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AGENDA
Thursday 19 January 2017 at 6.30 pm
Council Chamber, Royal Tunbridge Wells, Kent TN1 1RS

1

Apologies for absence

2

Membership changes
a
b

Membership applications
Changes of representatives (for information)

3

Chairman's announcements (5 mins)

4

Minutes of the previous meeting held on 23 November 2016 (Pages 1 - 14)
To: (a) note the minutes of the Annual General Meeting; and (b) approve the minutes of the
last scheduled meeting, both held on 23 November 2016.

5

Actions from previous meeting (5 mins)
Minute
Subject and action
3(2)

Pavements – encroachment, clutter and enforcement – Town Forum
members had asked for an answer to specific issues. A statement from
TWBC’s Development Manager will be provided at the meeting.

8

Aircraft noise – Subsequent to the meeting, a list of action points
recommended by TWAANG was circulated to Forum members.

10

A vision for Royal Tunbridge Wells – All Town Forum members had been
asked to identify relevant findings from past reports produced and to feed
their views into Mark Booker, before Christmas. Please see item 7 below.

12(b)

Junction improvements – transparency of process – The Chairman had
undertaken to discuss this matter direct with the Borough Council.

12(d)

Warwick Park drainage – The Chairman had also undertaken to raise this
issue with the Borough Council.

6

Update from the Leader of the Council (10 mins)

7

Report of the Planning and Development Working Group (30 mins) (Pages 15 - 38)
(a) A vision for Royal Tunbridge Wells – Mark Booker, Chairman of this Working Group,
will lead a discussion on the attached document, within the context of TWBC’s
review of its Local Plan for the Borough.
(b) Other Working Group issues – Mark Booker will present the attached update on
other topics which the Working Group has examined since the last Town Forum
meeting.

8

Report of the Finance and Other Issues Working Group (20 mins) (Pages 39 - 42)
David Wakefield, the Chairman of the Finance and Other Issues Working Group, will
present the attached proposed response covering two recent TWBC consultation issues,
namely: (a) the draft budget for 2017/18; and (b) the draft corporate priorities for 2017/18.

9

Report of the Culture Working Group (15 mins)
(a) Working Group update – Linda Lewis, Chairman of this Working Group, will provide
an update report on issues considered since the last meeting of the Town Forum.
(Written report to follow)
(b) Tunbridge Wells railway station: update on replacement murals – Linda Lewis, a
member of the artwork selection panel, will provide a verbal update report.

10

Report of the Transport Strategy Working Group (10 mins) (Pages 43 - 44)
Jane Fenwick, Chairman of this Working Group, will present the attached update report.

11

Report of the Water in the Wells Working Group (5 mins) (Pages 45 - 46)
A member of the Water in the Wells Working Group will present the attached update report
on issues considered since the last meeting of the Town Forum.

12

Any other business (5 mins)

Date of the Next Meeting
Thursday 23 March 2017 at 6.30pm
Subsequent meetings:
Thursday 11 May
Thursday 20 July
Thursday 14 September
Thursday 16 November (including the AGM)
Meetings to start at 6.30pm

Agenda Item 4

ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS TOWN FORUM - ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING
Wednesday 23 November 2016
Attended: Caroline Auckland (sub), Sally Balcon, Cllr Ronen Basu, Adrian Berendt,
Lorna Blackmore, Mark Booker, Stephen Bowser, Cllr Peter Bulman, Cllr Mrs Barbara
Cobbold, John Cunningham, Michael Doyle, Jane Fenwick, Chris Gedge, Tim Harper,
Cllr Lawrence Heasman, Jennifer Hemming, Dorothea Holman, Michael Holman,
Rachel Jenman, Bill Kern, Kyrios Kyriacou, Linda Lewis, Cllr Peter Lidstone, Brian
Lippard, Katharine Mahler-Bech, Cllr Tracy Moore, Peter Perry (sub), Angela Phillips
(sub), Cllr Catherine Rankin, Cllr James Scholes, David Scott, Tim Tempest, Alastair
Tod (Chairman), David Wakefield, Mary Wardrop, Denise Watts, Pat Wilson and Cllr
Chris Woodward
TWBC officers present: Jane Clarke (Head of Policy and Governance), Lee Colyer
(Director of Finance and Corporate Services), Kevin Hetherington (Head of
Communities and Wellbeing), Paul Taylor (Director of Change and Communities), Jo
Wiltcher (Museum Manager) and Mike McGeary (Democratic Services Officer)
Also present: Cllr Mrs Julia Soyke and Reg Bandy
1.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were reported from: David Bushell, Cllr Bob Backhouse,
Cllr Ben Chapelard, Alex Green, Cllr David Jukes, Altan Omer, Nick Pope and Cllr
Don Sloan.

2.

DECLARATIONS OF MEMBERS ENTITLED TO VOTE
The Democratic Services Officer had circulated a list of organisations which had
achieved the required level of attendance at meetings to be able to vote at the
AGM, as determined by the Town Forum’s Constitution.

3.

MINUTES OF THE 2015 AGM
The minutes of the 2015 AGM, held on 26 November 2015, were submitted. It
was noted that these had been presented to the January 2016 meeting, where
they had been noted.
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the AGM, held on 26 November 2015, be
approved.

4.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE TOWN FORUM’S CONSTITUTION
The Chairman, Alastair Tod, advised that the Town Forum’s Management
Committee had studied the Constitution and, as had been reported 12 months
earlier, were proposing a number of changes. These, he added, were largely to
reflect more accurately how the workings of the Town Forum had evolved.
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Dr Tod advised that there was one amendment of significance which was being
presented to Forum members for approval, namely under section 3, ‘voting
entitlement’. It was proposed that TWBC town ward members should no longer
have any voting rights, other than at Annual General and Extraordinary General
meetings. It was explained that this should assist town ward members in avoiding
any ‘conflict of interest’ charges where, through taking part in a vote at a Town
Forum meeting, they might have fettered their discretion ahead of formal TWBC
committee discussion.
Attached to the agenda were (a) a ‘tracked changes’ version of the Constitution
and (b) a copy of the revised Constitution, should the proposed changes be
approved.
RESOLVED – That the revised Constitution be agreed, for immediate
implementation.
5.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN ON THE TOWN FORUM’S ACTIVITIES
OVER THE PAST YEAR
The Chairman of the Town Forum for 2015/16, Alastair Tod, summarised his
report on the work of the Forum over the past year, which was a requirement of its
Constitution.
Dr Tod began by focusing on the two major issues which had dominated the past
12 months, namely: (a) TWBC’s Site Allocations Development Plan Document;
and (b) the Borough Council’s proposals for a new cultural and learning hub in
Mount Pleasant, as well as new offices and a replacement theatre.
On the former issue, he advised that the Town Forum had broadly supported the
proposals but regretted the lack of specific policies for the ‘areas of change’ and
the downgrading at a late stage of one specific site, thereby removing the
obligation to ‘master-plan’ the area.
On the second issue, the Town Forum had applauded the objectives of the hub
and had expressed the hope that some of the skills that existed amongst Forum
members could be used to help shape what will become a major community
asset. With the new offices and replacement theatre, the support expressed by
the Town Forum came with three conditions: that the design and the
environmental impact of the new buildings should be worthy of such a major step;
that the funding should be assured and affordable; and that the current listed civic
buildings should be substantially preserved in an appropriate use. Dr Tod added
that the Forum also understood that the new offices would be designed as a civic
centre with access for the community.
Dr Tod also referred to the potential for a town council, an initiative which he said
was currently in abeyance because of changes – both actual and planned – to the
way that local government services are provided, through partnership
arrangements as well as possible responsibility transfers.
Dr Tod thanked the leaders and members of each of the six working groups for
the excellent work they had completed during the past 12 months, including the
production of well-argued responses to the Borough Council’s consultation
strategies and policies. He urged other members of the Forum to volunteer their
time and efforts to join a working group, to maintain this high standard of work.
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Dr Tod also wished to place on record his thanks to the Borough Council for their
continued hospitality and support for the Town Forum, and the help afforded by
the secretariat, as well as all the members of the Forum for their constant
engagement and interest.
As for the future, the Chairman raised the following issues:
(a) Dr Tod drew attention to the lack of TWBC feedback to reports produced by
the Town Forum and its working groups; he asked that this aspect be pursued
with some vigour;
(b) Dr Tod emphasised the Forum’s concern over the difficult position which the
Borough faced in delivering the Government’s housing numbers, particularly
the lack of control of development. He also expressed concern over the
congestion difficulties which existed in the town. He hoped that these two
matters would be closely watched and acted upon.
Councillor Woodward raised a technical point on the town council aspect of the
Chairman’s report. He said that, when he had previously asked about the process
that was required to be followed, he had been told that a town council could not
be created where the resultant population was more than 40% of the total within
the Borough.
Dr Tod advised that he was aware that the rules for creating a town council had
changed in recent years, adding that he was unaware of the population limit
element. Cllr Scholes added that his understanding of the population limit was
that there had previously been a limit of 28,000.
It was agreed that Mike McGeary would seek the view of the Borough Council’s
Legal service on this point.
In conclusion, Mark Booker thanked Dr Tod for his calm and measured leadership
over the past two years which, he added, had led to the Town Forum’s increased
standing not only within the Borough Council but widely across the town.
RESOLVED – That the Chairman’s report on the work of the Town Forum for
2015/16 be accepted.
6.

ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE FOR 2016/17
Jane Clarke summarised a report, which set out the election process for the
appointment of a Chairman and two Deputy Chairmen of the Town Forum.
Ms Clarke explained that there had been one nomination for the position of
Chairman and only one for the two Deputy Chairmen positions, as follows:
Chairman – Adrian Berendt; Deputy Chairman – Alex Green. Ms Clarke advised
that Mr Green had already served two terms of office as Deputy; she added that,
while the Forum’s Constitution specified two terms as the maximum for holding
office, provision was also included for a further term of office, subject to the
agreement of members at the AGM.
Alastair Tod proposed the election of Adrian Berendt as Chairman for 2016/17;
this was seconded by Mark Booker. Linda Lewis proposed the re-election of Alex
Green as Deputy Chairman for 2016/17; this was seconded by Jane Fenwick.
These nominations were endorsed unanimously.
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RESOLVED –
(1)
(2)

That Adrian Berendt be formally declared elected to serve as Chairman for
2016/17, until the date of the 2017 AGM;
That Alex Green be formally declared re-elected to serve as one of the
Deputy Chairmen for 2016/17, until the date of the 2017 AGM.

The meeting concluded at 6.50pm.
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ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS TOWN FORUM
Wednesday 23 November 2016
Attended: Caroline Auckland (sub), Sally Balcon, Cllr Ronen Basu, Adrian Berendt (Chair),
Lorna Blackmore, Mark Booker, Stephen Bowser, Cllr Peter Bulman, Cllr Mrs Barbara
Cobbold, John Cunningham, Michael Doyle, Jane Fenwick, Chris Gedge, Tim Harper, Cllr
Lawrence Heasman, Jennifer Hemming, Dorothea Holman, Michael Holman, Rachel
Jenman, Bill Kern, Kyrios Kyriacou, Linda Lewis, Cllr Peter Lidstone, Brian Lippard,
Katharine Mahler-Bech, Cllr Tracy Moore, Peter Perry (sub), Angela Phillips (sub), Cllr
Catherine Rankin, Cllr James Scholes, David Scott, Tim Tempest, Alastair Tod, David
Wakefield, Mary Wardrop, Denise Watts, Pat Wilson and Cllr Chris Woodward
TWBC officers present: Jane Clarke (Head of Policy and Governance), Lee Colyer
(Director of Finance and Corporate Services), Kevin Hetherington (Head of Communities
and Wellbeing), Paul Taylor (Director of Change and Communities), Jo Wiltcher (Museum
Manager) and Mike McGeary (Democratic Services Officer)
Also present: Cllr Mrs Julia Soyke and Reg Bandy
Guest presenters: Irene Fairbairn and Angus Stewart (speaking on behalf of TWAANG)
1.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were reported from: David Bushell, Cllr Bob Backhouse, Cllr
Ben Chapelard, Alex Green, Cllr David Jukes, Altan Omer, Nick Pope and Cllr Don
Sloan.

