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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, Town Hall, Royal Tunbridge Wells, TN1 1RS, at 6.30 pm on Wednesday, 22 

February 2017 
 

PRESENT:  
 

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

Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Dr Hall, Hamilton, Hannam, Hastie, Heasman, Hill, Hills, 
Holden, Horwood, Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-Grey, Mackonochie, March, McDermott, Moore, 
Munn, Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Podbury, Rankin, Reilly, Scholes, Simmons, 

Sloan, Mrs Soyke (Vice-Chairman), Stanyer, Stewart, Mrs Thomas, Uddin, Weatherly, 
Williams and Woodward 

 
IN ATTENDANCE:  William Benson (Chief Executive) and Mathew Jefferys (Democratic 
Services and Elections Manager) 
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
FC57/16 
 

Apologies were received from Councillors Gray, Lidstone and Jamil. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
FC58/16 
 

No declarations of pecuniary or significant other interest were made. 
 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
FC59/16 
 

The Mayor noted that a written summary of his past and future engagements 
had been made available to members. 
 
He invited Caitlin from the Benenden Players to talk about their pantomime 
Pinocchio with a twist that had been attended by the Mayor and Mayoress on 
3 February 2017. 
 
The Mayor also reminded members that tickets were still available from the 
Mayor’s Office for his End of Term Dinner/Dance at the High Rocks on 28 
April 2017. 
 
Councillor Jukes had no announcements. 
 
The Chief Executive had no announcements.  
 

THE MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 
 
FC60/16 
 

The minutes of the meeting held on 7 December 2016 were submitted. 
Councillor Heasman noted that on page 7 the penultimate paragraph “he had 
not joined the Council for the allowances and chose not to take them” that this 
was incorrect; he added that he did take his allowances but does not give 
them away to charity. 
 
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting dated 7 December 2016 be 
approved as a correct record. 
 

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
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FC61/16 
 

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 
 
FC62/16 
 

The Mayor advised that there were seven questions pursuant to Council 
Procedure Rule 10 which would be taken in the order in which they were 
received. 
 
1. Question from Councillor Williams 
 
“Can you please confirm that there were over 21,000 attendees at the 
Assembly Hall's Pantomime, which was a record number?" 
 
Answer from Councillor March 
 
Councillor March commended Councillor Williams for the first half of his 
question, and that he was correct, over 21,000 tickets had been sold for the 
Panto. He was incorrect to say this was a record number as there had been 
higher attendances in the past. 
 
2. Question from Councillor Williams 
 
“Would the portfolio-holder, in noting the major role played by CCTV in 
apprehending suspects in recent local newspaper front page incidents, like to 
comment on the value as she sees it of the service?" 
 
Answer from Councillor Weatherly   
 
Councillor Weatherly responded that she did not know the specific headline to 
which Councillor Williams was referring but obviously she was happy when 
any Council service can help Kent Police to ensure the safety of our 
residents. She added that Tunbridge Wells continued to be the safest place in 
Kent and that the CCTV service plays a role in this. 
 
3. Question from Councillor Hill  
 
“With the closure of another "sheltered" housing scheme in Southborough 
which was provided by the Housing Association, we are concerned that we 
are being told, there is no need for this type of housing, and yet we are 
seeing "sheltered” housing for private sale being developed in Southborough 
and across the Borough.  
Can the portfolio-holder explain how this is fair to all our residents?"   
 
Answer from Councillor Weatherly   
 
Councillor Weatherly responded that the decision to close Pennington Manor 
was taken by Town & Country Housing Group and not Tunbridge Wells 
Borough Council. Pennington Manor was no longer fit for purpose and 
demand for flats there had dropped. She was sure that Councillor Hill also 
was aware that Southborough has other sheltered schemes in the form of St 
Andrew’s Court, Harmer Court and the Gallard’s Almshouses. 
 
She added that historically the Borough has had an over supply of sheltered 
accommodation. The closure of a scheme that was not fit for purpose will 
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help address this imbalance.  
 
Councillor Weatherly commented that she was not sure she fully understood 
the first half of Councillor Hill’s question and that if older local residents, many 
of whom can be asset rich but cash poor, wish to downsize and move in to 
attractive new sheltered schemes, the council could not stop them? In her 
mind this helped with housing supply. It also allowed these residents to 
maintain their financial independence, avoided unnecessary interference from 
the state and helped free up funds for other people that need more support. 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Hill 
 
“What are we as a Borough doing to keep our elderly residents who require 
social housing in the areas they know?” 
 
Response from Councillor Weatherly 
 
Councillor Weatherly referred Councillor Hill to her previous answer. 
 
4. Question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“Is the portfolio-holder aware of the economic impact of the closure of 
Grosvenor bridge on local businesses?” 
 
Answer from Councillor March 
 
Councillor March responded that she had not been made aware of any 
specific concerns being raised by businesses or residents with the Economic 
Development team, nor had any issues been raised via social media, or any 
major concerns raised in the Press.   
 
KCC had stated that ‘the traffic is flowing freely either end of the site road 
closure and the diversion route is functioning adequately’. KCC was 
responding directly to any complaints that they got. 
 
If there were issues then they would be happy to discuss these with the 
businesses. 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
Councillor Chapelard said that there had been issues with local traders who 
felt they were losing significant amounts of revenue due to the loss of passing 
trade and he welcomed Councillor March’s offer to work with them to make 
sure they were not financially penalised by the closure for the next eight 
months of the nine month schedule”. 
 
