42,000.  This was due in part to more 
funds being available for investment resulting from the 
rescheduling of the Capital Programme.  In addition, the 
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interest from the Property Fund was higher than budgeted. 
- The initial £9m invested in the Property Fund was now 

worth £10.720m, a slight fall in value of about £156,000 
since March 2019. It had however continued to do well in 
dividends, giving a net interest rate of 5.13%, which was 
slightly better than last year.   

- As at the end of December 2019, £2m of the outstanding 
loan from the Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) remained.   
A further £1m was repaid at the end of January 2020.   

 
RESOLVED –  

1. That the 2019/2020 Treasury Management 
and Prudential Indicator position be noted; 
and 

2. That the increase in the forecast for 
investment and bank interest of £42,000, 
which increases the forecast budget from 
£687,000 to £729,000 be noted. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
Ensuring effective cash flow management was vital in order to 
support all the services provided by the Council. The interest 
received from investments was an important source of income 
in helping to set a balanced budget. 

 
PERFORMANCE SUMMARY QUARTER 3 
 
CAB143/19 
 

Jane Clarke, Head of Policy and Governance introduced the report 
that summarised the performance of the Council’s priority projects and 
service delivery for the period 1 October to 31 December 2019. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the 
following matters: 
 
- There was no statutory duty to report on Council performance but 

it was good practice to do so.  It was a useful tool that ensured the 
Council met its strategic targets and to secure continuous 
improvement. 

- For the 10 priority projects, 6 were green status, 3 were amber 
with the remaining project on hold. 

- For the 25 service performance indicators currently being 
collected, 14 were performing as expected,  6 were under-
performing, with data unavailable for the remaining 5.   

- A verbal update was given for 2 of the 5 that were missing – 
Tourist Information Centre (TIC) enquiries were 4,436 which was 
on target for quarter 3.  1,313 were advised remotely and were 
therefore under-performing.   

- Of the 6 that were under-performing, recovery plans had been 
produced.  No recovery plans had been produced for the 
Homelessness or Planning Appeals Indicator.  This was because, 
following the Homelessness Reduction Act, the current indicator 
was out of date and in need of review.  With regards to the 
Planning Appeals, as there were only 2 during the quarter, a 
recovery plan was not necessary.   

- The Universal Credit Indicator was also in need of updating. 
- Processing planning applications had under-performed every 
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quarter this year which was representative of the continued lack of 
resources to undertake this work. 

- Information related to Waste and Street scene continued to be an 
issue.  TWBC continued to request this data from Kent County 
Council.   

 
RESOLVED –  

1. That the summary of priority projects performance 
over quarter 3 at Appendix A be noted. 

2. That the summary of service performance over 
quarter 3, at Appendix B be noted. 

3. That the performance indicator Recovery Plans for 
quarter 3 at Appendix C-F be noted. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
To monitor the effectiveness of the Council’s actions and plans to 
meet all the objectives within the Five Year Plan, highlight 
underperforming areas, and propose actions to remedy any 
underperformance to ensure the key objectives are met. 

 
 

PROCUREMENT STRATEGY  2020-2023 
 
CAB144/19 
 

Jane Fineman, Head of Finance, Procurement and Parking introduced 
the report that outlined the Council’s approach and vision to 
procurement and to seek approval for the publication and 
implementation of the new Procurement Strategy for the period 2020-
2023. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the 
following matters: 
 
- The current strategy was published in 2014 and now needed to be 

updated. 
- The new draft strategy had been available for some time, but 

many of the procurement regulations were driven by EU 
Regulations and had therefore been on hold subject to the impact 
of Brexit.  This had taken much longer than anticipated. 

- It had now been established that any short to medium term 
changes were likely to be minimal and as such the Council was 
now in a position to move forward. 

- The key areas of focus were, compliance and process, 
stakeholder engagement, skills development and training and 
incorporating the Social Value Act.   

- It would ensure that the process was efficient and automated 
where possible. Supplier engagement would seek to ensure 
quality bids from suppliers and collaboration with other authorities 
to share the procurement burden. In addition to look at revenue 
creation by offering expertise to other organisations.   

- The strategy would be set for 3 years, after which the Council 
would carry out a review.  If there was a significant development in 
the interim, a review to include any new information would be 
carried out. 

- Publication was proposed for March 2020.  
- The inclusion of Climate Emergency into the Strategy was 

welcomed.   
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RESOLVED – That publication and implementation of the 
Procurement Strategy 2020-2023 be approved. 
 