2.

MEMBERSHIP CHANGES
New members approved by the Town Forum’s Management Committee:
Organisation:

Representative:

Substitute:

Grove Hill House Residents’
Association

Chris Gedge

Jon Pugh

Tunbridge Wells University
of the Third Age (U3A)

David Scott

Adrian Twiner

Mr Gedge and Mr Scott were welcomed to the meeting, as was Rachel Jenman, the
Town Centre Manager representing Royal Tunbridge Wells Together, an organisation
whose application had been approved in September.
The Chair added that there were still many areas of the town which were not
represented on the Forum. He welcomed ideas from existing members as to how to
encourage further resident associations and other interest groups to become involved.

Page 1 of 9

Page 5

Appendix A
ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS TOWN FORUM

Wednesday 23 November 2016

The Chair also suggested that it might be of benefit to the Town Forum to consider
holding its meetings at locations other then the Town Hall, to help encourage wider
interest and involvement. Michael Doyle expressed concern with the proposal; he
reminded the group that mention was made in the Constitution that the Borough
Council provided administrative support and made facilities available for Forum
meetings and he considered it important not to lose that link. The Chair noted the
concerns and agreed it was important to maintain good relations with the Borough
Council.
3.

MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING
The minutes of the meeting dated 22 September 2016 were submitted for approval.
Both John Cunningham and Brian Lippard challenged the lack of an action point under
minute 7 – ‘pavements – encroachment, clutter and enforcement in the town centre’.
Mr Cunningham said that he had expected Mr Baughen (TWBC’s Development
Manager) to advise the Town Forum on how the Borough Council could be more
proactive in dealing with possible incidents of encroachment. Similarly, Mr Lippard said
that he had hoped that Mr Baughen would have provided a specific answer to say
whether tables and chairs were permitted under the Colonnade on the Pantiles.
Jane Clarke, TWBC’s Head of Policy and Governance, said that Mr Baughen had
certainly been discussing these issues with the highways authority – KCC – and that
answers would be provided for the Forum at the next meeting.
RESOLVED –
(1) That the minutes of the meeting held on 22 September 2016 be approved; and
(2) That Mr Baughen be asked to provide the Town Forum with answers to the two
issues relating to pavement encroachment at the next meeting.

4.

ACTIONS FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING
6(b)

Fiveways
Cllr Ronen Basu, TWBC Portfolio-holder for Sustainability, provided a short
update report on the progress of the remedial works at Fiveways. He advised
that the emergency works to the gas supply infrastructure, combined with the
wet weather, had delayed completion. However, he advised that all remedial
work was scheduled to be complete during the following week. Cllr Basu
added that all of the paving slabs used in the remedial work were natural
stone.

5.

UPDATE REPORT FROM THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL
Cllr David Jukes, TWBC Leader, had sent his apologies and would provide an update
on current issues at the next meeting.

6.

TWBC’S DRAFT BUDGET AND ITS CORPORATE PRIORITIES FOR 2017/18
Lee Colyer, TWBC’s Director of Finance and Corporate Services, reported on the
Borough Council’s draft budget for 2017/18. A copy of his report which had been
presented to the Finance and Governance Cabinet Advisory Board on 8 November
had been circulated with the agenda. He added that, after the Cabinet had considered
the draft budget on 1 December, it would be subject to full public consultation, for a six
week period.
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David Wakefield, Chairman of the Finance and Other Issues Working Group, asked to
what extent car park revenue would reduce the authority’s currently-anticipated budget
deficit. Mr Colyer advised that the proposed car park charges for 2017/18 were being
considered by the Cabinet on 1 December. If approved, Mr Colyer advised that there
was an anticipated net benefit of £300k to £400k, after the increase in business rates
to the authority’s car parks had been applied.
Mark Booker asked how the draft budget would be affected by the Council’s liability to
pay back-dated business rates to shop units on North Farm Industrial Estate –
potentially a sum of £4m. He added that he felt that the Borough Council had been
harshly treated by the imposition of this policy upon local government, especially after
TWBC had played a leading role in the major upgrading of the highway through the
business park.
Mr Colyer said that, should the businesses on North Farm (or elsewhere) be
successful with their appeals, there would not be a direct impact on the authority’s
revenue budget nor on the provision of services. However, he said that, where it would
impact was on the Council’s ability to benefit from net business growth. He added that
he was particularly concerned over the lack of transparency with the process, with
tribunal settlements made in private. Mr Colyer added that he would continue in his
efforts to raise the authority’s concerns with central government.
With the Council’s draft corporate priorities for 2017/18, Mr Colyer drew attention to
three new issues, namely items 1, 7 and 10, set out on page 55 of the agenda. As with
the draft budget, Mr Colyer advised that, once these had been approved by the
Cabinet on 1 December, the draft corporate priorities would be subject to formal public
consultation.
Cllr James Scholes stressed that this was Forum members’ opportunity to comment on
the draft corporate priorities and make representations to the Council if they so wished.
The Chairman added that the topics covered in the corporate priorities fell within the
remit of all of the working groups, and he urged Forum members to feed in their
thoughts and comments to the respective chairmen, adding that a composite response
would be prepared and submitted by the stated deadline.
Action points:
(1) After the draft budget and corporate priorities have been approved by the Cabinet,
relevant working groups be asked to meet and to formulate their responses, ready
for a composite response to be sent to the Borough Council; and
(2) David Wakefield and the Finance and Other Issues Working Group be asked to (i)
consider the draft budget (ii) to obtain clarification from Mr Colyer (where needed)
and (iii) provide feedback.
7.

TUNBRIDGE WELLS CULTURAL AND LEARNING HUB
The Chairman welcomed Paul Taylor (Director of Change and Communities), Kevin
Hetherington (Head of Communities and Wellbeing) and Jo Wiltcher (Museum
Manager) to the meeting, to provide an update on the proposals for a Cultural and
Learning Hub.
Ms Wiltcher provided a detailed update report, which included: the procurement of the
design team for the scheme; the list of other activity and development aspects where
specialist advice was being sought; the outcome of the recent user questionnaire; and
the next stages in the development, with relevant timescales.
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Linda Lewis, Chairman of the Culture Working Group, whose members have been
closely following the progress of this scheme, thanked Ms Wiltcher on what she
described as a very interesting and inspiring project. She asked if a copy of the
presentation could be circulated, which Ms Wiltcher undertook to provide for interested
Forum members.
Mrs Lewis said that there was one unanswered question from the list she had sent in
advance, namely “has the Borough Council reconsidered the siting of Gateway in the
light of the newly proposed civic centre”. Ms Wiltcher advised that part of the reason
why the Heritage Lottery Fund agreed to fund the project very substantially was
because the presence of the Gateway within the hub would encourage an even
greater number (and a wider demographic group) to access the heritage and cultural
attractions.
Kevin Hetherington, TWBC’s Head of Communities and Wellbeing, added that the
Heritage Lottery Fund was in fact quite excited at the proposal to include Gateway
services within the hub. He added that, by the time the scheme was open and
operational, it was very likely that Gateway services would have developed much
further along the digital route and link even more readily to the other hub services.
Paul Taylor, TWBC’s Director of Change and Communities, said that there was good
evidence that Gateway and Library services were provided from within the same unit
elsewhere in the UK.
David Wakefield emphasised that there would still be significant numbers who would
not be able to access Borough Council services digitally. Mr Hetherington
acknowledged this argument, adding that there would always be a need for some faceto-face contact. Mr Taylor advised that a key function of the hub staff would be to
support people and help them gain confidence in using the digital services.
Michael Holman felt that the proposed hub represented an exciting and inspiring
project. He asked whether the architects had been briefed on the Borough Council’s
proposals for the Mount Pleasant Road phase of the public realm improvements, so
that there was full joined-up thinking in place, as the two schemes developed. Ms
Wiltcher confirmed that this was the case, adding that the timescales of the two
projects were well-linked. Mr Hetherington added that the architects for the hub were
excited about the planned public realm improvements.
Mr Wakefield asked to what extent the running costs of the hub would be affected by
additional costs which had been identified. Ms Wiltcher advised that the business case
which had been developed was based on known TWBC and KCC running costs which,
because it would be a joint operation between the two authorities, would be lower than
at present. She added that it was expected that the hub would qualify for more grant
funding, as it progressed towards completion.
John Cunningham asked whether the relocation of the present Gateway service into
the hub would release some funds tied up in the current Grosvenor Road building,
which could be used to support the new running costs. Mr Hetherington advised that
no decision had yet been made on the future of the current Gateway building, thus it
was not possible to say whether there would be funding available to help.
Jane Fenwick expressed the hope that the exhibition space within the hub would be
used with both visitors and residents in mind, within the context of ‘permanent’ and
‘changing’ displays. Ms Wiltcher confirmed that, while there would be a programme of
different exhibitions, which it was known were often the reason for many repeat visits
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by residents, there would also be permanent displays to showcase highlights of the
acquisitions, such as the costume collection.
Cllr James Scholes added that some of the Museum’s collections were of the quality
and interest that they were available for either touring exhibitions or temporary display
elsewhere.
In conclusion, the Chairman thanked Ms Wiltcher for her very interesting and
informative update. He added that Forum member thoughts and suggestions should
be fed into the work of the Culture Working Group through its Chairman, Linda Lewis.
Action point: Any comments on the proposals for the cultural and learning hub should
be made to Linda Lewis, Chairman of the Culture Working Group.
8.

AIRCRAFT NOISE – UPDATE REPORT FROM TWAANG
Irene Fairbairn and Angus Stewart from TWAANG (Tunbridge Wells Anti-aircraft Noise
Group) provided a detailed update on (a) progress on the implementation of the
recommendations of the Arrivals Review Report and (b) details on the progress of the
Gatwick Noise Management Board, upon which TWAANG were represented.
Cllr Rankin congratulated Mrs Fairbairn for the progress made and the part played by
TWAANG. She also endorsed the line followed by central government that
arrivals/departures should avoid urban areas as much as possible. Mrs Fairbairn
acknowledged the point; she added that the argument put forward that aircraft noise at
night was no worse than ambient levels really only applied to city centres and not to
towns.
Cllr Basu thanked the TWAANG presenters for their informative update. He reiterated
his previous point about the toxic effect of burnt aircraft fuel, adding that he had still not
had his question answered regarding the level of pollution that this produced. Mrs
Fairbairn advised that the remit of TWAANG did include the matter of air pollution;
while she was unable to answer Cllr Basu’s specific question, she said that there were
published papers available which showed that noise was proven to have the potential
to cause serous health problems.
Peter Perry said that the issue of continuous descent had been discussed for over 20
years without resolution, adding that he felt that greater pressure should be applied.
Mrs Fairbairn agreed, adding that TWAANG were trying to encourage a review of the
‘continuous descent approach’ (CDA).
Cllr Heasman added his congratulations to TWAANG for their progress. He agreed
that the CDA was not, in his view, working, with ‘planes leaving the stack’ not at 7,000’
but more likely at 4,000’. He asked what progress was being made in monitoring noise
around the flight path. Mrs Fairbairn said that while this aspect was being discussed, it
had not yet been progressed, adding that she expected some pressure to be applied.
Cllr Scholes asked what the probable cost of noise monitoring might be. Cllr Heasman
estimated that the cost of a suitable mobile recording system would be between £5k
and £10k for each unit. Cllr Scholes wondered whether the revenue obtained through
fining the airline companies for ‘low flying’ could be used to fund the purchase of noise
monitoring equipment. However, Mrs Fairbairn said that ‘low flying’ was defined at less
than 2,000’, thus the vast majority of airlines were considered to be complying with the
relevant regulations.
Jane Fenwick thanked the TWAANG representatives for their very helpful update and
endorsed the view expressed by Cllr Rankin in respect of avoiding flight paths over
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town areas. She asked if there was a clear definition of what constituted the Tunbridge
Wells ‘town area’ in this respect. Mrs Fairbairn advised that, for this purpose,
TWAANG argues that Tunbridge Wells is regarded as a ‘conurbation’, including
Rusthall and Langton Green together with Southborough and Bidborough, all forming
part of the town area.
Mrs Fairbairn said that she felt there was a lack of an ‘urban voice’ in respect of
concern over concentrated flight paths over Tunbridge Wells, adding that she believed
that TWBC was not being sufficiently forthright in this respect.
The Chairman asked what active support the Town Forum might be able to provide.
While no specific actions were put forward, it was agreed that TWAANG should
maintain close contact with the Town Forum, to keep them informed on progress. Mr
Stewart advised that, once the TWAANG website had been re-built, individual
members would be able to monitor progress. He added that feedback on the issues
being reported on was very welcome from Forum members.
Action point: The Transport Strategy Working Group to maintain close contact with
TWAANG and alert the wider Town Forum to important developments.
9.