The Mayor commented that this was more a statement than a question 
however Councillor March wished to answer. 
 
Response from Councillor March 
 
Councillor March responded that what she stated was that she would like to 
hear from these businesses. She did not say that she would financially 
compensate them and in fact there was no statutory provision for 
compensation by the highway authority if a business were affected by 
roadworks. The general rule is that individuals should seek professional legal 
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advice to advise on their rights. What she would do is if they let the Borough 
Council know about it then the authority could pass them on to Kent services 
but if the Borough Council did not know about it and businesses did not tell 
the Council there was nothing that could be done.  
 
5. Question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“Can the portfolio-holder provide i) the income generated and ii) the total 
number of fines issued for (a) littering and (b) dog fouling in the last 12 
months?” 
 
Answer from Councillor Basu 
 
Councillor Basu responded that enforcement officers were looking out for 
people that did not clean up after their dog has fouled as well as those 
individuals who drop litter and that they patrol particular hot spot areas. 
  
In the period 1 February 2016 to 31 January 2017 the Council had served 
1,630 FPNs for littering and three for dog fouling. 
  
In the same period the income received by the Council was £110,300 for litter 
and £150 for dog fouling offences. 
 
Councillor Basu commented that he would encourage councillors and 
residents to let the Council know of hot spot areas for dog fouling and 
littering. Where possible, details of particular times of day and of owners that 
did not clean up after their dogs or a description of the dog itself would help 
so that patrols can be targeted. 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
Councillor Chapelard asked if littering officers would be deployed to patrol 
areas where there may be an opportunity to make an example of someone as 
dog fouling is a bigger public threat compared to littering.  
 
Response from Councillor Basu 
 
Councillor Basu responded that he had already answered the question. 
 
6. Question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“How many refugees has Tunbridge Wells Borough Council welcomed and 
accommodated to date?” 
 
Answer from Councillor Weatherly 
 
Councillor Weatherly responded that the Housing Manger and the housing 
team have worked hard with residents, local landlords and businesses and 
that she was pleased to confirm that so far six Syrian refugees had been 
housed. 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
Councillor Chapelard asked whether the Council would be lobbying the 
Government through Kent County Council to reverse the shameful decision 
that the UK Government took last week including Tunbridge Wells MP Greg 
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Clark to only accept 350 unaccompanied children to this country. 
 
Response from Councillor Weatherly 
 
Councillor Weatherly responded that it was outside the council’s remit to do 
that. 
 
7.Question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
“At the last Full Council meeting I submitted the following question: Could the 
Portfolio-Holder provide a breakdown of Tunbridge Wells  Borough Council 
staff reductions for each of the years since 2010 and how these were 
achieved?          
 
Your attempt at an answer referred to quarterly updates rather than provide a 
year-by-year breakdown of staff reductions and the reasons behind 
them.Why did you not provide an answer to my supplementary question 
about voluntary and compulsory redundancies?” 
 
Response from Councillor Jukes 
 
Councillor Jukes responded to say that he was sorry Councillor Chapelard did 
not get an answer immediately after the meeting but he understands that the 
Director of Finance had now provided one. 
 
Supplementary question from Councillor Chapelard 
 
Councillor Chapelard said that the answer was 80 redundancies. He 
expressed disappointment that there was no mechanism  to follow up 
questions from the opposition and asked what guarantees the Leader could 
give that these matters would be followed up within reasonable timeframes. 
 
Response from Councillor Jukes 
 
Councillor Jukes responded that if Councillor Chapelard gave him a copy of 
his original question and supplementary he would get an answer to him within 
seven days. 
 

CORPORATE PRIORITIES 2017/18 
 
FC63/16 
 

The Mayor opened the item noting that the report had been considered by the 
relevant Cabinet Advisory Bboard and the Cabinet, and had been circulated 
for public consultation.  
 
Councillor Jukes introduced the report and moved the recommendations. 
Councillor McDermott seconded the recommendations. 
 
Councillor Holden said he was not happy to support the Corporate Priorities 
report and referred in particular to the description of the Civic Amenity Vehicle 
service, which stated that the collections had been altered. Councillor Holden 
considered that the frequency of collections had in fact been cut, and in some 
cases from weekly to monthly. He was also concerned at the lack of analysis 
around the reduced amount of waste collected for landfill and how it was 
being accounted for. He said he did not think the report’s assessment – that 
there was no reported increase in fly-tipping was accurate, adding that the 
clerk to Hawkhurst Parish Council had advised him two days previously, that 
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more fly-tipping than ever was being reported. Councillor Holden went on to 
disagree with the statement in the report which described how the Council 
worked with town and parish councils jointly to improve the weekend waste 
collection service. Councillor Holden felt the local councils had been coerced 
into the agreement through the prospect of facing withdrawal of the service. 
Additionally, Councillor Holden did not feel the Council’s commitment within 
year four, of the Five Year Plan – to continue to enable and assist town and 
parish councils and community groups, to develop there own plans was 
genuine. He felt this commitment would, in fact, continue to impose costs 
more locally and shift the burden onto local council precepts. 
 
