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1. INTRODUCTION

Following the success of the pilot in 2007, Cabinet gave approval for the Ward Walks
programme to be rolled out across the borough, with the aim of targeting four areas
per year in the months of June and September. For the 2008 programme, we
proposed to target Sherwood, Frittenden, Pembury and Goudhurst. The programme
involves Councillors and officers from key agencies interviewing residents face to
face about the key issues in their area. Information gathered from the interviews
provides valuable information on how services can be improved, how residents feel
about their local area and the services provided.

The Ward Walks programme was set up not just as another form of consultation but
an opportunity to learn first hand what attention needs to be given to these areas and
to inform service areas and partner agencies, where resources should be prioritised.
There are a further three components to the programme in addition to the
consultation; acknowledgement and response to urgent issues, reports for the
Council, Councillors and relevant partner agencies, followed by community feedback
events to inform residents of the key issues raised and provide an opportunity to
discuss their issues in more detail with agencies who provide services in their area.

As with the June programme, we also invited representatives from partner agencies
to take part in the interviewing process. Representatives from Town & Country
Housing, West Kent Police and Kent Community Wardens took part in the Pembury
and Goudhurst areas.

Interviewers spoke to 118 households in Pembury, of which 12 households just
raised important issues rather than completing the full questionnaire. This report
provides a clear but in depth overview of the results from the programme and makes
recommendations where necessary.

2. AIMS OF THE PROGRAMME

The Ward Walks programme set out to meet the following aims:

- To enhance engagement with local residents through a systematic process.

- Place Councillors at the frontline of engagement

- Provide an opportunity for face to face contact with local residents

- Learn about key issues at a localised level

- To act upon resident’'s immediate concerns and to use the information
gathered to inform long term policy development

As the list reveals, the initial focus of the programme was to engage with residents at
a much more in depth level. The Local Government White Paper emphasised the
need for local authorities to increase citizen engagement in order to shape the
direction and delivery of services. Neighbourhood priorities should be used to inform
services of how and where resources should be concentrated, to apply a bottom up
approach to service delivery. The White paper also advocates the involvement of
local communities to actively engage in their local services.

Therefore the design of the Ward Walks programme looked to develop a process of
engaging with residents, which incorporated these aims. By setting up a model of
interaction and response at this level, it laid the foundation for developing long-term
policy, making improvements to service delivery and more importantly customer
satisfaction.




3. METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION

3.1 Location of Ward Walks
Pembury was one of two areas chosen for the September 2008 programme.

The ward of Pembury is located on the eastern side of Royal Tunbridge Wells. The
ward has 2,345 households and 6,005 residents (Census 2001).

3.2 Sampling

Advice from local Ward Members and the Parish Council helped to identify a spread
of roads that would provide a good sample. The sample that was chosen targeted
roads in the centre of the village and outskirts of the ward. The sample of roads was
also chosen to ensure we visited a range of properties from old to new and flats to
detached with the aim of reaching various household set ups.

Six ward walk sessions were held in Pembury and interviewing took place at different
times, to ensure that a good number of interviews were completed:

Location Date Time

Pembury Tuesday 9 September 2008 4.30pm - 7.30pm
Thursday 11 September 2008 10am — 2pm
Saturday 13 September 2008 10am — 1.30pm
Tuesday 16 September 2008 4.30pm — 7.30pm
Wednesday 17 September 2008 | 1pm — 5pm
Saturday 20 September 2008 10am — 1.30pm

Figure 1: Date and times of Ward Walks

By holding Ward Walks in the evenings and at the weekend, it meant interviewers
could reach residents that were out at work or occupied with young children during
the week. It helped to approach a greater range of respondents.

3.3 Interviews

The 2008 programme also invited partner agencies to take part in the interviewing
process. Representatives from Kent County Council Community Wardens, West Kent
Police and Town & Country Housing worked alongside Council staff and Councillors
in this area.

In total, 18 Council staff took part in the Pembury area, representatives from the
above mentioned partner agencies, four members of Pembury Parish Council, six
Borough Councillors (including the Deputy Leader) and the County Councillor for
Pembury. The number of interviewers and the time and length of each Ward Walk
session did have an impact on the number of interviews completed (see figure 2).