LOSS OF MURALS AT TUNBRIDGE WELLS RAILWAY STATION
Michael Holman thanked the Town Forum for its support voiced at the last meeting,
leading to him writing formally to Southeastern Rail to (a) register the Forum’s deep
concern over the loss of the murals and (b) suggest a co-operative way forward in
replacing the murals with art work of a similar impact.
Mr Holman advised that, following discussion with senior staff at Southeastern, he was
happy to report that they were willing to assist with replacement, including funding for
the actual installation. Mr Holman added that Refresh Tunbridge Wells was currently
putting together a list of possible artists and a brief for the project. He added that it was
hoped that, beyond the initial ‘seed corn’ funding, the scheme would attract
sponsorship.
Mr Holman said that the aim was to install an original piece of artwork that was vibrant
and colourful. He added that a range of formats was being considered, including
mosaic and panels similar to the hoardings surrounding the cinema site. Mr Holman
emphasised the need to move swiftly with this initiative; he invited volunteers with the
relevant experience or knowledge to come forward to help with progress.
Action point: Members of the Town Forum to volunteer their help and support with
this project by making direct contact with Michael Holman.

10.

A VISION FOR ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS
Mark Booker advised that TWBC’s Planning Policy team had approached the Town
Forum, to invite them to contribute towards assessing the priorities for the town as part
of the current review of the Local Plan. Mr Booker added that this was within the
context of the town’s natural setting, the richness of its building fabric and its leisure
and tourism facilities.
He advised that this was an opportunity to feed in some of the work and findings of a
number of Town Forum reports from the recent past. He added that the Forum’s
Management Group would extract and submit relevant sections from these past
reports in the format requested by the Planning Policy team. He invited Forum
members to contribute towards this process by making direct contact with him.
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The Chairman welcomed this opportunity and emphasised the importance of
contributing positively to the request.
Action point: All Town Forum members to identify relevant findings from past reports
produced and feed their views into Mark Booker before Christmas.
11.

WORKING GROUPS
Update reports were made from the working groups as follows:
Transport Strategy – Jane Fenwick drew attention to her Working Group’s update
report, which had been circulated with the agenda.
Mrs Fenwick drew particular attention to the following: (a) A26 cycle route
consultation – where she urged interested members to attend the consultation
meetings planned; and (b) the CAU restaurant, where a satisfactory outcome had
been achieved over their excessive use of the pavement area, following the actions of
the Town Forum.
On the issue of pavement encroachment, Michael Doyle was pleased to advise that at
1 Warwick Park, the dining tables and chairs which had been positioned in Chapel
Place had now been removed.
Planning and Development Strategy – Mark Booker, Chairman of this Working
Group, reported on a number of key planning-related topics, as follows: (a) Site
Allocations DPD – despite this having been declared ‘sound’ by the Governmentappointed inspector, the developer of one specific site which had not formed part of
the DPD was seeking a judicial review of the whole document. Mr Booker explained
that a High Court judge would now determine whether a judicial review was justified,
adding that this process was using up considerable Planning Policy team staff
resources; (b) Call for sites – TWBC had now published the full list of sites on their
website. Mr Booker gave a few examples from the list of possible development sites,
adding that this matter would be closely watched; (c) Landscape character area
assessments – Mr Booker said that the Working Group would be contributing towards
this evidence base; (d) Major developments – Mr Booker advised that the Working
Group was also maintaining a close watch on significant development schemes such
as the cinema site and Hawkenbury Farm.
The Chairman thanked Mr Booker for his report; he urged Forum members who felt
they could contribute to the Working Group’s work to make direct contact with Mr
Booker.
Water in the Wells Working Group – Michael Holman, Chairman of this Working
Group, introduced his update report, which had been circulated with the agenda. He
urged Forum members to view the Knights Wood water feature in the town square, if
they had the opportunity.
The Chairman thanked Mr Holman and his Working Group colleagues for their hard
work in achieving so much in persuading developers to install water features, the
overall effect of which did much to enhance the appearance and appeal of the town.
Peter Perry said that he would like to see the same positive impact with the provision
of water features on the town’s main roundabouts.
Culture – Linda Lewis, Chairman of this Working Group, advised on TWBC’s latest
stakeholder meeting relating to the new theatre. She advised that, while an acceptable
alternative scheme had been found for the car parking provision, there were other
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aspects which had not yet been determined, such as detailed design and the internal
space within the proposed theatre, where her group would welcome further information
at an early point.
The Tourism and Leisure and the Finance and Other Issues Working Groups had no
additional items on which to report.
RESOLVED – That the progress reports be accepted.
12.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS
(a) Planning applications and councillor ‘call-ins’ – Cllr Rankin advised that 90%
of planning applications at TWBC were determined by Planning officers, under
delegated powers set out in the Council’s Constitution. She added that the
decision process also allowed for councillors to ‘call-in’ any applications that would
normally be determined by officers under specific conditions set out in the
Constitution. Cllr Rankin advised that one of those conditions used to be if
“considerable public concern” had been expressed about a specific application.
She said that that form of wording had been removed at some point, adding that
there seemed to be no evidence of why or when this had occurred.
Cllr Rankin believed that the ‘considerable public concern’ was an important part
of a councillor’s representative mandate. She sought Forum members’ support for
pursuing the matter further and determining whether the removal of these grounds
for call-in had been taken in an open and proper manner.
The Chairman joined others in voicing support for Cllr Rankin pursuing this matter,
and tackling the apparent lack of transparency.
Brian Lippard broadened the discussion; he said that there was a widely-held view
amongst Civic Society members of dissatisfaction with the planning system, a
statement which Alastair Tod endorsed.
Lorna Blackmore agreed with the views of Cllr Rankin. She added that she had
been disappointed to learn that neighbours were no longer consulted by letter
about planning applications but instead had to rely on spotting site notices. Cllr
Bulman felt that the previous practice of writing to neighbours should be
reintroduced.
John Cunningham voiced his concerns over the apparent lack of a proper weekly
plans list (of planning applications). Cllr Bulman said that he had investigated this
issue and had found that the non-parished part of the Borough was listed first, with
the town area following on later in the document.
Returning to Cllr Rankin’s statement, Cllr Scholes supported her in her attempt to
determine whether the removal of the grounds for call-in had been carried out by
way of a formal decision. Mark Booker endorsed the agreed way forward, adding
that, with a number of the points raised above, the fact that the planning support
service had now returned to an in-house function should help to address the
concerns set out.
RESOLVED – That the Town Forum supports Cllr Rankin’s efforts to gain more
transparency on planning applications and to re-instate “considerable public
concern” as a reason for calling in an application.
(b) Carrs Corner – Jennifer Hemming raised the issue of safety in respect of the
Carrs Corner roundabout. She said that her Residents’ Association had received
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much help from ward councillors to try and address the concerns they had raised.
Mrs Hemming compared the issue with what had been achieved in terms of road
and pedestrian safety in Camden Road as part of the RVP expansion plans, under
the terms of a Section 106 agreement. She pointed out that councillors and the
public were unaware that officers had been seeking improvements to an otherwise
safe and workable junction rather than to nearby Carrs Corner, where there have
been long-standing concerns about pedestrian safety. She asked what the
process had been which had led to such an outcome.
Action point: The Chairman undertook to take up the issue of transparency direct
with TWBC.
(c) Ice rink – Michael Holman advised that there would once again be a
Wiesbaden/Twinning chalet at the ice rink this year, over the period Friday 9 to
Sunday 11 December. It was agreed that all Town Forum members would be very
welcome to meet at the chalet on Saturday 10 December, at any time between 2
and 4pm, to celebrate another busy and successful year.
Mr Holman added that the Twinning Association would be gathering at the chalet
on the Sunday from 2.30pm, where Association members would be able to enjoy
a free glass of Glühwein.
(d) Warwick Park drainage – John Cunningham gave a short update on the
progress made in addressing the long-standing problems of drainage and flooding
in the Warwick Park area. He felt that, while a start had been made in trying to
resolve this matter, the fundamental problem was that the Borough Council
needed to take a lead in conducting a thorough review of the drainage
infrastructure across the town, otherwise the system was in danger of very
significant failure as the larger housing developments proceeded.
Action point: The Chairman will raise this matter with the Borough Council.
13.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Thursday 19 January 2017 at 6.30pm
The meeting concluded at 8.45pm.
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The voice of the residents of Royal Tunbridge Wells

Vision for Royal Tunbridge Wells 2017-2033
Enabling sustainable growth in an historic town
Introduction
This paper sets out the Town Forum’s input to the new Local Plan and includes reference to
matters outside the unparished area that impact the town itself. Over the past 10 years the
Town Forum has submitted papers on various consultations, strategies and topics relevant
to the unparished area of Tunbridge Wells1. This paper summarises that output and draws
conclusions on key issues: planning, transport, cultural development, leisure and tourism.
The Town understands the key issues facing the Borough Council to be:




Securing sufficient income to make up for the withdrawal of Government grant;
Meeting the hugely increased housing need expressed in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment 2015 (SHMA), while controlling development effectively; and
Matching employment and infrastructure to housing growth and improve sustainability.

This paper makes no comment on how to secure income, beyond noting the need to ensure
that short-term financial pressures do not distort long-term priorities. The Town Forum
express concerns about the overall level of housing need, about how incremental housing
growth risks a loss of the town’s identity, might worsen the balance with employment and
infrastructure and will bring increased congestion and pollution.
In recognising the urgency of assessing the Borough’s housing capacity we suggest some
ways of meeting demand without sacrificing vital assets. In doing so, it is vital that current
vague aspirations are developed into specific, evidence-based policies within the Local Plan,
which can be defended at appeal, if necessary. It may also be wise for the Borough Council
to use its resources to acquire strategic land assets in order to execute its strategy.
Following an Executive Summary, the document is structured into 4 sections – describes the
town’s character, raises some issues, suggests a response and identifies specific
opportunities – plus two appendices on tourism and population.