Councillor Moore referred to proposals made several years previously, to 
move the Council’s offices to a more suitable location, and said she 
considered the current proposals to be even more compelling. Councillor 
Moore supported the new set of priorities within year four of the Five Year 
Plan, including the promotion of Tunbridge Wells borough as a key 
destination for visitors including the provision of a new theatre, offices and car 
parking. Councillor Moore considered it essential that the Council attracted 
new growth and investment and noted that work towards producing a new 
Local Plan would help deliver the growth needed. Councillor Moore reiterated 
her support for the Council’s corporate priorities within year four and that the 
Council should remain consistent in its approach to the overall Five Year 
Plan. 
 
Councillor Woodward referred to the Civic Amenity Vehicle service and 
reminded members that he was a member of the working group that looked at 
the options available. Councillor Woodward said that the parish councils who 
received the service had been involved in the work and any decisions made 
were referred to parish council chairmen. Councillor Woodward was unclear 
as to why there was confusion over the framework for the revised service and 
advised members that the issue had been given due consideration by the 
working group and parish chairmen. 
 
Councillor Basu said that the revised Civic Amenity Vehicle service had been 
monitored closely by the Council and that residents were satisfied with the 
service being provided. 
 
Councillor Hamilton said she had also been a member of the working group 
and one of its key objectives had been a reduction in landfill, which she felt 
was being achieved and was a positive outcome. Councillor Hamilton 
endorsed the comments made by Councillor Woodward. 
 
Councillor Barrington-King reminded members that the North Farm depot had 
had two serious, recent closures, which could have contributed to fly-tipping. 
Councillor Barrington-King felt this particular issue could be resolved by Kent 
County Council taking the lead in ensuring that a recycling facility be placed 
in the eastern area of the borough.  
 
Councillor McDermott seconded the motion and added that he had attended 
the Parish Chairmen’s Forum when the Civic Amenity Vehicle service had 
originally been discussed and he confirmed that the parish chairmen had, 
along with the working group, brought forward proposals for a revised service. 
Councillor McDermott expressed concern at the circular discussion that was 
being perpetuated around the service and he referred to a statement 
Councillor Holden had made approximately four months previously, in which 
he had agreed to look into the issue of an additional recycling site. 
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Councillor Jukes said the Council had recently assisted Cranbrook and 
Sissinghurst  Parish Council with an application for a community centre, with 
the Council funding the overall package. Councillor Jukes added that both he 
and Councillor McDermott had attended a number of parish council meetings 
and he urged Councillor Holden to take the opportunity to attend those 
meetings, as well as the Parish Chairmen’s meeting in March. 
 
RESOLVED – That the list of corporate priorities, as set out in Appendix A to 
the report, be agreed. 
 

ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 2017/18 
 
FC64/16 
 

Councillor Jukes moved that the Asset Management Plan for 2017/18 be 
approved and adopted. He added that the annual housekeeping report was a 
positive one, with the following key aspects: (i) the authority’s asset base was 
now valued at over £100m; and (ii) rental income now exceeded maintenance 
costs by over £500k per annum. Councillor Jukes added that the authority 
was looking at other properties that would provide an on-going revenue 
stream, as well as continuing the programme of disposing of non-performing 
assets. 
 
Councillor McDermott seconded the motion to approve the document. 
 
Councillor Munn said that he was pleased to see that new rentals within the 
Council’s portfolio had realised a total income of £26.7m, as set out on page 
41.  
 
Members of the Council supported the recommendations unanimously. 
 
RESOLVED –  

 
1. That the results of the public consultation in respect of the Asset 

Management Plan 2017/18 be noted; and 
 

2. That the Asset Management Plan 2017/18, as set out at Appendix 
A to the report, be adopted. 

 
BUDGET 2017/18 
 
FC65/16 
 

The Mayor proposed – and the Deputy Mayor seconded – that Council 
Procedure Rules 13.4.2 and 13.4.3 be suspended, in order to remove the 
time restriction imposed on individual speakers on this item. This was 
approved by all present. 
 
Councillor Barrington-King, Portfolio-holder for Finance and Governance, 
explained the background behind the proposed budget for 2017/18, which 
was being presented to the Full Council for approval. He said that the priority 
was to deliver the right financial answer for the Council, at a time when local 
government was facing unparalleled challenging circumstances. He began by 
paying due credit to the work of Mr Colyer, the authority’s Director of Finance 
and Corporate Services, and to his team and for the support given to the 
Finance and Governance Cabinet Advisory Board by Mr McGeary, 
Democratic Services Officer. 
 
Councillor Barrington-King also wished to record his thanks to the Digital 
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Transformation team, for the successful work they had accomplished in 
encouraging people to move away from paper transactions to digital services; 
he added that the resultant cost savings were significant. Councillor 
Barrington-King stressed that there would still be support for people who were 
unable to access services digitally. 
 
The full text of Councillor Barrington-King’s speech is available on request 
from Mathew Jefferys, the Democratic and Electoral Services Manager.  
 
Councillor Jukes seconded the budget and reserved his right to speak. 
 
Councillor Munn, on behalf of the Labour group, said that they were unable to 
support the proposed budget. He stressed that this position was in no way a 
reflection upon the Director of Finance and Corporate Services and his 
support staff. 
 