REASON FOR DECISION:  
To update the Council’s approach and vision for procurement.   

 
SOCIAL VALUE POLICY 
 
CAB145/19 
 

Jane Fineman, Head of Finance, Procurement and Parking introduced 
the report that sought approval to publish and implement the Social 
Value Policy. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the 
following matters: 
 
- The Social  Value Policy was an integral part of the Procurement 

Strategy and would ensure compliance with the Public Services 
Social Value Act 2012. 

- The policy stated that the Council should have a regard to 
Economic,  Social and Environmental wellbeing and how any 
improvement might be secured.  

- The policy should be considered for all cases but recognised that it 
would not always be appropriate, e.g. if the contract was small, the 
additional cost might negate any potential benefit.   

 
RESOLVED – That publication and implementation of the Social 
Value Policy be approved. 
 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
In compliance with the Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012 and to 
better consider at the pre-procurement stage, how procurement could 
improve the social, economic and environmental well-being of the 
borough.   

 
 

PADDOCK WOOD COMMUNITY CENTRE AND TWBC IMPLICATIONS 
 
CAB146/19 
 

There were a number of speakers registered for this Agenda 
Item as follows: 
 
Mr Raymond Moon, resident of Paddock Wood (and to note he 
was a Town Councillor) made the following comments: 
 
- TWBC had consistently supported the project to build a 

new Community Centre in Paddock Wood. 
- The sudden introduction of pre-conditions for financial 

support came as a complete surprise to the Town Council.   
- Paddock Wood Town Council (PWTC) had budgeted for 

the project which included a TWBC contribution with no 
strings attached. 

- The lease of the day centre was a separate issue.  To 
impose the pre-condition was considered unjustified and 
possibly putting the project in jeopardy.  It also introduced 
an element of mistrust.  

- PWTC meetings were currently held in the day centre.  The 
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grant would enable the new Community Centre to be built 
opening up the possibility of a move to the new site in the 
future.  Only then should a discussion be held regarding 
the change of lease at the day centre.  

- Option 1 assumed that without any pre-conditions 
regarding the day centre, PWTC would not be willing to 
renegotiate the conditions of the lease.  This was not the 
case.  PWTC would always be willing to discuss and 
negotiate anything that concerned the borough, PWTC and 
its residents.   

- Option 2 went against everything that had previously been 
discussed.   

- Option 3 imposed pre-conditions on giving the grant which 
was unreasonable and unfair and would seriously impact 
on the delivery of the project.   

- In conclusion, Cabinet were asked to recommend Option 1. 
 

Ms Carol Williams, Chair of the Community Centre Working Party (but 
to note was also a Town Councillor for Paddock Wood) made the 
following comments: 
 

- The Working Party had 16 Members made up from various 
organisations. The Paddock Wood Youth Council had 
recently been asked to join the Working Party, thereby 
giving representation across all age groups. 

- It was currently revising its Communication Strategy, 
developing an updated leaflet that would be delivered to all 
houses and contributing to the policy of the Governance 
Framework which was last reviewed in December 2018.   

- The Town Council had published a consultation timeline 
going back to 2008 when Paddock Wood Community 
Partnership identified a Community Centre as the main 
priority for residents.   

- Between 2013 and the present, consultation with residents 
had been increasing. Since this time there had been 
displays at meetings and carnivals, articles in the Town 
Crier and other local publications.  In addition there had 
been flyers through doors and consultation events as part 
of the neighbourhood plan.   

- In 2017 a questionnaire went out to every house in the 
town. Despite only 182 returns, 180 of them gave good 
quality information.  It concluded that whilst a few residents 
raised concerns, most suggested the Memorial Field was a 
good fit for the Community Centre.  In November 2017, a 
further consultation event was held in the town centre.   

- The Working Party subsequently planned a programme of 
consultation over the summer of 2018.  In addition, 
displays were set up at the Community Café at the 
Memorial Field, primary and secondary schools and visits 
made to local groups.  The feedback received was very 
positive.   

 
Mr Fred Lemont, resident of Paddock Wood made the following 
comments: 
 

- The original Centre, built in 1902 was demolished in the 
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1960s.  It remained disappointing that nothing had been 
built to replace it. 

- St Andrews Church had rooms but these were constantly 
overbooked.  Because of this, Groups were forced to use 
facilities that were available in surrounding villages.  