1

including consultations such as TWBC Call for Sites, Landscape Character Assessment, Urban Design
Framework, Transport, Cycling and Parking Strategies; KCC’s Active Travel Strategy, the Town Forum’s
Green Network (GN) report, TWBC’s Five-Year Plan and Corporate Priorities.
Formed in 2005, the Town Forum is the voice of 50,000 residents in the unparished area of Royal Tunbridge Wells
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Executive summary
Towards change
While it may be hard to agree a single vision of how the Borough will look in 30 (or even 10)
years’ time, doing nothing to shape the future is not an option. The high pressure on new
housing and the limited growth potential of its main centre of population – Royal Tunbridge
Wells – requires an urgent and positive response to the inevitable changes to meet current
and future needs. The alternative of unplanned and incremental growth is worse and risks
destroying the character of the town and the surrounding rural areas that are so attractive
for residents, visitors and businesses.
Royal Tunbridge Wells is the main centre of population (50,000) in a largely rural borough of
116,000 people. The unique historic and commercial centre of the town and the surrounding
green belt areas make it the subject of most pressure for development and population
expansion. There is no popular ambition to enlarge the town to a small city or to embrace a
different or suburban character. Even if such a view existed, its hilly site, its remote location
on the Kent / East Sussex border and the surrounding Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
make it hard to achieve.
A future vision for RTW should prioritise preserving and enhancing the commercial, as well
as social value of these assets in attracting:



businesses, especially in the town’s specialist fields of education, health, law and
insurance, and more recently publishing/new media, entrepreneurs, tourism; and
highly skilled residents to work locally or to commute to London

A wealth of historic assets
RTW turned from green fields and hills into a Georgian town based on a passing fashion of
health-giving waters that lasted only a few decades. These Regency origins remain in its
architecture and town centre plan and in its ambience which even today underpins the
character and outlook of the people that choose to live and work here.
What makes RTW different and appealing is






abundant greenery in private gardens, parks public open space and its unique Commons;
large conservation area covering much of its inner area;
urban environment of historic and architectural value;
largely residential core within walking distance of a small historic and retail centre; and
green links from the town centre to a rich network of footpaths and bridleways in the
surrounding Green Belt and AONB.

Stopping the rot
While the basis of the SHMA is understood and partly accepted, the Objectively Assessed
Needs (OAN) are not inevitable. There are two main risks to the projections:
1. Unplanned development will destroy the character of RTW that is its main asset and
makes it so attractive to residents, visitors and businesses by further worsening the
chronic congestion that exists during a large and increasing part of the day.
2. Employment growth in the town fails to support the projected population, as already
recognised in the SHMA. Sustaining the town needs significant investment in
infrastructure (a) to enable people to work close to where they live or (b) to transport
them to their place of work efficiently
The erosion of RTW’s unique assets has already been seen from earlier expansion and made
the town a less attractive place to live and work:
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employment has stagnated while the population and traffic has grown;
affordable housing is limited and not close to places of employment; and
inadequate infrastructure – roads, services, schools & health – to support growth.

This erosion must be halted before it destroys a popular and unique community at a time
when it is refreshing its cultural offering, re-purposing its civic centre and rebalancing the
needs of pedestrians and cyclists against the chronic traffic congestion which threatens to
strangle the town’s ability to function.
Incremental, unplanned housing growth will:







worsen the balance of population versus employment and infrastructure;
diminish the town’s unique identity;
increase congestion and pollution;
sacrifice vital assets for housing numbers;
use topographically unsuitable sites; and
separate the urban centre from the rural fringe.

Growth with purpose
RTW needs to be maintained as a sustainable and growing community by:




Integrating existing communities with an integrated transport system that provides a
safe, efficient and affordable ways of accessing RTW’s retail and commercial centres
without adding to congestion.
Ensuring that existing and new communities retain their individual identities and are
self-sufficient with local employment, affordable housing, vibrant retail centres, sport
and leisure and education facilities.
Discouraging housing developments that do not meet the above criteria.

Six priorities
1. Shape the future rather than leave to market forces, retaining key assets for the future
and generating income to support community’s health and welfare.
2. Question the 2015 SHMA assumptions and amend the OAN downwards with a focus on
affordable housing.
3. Create one or more sustainable Garden Villages in the Borough as new communities
with their own schools, health services, employment and transport infrastructure,
including new or existing railway stations.
4. Develop a network of high quality, integrated, sustainable transport solutions and
infrastructure focussing on walking, cycling and public transport for shorter journeys.
5. Within RTW, increase the quantity and quality of local employment, building on existing
core sectors while developing new sectors such as media, tourism, arts and culture, and
designate new zones dedicated to employment use.
6. Maintain the high visual, amenity and cultural value of the landscapes within the town
and on its perimeter that contribute to the economic health of the town.
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1) Character
a.

Context

Royal Tunbridge Wells is a medium-sized town (population 50,000) in a borough with a total
of 116,000. Its character derives from a hilly site, historically quite remote, surrounded by
the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and with a notably inadequate road
structure. Its built environment reflects its spa history and a large conservation area covers
much of the inner area. It has abundant greenery and green links in parks and private
gardens, and a substantial area protected from development as the Commons. Relatively
few buildings are statutorily protected but much of the urban environment is of historic or
architectural value at a level just below this.
Major development is not only physically difficult but threatens the historic environment
and natural setting. Scope for meeting the Borough’s projected housing need is limited
within RTW or in Southborough. The area bore the brunt of housing and other growth in
recent years but will not be able to do so in the new Plan unless figures are reduced.
The natural and built assets of the Borough have made it an attractive location for those
working elsewhere and since the early 1990s the population has grown by 25%, largely
through immigration and house prices are among the highest in Kent. These assets have
commercial as well as social value, attracting not merely residents but also businesses,
especially in the town’s specialist fields of education, health and insurance. The Borough’s
Plan must preserve and enhance these features and attract higher-earning residents, many
of whom currently travel daily to work elsewhere.
Total employment in the Borough has barely increased in this period and the imbalance with
the resident population has grown. At the same time the service sector in the town employs
large numbers on low incomes who cannot afford to live there. With national policies
unlikely to change in the immediate future, the risk is that unplanned incremental growth
adds to existing problems. We set out principles for growing a medium-sized town
sustainably, while addressing its current problems rather than adding to them.

b. Natural Setting
Green spaces help to create a sense of place. RTW is set within the surrounding Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) which laps at its edge. The privilege of inheriting such a
location makes it important to preserve the landscape setting by proper stewardship of the
areas of high quality Green Belt countryside town which feather imperceptibly into the
AONB – some formerly categorised as Special Landscape Areas. This will allow maintenance
of the high visual, amenity and cultural value of landscapes in the town and on its perimeter
that contributes to the town’s economic health. A strong sense of place shared by a whole
population through such stewardship brings benefits of social cohesion and crime reduction
as testified by the recent TWBC surveys into local perceptions of security and wellbeing.
Access to the surrounding green countryside and the parks and Common within the town is
facilitated by a network of paths. This encourages pedestrian use for leisure and utility
purposes, and the Town Forum has proposed extending and linking these, as a contribution
to health and the quality of life, and reducing traffic congestion. Green countryside with
access from the urban area has greater value than open land elsewhere (see the Marmot
Report on the health benefits of green space).

c.

Built Fabric

Tunbridge Wells may be unique for a town of its size in the extent of its conservation area,
which covers large parts of the town centre as well as the Common and adjoining residential
areas. The Conservation Areas Appraisal of 2000 describes this area as characterised by
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steep hills, greenery and outcrops of rock, with substantial variations of character between
adjacent areas.
While there are relatively few statutorily listed buildings – some 300 with the recent listing
of houses in Newcomen Road – the provisional Local List produced in 2007, which covers the
Conservation Area only, contains nearly 2,000 separate entries. This reflects the historical
fact that the period of rapid growth between 1830 and 1910 was housing for the expanding
middle class, and those who served and supplied them, plus parks and gardens rather than
grand showpieces or public buildings.
The historic character of the town is, therefore, not spectacular and largely not formally
composed, is but domestic and, varied, reflecting how it was built by many different hands.
What is valuable is not just the listed features but the more modest fabric of housing, seats,
walls and paving, the use of traditional materials, and the spaces and vegetation that contain
them. While lacking co-ordination it shows certain characteristic features, some of them
sustained long after they were widely fashionable.
There have been losses of these over time but recently some private owners have succeeded
in restoring eroded features. The Council too has ambitious plans to upgrade the public
realm in the central area. It is now recognised that the essential character of the town is an
asset to be conserved and a key to its branding for visitors. Key decisions are due on the
future of the listed civic complex, on the redevelopment of other major sites and on the
treatment of public parks and the Commons. It is vital to conserve and improve the whole
urban fabric while meeting the other objectives of the Plan.

d. Leisure, Culture and Tourism
The quality and legibility of the urban environment, the maintenance of public spaces, and
the ease of public access help to foster social well-being and maintain a distinct urban
identity. Facilities such as well-maintained parks, footpaths, children’s play spaces, and
events such as the ice-rink and music festivals benefit the residents, and promote the town
to visitors. The Council's plan to replace the multi-purpose Assembly Hall with a larger
dedicated theatre, also available for community use, will help to strengthen the tourist offer,
and hence the whole economy. A part can also be played by a distinctive programme of
public art, such as water features, sculpture and two-dimensional graphics.
Along with a cared for physical fabric, green leisure routes and green spaces also have an
important part to play in promoting tourism within Tunbridge Wells and its hinterland.
Besides issues of setting and the periphery this involves urban spaces, the Common, and
links and views across the town. Tunbridge Wells has the potential of a unique brand in
which the historic urban elements are not only embraced by a green setting, but penetrated
by it. There is the possibility of increasing visitation and length of visitor stay by developing
activities based around that environment, in addition to our urban attractions.
Nationally leisure and tourism are vital growth sectors. In Tunbridge Wells they were
assessed as a £260m industry in 2009, employing 9% of the workforce and contributing
many jobs for the less-skilled. They also underpin the economy through jobs in shops and
services beyond the tourist business. It is often said that Tunbridge Wells, once a pioneering
tourist destination and leisure resort, now lacks a distinctive brand image and underperforms in comparison with other historic towns. In part this is because tourism and public
image have been given a low priority by the Borough Council.
The town’s built environment and green assets could be turned to economic advantage
through promotion of leisure and recreational employment. Changing economic, geopolitical
and security factors make it feasible to expand home-based tourism in England. Leisure and
recreational business spanning cultural activity, study tours, hotels and tourism, sport and
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green recreation such as rambling, cycling and equestrian pursuits offer the opportunity of
employment to the whole range of abilities in the town from unskilled manual to higher
managerial functions, largely without competing needs for land.

11 January 2017

Page 21

7|Page

Agenda Item 7
2) Issues
a.

