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1 Executive summary 

1.1 Introduction 

BMG Research undertook the 2008 Borough Wide Survey on behalf of Tunbridge 

Wells Borough Council.  In order to ensure all residents were given the opportunity to 

express their views, further boosts surveys were conducted with óhard to reachô 

groups : 

 199 with 65+ year olds; 

 198 with residents from Black & Minority Ethnic Groups (BMEs); 

 196 with migrant workers from recent EU accession countries. 

Fieldwork for the boosts took place in June and July 2008.  This report presents the 

migrant workers. 

1.2 The local area 

Overall, eight in ten migrant workers were satisfied with their local area as a place to 

live (82%), with a minority of one in ten dissatisfied (11%). 

When asked what first attracted respondents to Tunbridge Wells (unprompted) 

almost half mention job opportunities (48%), with over one in ten mentioning to 

improve their English language (14%), to increase earnings (14%), family living in the 

area (13%), friends living in the area (11%) and a good quality of life (10%).  

Seven in ten respondents (69%) feel that they belong to their immediate 

neighbourhood, a quarter of which very strongly (25%). One in three (31%) 

respondents do not feel that they do belong to their immediate neighbourhood.  

A large majority agree that the Tunbridge Wells Borough is a place where people 

from different backgrounds get on well together (84%). A small minority (16%) 

disagree that people from different backgrounds get on well together. 

1.3 Access to services 

Migrant workers are most likely to report that they have used parks in the Tunbridge 

Wells Borough (80%), with sizeable proportions reporting that they have used GPs 

(66%), Jobcentre Plus (46%), the collection of household rubbish (32%) and the 

Accident and Emergency at the local hospital (22%).  

In terms of finding out what is happening in the Borough, respondents prefer to do so 

through the local newspaper, with about two thirds (65%) saying this.  One third 

mention friends, neighbours etc (32%), with smaller proportions mentioning electronic 

sources (17%) or local radio/TV (15%). 

When asked to suggest information to include in a Council produced guide to the 

Tunbridge Wells area, one third mentioned information on access to healthcare 

(65%), with significant proportions also mentioning access to suitable housing (41%), 

community events (39%) and details of places that provide English courses (31%). 
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About eight in ten (79%) of BME respondents are connected to the internet at home.  

Furthermore, about a quarter have visited the councilôs main website (24%), with one 

in twelve visiting the councilôs tourism website (8%) and 2% the community safety 

website. 

1.4 Health and well-being 

Two thirds of migrant workers reported being registered to a doctor (66%), and a 

much smaller proportion of one in ten that they are registered to a dentist (10%). A 

third report that they are registered with neither (31%). 

Very few migrant worker respondents (1%) have a long-standing illness, disability or 

infirmity.  Furthermore, over nine in ten (94%) say their health has been good over 

the last 12 months, with 4% saying it had been fairly good and 2% not good. 

The vast majority of respondents (89%) have undertaken some physical activity in 

the past four weeks, with varying levels of frequency, including 32% seven times a 

week and 6% more than seven times a week.  

Spontaneous suggestions of new leisure and cultural facilities are piecemeal, with 

over nine in ten respondents unable to suggest anything (92%), and only individuals 

mentioning a cinema, a childrenôs play area, a gym, more activities or facilities for 

young people and more community activities.  

1.5 Respondentsô homes 

The majority of migrant workers reported that they were renting from a private 

landlord (86%). One in twenty were living in employerôs accommodation (5%) and 

small amounts owned their home outright (3%), rented from a housing association 

(3%) or were in council housing (2%). 

Nine in ten respondents reported that their home was in a satisfactory condition 

(91%), with the remaining proportion considering it not to be (9%) or that they were 

not sure (1%).  

1.6 Community safety 

When presented with a list of anti-social behaviour issues and asked to what extent 

each is a problem, none of the issues were considered a very big problem by more 

than one in seven of migrant workers.  The problem considered biggest is people 

being drunk or rowdy in public spaces (25% rated a very/fairly big problem) and noisy 

neighbours or loud parties (17% rated a fairly/very big problem). The issues 

considered least of a problem were abandoned or burnt out cars (97% rated not a 

very big problem/not a problem at all), and people using or dealing drugs (96% rated 

not a very big problem/not a problem at all).  