Councillor Chapelard, on behalf of the Liberal Democrat group, began by 
thanking the Director of Finance and Corporate Services and his team. He 
added that the Liberal Democrat group applied a different definition of what a 
‘balanced budget’ meant, adding that financial independence could not be 
claimed all the time the authority was still in receipt of some central 
government revenue support grant. 
 
Councillor Chapelard felt that by far the greatest sacrifice made in recent 
years towards efficiency savings had been at the expense of staff, with 80 
having left the authority since 2010, either through compulsory or voluntary 
redundancy. During the same time, he added, councillors’ allowances had 
been reduced by just 2%. Councillor Chapelard believed that councillors 
should show some leadership and take a 10% cut in their allowances, leading 
to a £36k saving.  
 
Councillor Holden said that many of the budget pressures stemmed from the 
last Labour government’s poor management of the economy. He said that he 
was supportive of the Borough Council’s low council tax rate and added his 
congratulations to the Portfolio-holder for Finance and Governance on his 
presentation of the budget for 2017/18.   
 
Councillor Moore wished to address one of the assertions made by Councillor 
Chapelard. She said that a more effective way of reducing costs associated 
with councillors was to reduce their total number and move to elections every 
four years. She added that the budget breakdown shown on page 116 
showed how complex local authority finances were, adding that a change in 
government policy – as witnessed by the reduction in new homes bonus – 
can have a significantly adverse impact on financial planning. On a positive 
note, Councillor Moore said that the authority’s policy of being an enabling 
Council was helping it to achieve economic success, which was of general 
benefit to the Borough.  
 
Councillor Williams asked that the policy under which single parent families 
were having to pay an increase in their council tax could be reviewed. 
 
Councillor Hastie congratulated the Portfolio-holder for Finance and 
Governance for his presentation of the proposed budget and the finance team 
for their supporting hard work. He endorsed the arguments put forward by 
Councillor Moore on the new homes bonus. Councillor Hastie also 
emphasised how the actual 2% reduction in councillors’ allowances since 



9 

 
 

2010 was closer to a 10% cut, when inflation was taken into account; he 
added that it was unlikely that anyone would accuse members of prospering 
from their allowance payments. 
 
Councillor Bulman endorsed the approach set out of maintaining a balanced 
budget. On the issue of redundancies, he said that it was important to keep a 
focus on the business needs of the Council as the over-riding factor. In 
supporting the proposed budget, Councillor Bulman raised two important 
caveats: first, he expressed the wish that the increase in car park charges 
could be introduced on a gradual basis; secondly, he said he would like to 
see each Council service adopt a ‘base budget’ review, in the interests of 
achieving value for money for the authority’s residents.  
 
As the seconder of the proposal, Councillor Jukes congratulated the Portfolio-
holder for Finance and Governance on his presentation of the budget, adding 
that the supporting officer team was very highly rated in the county. He added 
that the authority was in discussion with the MP for Tunbridge Wells, pressing 
the case for local authorities to set their own level of planning and licensing 
fees which, in the former case, would reduce this authority’s costs by £1.2m. 
Councillor Jukes said that a re-evaluation of business rates would also have a 
significant impact on the Council; he cited the Crescent Road car park, where 
the authority’s business rate liability would be increased by 167%. 
 
As the mover of the proposals, Councillor Barrington-King welcomed the 
support expressed, adding that he had noted the comments made. He said 
that the proposed budget was based upon the very best information available 
and he urged the Council to proceed to ‘do well and doubt not’. In accordance 
with the relevant legislation regarding Full Council decisions on the budget, a 
recorded vote was taken on the recommendations. 
 
Members voting in favour of the recommendations:  Councillors Backhouse, 
Barrington-King, Basu, Bland, Bulman, Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Dr 
Hall, Hamilton, Hannam, Hastie, Heasman, Hills, Holden, Horwood, Huggett, 
Jukes, Lewis-Grey, Mackonochie, March, McDermott, Moore, Noakes, 
Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Podbury, Rankin, Reilly, Scholes, Simmons, 
Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Stanyer, Stewart, Mrs Thomas, Weatherly, Williams, 
Woodward and Uddin. 
 
Members voting against the recommendations: Councillors Chapelard, Hill 
and Munn. 
 
Member abstaining from voting: The Mayor (Councillor Neve). 
 
RESOLVED – That Council approve the Council Tax for 2017/18 as set out in 
the resolution in Appendix A. 
 

MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY 2017/18 - 2021/22 
 
FC66/16 
 

Councillor Barrington-King proposed that the revised Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, covering the period 2017/18 to 2021/22, be approved and adopted, 
following a period of formal public consultation. 
 
Councillor Jukes seconded the proposal and reserved his right to speak. 
 
Councillor Moore referred to the outcome of the Government’s 
Comprehensive Spending Review in 2015, set out on page 163 of the 
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agenda, which showed the extent of the cuts made to the budget for the 
Department for Communities and Local Government – a reduction of 53% for 
the coming four years. Against that backdrop, she added, a huge amount of 
credit was due to the work of the Director of Finance and Corporate Services 
and his staff for their financial management. 
 
Councillor Jukes, as the seconder of the proposal, pointed members of the 
Council to page 185 of the agenda, where the key achievements of the 
current Medium Term Financial Strategy were set out. 
 
Councillor Barrington-King, as the mover of the proposal, praised the officer 
team for the thoroughness and robustness of the revised Strategy and urged 
the Council to adopt the document. 
 