- Due to the extensive work undertaken by the Town 
Council, a new Community Centre was in sight.  Concerns 
raised had been addressed.  But the negatively that had 
ensued had made progress difficult.   

- As a representative of U3A, the Community Centre would 
bring people together of all ages.   

- It would also provide opportunities for new groups to form 
and make use of the facilities and create a vibrant 
Community spirit.   

 
Mr Jeremy Thompson, Chairman of Friends of the Memorial Field 
made the following comments: 
 

- Friends of the Memorial Field were supportive of a new 
Community Centre in Paddock Wood. 

- The extent of the consultation  and engagement process 
was questioned.  In response to the 182 responses 
received by the Town Council, Wendy Morris, founder of 
the Friends of the Memorial Field set up an online and 
written petition which received 878 responses.  PWTC 
asked to see the results and reduced the number to 594 – 
still considerably higher than 182.  

- A Parish Poll was then undertaken which concluded that 
the Memorial Field was not the right place for the 
Community Centre. 

- As a member of the Paddock Wood Neighbourhood Plan 
Working Group – looking at the Green Infrastructure Policy 
(not yet adopted), it stated that there should be no loss of 
green space in Paddock Wood. 

- In the last 12 months the Memorial Field had had 2 very 
successful charity cricket matches – it was the home of 
cricket in Paddock Wood.  The decline of cricket was solely 
down to the lack of maintenance undertaken by PWTC to 
look after the facilities. 

 
Councillor Meryl Flashman Chair of Paddock Wood Town Council 
made the following comments: 
 

- Speaking on behalf of the Town Council the suggested 
lack of consultation was disputed. Consultation with the 
public had taken place over a long period of time, using a 
wide range of events, leaflet drops, an online survey and 
displays.  A banner on the proposed site had been in place 
since April 2018.   

- The Community Centre Project had been on the monthly 
Town Council meeting agenda and there was an 
opportunity for members of the public to speak at the start 
of each meeting.  This section of the meeting had been 
frequently extended to allow members of the public to 
speak. 

- An initial meeting had been held between the Town 
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Council and the Friends of the Memorial Field to discuss 
their objections to the project.  A further meeting was 
arranged, but cancelled by the Friends of the Memorial 
Field at short notice.   

- A Community Centre Working Party met monthly.   
- At RIBA stages 1,2 and 3 there had been extraordinary 

meetings specifically about the Community Centre at which 
members of the public had spoken.   

- The comment made that the Town Council had not acted 
democratically.  The petition was presented in August 
2018, but out of 826 members presented only 594 were 
valid.   

- In December 2018, the Friends of the Memorial Field 
called for a Parish meeting which resulted in a Parish Poll, 
the results of which were only advisory.  The turn out 
totalled 13% of which 6.98% opposed and 6.9% in favour 
of the new building.  The Town Council did not campaign 
for this poll, but leaflets were distributed. 

- Following both the petition and the poll the Town Council 
voted to proceed with the project.   

- Town Council elections took place in May 2019 – 4 were 
elected unopposed in the East Ward.  In the West Ward, 8 
people stood for 6 seats. Of the 8 people, 2 candidates 
stood in opposition to the project, neither were elected.  1 
candidate who stood solely on the pro Community Centre 
platform was comfortably elected.   

- The Town Council believed that the majority of residents 
supported the project and having agreed RIBA Stage 3 
would now continue to develop the plans. 

 
Councillor Mrs Thomas, TWBC Borough Councillor made the following 
comments: 
 

- A Community Centre in Paddock Wood was desperately 
needed.   

- The Town Council had worked extremely hard and it was 
something of a shock that some Members chose a different 
view.   

- A considerable amount of consultation had been 
undertaken.  

- Very happy to endorse the comments already made by the 
Town Councillors in support of the project. 

 
Councillor Atkins, TWBC Borough Councillor made the following 
comments: 
 

- To note, Councillor Atkins was also a member of the 
Paddock Wood Town Council. 

- A correction related to Page 199 of the Report, the 
recommendation was made following the Communities 
Cabinet Advisory Board and not the Finance and 
Governance Cabinet Advisory Board as stated.  

- On 24th February 2020 PWTC passed the following 
resolution without debate, which was read in full  ‘in light of 
the resolution of July 2017 Paddock Wood Town Council 
should not engage in renegotiation of the day centre lease 
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as outlined in the CAB meeting of 19 February and seek 
£400,000 elsewhere if agreement cannot be made with 
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council.’ This was agreed by 10 
Councillors with 3 abstaining.   