Housing

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2015 (SHMA) puts Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) at some 648 housing units per annum in the Borough, more than double the existing
Local Plan target. If this level was met throughout the new plan period on the same basis as
under the present Plan it would result in an increase in housing stock in RTW and
Southborough of some 9720 units and a population increase of up to 21,400 (about 20%).
Since 2001 the Borough population has increased by 12,200, and 10,300 (84%) of this
growth has taken place in Royal Tunbridge Wells and Southborough. If this proportion were
maintained through the Plan period the population of Tunbridge Wells and Southborough
would increase by 18,000, most of it in RTW.
Such an increase would fundamentally change the character of the town requiring building
in broadly the whole of the local Green Belt in addition to denser development in the inner
areas, some of which would threaten the heritage fabric of the town. The key issue is how
far this would be acceptable or affordable, because of the cost in sustainability; the
implications for schools, utilities and transport would be to add to the existing acute traffic,
congestion, atmospheric pollution and parking problems in the town. It will be for the Plan
to moderate the OAN in the light of these constraints.
The volume of travel to work we now experience reflects the fact that employment has
barely increased in the town over the last 25 years and the SHMA forecasts of 16.8% growth
in the next 20 years may not be reliable. This is the more likely as conversion of offices to
residential units continues, a number of industrial sites have already ceased in that use, and
others are allocated for non-employment use under the existing Local Plan. Without
substantial new allocations of employment land, it seems unlikely that the town will see
significant employment growth to balance population increase.
This is a key issue for the Local Plan. Regardless of numbers there is an issue about further
major incremental development in a town that is already suffering from the effects of
growth since 2001. Similar problems of unsustainable development afflict other settlements
in the Borough and feasibility studies are needed into how far new settlements, preferably
situated in close proximity to existing or re-opened railway lines, could deliver an increase in
housing realistically related to local housing need and to employment and other
infrastructure. Any such new developments outside the town should enable the Borough as
a whole to develop sustainably and it might still be challenging or impossible to meet the
unmoderated SHMA `targets` without unacceptable cost.
We identify some sites in the inner areas of the town and in the Rural Fringe which might
assist to generate housing numbers sustainably later in the new plan period if infrastructure
constraints can be overcome. We propose four further Areas of Change where, with
substantial investment, development subject to a Masterplan could be promoted, at the old
West Station, in the area centred on Meadow Road/Grosvenor Road, in the area comprising
Chapman Way/High Brooms brick quarry and the former refuse tip and in a refinement of
the existing Area of Change on Crescent Road/Monson Road.
While the clear need is for Affordable Housing (not least for key public sector employees)
the SHMA expects the private market to cater for most future housing need. However the
cost of open-market housing makes it more likely to draw in new residents from outside the
area rather than helping to meet local need (and the new Knights Park housing is apparently
advertised to these). Sharp increases in house prices in London have made Tunbridge Wells
attractive to buyers from outside the Borough, many of whom continue to travel daily to
jobs elsewhere.
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Meanwhile land values in the Borough push house prices well beyond the purchase ability of
many residents. The SHMA finds gross affordable housing need is more than 50% of housing
need in the Borough. Even the `affordable` housing required at present (35% on
developments of more than 10 dwellings) is out of reach for many. In practice on many
developments where high land prices have been paid, a lower figure for affordable housing
is negotiated on grounds of what the developer can afford. There are elements of a vicious
circle here, and we see ensuring an adequate supply of housing at genuinely affordable
prices as a key issue.
Another effect of high land prices is an increasing trend for conversion and sub-division of
existing housing, some of which is in fact permitted under the latest change to planning
regulations. The result in some cases may be poor living standards, high density and noise
disturbance, problems of parking and access, and lack of facilities for waste storage. While
the pressure for living space is such that there may be willing customers for this property, it
is an issue for the Plan how far minimum standards can and should be enforced, at least in
those cases where consent is required. At the other end of the spectrum housing units are
being lost by the conversion of very large sub-divided Victorian and Edwardian mansions
back into single occupation by wealthy families, some coming in from outside the Borough.

b. Heritage
The key requirement of the Plan in relation to the built and natural heritage is to assess how
much housing and economic growth is compatible with preserving the town’s environment
and setting and its historic fabric, including the context of listed buildings. This requires the
following factors to be recognised:
1. ensuring that historic buildings and conservation areas are preserved and enhanced,
with new development relating positively to the old and appropriate in scale and
materials.
2. allowing for the conversion of existing buildings to new uses, including housing, while
preserving historic features; in the case of the civic buildings allowing partial
redevelopment which does not compromise the protected elements.
3. protecting the brick pavements and ensuring development does not result in any net
loss of these.
4. Upgrading the public realm and extending the shared space principle with respect to the
setting of existing buildings, incorporating planting, bins, seats and lighting in future
schemes; extending control of street furniture, signs, barriers, cabinets etc where
possible.
Under considerable pressure, a number of recent developments have not respected all these
principles, which are well covered by policies in the Local Plan. Assessing the potential for
future development needs to take account of them, and allows for stricter control raising
environmental standards.

c.

Economy and Employment

Employment in the Borough has been virtually static since 1993. At the same time the East
of England Forecasting Model in its mandatory forecast predicts “higher growth (in
jobs)...than has been seen historically” and postulates up to 16.8% employment growth
(10,000 jobs). The Strategic Housing Market Assessment recommends that the Council
conduct a “review of economic growth potential... through preparation of economic
employment land studies and if appropriate consider updating the assessment of housing
Need”. If the 16.8% figure is suspect, it seems quite possible that such a review would
require a downward revision of the housing figures.
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The perceptible trend over the last generation has been for growth in housing in Tunbridge
Wells and the economically active population to considerably outpace employment in the
Borough, and in the town. This has resulted in increases in out-commuting by rail and road,
with corresponding increased traffic congestion. At the same time the rising cost of
property in the town has caused many lower paid jobs in sectors such as retail and
hospitality to be filled by those living outside and travelling in daily. Road congestion in the
town, particularly on the main axes, is now exerting restraint on employment growth. It is a
principle of sustainability that future housing growth should be at least matched with
employment growth and expanding infrastructure to accommodate necessary movement.
Over some three decades population increases have not been matched with employment,
and it appears that the prospect for future sustainable employment in the town may be
significantly worse than considered in the SHMA:



National policy allowing virtually unrestricted conversion of office accommodation to
residential use is already having a major impact in the town centre, with examples
including Union House and Calverley House.
Manufacturing and distribution jobs and the sites on which they are based are also
disappearing or set to disappear at the Dairy Crest and Arriva depots, BT engineering
depot and Turners factory. Borough policy is conflicted, with policies to retain
employment sites at odds with the obligation to use brownfield sites for housing. To
land-owners, housing use is often more attractive than employment, especially on
smaller sites.

The model forecasts 10,000 extra jobs in Tunbridge Wells by 2033. But although there may
be continued growth in home-working (already high at 8,177 out of 57,630 workers in the
Borough), it seems unlikely there will be a significant net increase in employment unless a
different strategy is adopted, especially in the town because of the shortage of sites. Unless
this situation is addressed. it is likely that there will be a significant increase in outcommuting from the Borough and, of this increase, the largest part will be from Tunbridge
Wells and Southborough.
Projected future employment patterns would therefore place further strain on road and rail
infrastructure in the area at peak times, without taking into account any further increase in
population and the demand this will also create for infrastructure. To be sustainable,
housing development generates other needs for land, for schools, services and social
facilities. There is considerable scope for the town, with its large pool of highly qualified
labour, to reduce out-commuting by attracting higher added-value employers, but this
would require positive intervention by the authority to ensure suitable sites are identified
and protected
This does not address the imbalance reflected in the preponderance of lower-skilled workers
entering the town daily from the cheaper surrounding area, which particularly affects retail,
but also essential public service workers. In spite of growth at some major sites such as the
RVP, it seems unlikely that there will be significant increases in retail employment during the
plan period, although there may be some in leisure and hospitality. It may still be an issue
for the Plan to address the current levels of need with regular reviews in case new initiatives
are called for. In the central area it is important that potential employment sites are not lost
to housing or sterilised by unrealistic allocations for retail or other uses.

d. Transport
Residents, businesses and visitors all cite the existing and rising level of traffic congestion,
particularly following the sharp increase in population between 2005 and 2010, as a key
negative aspect of RTW. The adverse consequences – for physical and mental health, air
quality, the economy, parking and rat-running have already reached unsustainable levels.
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Solving the transport issue is a necessary precursor to further population growth; failure to
provide a solution is likely to preclude the realisation of the predicted housing need. The
Borough Council’s health obligations and the recent NICE consultation on air quality2 make
clear the need to road traffic issues.
The root cause is that transport infrastructure has not, and in the historic centre of the town
cannot, keep up with the increase in population and cars. According to DfT guidance, a road
such as St John’s Road, with a capacity of 750 – 900 vehicles per hour3 is exceeded for much
of the working day and cannot be materially increased by smart signals or better junction
design.
Excessive traffic is particularly caused by the mismatch between jobs and house prices which
increases commuting – inward and outward. But also poor education planning makes for
unnecessary journeys to and from schools, and the high cost of fares compared with the cost
of parking, which can be free in many parts of the town, encourages car use. Finally there is
a notable absence of a safe and convenient infrastructure for walking and cycling leaves
many with no alternative but to use the car for relatively short journeys.
Although the Borough is relatively wealthy and healthy, there are significant areas of
deprivation. For the many residents with no access to a car during the day, public transport
and active travel are imperative. The existing train service is an asset, but underused
outside commuter times. Buses barely serve the rural community, create pollution in town,
are relatively expensive and unreliable due to congestion; they generally run well below
capacity and because of the need for subsidy are gradually being reduced.
As far as transport is concerned, the challenge for the local plan is to:
1. Build housing in areas where public and sustainable transport already exists or is easily
accommodated.
2. Radically reduce reliance on cars in both existing and new developments.

e.

Education and Infrastructure

The National Foundation for Education Research identifies proximity as the second most
important factor for parents when choosing a primary school, but many areas in RTW are
not within a reasonable walking distance. Above 2 miles the County Council must provide
free transport to school, but even at 1
mile distance from school, 1 in 5 primary
children do not walk to school.
Combined with above average levels of
car ownership, this means that significant
numbers of avoidable car journeys across
town are made every day. The number of
car journeys to and from school is a
further deterrent to walking and cycling.
The SHMA provides for an increase in the
Borough of 1,957 (9%) in children under
15 by 2033, equivalent, in practice, to
two primary and two secondary schools. This would neither fill the existing gaps nor the 5%
surplus that councils are required to provide for flexibility.

2
3

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/GID-PHG92/documents/draft-guideline
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/DMRB/vol5/section1/ta7999.pdf
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The new school sites envisaged by KCC are insufficient to place those children who will be
resident in the town, even with a modest increase in housing. Expansion of existing schools
serving the centre of RTW has reached capacity, putting pressure on facilities such as school
halls and sports facilities.
Schools such Bishop’s Down and Pembury Primary schools expand intermittently, being able
to accept an additional class for three in four out of four years. During the expanded intake,
children from further afield are accepted. Their siblings in subsequent years have priority
over local children, who then have to go elsewhere. With siblings at different schools,
parents are forced to drive to and from schools, even if one is within walking distance.
The problem is exacerbated for popular schools, where parents move into an area
temporarily to get their first child into a school and then move away, knowing that siblings
will be able to attend the same school.
In extreme, but not uncommon cases, such as Culverden, St John’s, St Peter’s and Village
areas of town, parents have purchased a car simply to drive their 4 and 5 year old children
between their home and school. This is indefensible in light of the town’s traffic, pollution
and obesity challenges.
Other infrastructure is notably stressed in the town, especially drainage, responsibility for
which is shared between Southern and South-Eastern Water. In recognition of the
limitations the Inspector at the 2015 Public Hearings inserted in the Plan a policy to require
drainage connections for new development to be made to the nearest point of adequate
capacity.
It is also an issue for the new Plan to maximise the sustainability of development by
requiring housing and employment development to be integrated into networks of
footpaths and cycle paths, and complemented by social facilities wherever practical. The
costs of servicing peripheral development are particularly an issue when the development
lies in an adjacent authority. As discussed elsewhere, we do not foresee the resources being
available to improve the transport infrastructure within the town to the point needed by
major peripheral housing development, even if the impact on the urban fabric were
acceptable.
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f.

Health

TWBC has new health obligations and is required to have policies to alleviate obesity and
stress and to reduce pollution. These obligations underpin issues identified elsewhere and
cover:






Promoting physical and mental well being
Encouraging non-motorised journeys, including for the school run
Sport and recreation
Supporting walking, cycling and equestrian pursuits
Public parks, allotments and gardens
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3) Response
a.