RESOLVED –  

 
1. That the responses to the Medium Term Financial Strategy 

consultation, set out in Appendix B to the report, be approved; and 
 

2. That the Medium Term Financial Strategy 2017/18 - 2021/22 set 
out as Appendix A to the report, be adopted.  

 
COUNCIL TAX 2017/18 
 
FC67/16 
 

Councillor Barrington-King, Portfolio-holder for Finance and Governance, 
presented a report, setting out the council tax requirement for 2017/18. He 
moved acceptance of the resolution set out in Appendix A of the report. 
. 
Councillor Jukes seconded the proposal and reserved his right to speak. 
 
There being no discussion on this item, Councillor Barrington-King, as the 
mover of the proposal, expressed his gratitude to members of the Council for 
their support. 
 
In accordance with the relevant legislation regarding Full Council decisions on 
the setting of the council tax, a recorded vote was taken on the 
recommendations. 
 
Members voting in favour of the recommendations:  Councillors Backhouse, 
Barrington-King, Basu, Bland, Bulman, Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Dr 
Hall, Hamilton, Hannam, Hastie, Heasman, Hill, Hills, Holden, Horwood, 
Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-Grey, Mackonochie, March, McDermott, Moore, Munn, 
Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Podbury, Rankin, Reilly, Scholes, 
Simmons, Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Stanyer, Stewart, Mrs Thomas, Weatherly, 
Williams, Woodward and Uddin. 
 
Members voting against the recommendations: Councillor Chapelard. 
 
Members abstaining from voting: The Mayor (Councillor Neve). 
 
RESOLVED – The detailed resolution is set out in the attached annexe. 
 

 
ANNEXE 
 
COUNCIL TAX EMPTY PROPERTY DISCOUNTS 



11 

 
 

 
FC68/16 
 

The Mayor reminded members that, if they had an ‘other significant interest’ 
within the provisions of the Code of Conduct for Members, the Monitoring 
Officer had indicated that they should withdraw from the meeting, for the 
consideration of this item. 
 
Councillor Barrington-King introduced a report which set out proposed 
changes to the Council’s policy on the application of council tax empty 
property discounts. He moved that the amended policy, as set out in 
Appendix A to the report, be adopted. He emphasised that the purpose of the 
amended policy was to provide greater incentive for empty properties to be 
returned to use.  
 
Councillor Holden felt that there had been a sustained attack on landlords 
and even though he did not have properties in this Borough he did have 
properties in Dover, Folkestone and Hastings; he believed that this sustained 
attack risked making the private rented sector smaller. Councillor Holden 
continued that a month free when changing over tenants was important and 
that the Council should bear in mind that landlords are not businesses, they 
provide private rented housing at a time when local authorities needed to 
increase housing. 
 
Councillor Munn felt that landlords were indeed businesses, adding that they 
were not subject to having to pay business rates. 
 
As the seconder of the proposal, Councillor Horwood reiterated his support 
for the amended policy, adding that he welcomed all efforts to bring empty 
properties back into use.   
 
In summing up the debate, Councillor Barrington-King voiced his gratitude to 
members for their comments and emphasised his backing for the policy and 
the reasons for its implementation. 
 
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 15.7, a recorded vote was taken 
on the motion to approve the following recommendation.. 
 
Members voting for the motion: Councillors Backhouse, Barrington-King, 
Bland, Chapelard, Mrs Cobbold, Elliott, Dr Hall, Hamilton, Hannam, Hastie, 
Hill, Hills, Horwood, Huggett, Lewis-Grey, Mackonochie, McDermott, Moore, 
Munn, Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Ms Palmer, Podbury, Rankin, Reilly, 
Scholes, Simmons, Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Stanyer, Stewart, Mrs Thomas, 
Weatherly, Williams and Woodward. 
 
Members voting against the recommendation: Councillor Holden. 
 
Members abstaining from voting: The Mayor (Councillor Neve). 
 
RESOLVED – That the Council Tax Empty Property Discount Policy, as set 
out at Appendix A to the report, be adopted. 
 

TREASURY MANAGEMENT POLICY AND STRATEGY 2017/18 
 
FC69/16 
 

Councillor Barrington-King, Portfolio-holder for Finance and Governance, 
presented the authority’s Treasury Management Policy and Strategy 2017/18 
for approval. This, he explained, set out the authority’s policies for managing 
investments and borrowing. He drew particular attention to the legal 
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requirements which the authority was required to meet in preparing the 
document and that it had been to the Cabinet Advisory Board on 17 January 
and no additional recommendations had been made. 
  
Councillor Jukes seconded the proposal to approve the document.  
 
In summing up, Councillor Barrington-King acknowledged the common sense 
shown in supporting this report.  
 
RESOLVED – That the Treasury Management Policy and Strategy 2017/18 
be approved. 
 

THE CIVIC COMPLEX PROJECT 
 
FC70/16 
 

The Mayor announced that there was a registered speaker, Mr Tansley, who 
was due to speak on this item however, as he was not here to address Full 
Council and having taken advice from the Monitoring Officer about the 
provision in the Constitution about public speaking it was decided that his 
statement would not be read out. 
 