Date Time of day/ No. of groups No. of households
Length of time interviewing interviewed
Pembury
Tuesday 9 September Evening — 3 hrs 2 8
Thursday 11 September Daytime — 4 hrs 6 32
Saturday 13 September Morning —3.5 hrs | 3 15
Tuesday 16 September Evening — 3 hrs 5 18
Wednesday 17 September | Daytime — 4 hrs 5 23
Saturday 20 September Morning —3.5 hrs | 3 15
By phone and online N/A N/A 7
suggestion box

Figure 2: Interviews completed at each Ward Walk

The questionnaire was created in partnership with Ipsos MORI (research
consultants) for the pilot in 2007. The questionnaire focuses on a number of issues
relating to the resident’s local area and the services provided and a few alterations
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have been made following feedback from the pilot. Questions concentrate on the
following:
First attraction to area
Best and worst things about the local area
Rating of how safe resident feels in their local area and level of crime
Satisfaction with services and access to facilities
Most important services provided and suggestions for improvements
Source of information preferred when learning about local issues
Level of community involvement in local area
Urgent issues that need to be addressed
Longer term issues that need to be addressed

3.4 Publicity

Residents were informed that the Ward Walks were taking place through various
forms of publicity. Residents living within the targeted roads were hand delivered a
postcard advertising the programme, of which approximately 700 were delivered in
Pembury. An article was placed in the local newspaper and posters were put up at
various shops, facilities and parish notice boards in the area. A webpage was also
designed for the Tunbridge Wells Borough Council website, which listed the dates
and provided a suggestions box to complete online. The Ward Walks design is eye
catching and a number of residents commented on the promotion campaign in 2007.
Interviewers were also required to carry a nhame badge during each Ward Walk and
wear a Ward Walk t-shirt, to make interviewers identifiable to residents.

3.5 Process involved

Training (briefing) sessions were provided for officers from the Council and partner
agencies and Councillors were provided with an evening briefing session prior to the
Ward Walks. Two briefing sessions were held for officers on Tuesday 2 September
and one evening session for Councillors on the same day which gave interviewers
the chance to raise any concerns they had with the process, look at draft copies of
the questionnaire and discuss practical issues, such as travel and emergency
situations.

3.6 Analysis of results

Responses from the completed questionnaires were coded and placed onto the
analytical software package SPSS in order to make comparisons and produce
accurate reports for each area.



4. LEVEL OF RESPONSE

4.1 Interviews completed

Approximately 118 households were consulted during the Ward Walks in Pembury,
of which 12 partially completed the questionnaire and just raised urgent or key
issues. Around 700 postcards were delivered to households to advertise the
programme in the selected sample area.

Therefore the programme generated a 17% response rate. This appears quite low
but is reasonable in the time given to carry out this type of consultation. A small
number of residents were not interested, but there were also a large number who
were not available during the designated times. A limited number of interviewers
were available for one of the evening sessions and therefore not every property could
be reached in the time given (figure 2). However properties were interviewed in each
of the targeted roads, which produced an even sample across the area. Interviewers
were also provided with a pack of ‘no one in’ cards to drop through the letterboxes of
households who were not in. Firstly this confirmed to the resident that interviewers
had visited their property and secondly despite missing the visit, residents could still
make their suggestions or complete an interview by phone or online.

The detail and amount of information made available from this consultation provided
an excellent basis for analysis on how residents feel about their local area and the
services provided in Pembury.

4.2 Age and gender of respondents
Pembury recorded a higher ratio of female to male respondents, with 30.5% being
male and 69.2% of respondents, being female (figure 3).

In Pembury, interviews were completed by a significant spread of age groups. The
age groups interviewed most frequently were 25-39 (21.5%), 40-59 (31.8%) and 60-
74 years (27.1%) and the majority of all three of these age groups interviewed were
female.

Gender of respondent
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Figure 3: Spread of gender and age of respondents in Pembury




4.3 Household composition

Interviews were completed with a range of households but the main three types of
respondent were ‘two parent families with children at least one under 18 years’
(29.0%), ‘single adults 60 years or over’ (21.5%) and ‘two adult households both 60
years and over’ (16.8%). Refer to figure 4 to see the overall comparison.