Housing

At the public examination of the Site Allocations Plan in 2015 the Inspector accepted that
the existing Rural Fringe was sufficient as a buffer to specifically allocated sites in the longer
term, to meet the housing supply needs identified in the Plan to 2026 and beyond.
However, this did not take account of new hypothetical “need” figures in the 2015 Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). Major expansion of the town is currently constrained
by surrounding Green Belt and AONB and any change would fundamentally alter its
character. We would urge that Local Plan policy recognise the value of the surrounding
Green Belt and AONB. The problems of inadequate infrastructure require that new housing
development is fully sustainable in terms of transport and local facilities, which intensifies
the land and resource demands for new housing. This makes incremental development
around the town inherently unsatisfactory.
It is also clear the task of meeting the Borough’s housing need can no longer fall primarily on
Royal Tunbridge Wells and Southborough. It is clear that the percentage allocation of new
dwellings to Royal Tunbridge Wells and Southborough should be greatly reduced relative to
the 84% achieved recently so as to avoid the wholly unsustainable situation where some
9720 new dwellings might be required in the two towns by 2033.
We believe that existing Green Belt and AONB should be accepted as a constraint to
development in accordance with footnote 9 to Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy
Framework such as to override considerations based on an extrapolated calculation of
housing “need”. For the purpose of assessing housing capacity the new Local Plan should be
based on generally maintaining the existing Green Belt and AONB, though not ruling out
some Green Belt compatible uses (eg playing fields).
We expect to see significant reductions in the OAN housing targets for the town, but we
accept that some new housing additional to the SADPD figures may be necessary and some
of it could be provided in the existing Rural Fringe if current infrastructure problems can be
resolved. Much of this is publicly owned land and we would urge a pro-active approach to
facilitate its redevelopment. If the Rural Fringe site at the former refuse tip was available for
development with light industry, equivalent land within the existing LBD could be
redeveloped more effectively for housing.

b. Transport
TWBC’s Transport Strategy aims to achieve a more sustainable, better integrated transport
network to promote the economy; to reduce dependence on the private car in favour of
cycling and public transport; and to establish a safer, cleaner transport environment.
KCC’s Active Travel Strategy4 aims to establish Kent as a pioneering county by making active
travel an attractive and realistic choice for short journeys. The Town Forum believes that
RTW can be a beacon for this solution to urban transport related issues.
Transport requires moving people and goods as efficiently, as reliably and, most importantly,
as safely as possible. Efficiency and reliability can come from one or more of the following:
1. Increase number and size of roads
2. Reduce the total number of journeys;
3. Shift to more efficient mode of transport.

4

http://consultations.kent.gov.uk/consult.ti/activetravel/consultationHome
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Evidence from around the world shows that (1) does not work in an urban setting and RTW’s
location and layout make it particularly unsuitable for increasing the number or size of
roads. Many forward cities are planning to reduce road use and RTW can work towards this
through education and employment policies which enable people to work and study near
their homes and by making journeys easier by active or public transport than by car.
Converting journeys from cars to active travel will bring the greatest benefit in improving the
experience of those commuting into / out of the town and should be the first priority. This
requires a dense network of routes, segregated for walking, cycling and vehicles.
The key arterial routes north-south and east-west on which motor vehicle journeys will be
concentrated are already over capacity for much of the day and smart signals or better
junction design cannot materially increase capacity. A study should be made to identify the
level of reduction in traffic volumes required to remove congestion on most occasions.
Provisional estimates indicate that this might be 15 – 20%.
The streets between the arterial routes should be prioritised for walking and cycling,
including 20mph speed limits, restricted access to through traffic on residential streets and
pedestrianisation of the town centre. Restricting the number of turning conflicts will, in
itself, make a small improvement to overall congestion.
An extensive green network for walking and cycling is waiting to be unlocked; nowhere in
RTW is more than 2 miles from the Town Hall. In England, walking makes up 76% of
journeys of less than 1 mile and 31% of journeys of 1 to 2 miles (31%)5. Cars make up 21% of
journeys of less than a mile and 58% of journeys between 1 and 2 miles. Journeys by bicycle
are currently insignificant. Since journeys of less than 2 miles account for 38% of all journeys
– 66% are less than 5 miles – active travel in RTW could be transformational.
The railway infrastructure is a key transport asset with spare capacity outside peak times.
Re-introducing services via the West Station, probably in parallel with BML26, represents a
significant development opportunity for the town. Developing High Brooms station, perhaps
relocating northwards and with better bus / mini transit / cycling links would allow North
Farm and the A21 corridor to be further developed.
Bus services need to be complementary to the train (why school bus services to Sevenoaks)
and can replace active travel for longer journeys and for the less able. Reducing congestion
would help the service reliability and using parking charges to subsidise fares should be
considered.
Whilst it is difficult to establish precisely how new
technology will impact urban transport, its
development cannot be ignored. For RTW, e-bikes are
likely to be transformative, enabling longer and more
undulating journeys to be easily made. The DfT’s
Propensity for Cycling tool shows how cycling could
reach a 20% share of commuting journeys in the
centre of town.
Replacing driven with driverless cars will, by itself, not
solve congestion. If technology allows a more
frequent, reliable public transit system to emerge, that
could remove significant numbers of journeys

5

The National Travel Survey 2015
Redeveloping the West station as the main, or alternative terminus for RTW has some attractions of its own,
but BML2 may be required to make it financially viable.
6
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currently made by car and reduce air and noise pollution, although it will have less impact on
obesity and related health problems. Development in the A21 corridor could provide an
ideal area for trials involving driverless vehicles.
Although measures need to be taken to avoid further degradation of the AONB and ancient
woodland, developing the A21 corridor has attractions from a transport perspective. The
area has few of the constraints in the town centre, the road network largely exists and the
supporting infrastructure – schools, health services, active travel, public transport – would
all be easier to build.
While acknowledging the dangers of densification, there is transport benefit if safe walking
and cycling routes and better public transport are provided. Towns and cities with higher
density populations need proportionally less infrastructure than those with sprawling
suburbs.
A by-product of reducing vehicle traffic is the freeing up of areas for economic development
currently occupied by car parks.
The Joint Transportation board for TWBC has already placed road safety at the top of the
agenda. Reducing road danger7 should be a key priority in the local plan to increase levels of
walking and cycling and improving the quality of life for current and future residents.
Measures to reduce road danger include:





20mph limits, with traffic calming measures where necessary, in all residential streets
Pedestrian refuges and crossings
Segregated safe routes for walking and cycling to work, schools and leisure
Restricting access to residential streets for through traffic

In summary:





Enhance rail links including High Brooms and Tunbridge Wells West Station (BML2) and
integrate complementary bus services;
Activate green network proposal for walking and cycling;
Require major economic development to be supported by active travel plans and nonmotorised commuting;
Consider impact of e-bikes and driverless vehicles.
Focus new development in areas where the related transport infrastructure can be most
easily accommodated
Within the existing built environment, classify all roads according to their purpose – as a
place to ‘be’ or as a traffic conduit;
Consider densification to reduce urban sprawl and consequent transport infrastructure
Include road danger reduction as a key planning aim

c.

Built Environment







The quality of the urban environment is an essential asset, for quality of life, for community
cohesion, and to promote the economy. Although a largely wasted asset at present,
Tunbridge Wells is a potentially distinctive brand, with benefits in attracting business and
generating tourism. Supporting increases in employment by these means will help balance
the growth of population foreseen and offset further increases in travelling out to work.
This is already unhealthy and should be reduced if possible.

7

Road safety might include measures to prevent pedestrians getting hurt by putting barriers in the way of a
journey. Road danger reduction looks at removing the cause of danger and ensures that a pedestrian can
complete their journey safely.
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The Council has promoted physical improvement of the town centre, including shared space,
through the Urban Design Framework (UDF) and sponsoring Tunbridge Wells Together.
These are necessary initiatives which should be developed and represented in the Plan. The
UDF is primarily concerned with hard landscape and with the main spine of the town centre;
it needs to be extended to reflect the context of historic buildings, promoting pedestrian and
cycle movement and safety, and the siting of street furniture. A programme is needed to
ensure UDF improvements are linked, and not wholly dependent on the development of
nearby sites8.
Traffic management is an essential element of upgrading the urban environment, and
specific measures are needed in key areas such as the Nevill Terrace end of the Pantiles, the
Vale Road end of the High Street, and Carrs Corner. It is not satisfactory to await
opportunistic development applications to deal with these points through s.106. The UDF
principles need amplifying with three-dimensional designs and priorities.
Beyond the town centre specific measures are needed to ensure that development is
appropriate in scale, design and materials, and complements listed buildings and the
conservation area. These objectives should take precedence over the generalised obligation
to promote development. Consideration should be given to an updated design guide
covering loft conversions, extensions, front garden parking and the replacement of doors
and windows, since the principles contained in existing guidance are widely ignored and
erratically enforced.

d. Education
The existing educational primary school “black holes” in RTW and the lack of suitable new
sites make education provision a key constraint on housing development in RTW. Even if
sites were to be found, they should be in places where students will walk or cycle to school
and should be designed to reduce the advantage of driving. E.g. the ‘kiss and drop’ facility at
the proposed school in Hawkenbury should be restricted to disabled children.
The opening of secondary schools in Sevenoaks provides an opportunity for KCC to redefine
catchment policies in favour of locality. The transport subsidy paid to those that choose to
go to a school that is not their local school should be withdrawn. For popular primary
schools, ‘sibling first’ should have a lower priority than ‘location first’.

e.

Budgetary Constraints

The 2017/18 budget outlines the financial constraints facing TWBC. UK and global political
and financial developments create further risk to the stability of financial projections. Cut
backs and staff reductions in recent years have created a lean organisation. Similar moves
are unlikely to yield further significant savings and experienced staff are needed for TWBC to
take a proactive role in shaping the future rather than leaving it to market forces.
Key assets should be retained for the future and repurposed rather than sold for short term
gain. This could be to retain employment, to build, convert and manage social housing, or as
investment properties to create income for the Borough.
There is a need to refocus on the core policies and to follow a clear strategy in all dealings
where financial opportunities become available. Applications for grants and other funding
for new and improved infrastructure need to be selective. As well as consuming staff
resource, those that do not contribute to the strategic aims of the community lead to a
damaging culture of piecemeal and unconnected projects – “as we’ve got the money, we
better build something”. Examples include:

8

The Town Forum supports the Borough Council recovering Highway functions.
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(a) dualling the A26 Pembury Road goes against the Borough’s Transport Strategy and
KCC’s Active Travel strategy, fails to support the needs of pedestrians and cyclists,
brings no advantage to drivers who would meet a traffic jam further down the road and
damages the ‘green’ approach to RTW, a key success factor (see elsewhere).
(b) The use of s106 funds for the RVP extension fails to recognise possible pedestrian safety
improvements at Carrs Corner, pedestrianisation on Monson Road, provision of cycle
routes, or developing a public transport hub in the area.
A more consistent approach to S106 agreements with a clear and agreed shopping list that
TWBC and the community need as a priority, rather than what the developer says it can
afford. Support for one off projects that do not add to the ‘direction of travel’ should not be
agreed to. All staff need to be aware of infrastructure needs in every development –
education, medical facilities/surgeries, public transport and active travel. For example, the
new development at Hawkenbury, as currently designed, has no funding to support a
segregated cycling route into town, but includes a primary school with a ‘kiss and drop’
facility – encouraging the use of car
TWBC should work and support local volunteer groups to raise funds for projects and to
influence developers to understand the priorities in the town. Existing examples include:
a)

Water in the Wells has, with no funding, clearly influenced the provision for water
features and developers now include them as a matter of course.

Lesson: Cycling facilities, public transport, low cost housing for local needs, should similarly
become ‘’second nature’.
b)

Calverley Adventure Grounds has raised £150,000 towards a £230,000 total in 6 months
and expects to build the play space in Calverley Grounds in 2017. The campaign has
been energetic, clever and efficient in sourcing funds from a variety of sources.

Lesson: TWBC should look to replicate the knowledge, success and methods in attracting
private sources of funds and achieving the community’s recognised goals.
Consider creating a community fundraising role to assist groups to get started, provide
software and systems, help to maintain momentum, set up charities and crowd-funding
schemes for community projects.
Political projects should be resisted unless they show significant financial benefit to the
Borough, or demonstrate a core relevance to specific agreed strategies.

f.