The vast majority of respondents feel equally safe when outside in both their local 

neighbourhood and town centre (87%).  

Respondents generally feel that they are not well informed about what the council is 

doing to tackle the problem of anti-social behaviour in the area, with over half (56%) 

reporting that they feel not well informed at all. Respondents do however agree that 
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the police and the council are dealing with anti-social behaviour and crime in the local 

area (59% tend/strongly agree).  

1.7 Community involvement 

Only one respondent reported having taken part in some kind of unpaid group, club 

or organisation.  

Migrant workers disagree that they can influence decisions that affect their local area 

(69% strongly/tend to disagree), with a significant proportion strongly disagreeing 

(38%). Respondents did not however show a desire to want to be involved in local 

decision making, with only 2% saying that they would like to be involved, and 3% 

saying that they might be involved depending on the issue. 

1.8 Attitudes towards the council 

Just under three quarters of respondents (72%) expressed satisfaction overall with 

the way the council runs things, with 15% expressing dissatisfaction.  

When asked how the council could better communicate with people like them on a 

prompted basis, a large proportion of respondents mentioned the production of a 

guide to key services (72%), with sizeable proportions also mentioning more face to 

face surveys (15%) and holding community events (14%).  

From a prompted list, a half of respondents feel that leaflets about services (53%) 

and having someone to speak to (51%) would be most help in finding out information 

at a óone stop shopô.  Sizeable proportions would also like access to the internet (9%) 

or a guidance pack on the local area/services (8%).  

1.9 Customer service 

At least three quarters of migrant workers feel that the council treats specific groups 

of people fairly or equally; 87% males & females, 84% those with disabilities, 83% 

different age groups, 82% those with different sexual orientations, 78% people of 

different faiths and 75% people of different races.  However, almost one in five feel 

that the council treats people of different races (19%) and people with different faiths 

(17%) unfairly. 

1.10 Key findings 

A comparison between the main sample and the migrant worker sample highlights 

some interesting differences between the two groups.  However, it must be 

remembered that the different profile, in terms of migrant workers tending to be 

younger, healthier and living in the area for a shorter period may influence peopleôs 

views as much as their ethnicity. 

The results show that migrant workers are slightly less likely to be satisfied with their 

local area, although more migrant workers reported being very satisfied with the local 

area compared to the total sample.  They are less likely to feel that they belong to 

their immediate neighbourhood but equally as likely to think that people from different 

backgrounds get on well together. Migrant workers are less likely to mention people 

as a reason for liking the area and much more likely to mention job opportunities.  
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Migrant workers are equally as likely to feel safe outside in their own neighbourhood, 

and more likely to feel safe in the town centre.  

They are also more likely to rely upon friends and family to find out information about 

the area and less likely to use iLocal (borough council residents magazine).   

They are far less likely to feel that the council keeps them well informed about what 

they are doing to tackle anti-social behaviour but equally as likely to feel that the 

council are indeed dealing with these issues.  
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2 Introduction 

2.1 Background 

BMG Research was commissioned by Tunbridge Wells Borough Council in January 

2008 to undertake a Borough wide survey amongst residents on a range of local 

issues including access to council services and levels of satisfaction with the council. 

In order to ensure all residents were given the opportunity to express their views, 

further boost surveys were required to ensure óhard to reachô groups were included in 

the survey.  These groups included 65+ year olds, residents from Black & Minority 

Ethnic groups and migrant workers from recent EU Accession countries. 

2.2 Method 

593 interviews were completed using a face to face methodology, including : 

 199 65+ year olds; 

 198 residents from Black & Minority Ethic groups (BMEs); 

 196 migrant workers arriving in the UK in the last five years to find work from 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, 

Slovakia or Slovenia.  

Interviews took place door to door, in street and in specific locations such as places 

of employment, shops, restaurants etc.  All interviews were conducted in June and 

July 2008. 

2.3 Reporting of data 

This report contains a written summary of the findings for the migrant workers group.  

The data is based upon 196 interviews.  A sample size of 196 is subject to a 

maximum standard error of ± 7.0% at the 95% level of confidence on an observed 

statistic of 50%. 