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%=

I I I I I I T I T
Single  Single Two Twoor  Two Three 1 parent 2 parent  Other
adult  adult60  adults more  adults- adults or  family  family

under 60 yearsor  both  adults- both 60 moreall  with with
years over  under G0 only one yearsor over18 children, children,
years aged 60  over years atleast atleast

years or one one
over under18 under18

years  years

Figure 4: Household composition of respondents in Pembury

4.4 Household tenure

As figure 5 indicates, the majority of respondents interviewed in Pembury owned their
property (74.3%). The two largest single groups interviewed either owned their
property outright (41.9%) or owned their property with a mortgage (32.4%).

Household tenure Pembury
(%)
Own outright 41.9
Own with mortgage 32.4
Rent from housing association 21.9
Rent from private landlord 3.8
Other 0.0
Total 100.0

Figure 5: Household tenure of respondents in Pembury



4.5 Ethnicity

The vast majority of respondents were ‘White British’ (91.6%). Very small numbers of
ethnic groups; ‘White Other’ or ‘Asian or Asian British: Indian’ were also interviewed.

See figure 6 below for more detail:

Figure 6: Ethnic origin of respondents in Pembury

Ethnic group
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5. SATISFACTION WITH THE LOCAL AREA

5.1 Features that attracted residents to Pembury

Just under half of respondents (41.6%) had lived in Pembury for less than ten
years.
Only 7.1% of respondents had lived in the Pembury area for one year or less.

This suggested that respondents tended to have good local knowledge and possibly
stronger views on local issues.

The top three reasons for respondents locating to Pembury are listed in figure 6.

Pembury

1 | Affordable housing available (17.1%)

2 | Lived in the area since young (13.9%)

3 | Easy access to work or education (10.1%)
Figure 6: Top three reasons for locating to Pembury

A number of respondents stated that the offer of affordable housing had brought
them to the Pembury area and that was their main reason for moving there. When we
refer to affordable housing in this case, we are referring both to those offered a
Housing Association property in the area and those who moved to the area to find
cheaper private rented or privately owned housing. The local facilities available,
peace and quiet, the countryside and easy access to work or education seemed to
be longstanding reasons for respondents moving to the area.

5.2 Best and worst things
Respondents identified a wide range of good and bad things about living in the
Pembury area.

The top two best things about living in the Pembury area were:
1) Community spirit (21.5%)
2) Countryside (12.3%)

The two worst things were:
1) Parking (9.1%)
2) Public transport (8.3%)

5.3 Raising children
Pembury was rated as a good place to raise children by over three quarters of
respondents (see figure 7):

34.9% rated the area as ‘good’ and a further 47.2% rated the area as ‘very
good.’

A small number of respondents were unable to answer this question, as they
did not have children (6.6%).

Over three quarters of two parent families rated the area as either a ‘very
good’ or ‘good’ place to raise children (86.7%).

About two thirds of one parent families rated the area as either a ‘very good’
or ‘good’ place to raise children (62.5%).
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Figure 7: Rating the local area as a place to raise children

Approximately 60.0% of the respondents who rated Pembury as a ‘very good’ place

to raise children had lived in the area for 11 years or more. However in general there
was no substantial difference in opinion between those who had lived in the area for
less than 10 years and those who had lived in the area for much longer.

5.4 Place to live
Respondents in Pembury were extremely satisfied with their local area as a place to
live (figure 8):

92.3% felt ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied.’

Out of those respondents who were ‘very satisfied’ with the local area as a place to
live, two thirds had lived in the area for 11 years or more.

Those respondents who owned their property (outright or with a mortgage) were
slightly more satisfied with the area as a place to live (96.0%) than those who rented
their property from a Housing Association or privately in this area (85.2%).

The response to this question provides a much greater response to that given by
residents who took part in the BVPI General survey 2006/07 whereby 84.0% of
respondents felt ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’ with their local area as a place to
live.
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Figure 8: Satisfaction with the local area as a place to live
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6. SATISFACTION WITH THE SERVICES PROVIDED

6.1 Key issues and important services

Top five urgent issues to be addressed in the Pembu

Traffic calming and road safety
Parking

Recycling facilities

Crime and anti-social behaviour
Community safety and police presence

ry area:

Top five long term issues for the Pembury area:

Facilities for young people
Parking

Planning and development issues
Other issues

Traffic congestion

Top five services that need improvement in Pembury

Public transport (bus service)
Recycling facilities

Parking

Access to healthcare (GP Surgery)
Refuse collection

Top three services re garded as most important:

Refuse collection
Other services
Health services
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6.2 Road maintenance, street cleaning and traffic ¢ alming
Road maintenance was not considered to be as important a service as it had beenin
other areas visited during the Ward Walks programme.