Councillor Jukes introduced the report, explaining that he had asked for the 
item to be put on the agenda and that by going forward to RIBA stage 3 not 
only did it set the design and concept of the project it would answer a great 
number of the questions that members would have. He continued that he had 
been promoting this for nearly three years and the benefits it could bring to 
Tunbridge Wells particularly if the Government continued with their pledge 
with a larger share of business rates and in the event of the project going 
ahead that it will attract new businesses to the Borough and increase 
business rate revenue quite considerably. 
 
Councillor Jukes used the Marlowe Theatre in Canterbury as an example. He 
said it had been estimated that it would increase the value of the businesses 
around the Marlowe by £20 million per annum where in fact this figure was 
considered to be £34 million last year and projected to increase to £36 million 
next year.  
 
Over the past two years Councillor Jukes said that he had been promoting 
this project with various organisations, particularly the parish councils who 
were all in favour, the Town Forum, who had been very supportive, and the 
Civic Society. He added that the Times of Tunbridge Wells and the Courier 
had all carried excellent articles on the scheme. 
 
Councillor Jukes said that the authority was at the point where it wished to 
‘freeze’ any further major design changes. He added there was a 
considerable amount of value engineering on this project where money could 
be saved and different methods employed towards the achievement of the 
project. 
 
Councillor Jukes emphasised that the authority was at the stage where it 
could move forward to stage 3. He said that he wanted all members of the 
Council – and members of the public – to understand the project details at 
this point, adding that he would bring forward any subsequent changes to the 
Full Council at the earliest stage.  
 
Councillor Barrington-King seconded the motion and reserved his right to 
speak. 
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Councillor Holden felt that the scheme was not going to benefit the rural part 
of the Borough, adding that survey data showed that attendance was 60 per 
cent from the town and 40 per cent from rural areas. 
 
Councillor Holden proposed that this item be deferred to another meeting on 
the basis that there was considerable concern and anxiety over the 
authority’s ability to find £2.4 million savings to finance the project. He added 
that more certainty was required over this important aspect.  
 
Councillor Holden said that he wanted to see a decoupling of the two 
projects. He explained that there were two projects, namely the Town Hall, 
which is a Borough-wide concern, and the theatre which was a Tunbridge 
Wells concern. He felt that people in Cranbrook, Frittenden and Sissinghurst 
did not want to  pay for a replacement theatre in Tunbridge Wells, where one 
already exists, any more than they want to pay for one in Hastings, Ashford or 
Maidstone. 
 
The proposal to defer was seconded by Councillor Simmonds who also 
reserved his right to speak. 
 
The Mayor asked if any member wished to speak on the motion to defer this 
item. 
Councillor Woodward said he felt that one of the reasons for considering this 
deferral was that Councillor Williams had suggested that there had been 
some change in the project and this was erroneous information. He felt that 
there was no case for deferring. 
 
Councillor Stanyer supported the deferral on the basis that proceeding at this 
point was premature without the detail over how the loan debt would be 
funded. 
Councillor Moore commented that members needed the information that 
would come from the stage 3 process and that there was no point in deferring 
further. 
 
Councillor Heasman thought it inappropriate even considering deferral; he 
believed that members could not make any final decisions until they had all 
the facts that stage 3 provided would provide. 
 
Cllr Backhouse stressed that the authority needed to proceed with this, 
adding that it was not in the Council’s overall interests to delay any further. 
Councillor Oakford strongly agreed with this statement. 
 
As the seconder of this motion, Councillor Simmons raised a point of order. 
He sought clarification on what the Council was being asked to vote on by 
means of this amendment. 
 
Councillor Holden said he what he was actually concerned about was the 
£2.4 million savings the Council needed to find every year across the period 
of the loan repayment and that there needed to be more certainty that this 
was achievable. He added that by seeking deferral of the issue at this point 
would allow sufficient time to provide the required detail. 
 
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 15.4, Councillor Chapelard asked 
that a recorded vote be taken.   
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Members voting for the amendment: Councillors Bulman, Dr Hall, Hannam, 
Hastie, Holden, Simmons, Stanyer, Stewart and Williams.  
 
Members voting against the amendment: Councillors Backhouse, Barrington- 
King, Basu, Bland, Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Hamilton, Heasman, Hill, 
Hills, Horwood, Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-Grey, Mackonchie, March, McDermott, 
Moore, Munn, Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Palmer, Podbury, Rankin, Scholes, 
Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Stewart, Mrs Thomas, Uddin, Weatherly and Woodward.  
 
Members abstaining: Councillors Chapelard and the Mayor, Councillor Neve. 
 

AMENDMENT LOST 
 
The meeting returned to the substantive motion. 
 
Councillor Sloan endorsed the proposal and said that the Town Hall was 
clearly not fit for purpose nor was the Theatre. He continued that the 
questions surrounding the costs of the project and service of the debt had 
been answered. He felt it was the right time for the borough to proceed with 
the project and move to RIBA stage 3. 
 
Councillor Stewart said she had voted against this last time. She added that 
the Council was already in a period of austerity and was going to struggle to 
provide the  services our residents expected; she said that cuts to services 
would be required to fund this project and that she had no appetite for these 
cuts. Whilst the authority struggle to provide CCTV and consider charging for 
green waste she did not think it should continue with stage 3. 
 