- In an article in the Courier the Chairman was quoted as 
saying that they were not desperate for the £400,000, it 
was not a make or break.  

 
Councillor Hamilton, TWBC and Kent County Council Councillor made 
the following comments: 
 

- To note, Councillor Hamilton was also a member of the 
Paddock Wood Town Council. 

- Councillor Hamilton presented a statement from Michele 
Sinclair, Chair of Paddock Wood U3A – the largest 
Community Group in Paddock Wood with nearly 700 
members. 

- The Group was fully supportive of a new Community 
Centre in Paddock Wood but efforts to voice their needs 
had not been acted on by the Town Council.  

- A meeting room, stage and kitchen facilities that could 
accommodate at least 200 people was required.  In 
addition there were some 90 different smaller groups 
ranging in size from 12 to 70 that would also require 
meeting rooms. 

- As the plans currently stood the Group would have to book 
all 3 halls in order to use the kitchen facilities and there 
were no small meeting rooms. 

- Whilst they understood that the needs of one group could 
not dominate the plan, other groups in the town had not 
been asked what their needs were. 

- Following attendance at both a Town Council meeting and 
a meeting of the Working Group, the question was asked 
as to the measures undertaken to establish the needs of 
the relevant Community Groups including U3A – whether a 
list had been drawn of those groups and their respective 
requirements.  No such list existed and none of the Groups 
had been proactively contacted.  

- Individuals associated with U3A subsequently got in touch 
to offer alternative suggestions to the plans for the 
Community Centre that would better facilitate the different 
groups.  This included ideas for repositioning the kitchen 
facilities and a suggestion that the café was too small.  In 
addition questions were asked regarding the use of under 
floor heating and the placement of the toilets.  All 
suggestions were submitted prior to RIBA stage 3 but were 
not acted upon.   The current plan did not meet 
requirements. 

- A meeting with the Chair of the Town Council and Working 
Group was held in February.  RIBA stage 3 had been 
signed off, with none of the Groups needs, suggestions or 
requests considered.   

- It was difficult to understand why expertise was ignored the 
needs of the largest group had not been met.  

- There were other groups and individuals that struggled to 
be heard.  
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- Support for the preservation of valuable open space should 
be heeded. 

 
Denise Haylett, Head of Facilities and Community Hubs introduced the report 
to award a grant of £400,000 to Paddock Wood Town Council to enable the 
delivery of the new Community Centre. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the following 
matters: 
 

- The Communities Cabinet Advisory Board held on 19 
February 2020 did not support the recommendation to 
award a grant of £400,000 on the grounds that there had 
been inadequate consultation and evidence on which to 
base the decision. 

- It was made clear that the report was asking TWBC to 
provide a grant of £400,000 towards the Paddock Wood 
Community Centre and to amend the day centre lease, it 
was not asking or seeking agreement on its location. 

- PWTC had been consistent in consulting the public on the 
project.  This had been done at every opportunity, including 
every RIBA stage.  This approach would continue to be 
undertaken as the project moved forward.  Their 
engagement had been widespread using a number of 
platforms to ensure that information was disseminated and 
people were able to have their say.   

- A number of objectors to the site had come forward as 
would be expected of any site that was proposed. 

- In January 2019, Friends of the Memorial Field undertook a 
Parish Poll asking whether the Memorial Field was the right 
location for the new Community Centre.  13.1% of the 
electorate voted with 409 (6.98%) votes cast against the 
location and 357 (6.09%) supporting the location.  To note 
the total electorate for Paddock Wood was 6056.   

- The Town Council did not take any significant action in 
backing either side but had since invited the Friends of the 
Memorial Fields to join the working group which would 
ensure they had a permanent voice as the project 
progressed.   

- With the growth in housing in Paddock Wood an additional 
£1m worth of S106 contributions had been secured by the 
Town Council.  They would also have a significant increase 
in their precept as part of this which had been proved to 
more than meet the costs associated with this facility both 
capital and revenue wise.   

- PWTC were now in a position to go out to tender for a 
contractor based on a two stage design and build process 
which would seek to minimise their capital risk in the 
construction phase. 

- Political commitment by TWBC as referenced in the Five 
Year Plan was to recognise and support community 
centres in the Borough of which Paddock Wood was one.   