Where a rating scale has been used, data is calculated ówhere provided a responseô, 

thus excluding respondents who ódonôt knowô or simply do not answer the relevant 

question.  Graphs and tables are used throughout the report to assist explanation 

and analysis.  Although occasional anomalies appear due to óroundingô differences, 

these are never more than +/-1%.  These occur where rating scales have been 

added to calculate proportions of respondents who are satisfied at all (i.e. either very 

or fairly satisfied).    
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In addition to this written report, a separate data report has been produced, which 

shows both the total results obtained for each question, and also the results cross-

tabulated by the following respondent sub groups : 

 Length of time in household; 

 Housing tenure; 

 Whether given unpaid help to organisations (formal volunteering); 

 Overall satisfaction with the council; 

 Language spoken at home; 

 Gender; 

 Age; 

 Ethnicity; 

 Highest qualification held. 

Data has been analysed by the above sub groups where appropriate to the question 

and also where sub groups show a statistically significant difference in response.   
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3 Profile of respondent 

3.1 Age and gender 

There was a larger proportion of females in the migrant workers sample than males. 

Figure 1 : Q48 Gender (all respondents) 

 

Base = 196 
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All ages groups were represented in the migrant workers sample, the majority being 

aged 20 ï 34 (81%).  

Figure 2 : Q49 Age group (all respondents) 

 

 

Base = 196 
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3.2 Employment status and qualifications held 

Nine in ten respondents in the migrant workers sample were employed, most of who 

were an employee in full time work (86%). One in twenty respondents were caring for 

the home, family or other dependents, and the remaining were unemployed and 

available for work or retired.  

Figure 3 : Q51 Employment status (all respondents) 

 

 Base = 196 
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Over four in ten respondents worked in hotels and restaurants (44%), with sizeable 

proportions also reported that they work in agriculture and manufacturing (10% and 

15% respectively).   

Figure 4 : Q52 Type of work the respondent generally does (where respondent is in 
work) 

Base = 177 
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The vast majority of respondents were on a permanent, full time contract, with the 

other significant proportion also being in full time work but with a temporary contract.  

Figure 5 : Q53 Employment contract (respondents currently in work) 

Base = 177 
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Over four in five respondents held qualifications, with large proportions holding A 

Levels  or equivalent (28%) or a higher degree or equivalent (24%).  

Figure 6 : Q50 Highest qualification held (all respondents) 

 

 

Base = 196 
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3.3 Ethnicity and nationality 

The vast majority of respondents in the migrant workers group were from an other 

white background (ie the EU Accession countries), with small amounts of 

respondents from other backgrounds.  

Figure 7 : Q61 Ethnicity (all respondents) 

 

Base = 198 
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The majority of migrant workers reported having arrived in the UK from Poland. 

Around one in twenty arrived from the Czech Republic, Romania and Slovakia, with 

smaller minorities coming from Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia.  

Figure 8 : Q62 Whether the respondent has arrived in the UK from any of the specified 
EU countries (All respondents) 

Base = 196 
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3.4 Native language spoken 

Reflecting their nationality four in five respondents spoke Polish as their first 

language, with around one in twenty speaking Czech, Romanian and Slovakian (5%, 

4% and 6% respectively).  

Figure 9 : Q57 First language or the language spoken at home (all respondents) 

 

 

Base = 196 
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Over one in five respondents had attended an English language course at some 

point in the past.  Those who have lived in the area for more than two years were 

significantly more likely to have attended an English language school than those who 

have lived in the area for a shorter period of time (38% compared to 16% who have 

lived in the area for less than two years). 

Figure 10 : Q58 Whether respondent has ever attended an English language course 
(all respondents) 

 

 

Base = 196 

Of those small numbers who have attended an English language course, the majority 

(60%) did so at West Kent College. Other providers mentioned were a local church 

(9%), a friend or colleague (4%) and a private tutor (4%).  
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Of those who had not attended an English Language course, over half said that they 

would be interested (53%) in attending one, a third said that they would not (36%) 

with the remainder saying that they were not sure.  

Figure 11 : Q60 Whether respondent would be interested in attending an English 
language course (those who had never attended an English language course) 

 

 

Base = 151 
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3.5 Make-up of household 

One third of respondents households were made up of two people. Around two in ten 

had three or four people living in their household. Less than one in ten lived alone 

whilst one in five (22%) had five or more people living in their household.  