Councillor Moore said that the Borough could not have more housing without 
improving the vibrancy of the town centre. She added that this project was a 
declaration of confidence in the future of the main urban area and borough as 
a whole. Councillor Moore said that there was evidence that rural areas do 
use the theatre. She felt it important to remember that ‘we are one borough’. 
Members needed to consider the community of the borough as a whole. 
Whilst it would never be possible to de-risk this project a commitment needed 
to be made to the vision. Councillor Moore considered that it was members’ 
civic responsibility to invest in the future of the town and its cultural offering. 
 
Councillor Hannam commented that £2.4 million in savings should be spent 
equitably across the Borough not earmarked for a new theatre in Royal 
Tunbridge Wells which his ward residents had no interest in seeing built. 
 
Councillor Bulman asked members to consider the Marlowe Theatre. He said 
it had taken approximately 10 years to get to the stage where there was no 
subsidy, adding that this meant no direct subsidy as there was a £300,000 
service charge and a £435,000 depreciation cost.  Councillor Bulman 
continued that the Marlowe Theatre was unique as it served an area which 
included Thanet which did not have the competition of London close by. He 
asked whether members really believed that people will visit a theatre here 
rather than going to the West End? 
 
Councillor Bulman suggested that the Town Hall was fit enough for purpose 
and there was a danger in replicating the ABC Cinema site. He challenged 
the assertion that a new Town Hall was viable. Councillor Bulman concluded 
by stating his opposition to the proposal and added that he would like to put 
the question to the Borough’s residents to seek their views. 
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Councillor Bland said that this Council was in the business of making 
evidence based decisions. Until the authority reached the end of stage 3 he 
did not believe that members had sufficient evidence to proceed. Councillor 
Bland believed that the full details of how much  the scheme will cost, 
whether there is an assured tenant, what was the future of the Town Hall, 
what was the level of borrowing required etc. and, at that stage, members 
would be able to take a decision. 
 
Councillor Oakford suggested that members needed to take a Borough-wide 
view on this issue and to think of the long term benefits. He added that he 
would love to come to a high quality show in Tunbridge Wells and noted that 
some people were reluctant to change. Councillor Oakford stressed that, the 
more the authority delayed the more the costs would increase. He said that 
successful councils made tough decisions during difficult times. He felt that 
Tunbridge Wells was the most progressive council in Kent, adding that, only 
by the authority proceeding to stage 3 would councillors have the detailed 
data to make an informed decision. He emphasised that he fully supported 
the proposal. 
 
Councillor Backhouse commented that he saw this as a fiscal investment, 
adding that it was crucial to support advancing to stage 3. 
 
Councillor Mrs Thomas spoke about the cost for an average family going to 
see a show in London, adding that, within that context, she would like to see 
a really good theatre in Tunbridge Wells. 
 
Councillor Rankin added that the scheme was not only about residents but 
businesses too, in other words, the Council had to take decisions which were 
of benefit to the whole community. She declared that she was a ‘one 
Borough’ Councillor, adding for a proposal such as this, it was a divisive route 
to think along the narrow lines of whether her ward residents would benefit 
from this. She reminded members that this was an issue where a more 
mature view had to be taken, adding that she supported the proposal to move 
to stage 3. 
 
Councillor Holden echoed Councillor Hannam’s comments about a new 
theatre. He did not believe it was in his residents’ interests or what they 
wanted. He supported the suggestion of a referendum, thereby determining 
residents’ views on the proposal. 
 
Councillor Hall said she was perturbed about the scheme costs and felt 
members were not being told the full details and that there remained many 
unanswered questions. She felt the burden of the resultant debt was 
unacceptable, as it would lead to cuts in services like CCTV and charges for 
garden waste collections. 
 
Councillor March addressed Councillor Hannam’s comments and advised 
that, in the last five years, five per cent of Assembly Hall sales came from the 
Cranbrook, Sissinghurst and Frittenden area, equating to nearly 13,000 ticket 
sales. She asked whether he was ignoring these residents or had he chosen 
not to represent their views. Councillor March explained that a 1,000 seat 
theatre was mainly able to offer only one night shows compared with a 1,200 
seat theatre which could put on week-long productions, that would be 45 per 
cent musicals; she added that these were much more likely to run at a profit. 
Councillor March said that, at the moment, the Borough Council’s subsidy for 
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the Assembly Hall was £250k per annum. She added that, with a new theatre, 
the initial subsidy was expected to be in the region of £350k per annum but 
that a subsidy-free position was realistic within eight years, if the authority 
operated the theatre to its maximum benefit. Councillor March stressed that 
the limited capacity of the current theatre, in terms of the number of seats, 
inadequate facilities and poor backstage provision, was leading to lost 
opportunity in terms of attracting better shows and increased revenue.  
 
Councillor Chapelard hoped the Council understood that there were genuine 
concerns over progressing with this project. He had real reservations about 
the site and its impact on traffic and the idea of building more car parks. He 
wanted to know what the subsequent tax rise would be and what would be 
the cuts to services.  
Councillor Chapelard felt that members were being pressurised into this 
decision without all the information and he feared the loss of public services 
just to have a new theatre. He added that the Liberal Democrats would not 
accept a new theatre unless there were kerbside glass recycling as there was 
no point in having a new theatre if the Council was not serious about its 
environmental responsibilities. He hoped Councillor Jukes would be willing to 
bring forward this information at a much earlier stage and provide councillors 
with options. Councillor Chapelard stressed that there were real cross party 
concerns. He added that, while the scheme might be the right concept, the 
Liberal Democrat group would be abstaining until such time as the supporting 
evidence was presented. 
 