- To reiterate, the recommendation was to support the build 
of a Community Centre, the location was a matter for the 
Parish Council. 

- No discussions about the day centre lease had taken place 
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yet.  If the recommendation was approved, TWBC would 
then start that discussion. 

- The S106 money was not site specific. 
- The design of the building was undertaken during RIBA 

stage 4 which was the next phase of the project.  As such 
the design of the centre was still under consideration.    

 
RESOLVED –   

1. That the provision of £400,000 by TWBC be 
granted to Paddock Wood Town Council to 
enable the delivery of the new Community 
Centre and delegate the terms of releasing 
the funds to the S151 Officer and Monitoring 
Officer in consultation with the Portfolio 
Holder for Communities be approved. 

2. The delegation to the S151 Officer and 
Monitoring Officer in consultation with the 
Leader of the Council to determine all 
necessary financial and legal matters to 
protect TWBC’s interests be approved.  

  
REASON FOR DECISION: 
To comply with the commitment given by TWBC in the Five 
Year Plan 2017-22 to support the development of the 
Community Centre in the borough thereby increasing the 
availability of local services in the heart of the community and 
enhance the quality of life for residents. 

 
 

CRANBROOK HUB AND TWBC IMPLICATIONS 
 
CAB147/19 
 

Mr Carl Meewezen, Head of Programme Management and 
Finance for the Cranbrook Community Hub had registered to 
speak and made the following comments: 
 
- There had been a considerable amount of work done over 

the last 20 years to develop the scheme.   
- RIBA stage 0 was expected to run until about June 2020.  

Between June and November there would be a process of 
detailed technical definition. 

- The aim was to start construction in November 2022, with 
completion expected in November 2023.  

- The timelines were being driven by an associated medical 
centre. 

- Because all the GPs were about to retire, the NHS were 
funding a medical centre in Cranbrook.   

- The Centre would then accommodate both needs – a 
medical centre and a community hub.  

- For the current phase (RIBA stage 0), the Treasury Green 
Book was being used i.e. options were being considered 
against financial, strategic, economic, management and 
commercial case.  

- The work was being undertaken in two tranches, the first 
looking at local engagement and refreshing the work that 
had been undertaken over the last 20 years including 
establishing local requirements such as adult social care 
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and adult education needs.  The second was around 
building the business case itself with a draft expected in 
April.  

- The business case was at the long list phase, which also 
included consideration of the funding mechanisms 
required, particularly in relation to the medical centre. 

 
Mr Kim Fletcher had register to speak and made the following 
comments: 
 

- It had taken Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Parish Council 20 
years to assemble the required land, including getting the 
access rites from the  Co-Op for which TWBC was thanked 
for their help. 

- The only piece of land that was not in public ownership 
was the Tanyard Dental Surgery which was located 
between the Tanyard car park and the Regal (Co-Op) car 
park.  There was no public right of way across this piece of 
land and as such it was important that it be incorporated 
into the site. 

- A special edition of the Parish Cake would be delivered to 
every house in the Parish.  Residents would be able to 
register their views and any concerns they might have.   

 
Denise Haylett, Head of Facilities and Community Hubs introduced the report 
to award a grant of £420,000 to Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Parish Council 
(CSPC) to enable the delivery of the new Community Centre. 
 
Discussion and responses to Members questions included the following 
matters: 
 

- The delivery of the Cranbrook Community Centre had been 
a long-term aspiration going back over 20 years and had 
strong community support. 

- In September 2016 a planning application was finally 
granted that showed an indicative scheme but the land 
ownership remained an issue. 

- The legal framework to enable the development to 
progress proved to be complicated.  However in January 
2020 and working with several partners, the final legal 
documents were confirmed and the land transfer took 
place.   

- Governance for the project had now been confirmed. 
- The NHS had confirmed that they would seek to secure the 

long-term delivery of the GP services that would in-turn 
secure health services in Cranbrook for the foreseeable 
future 

- A robust business case had been put together and 
extensive engagement with the public was about to 
commence.  

- CSPC were now at RIBA stage 0 and were in a position to 
take the project forward.  

- The grant would be repayable if the Community Centre 
was not delivered.  

- This was a Parish Council project and TWBC were a 
supporting role as an enabling Council. 
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RESOLVED –  

1. That the provision of £420,000 by TWBC be 
granted to Cranbrook and Sissinghurst 
Parish Council to enable the delivery of the 
new Community  Centre and delegate the 
terms of releasing the funds to the S151 
Officer and Monitoring Officer in 
consultation with the Portfolio Holder for 
Communities be approved. 