Health

Taking advantage of the opportunities highlighted elsewhere will start to address TWBC’
new health obligations on obesity and stress and on pollution. These include








Public health campaigns promoting physical and mental well being
Providing adequate green infrastructure to support active travel, reducing the school run
etc
Increasing walking, cycling and equestrian provision
Policies to enhance public parks, allotments and gardens
tackling air pollution by extending the AQMA to the whole of RTW
establishing a clean air zone and implementing measures to remove the most polluting
vehicles
Extending 20mph zones
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4) Opportunities
a.

Garden Villages

The Town Forum welcomes the Council’s initiative in evaluating the feasibility of creating
one or more sustainable Garden Villages in the Borough with schools, surgeries and
transport infrastructure. Such villages could relieve both Royal Tunbridge Wells and other
existing settlements of unsustainable pressures for development, while meeting realistically
appraised housing need. We do not have the expertise to comment on the precise location
of such villages, but they should be on land not classified as AONB or Green Belt and with
close access to an existing or re-opened railway line. It may be necessary to develop them in
co-operation with one or more neighbouring Local Authority.
The development of such new sustainable settlements will take a decade or more. Should
suitable sites be identified, we suggest an agreement between TWBC and national
government whereby the Council undertakes to deliver the housing associated with the new
settlements and the Secretary of State agrees a phasing of annual housing supply delivery
figures accounts for the provision by the end of the new Local Plan period. This may offer a
way to neutralise any further “planning by appeal” in the Borough as a whole.

b. RTW Areas of Change
In addition to the areas in the town where
comprehensive redevelopment is
envisaged by the current Local Plan, there
is scope to include three additional Areas of
Change and to extend the scope of the
already designated AL/RTW2 Crescent
Road/Church Road, The three new
proposed Areas of Change, which are
shown as A, B and C on the map below all
fall on our proposed high frequency public
transport route identified by the red line.
A measure of compulsory purchase may be
necessary in the same way as was the case
with RVP in order to secure the optimum
planning gain in some of the proposed
Areas of Change and in others value
equalisation negotiations between
landowners may be required. In neither
case should this act as a deterrent to a proactive approach.
Area of Change A
The present industrial premises in the former High Brooms Brick Company quarry and
Chapman Way, North Farm lane around High Brooms Station and the former Tunbridge
Wells refuse tip (AL/GB4).
Relocating the present industrial premises to the west of the railway overbridge to a
purpose built new estate on the site of the former tip would provide direct access to the
main road network via Longfield Road. The vacated space would then be suitable for
sustainable residential and office development within 5-10 minutes’ walk of public transport
from High Brooms station. Such redevelopment could form one end of the high frequency
public transport route identified in the transport section of this response.
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Area of Change B
The island in the middle of the town formed by Upper Grosvenor, Meadow, Goods Station
and Grosvenor roads is not occupied optimally. A mixed-use redevelopment – residential,
retail and business – would allow pedestrianisation and a public transport interchange to be
developed on the route of the proposed high frequency service.
Area of Change C
The site of the old West Station, Turners factory and BT yard has potential for a substantial
mixed-use, sustainable development and a major transport interchange for both trains and
buses. It could be the Southern terminus for a high-frequency public transport service
through the town to North Farm. The existing buildings on the site are close to life expired or
easy to relocate, such Sainsbury’s, other retail units. A continued railway heritage centre for
the Spa Valley Railway would complement any such redevelopment.
A feasibility study into proposals for a railway improvement scheme potentially re-linking
West Kent to Brighton via Tunbridge Wells and Uckfield and Brighton and Tunbridge Wells to
London and Canary Wharf (BML2 Scheme) is underway. Further development of Garden
Towns/Villages along the Ashford / Tonbridge main-line will reinforce the case for BML2.
Area of Change AL/RTW 2
An opportunity exists to create a spacious and attractive, largely pedestrianised, mixed-use
vibrant district in the area bounded by the Police Station, Calverley Terrace and the
boundary with Priplan within the existing Area of Change. The site includes potential for a
series of interlocking squares to include new housing units, a new mixed-use piazza,
specialty shops as well as a venue for the Farmers’ Market and other outdoor gatherings.
The present car park is reaching the end of its structural life and will need new investment. A
complete redevelopment could include 2 or more floors below ground, provide more spaces
on the existing footprint and accommodate a lower and more attractive frontage of retail
space, offices and housing on Crescent Road and out towards Calverley Road. Locating car
parking underground would enable better pedestrian links between Calverley Grounds and
St Augustines and the town centre and allowing servicing of the new district.

c.

Developing the centre of RTW

The existing initiatives to integrate traffic management, in particular bus movements, with
urban realm improvements should be embedded in the Local Plan. The serious difficulties
with movement and access to commercial properties in the town centre cannot be solved
merely by upgrading paving and signage. Improvement requires a dedicated plan as an SPD
or DPD for the functioning, pedestrianisation and street use of the public realm.
The Council is promoting a new civic centre on land at Mt Pleasant Avenue, a theatre on the
Great Hall carpark and a redesigned entrance to Calverley Grounds. The Town Forum sees
the case for replacing the Town Hall rests on the principle that the new civic centre will be a
re-invigorated community facility with public access, and the theatre will offer facilities to
local organisations. The Town Forum gave qualified support to the development, subject to
the physical design and environmental impact being acceptable; the funding being secure
and affordable; and the listed features of the present Town Hall and Assembly Hall being
preserved in an appropriate use.
The Town Forum endorsed the principle of a new Cultural Hub, embracing the Library,
Museum, Art Gallery and Adult Education Centre and welcomes the Council’s intention to
improve and link these facilities within a single, distinctive institution. The new facility
should be integrated with public realm improvements in Upper Mt Pleasant and Monson
Road.
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Appendix A: Tunbridge Wells tourist sites9
More than 60 attractive destinations are easily reachable for a day / half-day outing – many
by train or bus – and justify a number of night’s stay in RTW. The fast train service to London
makes day trips between the two towns easily possible.
1. Within the town centre:



Tunbridge Ware: The world’s finest collection of Tunbridge Ware could be a unique
tourist attraction if properly promoted and displayed.
Costume: The extensive Costume Collection could be a regional tourist attraction if
appropriately displayed.

2. Surrounding towns and villages:
Tunbridge Wells adjoins the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, with dozens of
historic towns and villages including Cranbrook, Goudhurst and Hawkhurst. Across the
county boundaries of Sussex and Surrey a further wealth of historic places have interesting
churches, picturesque buildings and pubs and special associations with national figures.
Marketing links with other centres could be of mutual benefit between Tunbridge Wells,
Sevenoaks, Tonbridge, the Ashdown Forest and the High Weald Project.
3. Historic houses and gardens of national importance:
A radius of 25 miles includes some 45 attractive and interesting properties:






National Trust: Alfriston; Bateman’s; Birling Gap; Bodiam Castle; Chartwell;
Chiddingstone; Cobham Wood & Mausoleum; Emmetts; Ightham Mote; Knole; Monk’s
House, Rodmell; Nymans; Old Soar Manor, Plaxtol; Quebec House, Westerham; Scotney;
Sheffield Park; Sissinghurst; Smallhythe Place; Standen; and Wakehurst Place.
English Heritage: Battle Abbey / Battle of Hastings; Bayham Abbey; Eynsford Castle; Kit’s
Coty House; Lullingstone Roman Villa; Rochester Castle; St. Leonard’s Tower, West
Malling; Sutton Valence Castle; and Temple Manor, Rochester.
Other: Charleston; Chiddingstone; Firle Place; Great Dixter; Groombridge; Hurstmonceux
Castle and Observatory; Leeds Castle; Lullingstone Castle; and Penshurst Place.
Historic churches: Rochester Cathedral; Holy Trinity, TW (now the Arts Centre); King
Charles the Martyr; Speldhurst (Burne-Jones and William Morris windows); Tudeley
(Chagall windows); and Withyham (the Sackville Chapel).

Other attractions easily reached for a day trip






English Heritage: Dover Walmer and Upnor Castles; Faversham Stone Chapel; Maison
Dieu, Ospringe; Pevensey, Richborough and Reculver roman settlements;
Canterbury (Cathedral and historic medieval walled town) 50 miles;
North Kent towns of Chatham (Dockyards and Forts) 30 miles and Faversham 42 miles;
South Coast towns of Brighton 35 miles, Eastbourne (& Beachy Head) 30 miles, Rye &
Winchelsea (Cinque Port/medieval town, Lamb’s House) 30 miles and Hastings 28 miles.
Specialist interests, such as golf and the local “heritage railways” – Spa Valley; Bluebell;
Kent & East Sussex and Romney, Hythe and Dymchurch.

9

Town Forum Leisure, Culture and Tourism Working Group: “A place of pleasure and resort” January 2013; Much
of this annex is drawn from a thoughtful strategy paper by John Cunningham of the Royal Tunbridge Wells Civic
Society on “The Importance of tourism to Tunbridge Wells: an assessment and proposals”.
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Appendix B: Population tables & charts
1) The Borough’s population growth has concentrated in RTW, Southborough and Rusthall.
TWBC population increase
2001 - 2015
8,744
21%
1,618
10%
1,851
4%
12,213
12%

RTW
TW connurbation
Other
Total

2) Recent population growth was concentrated between 2005 and 2010, since when,
growth has levelled off. RTW’s infrastructure challenges have been particularly
noticeable since this growth phase.
TWBC population increases
Actual
Annual %
1,400
0.46%
900
0.18%
2,200
0.42%
8,100
1.53%
2,200
0.39%

Period
1992 - 1995
1995 - 2000
2000 - 2005
2005 - 2010
2010 - 2015
Annual projection

1,426

1.23%

3) A shortfall of residents aged 20 – 24 reflects the lack of education opportunity locally,
entry level career jobs and the unaffordability of property in the town.

Age group

Population Pyramid
Tunbridge Wells, 2015
85+
80-84
75-79
70-74
65-69
60-64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24
15-19
10-14
5-9
0-4

KCC average
Females
Males

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%
2%
% of total population

4%

6%

8%

Source: Office for National Statistics. Presented by: Strategic Business Development & Intelligence, Kent County Council
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Tunbridge Wells Town Forum Planning and Development Working Group
Update report for the meeting on 19th January 2017
There is little concrete to report since the last meeting in the way of planning developments
and the main current issue, a Town Forum vision for the town over the next 20 years, will be
the subject of a presentation to the Forum at the 19th January meeting. Any useful
clarification from our six monthly briefing from the Planning Policy Department on 12 th
January will also be reported verbally on 19th January.
Judicial Review
A judicial review hearing took place in December to consider one developer’s objections to
the failure to include their site off Sandown Park in the site allocations under the 2016
SADPD. Judgement was reserved. This matter took up considerable staff time which could
have been devoted to work on the new Local Plan. Depending on the outcome, there may
have to be further diversion of staff time.
Call for sites response
All the submitted sites may be found on the TWBC new Local Plan part of the website and
you can view individual sites via an easy to use inter-active map. These sites will now be
evaluated and eventually the conclusions of planning policy officers will be made public. We
shall seek to obtain more information on some of the key controversial sites in early course.
Landscape Character Assessments
We await the conclusions from the recent consultation, to which we responded. By February
a draft Supplementary Planning Document should start its progress through the institutional
framework. We will respond in due course to the public consultation on the draft SPD.
Issues and Options
This will be the next formal stage of the Local Plan consultation process with a draft
document expected to be available in March on which the public consultation will later be
based. It will discuss the context for planning policy in the Borough. The Town Forum’s
Vision Statement, to be debated on 19th January is intended to help inform its preparation by
outlining the opportunities and constraints as we see them affecting the town of Royal
Tunbridge Wells.
Mark Booker Leader Planning and Development Strategy Working Group 11.01.17
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The voice of the residents of Royal Tunbridge Wells