Nearly half of all respondents in Pembury felt ‘satisfied’ with road maintenance in
comparison to about one quarter (27.6%) of respondents who were either ‘very
dissatisfied’ or ‘fairly dissatisfied’ with the service provided. Issues related to specific
maintenance or repairs required.

A0.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0% T T ] T T T

Yery satisfied Fairly satisfied  Meither Fairly Wery Daon't know

satisfied or dissatisfied dissatisfied
dissatisfied

Figure 9: Satisfaction with road maintenance

Level of satisfaction with street cleaning
Over forty percent of respondents in Pembury felt ‘fairly satisfied’ with street cleaning
and a further 27.4% were ‘very satisfied’ (figure 10).

This compared to a small proportion of respondents who were dissatisfied with the
street cleaning service provided (9.4% fairly dissatisfied and 8.5% very dissatisfied).

Five percent of respondents (5.3%) thought street cleaning was an important service

and only a small percentage of respondents thought that this service needed
improving (4.4%).
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Figure 10: Satisfaction with street cleaning

Traffic calming and road safety

Traffic calming and road safety was regarded as one of the top five urgent issues in
Pembury and traffic congestion, one of the longer-term issues for the area. Speed
restrictions or safety measures were thought to be required on the following roads:

Need for school crossing person

Speeding through the village (need more speed limit signs to raise
awareness, Romford Road and Lower Green Road )

High Street — needs traffic calming measures (nharrow the road and
have parking like Paddock Wood)

A21, near junction to Half Moon Lane (by Shell garage) — difficulty
getting out onto A21

The Forstal/Henwoods Mount — congestion issues (narrow roads
and parking is restricting access for vehicles)

72.2% of those who raised traffic calming and road safety as anissue had
lived in the Pembury area for 11 years or more.
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6.3 Public transport

Public transport was regarded as one of the worst things about living in Pembury and
one of the top five services that needed improving.

30.0%
25.0%
ol
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2 20.0%
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15.0%
10.0%
T | T T T T
WVery Fairly Meither Fairly Wery Daon't know
satisfied satisfied safisfied or dissatisfied dissatisfied
dissatisfied

Figure 11: Satisfaction with access to public transport

50.5% of respondents were either ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’ with
access to public transport.

There was found to be no significant correlation between age of respondents
or household composition and how satisfied respondents were with access to
public transport.

The mainissues raised during the survey, which are likely to explain why ‘public
transport’ featured in the top five services that need improving, are:

Frequency of public transport in the area

Lack of evening bus service  (difficult for young people returning from
after school clubs and some residents who work shifts)

Access to town and the lower end of the village

6.4 Parking issues

Parking was regarded as one of the top five urgent issues, long-term issues and a
service that needed improving in the Pembury area.

A number of respondents raised issues regarding the availability of parking on the
High Street in Pembury but also the congestion caused in residential roads by
parking.

15




Areas affected by congestion are highlighted in blue. Issues relating to parking by the
shops and village hall are highlighted in green. Other parking issues are highlighted
inyellow, in figure 12.

Figure 12: Map representing location of respondents who raised parking as an issue

6.5 Refuse collection and recycling facilities

Refuse collection was regarded as one of the top three most important services in
Pembury and one of the top five services that required improvement. Recycling
facilities featured as one of top five urgent issues and in the top five services that
needed improving. A number of respondents made particular suggestions as to how
the current refuse collection and recycling facilities service could be improved.
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Inability to recycle plastics locally (cantake 30mins to get into
Tunbridge Wells)
Need to collect plastics from the door (as no facility in walking distance)

Weekly refuse collection is problematic in the summer months .

Residents who stated that the current recycling collection service required
improvement tended to be aged over 25 and an owner-occupier. In fact 43.5% of
those who raised this as a service that needing improving were from one or two
parent families with at least one dependent aged under 18 years.