2. The delegation to the S151 Officer and 
Monitoring Officer in consultation with the 
Leader of the Council to determine all 
necessary financial and legal matters to 
protect TWBC’s interests be approved. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
To comply with the commitment given by TWBC in the Five-
Year Plan 2017-22 to support the development of the 
Community Centre in the borough thereby increasing the 
availability of local services in the heart of the community and 
enhance the quality of life for residents. 

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ENFORCEMENT POLICY 2020 
 
CAB148/19 
 

Tracey Beattie, Mid Kent Environmental Health Manager 
introduced the report to approve the draft Environmental 
Health Enforcement Policy 2020. 
 
Discussions and questions from Member included the following 
matters: 
 
- The document updated the existing policy and took into 

account new legislation that had been introduced 
nationally. 

- The new legislation reflected the primary authority status of 
some businesses and the arrangements with specific local 
authorities. 

- The policy also re-enforced measures that would allow 
procedures to be ramped up where there was a need to 
protect people e.g. the closure of a facility.   

- The policy would provide a clear framework for officers that 
would provide consistency across the board for 
businesses. 

 
RESOLVED – That the draft Environmental Health 
Enforcement Policy be approved. 
 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
To take account of revised legislation that would provide a 
framework for enforcement decisions to be consistent, 
transparent and proportionate.  The adoption of the 2020 
Enforcement Policy would ensure that best practice was 
incorporated into the revised policy. 
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CHARGING FOR DISCRETIONARY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 
 
CAB149/19 
 

Tracey Beattie, Mid Kent Environmental Health Manager 
introduced the report that set out a proposal for three new 
discretionary charges for Environmental Health services. 
 
Discussion and questions from Members included the following 
matters: 
 
- There were a number of services that were currently being 

offered free of charge.  In line with a number of commercial 
companies, the report requested approval to start charging 
for these services. 

- The introduction of these charges was in line with other 
Kent Authorities. 

- The charges were not about income generation, only cost 
recovery.  

- The new charges would apply to the pre application stage 
for services including acoustics, contaminated land and air 
quality.    

 
RESOLVED –  

3. That the adoption of discretionary charges 
for pre-application planning advice on 
acoustic, air quality and contaminated land 
assessments be approved. 

4. That the adoption of discretionary charges 
for Enhanced Contaminated Land reports 
be approved. 

5. That the adoption of discretionary charges 
for advice to businesses for food hygiene be 
approved. 

 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
To better support the delivery of these services to businesses 
and residents across a wide range of areas and the allowance 
for the recovery of some of the costs provided by this specialist 
resource.   

 
 

CLIMATE EMERGENCY ADVISORY PANEL - TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
CAB150/19 
 

Gary Stevenson, Head of Housing, Health and Environment 
introduced the report to approve the Climate Advisory Panel 
Terms of Reference. 
 
Discussion and questions from Members included the following 
matters: 
 
- The Terms of Reference sought to capture the motion as 

defined at the Full Council Meeting held on 17 July 2019. 
- A key part of the Advisory Panel’s remit was to start work 

on a report to identify the measures and actions that the 
Council and the wider community could take to reduce 
carbon emissions with the aim of being carbon free by 
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2030. 
- A key part of that work would be to look at the Council’s 

own operations.   
- Work had already started with consultants appointed to 

look across all TWBC services.  A report would then be 
submitted that would bring forward a stock take of all the 
emissions and recommendations for actions that could be 
taken to reduce emissions over the coming years.   

- The report was expected in September 2020 with a view to 
the recommendations being included as part of the budget 
making process. 

 
RESOLVED – That the Climate Advisory Panel Terms of 
Reference be approved. 
 
REASON FOR DECISION: 
The terms of reference capture the contents of the Full Council 
motion and provide a framework in relation to the 
development, implementation, monitoring, evaluation and 
review of the Council’s response to the climate emergency.   

 
URGENT BUSINESS 
 
CAB151/19 
 

There was no urgent business. 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
CAB152/19 
 

The next meeting would be held on Thursday 16 April 2020 commencing at 
10:30am in the Council Chamber at the Town Hall, Tunbridge Wells. 
 

 
 NOTES: 

The meeting concluded at 12.10 pm. 
An audio recording of this meeting is available on the Tunbridge Wells 
Borough Council website. 

 