Councillor Hill commented that the authority should proceed to stage 3 and 
commended Councillor Jukes for keeping councillors informed. 
 
Councillor Huggett felt arguments over this scheme could go on forever and 
still members were never going to 100 per cent agree. She urged that the 
Council move to stage 3 in order to establish all of the facts and be able to 
make a fully-informed decision. 
 
Councillor Ms Palmer acknowledged that there were concerns but said that, 
until the authority decided to progress to stage 3, members would not have 
the full picture. She continued that the Council owed it to the residents of 
Tunbridge Wells,  including those from rural areas, to obtain the full details 
and then in this Council Chamber to make an informed decision. Councillor 
Ms Palmer said that she supported progression to stage 3. 
 
As the seconder of the motion, Councillor Barrington-King thanked members 
for the comprehensive debate. He reminded members that at this stage and 
having spent some considerable sums there would be some reputational 
damage for the Council if it did not proceed and move to stage 3. He 
commended the Labour group for their common sense approach. 
 
Councillor Barrington-King said that he was astonished at the amount of 
hyperbole that had been expressed and the amount of irrational, emotive 
comments coming forward without any substance; he had but concluded that 
they were erroneous and based on supposition. He reminded members that if 
they had attended all the meetings and read all the papers they would be in 
receipt of all the information already. He continued that he would listen to 
anyone in this Council Chamber as long as they had done their homework. 
He advised that members needed to now make a decision. 
 
Councillor Jukes, in summing up, said at least he had achieved a proper 
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debate on the current position but said that, unfortunately, it appeared that 
many members were still unaware of the full facts. Councillor Jukes added 
that he hoped that there was now a far better understanding. 
 
Councillor Jukes addressed  a number of key points: first, that the Marlowe 
was the only theatre in East Kent. He said that there was a sizeable  theatre 
in Margate. He responded to another statement made, namely that the Town 
Hall be left empty. He advised members that he had been talking to 
interested parties for over a year but had been unable to advise members as 
there needed to be some commercial confidentiality, although he would do so 
when an agreement had been reached.  Councillor Jukes explained that one 
serious constraint upon finding a suitable occupant was that the Town Hall 
was unlikely to become vacant for another five years.  
 
Councillor Jukes added that he could have proceeded without this debate but 
that he was glad it had taken place and that all members now knew the up-to-
date position. He moved the motion to proceed to stage 3. 
 
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 15.4, Councillor McDermott 
asked that a recorded vote be taken.   
 
Members voting in favour of the recommendations: Councillors Backhouse, 
Barrington-King, Basu, Bland, Mrs Cobbold, Dawlings, Elliott, Hamilton, 
Heasman, Hill, Hills, Horwood, Huggett, Jukes, Lewis-Grey, Mackonchie, 
March, McDermott, Moore, Munn, Noakes, Nuttall, Oakford, Palmer, Podbury, 
Rankin, Reilly, Scholes, Sloan, Mrs Soyke, Mrs Thomas, Uddin, Weatherly 
and Woodward. 
 
Members voting against the recommendations: Councillors Bulman, Holden, 
Dr Hall, Hannam, Hastie, Simmons, Stanyer, Stewart and Williams.  
 
Members abstaining from voting: Councillors Chapelard and the Mayor, 
Councillor Neve. 
 
RESOLVED – 
 

1. That all consultancy fees identified in the report are spent at 

risk and that they will be abortive costs if the buildings are 

not developed; 

 

2. That the Council moves into RIBA Stage 3 (developed 

design) for the project to progress: 

i. the Office; 

ii. the Theatre; 

iii. an Underground Car Park; 

iv. a Development Framework; and 

v. the Procurement of a development partner. 

 
REVISED STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES FOR GAMBLING ACT 2005 POLICY 
 
FC71/16 
 

Councillor Backhouse introduced the report and commented that the gaming 
policies were an important part of local and national controls that are in place 
to regulate gambling. 
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Councillor Backhouse moved the two recommendations. 
 
Councillor Hills seconded the motion and commented that he hoped that 
there would be no amendments as it had been carefully considered by the 
Licensing Committee and that any member that had any problems with the 
report should have should have fed them to the Committee at the drafting 
stage. He continued that if there were to be any changes there would need to 
be another 12 week  consultation before coming back to Full Council. 
  
RESOLVED – 
 

1. That the outcome of the 12 week consultation responses on the 
proposed Tunbridge Wells Borough Council’s Statement of 
Licensing Principles/Gambling Policy - drafted in accordance with 
the Gambling Commission’s 5th edition Guidance - be noted; and 

 
2. That the amended policy be agreed and adopted. 

 
URGENT BUSINESS 
 
FC72/16 
 

The Mayor confirmed there was no urgent business to consider within the 
provisions of Council Meetings Procedure 2.1.12. 
 

COMMON SEAL OF THE COUNCIL 
 
FC73/16 
 

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 
 
FC74/16 
 

It was noted that the next meeting of the Full Council would take place on 
Wednesday 26 April 2017 at 6.30pm. 
 

 
 NOTE: The meeting concluded at 9.45 pm. 
 