6.6 Leisure and Recreation

Figure 13: Satisfaction with cultural and recreation facilities

As figure 13 indicates, respondents were happy with the cultural and leisure facilities
provided in the area; 60.2% of respondents in Pembury were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly
satisfied’ with local facilities. Generally a good spread of households were satisfied
with the services provided, from families to single adults aged 60 years or over.
Although a small proportion of respondents were dissatisfied with facilities, 60.0% of
those who were ‘fairly satisfied’ were from one or two parent families.

There was also a significant proportion of respondents who were ‘neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied’ or did not know.

A large number of respondents were satisfied with parks and open spaces (figure

14); in fact 88.2% were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied.” Parks and open spaces
were also recorded as being one of the top three best things about living in Pembury.

17



Figure 14: Satisfaction with parks and open spaces

6.7 Community Safety

Crime and anti-social behaviour was regarded as one of the top five urgent issues
that needed to be addressed in the Pembury area, with a similar percentage of
respondents also considering community safety and police presence as an urgent
issue in the area.

Rating how safe respondents felt
Despite this, when asked how safe respondents felt in their local area, the majority of
respondents felt safe.

78.3% felt ‘very safe’ or ‘fairly safe’ in Pembury

The respondents in Pembury that felt ‘a bit unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ were scattered
across the Pembury area, which may suggest that those who felt ‘a bit unsafe’ had
been affected by a personal experience. The road to see most residents ‘a bit unsafe’
was Belfield Road.
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Figure 15: Rating how safe respondents felt in their local area.

Level of crime

Respondents were also asked whether they considered any change to have occurred
in the level of crime in the past year. Approximately half of respondents thought that
the level of crime had stayed the same (47.7%) and 21.5% of respondents thought

there had been ‘a little more’ or ‘a lot more.’

Figure 16: Has level of crime and anti-social behaviour changed in past year?

There was no significant area of the ward in which respondents thought there was ‘a
lot more’ or ‘a little more’ crime and anti-social behaviour, but Belfield Road did
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record the greatest number of responses, which thought there was ‘a lot more’ or ‘a
little more’ crime and anti-social behaviour.

7.8% of respondents thought safety and crime rates were one of the worst
things about living in the area but this did cover various issues such as
incidence of anti-social behaviour, fly-tipping etc.

Safety in the home

Figure 17: How safe do you consider your home to be from risk of fire?

A very high proportion of respondents were satisfied with the safety of their home
from risk of fire, with 96.2% either ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied.’

Only 2.8% of households felt ‘a bit unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ and following the Ward
Walks, these households were referred to Kent & Fire Rescue for a visit to be
arranged.

6.8 Health Services
Two thirds of respondents from Pembury were satisfied with current access to GP
services (see figure 18):

67.9% of respondents felt ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’
Whereas nearly a quarter of respondents were ‘fairly dissatisfied’
or ‘very dissatisfied’

Health services were regarded as one of the top three important services in Pembury
and access to healthcare was thought to be one of the top five services that needed
improving. The main issue raised related to the appointment system at the Pembury
Doctors surgery and the need for a fourth doctor.

20



Respondents were more satisfied with access to a hospital:

77.9% of respondents felt ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’ with
access to a hospital.

Figure 18: Satisfaction with access to GP services

Figure 19: Satisfaction with access to a hospital
21



6.9 Education
Over two thirds of respondents were satisfied with access to good schools in the
Pembury area (figure 20):

71.4% of Pembury respondents were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’ with
access to good schools.

There was also quite a strong correlation between satisfaction with access to good
schools and rating the area as a place to raise children.

Figure 20: Satisfaction with access to good schools

6.10 Planning and Development issues
A number of respondents discussed the impact of planning and development in their
local area.

Some Pembury residents discussed redevelopment in Royal Tunbridge Wells town
centre and the development of the new hospital.

7.7% mentioned planning and development as issues to be addressed
in the future.

When asked, how satisfied they were with access to quality housing, nearly two
thirds of respondents were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied.” This question focused
on the ability for people to access quality housing that is suitable for them in the
Pembury area. Those respondents who were ‘fairly dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied
tended to refer to the current difficulties placed on first time buyers accessing the
housing market and the range of housing available in the Pembury area.

22



Figure 21: Satisfaction with access to quality housing
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7. CROSS — CUTTING ISSUES

7.1 Customer service

Satisfaction with the way Tunbridge Wells Borough Council runs things

Figure 22: Satisfaction with the way Tunbridge Wells Borough Council runs things

69.2% of respondents were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’ with the way
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council runs things.