Figure 12 : Q55 Number of people in household (All respondents) 

Base = 196 
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Eight in ten respondents reported that there were no children living in their 

household. One in eight had one child living in their household and one in twenty had 

two children in their household. 3% of respondents reported that they had three or 

more children in their household.  

Figure 13 : Q56 Number of children/young people in household (where has other 
people in the household) 

Base = 183 
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Over eight in ten respondents (82%) reported that they did have any caring 

responsibilities, with the majority of the remaining proportion having children to care 

for (17%). 1% reported that they had children and elderly relatives to care for.  

Figure 14 : Q54 Whether the respondent has any caring responsibilities (e.g. childcare 
or elderly relative) (All respondents) 

Base  = 196 
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4 The local area 

4.1 Length in the area 

Three quarters of respondents had lived in the area for less than two years (72%). A 

quarter of respondents reported having lived in the area for 3-5 years (26%).  

Figure 15 : Q1 Length of time in the area (all respondents) 

 
Base = 196 

There were no major differences across sub groups, although those aged 16-24 were 

more likely to have been living in the area for less than 6 months than those aged 25-

44.  
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4.2 Likes and dislikes of the Borough 

When asked what they liked most about living in the Borough of Tunbridge Wells, 

almost half of migrant workers (48%) reported that they liked the job opportunities. At 

least one in ten also reported that they liked the opportunities to improve their English 

(14%), to increase earnings (14%), their friends and family living in the area (11% 

and 13% respectively), and the good quality of life (10%).  

Figure 16 : Q3 What first attracted respondents to Tunbridge Wells - unprompted (all 
respondents) 

 Base = 196 

 

There were few significant differences by subgroup, with the exception of : 

 Women were more likely to mention óto improve their English languageô (20%) 

than men 7%).  

 Those who had children or young people living in the household were more likely 
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4.3 Satisfaction with the local area 

Over four in five migrant workers were satisfied with their local area as a place to live, 

with half being very satisfied. A minority reported being dissatisfied.  

Figure 17 : Q6a Overall satisfaction with the local area (valid responses only) 

 

Base = 196 

There were no significant differences across sub groups. 
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4.4 A sense of belonging to the local area 

Seven in ten respondents said that they felt like they belonged to their immediate 

neighbourhood, with the remaining proportion reporting that they did not.  

Figure 18 : Q6b Extent to which respondents feel they belong to their immediate 
neighbourhood (valid responses only) 

  

Base = 158 

There were no significant differences across sub groups. 
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4.5 Harmoniousness of the local area 

Migrant workers were then asked to what extent they agreed that the local area is a 

place where people from different backgrounds get on well together, with over eight 

in ten agreeing and one in six disagreeing. 

Figure 19 : Q6c Agreement that the local area is a place where people from different 
backgrounds get on well together (valid responses only) 

  

Base = 189 

There were no significant difference across sub groups.  
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5 Access to services 

5.1 Awareness of services 

Migrant workers were asked whether they were aware of a number of specified 

services in their local area. The services most likely to be mentioned were GPs 

(92%), Parks (88%), Accident & Emergencies (80%) and Jobcentre Plus (80%).  

Figure 20 : Q9 Whether the respondent is aware of any of the specified services (all 
respondents) 

Base = 196 
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Differences in sub groups were evident in the length of time people had been living in 

the area. Those who have been living in the area for three years or more were more 

likely to have heard of: 

 Council Tax services (88% compared to 62% of those who have been living in 

the area 2 years or les), 

 Museums (80% compared to 63%) 

 Tourist Information Centres (66% compared to 45%). 

 Local recycling sites (56% compared to 34%), and 

 Housing Benefits services (50% compared to 33%). 
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5.2 Use of services 

Respondents were then asked if they have used any of the specified services. Parks were 

most likely to be mentioned (80%), with sizeable proportions also mentioning GPs (66%), 

Jobcentre Plus (46%) and the collection of household rubbish (32%).  

Figure 21 : Q10 Whether the respondent has used/benefitted from any of the specified 
services (all respondents) 

Base = 195 

As with the awareness of services, the use of services is more likely amongst those 

who have lived in the area for three years or more. This group are more likely to have 

used the following services: 

 GP (doctors surgery) (86% compared to 53% of those who have lived in the area 

for two years or less); 
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