Finance Working Group's Response to Budget 2017/18 and Corporate Priorities
Budget 2017/18
We have looked at the Draft Budget for 2017/18, and noted the shortfall of £165k. Subsequently this
shortfall was reduced by TWBC’s decision to increase car parking charges, and then increased again
by central government's decision to increase business rates on car parks.
We have looked at the various ways of balancing the budget and set these out in three categories.
Short Term
The cost of running the CCTV surveillance system is £250k pa. We are loath to see the demise of the
system, which the community values, but its cost should be borne by the police, as the true
beneficiaries, at a saving of £250k if they agree to take on the whole system, or by half that amount
if the police agree to man the system. This should clear the budget shortfall for another year.
Medium Term
You have stopped sending out individual letters to householders where a planning application might
be opposed by them. We approve your decision to increase your digital communication. In addition
to putting notices on the nearest lamppost, you might also email / use social media to contact the
relevant Residents Associations, via the Town Forum mailing list held by the Borough Council.
You are also contemplating cutting down on the amount of paperwork entailed in running the
various committees and, though we too will have to make do in this respect, we back your proposals
that information should pass in future via the medium of the e-mail, e-reader and the internet.
These two savings, at a total cost of £57k, might prove very useful in a subsequent year.
Longer Term
We also urge you to look again at your present policy for holding local government elections
annually. You are very much in a minority here in SE England, and we think that the extra cost of
£40k pa cannot be justified in this time of austerity.
You raised the possibility of reducing member numbers from the current 48 councillors. While this
may be resisted by present incumbents, there may well be worthwhile cost saving opportunities–
direct plus indirect costs. We note, however, the possibility that devolution may require a strategic
rethink about representation in West Kent.
Though we live in the most expensive part of the UK, central government has chosen to set the cost
of making a planning application nationally. Thus, we are constrained by the costs of much poorer
areas in recovering our costs, the shortfall being £1.3m. You should re-double your efforts to get
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this decision changed, starting with our own MP, who invented the word “localism”, and who should
now become its major defender. We are conscious that you are accepting planning applications
which have been drawn up carelessly by developers. Putting this to rights comes at a cost, which as
explained above, cannot be recovered.
Conclusion
We did look at the costs for the proposed new Assembly Hall and offices, but as these will not arise
in 2017/18 we are not commenting on these at this stage.
Corporate Priorities
We turn now to the Corporate Priorities, published as part of the Five Year Plan. We the Town
Forum are about to publish a Vision statement – see attached draft – and the commentary below
should be read in that context.
You will see that time and again we comment on the need for a “holistic” approach to five year plans
and to visions. We do not think that your plan comes over as a strong statement of what the
residents of this Town see as being of vital importance to their lives. We quote two examples at this
point, though we will revert to the subject as we take each point in turn.
We know that the matte of greatest importance to the residents of RTW is removing from our Town
the dictatorship over our lives which the motor car has come to represent. To remove this blight will
call for acceptance of:
-

shared car use
driver less cars
restriction of car use in the Town centre
park and ride; and, not least
active travel

All these measures are within your power, but will be fiercely opposed by interested parties. You do
not mention this matter at the head of your list of priorities, instead it comes in at number 8, where
- “ work with KCC to deliver the projects set out in our Local Transport Plan, to secure further
funding to alleviate congestion ….”
Scarcely the ringing statement we would expect, especially when KCC seems to delay and frustrate
even the smallest change to traffic arrangements in the town.
The second example we quote is that of affordable housing. We are charged with providing 648 new
homes each year for the foreseeable future. This is greatly resented by our members, who see it as
a developer’s charter, and who know that the wrong sort of houses are being built under its aegis.
What we need is affordable housing for key workers, without whom our town will die. You have it in
your power to dictate through the planning process, just what form of housing we need, yet
nowhere in the Five Year Plan is affordable housing mentioned. The impression given by the Plan
and its Priorities is that individual departments within the Borough Council have stated their own
individual needs, and nowhere is there a “holistic” approach being followed. We continue with this
theme in our consideration of the individual priorities.
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Corporate Priority

Town Forum response

1. Work with KCC and neighbouring authorities
… best deal for providing services...

Agreed, but scarcely one which occupies the
mind of most residents

2. Continue to develop opportunities for
business to locate and grow…..

Agreed

3. Continue to develop our Local Plan and work
with Town and Parish Councils ….

Agreed

4. Continue to dispose of non-performing
assets….

Agreed, subject to an assurance that these
might not become more valuable in future.

5. Submit a Stage 2 HLF bid….

Agreed

6. Continue to develop a scheme for a new
Theatre …

Partly agreed. The Town Forum has expressed
support for the new civic complex, subject to
(a) the new offices being truly accessible to the
public and (b) being satisfied about the
finances. However, we think that the starting
point for the project should be the certain
redevelopment of the existing building and its
surroundings and the new complex should be
consequential upon that.

7. Improve and increase provision of car parking
within the town. .

Not agreed until such time as an “holistic”
approach to the use of the cars within our
Town has been hammered out.

8. Work with KC to deliver projects set out in
our Local Transport Plan ….

We have already commented on this Priority
and would want this re-stated as being within
a wider strategy of car use within the Town.

9. Explore with partner the possibility of
providing a university or FE facility….

Not agreed. The nearest local example is that
at Hastings, which has closed, and at Hadlow,
which is in trouble. Use of the Town Hall site
must provide a steady income stream, and your
chosen use does not meet this criterion. Nor do
we think “university or FE facility” is in the right
order. Surely, we have reached the point of
saturation in respect of the former, whilst the
great days of FE are still to come

10. Work with KCC and the developer to deliver a
new primary school in Hawkenbury

Agreed, but with important conditions. Whilst
we support the need for a new primary school
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in the area, the overall need for primary
schools in RTW needs to be addressed. There
are a number of ‘black-holes’ which forces
children to travel long distances to school.
Also, the plans for the new school, with its ‘kissand-drop’ facility, will encourage children to be
driven to school. This is contrary to our need to
reduce car usage within RTW.
11. Continue to enable and assist Town Councils,
Parish Councils and community groups....

Agreed, but as you envisage the words Town
Councils to cover the statutory bodies such as
Southborough and Rusthall, the Town Forum
should be included as a non-statutory body, in
this category. We note that the Town Forum
was set up following the 2004 Audit
Commission report on lack of representation
for the town.

12. Support the health of residents…

Not agreed, since you seem to think that this
will be discharged by taking vigorous exercise.
We proposed that you include plans to enable
residents to go about their day-to-day business
using active travel.
We request the inclusion of the words “adopt a
healthy life style”, which would then make the
priority applicable to all members of our
community.

13. Develop and deliver Phase 2 of the Public
Realm works….and use (in) external Local
Growth Fund money

Agreed

While the first draft of the Corporate Priorities is fine from a departmental point of view, when seen
by a local citizen, it does not ring true. We trust our suggestions will be taken in the spirit in which it
is delivered, and that the final version of the Five Year Plan is an improvement on the current
proposal

David Wakefield
Chair, Finance Working Group
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Report of the Transport Working Group to the Town Forum 19 January 2017
Members: Jane Fenwick (chair), Lorna Blackmore, Pat Wilson, Peter Perry, Adrian Berendt,
Katharina Mahler Bech, David Wakefield, Sally Balcon, Jennifer Hemmings, David Scott and
Cllr Peter Lidstone (St Johns).
The TWG plans to meet in the next few weeks but since the last Town Forum meeting the
following has been undertaken:
1. Joint Transportation Board Monday 9th January 2017. 17th October.
 JF spoke in support of the Hawkenbury Parking Permit system and argued
that AXA needs to do more to reduce the employee parking nuisance to
ensure that the problem parking is not just displaced elsewhere.
 A26 Cycle route: The TWG prepared and submitted a response for the A26
cycle route consultation recently announced. At the JTP (9th January) JF
argued that this route which cannot be segregated from moving traffic,
should therefore incorporate more safety features.
 Calverley Park Gardens: The TWG continues to support residents in Calverley
Park Gardens in their campaign to limit the amount and speed of traffic on
their residential road, and to reduce congestion this traffic creates both
entering and exiting the road. The roundabout and bollards were damage
again recently by a vehicle. TWG member Jennifer Hemming present
petitions at the JTB (9th January) and presented their case …again.
2. Pedestrian Crossings
 Crescent Road Pedestrian Refuge: Plans for the refuge have been finalised
and work should begin in February.
 Major York Road: the pedestrian crossing on has funding approved by KCC
for 2017-18.
 Mead School: TWG group members (JF and LB) attended a public meeting at
Mead School on Monday 5th December to support the installation of a
pedestrian crossing across Frant Road. The school has found it increasingly
difficult to employ and ‘lollipop person’, and as the fast moving traffic is a
danger to children and parents. It will self-finance the crossing.
3. Parking: TWG responded to the consultation on the proposed changes to permit
parking in Zones A and C. The consultation has been extended to 31st January.
Similar changes to other zones are expected in due course. Members are urged to
respond to this consultation as organisations and individuals.
4. Taxis: The TWG will examine the Draft Hackney Carriage and Private Hire Licensing
Policy 2016/17 and respond to it by the closing date 17th March. This has been
circulated to Town Forum members and is on the consultation portal.
http://consult.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/portal/environment/hcphl.
5. Transport Plan: The TWG will work to prepare a Transport Plan for the town centre
and develop Transport principles for RTW and a project evaluation procedure to
ensure a more holistic approach to transport projects and improvements.
6. Town Forum’s Vision, TWBC Budget consultation and Extension of Crescent Road
Car Park (Planning & Transportation CAB): JF has provided input to these
documents and consultation responses.
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WATER IN THE WELLS WORKING GROUP
REPORT TO THE TOWN FORUM 19 JANUARY 2017
The Christmas and New Year period is traditionally not the most active for fountain
construction, and we have no major items to report. Nevertheless, we have continued
with behind the scenes lobbying, meetings and on-site monitoring of large-scale
projects nearing completion. The Working Group met on 10 January.
1. KNIGHTS WOOD (DANDARA): The area surrounding the triangular pool
remains fenced off for the turf to take root. We are awaiting further information
on progress with the inscription ‘SOMETHING IN THE WATER…’ and the
village sign. An official opening ceremony is provisionally planned for the late
spring or early summer. By then the shops should be operating and the
Wiesbaden cycle stands installed. The pool looks particularly attractive in the
evening when the gently bubbling spouts are lit from beneath the water.
2. ROYAL WELLS PARK (BERKELEY): Work continues on the central section.
This remains fenced off, so it is not easy to see quite where the water will flow
down into the lower section.
3. THE BELVEDERE – FORMER ABC CINEMA SITE (ALTITUDE): We have
received no feedback following our representations and written submissions at
public consultations. We continue to lobby for a major water feature.
4. THE CULTURAL HUB: At consultations with the design team and architects we
have emphasised the need for the project, both inside and outside building, to
reflect the Tunbridge Wells brand of water, health and pleasurable leisure.
5. CALVERLEY GROUNDS: The Ice Rink (the yearly frozen water feature) was a
great success. The Friends of Calverley Adventure Grounds are well on the way
to achieving their £250,000 target for the water themed children’s playground.
Only £75,000 still to go. Shoulders to the wheel!
6. PANTILES CHALYBEATE SPRING: We continue to be gravely exercised by
the lack of firm and unified management of what should be one of the town’s
major tourist attractions. The buildings are in need of repair, water flow is
unreliable and informed dippers difficult to find. We are actively considering the
establishment of a Friends Group (Friends of the Chalybeate Spring’?). Please
let me or any other member of the Working Group know if you would like to be
part of these ongoing discussions.

Finally:, The Charity ‘Refresh Tunbridge Wells’ is working together with
Southeastern Railway to commission an artwork to replace the destroyed Brian
Barnes murals. Linda Lewis will report to the Forum on progress made.
(January 2017, Michael Holman, e-mail: michaeldekholman@gmail.com)
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