This level of response is greater than that of the BVPI General Survey 2006/07, when
62% of respondents were ‘very satisfied’ or ‘fairly satisfied’ with the way the Council
runs things.

How well does the Council keep you informed

Some respondents (16.3%) felt that the Council doesn't tell them much at all about
what it does. However a good proportion of respondents in the area were satisfied
with how the Council keeps them informed, with over two thirds stating that they felt
‘very well informed’ or ‘fairly well informed’ (69.2%).

Preferred sources of information used to obtain information
Respondents were able to identify the sources of information that they preferred to
use to learn about local issues.

There was a good spread of responses to this question, which suggests that
residents in this area used local contacts and facilities to learn about what is
happening in Pembury, in addition to the usual methods.

24




The top three preferred sources in Pembury were:
Council newsletter (LOCAL or Pembury Village News) - 30.6% of respondents
Local newspapers - 21.1% of respondents
Electronic sources (website or email) - 11.2% of respondents

When looking at the relationship between preferred sources of information and how
well the Council keeps its residents informed, we can see there is a slight correlation
between those who depend on local newspapers and council newsletters and their
satisfaction with the level of information provided to them by the Council and various
services.

7.2 Community Involvement
Level of involvement

Approximately half of respondents felt ‘very involved’ or ‘fairly involved’ in their local
community (54.3%). Please see figure 23 below.

Figure 23: Level of community involvement

There was little correlation between the level of involvement and the household
composition of respondents. In fact a range of households felt they were involved in
the local community, from those aged 60 and over, to two-parent families. Those
most involved in their community were aged 40 — 59 years and 60 — 74 years.
However, out of those respondents who rented from a private landlord, none felt they
were involved in the local community.

Factors affecting community involvement
When respondents were asked what was the main reason for not getting more
involved in the local community, a number of reasons were given.
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The top two main reasons for not getting more involved:

Lack of time (38.1%)
Other (28.6%)

The ‘Other’ suggestions given by respondents, included specific personal issues or
stating that they were more involved in the past but not so much now.

Knowledge of local facilities

As part of the interview, residents were asked whether they were aware of certain
facilities in the Pembury area and whether they or a member of their household had
used the facilities in the last 12 months.

Respondents tended to be greatly aware of local community facilities, but did not
necessarily use the facilities.

The facilities referred to in this exercise were:

Pembury Village Hall

Catholic Church Hall (other than church services)
Pembury Baptist Church (other than church services)
Pembury Primary school (for out of school activities)
Village green

Recreation ground

Pembury Library

Football Pavilion

Bowls Club
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Figure 24: Awareness and usage of community facilities in Pembury
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The facilities that received the highest level of awareness were:
Pembury Village Hall (98.1%)
Village Green (98.1%)
Recreation Ground (95.2%)

As results show, nearly all respondents to this question were aware of the village hall
and village green and very high proportions were also aware of facilities; Recreation
ground and Pembury library. The facility respondents were least aware of was the
Bowls Club.

In terms of usage, the response was significantly lower. The facilities that recorded
the highest level of use were:

Recreation ground (69.5%)

Pembury Village Hall (61.0%)

Village green (57.1%)

Once again, the recreation ground, village hall and village green were recorded as
most used by respondents. The Bowls Club was least used by respondents (with
only 3.8% using the facility). The Football Pavilion also recorded a low level of usage
(17.1%) but this could be as this facility is relatively new. It suggests that there is a
great awareness of local community facilities in the Pembury area but improvements
could be made to encourage and help people to access these facilities and use the
halls more frequently.

. CONCLUSION

Overall, respondents were very satisfied with their local area as a place to live and
satisfied with the area as a place to raise children. Respondents mainly moved to the
area through the offer of affordable social housing or choice of affordable private
housing near Royal Tunbridge Wells. The best thing about the area was the
community spirit and it was thought its location was convenient to access the nearby
town, London and the south coast.

The main five issues raised in Pembury were:
- Traffic calming and road safety
Parking
Facilities for young people
Community safety and police presence
Other issues

Over two thirds of respondents felt satisfied with the way the Council runs things and
well informed about the services it provides. However improvements could be made
to ensure local residents have a greater knowledge of what is on at local facilities and
what the facilities can be used for.
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