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TUNBRIDGE WELLS JOINT TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
 

Monday 15 January 2018 
 
PRESENT:  Borough Councillors Stanyer (Vice-Chairman), Backhouse, Dr Hall, 

Lidstone and Simmons 
 County Councillors Barrington-King (Chairman), Hamilton, Holden, 

Oakford and Rankin 
 Parish Councillor Mackonochie 
 
Officers in Attendance: Nick Baldwin (Senior Traffic Engineer), Lisa Gillham (Tunbridge 
Wells District Manager), Emma Green (Schemes Programme Manager (West)), Michael 
Hardy (Schemes Project Manager), Vicki Hubert (Principal Transport Planner), Hilary Smith 
(Economic Development Manager) and Mark O'Callaghan (Democratic Services Officer) 
 
Other Members in Attendance: Councillors Bulman, McDermott and Podbury 
 
APOLOGIES 
 
TB32/17 
 

Apologies were received from Councillor Woodward and County Councillor 
McInroy. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
TB33/17 
 

There were no disclosable pecuniary or other significant interests declared at 
the meeting. 
 

NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS WISHING TO SPEAK 
 
TB34/17 
 

Councillor Bulman had registered to speak at TB39/17. 
 
The Chairman noted that six members of the public had registered to speak. 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING DATED 16 OCTOBER 2017 
 
TB35/17 
 

Members reviewed the minutes. No amendments were proposed. 
 
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting dated 16 October 2017 be 
approved as a correct record. 
 

TUNBRIDGE WELLS TRACKER FOR JANUARY 2018 
 
TB36/17 
 

The Board considered the Tunbridge Wells Tracker for January 2018. 
Comments were made in respect of the Tracker items as follows: 
 
Tracker item 1 – A26 Cycle Route: 
Hilary Smith, Economic Development Manager, TWBC, noted that approval 
had been received to proceed with phase 1 between the town centre and 
Speldhurst Road. The required Traffic Regulation Orders would be advertised 
and any objections reported to JTB in April. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King welcomed the progress on the new cycle 
route along Tonbridge Road near Pembury which when complete would 
provide non-motorised access between Tonbridge, Pembury and Tunbridge 
Wells. 
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Tracker item 2 – Pedestrian Crossing on Major York’s Road and Langton 
Road: 
John Barber, resident of Royal Tunbridge Wells, had registered to speak. 
 
Mr Barber welcomed the progress on Major York’s Road crossing but was 
disappointed to learn that the promised traffic island on Langton Road could 
not go ahead due to the presence of underground utilities. He questioned: (i) 
why officers had not been aware that utility re-siting costs had previously 
prevented works; (ii) why officers were not prepared to meet interested 
parties to investigate alternative sites; and (iii) how realistic it was to continue 
to consider the scheme for future funding. He added that the difficulties with 
the site were well known and substantial funds had been spent acquiring the 
required land for widening the road, utility re-siting costs should have been 
taken into account. He questioned the arguments against alternative sites 
and the non-committal language used when discussing the future of the 
scheme. He asked that a solution be found for an essential crossing. 
 
Michael Hardy, Schemes Project Manager, KCC, confirmed the presence of 
both high and low voltage utilities in the area and added that whilst these 
were generally known, their exact implications could not have been 
determined until the detailed designs had been completed. The utilities were 
private assets of UK Power Networks (UKPN) which could not be moved by 
KCC so the cost of doing so could not have been forecast. Officers were 
happy to meet with representatives on a site visit but agreeable alternatives 
were not expected due to various difficulties with the site. The proposals were 
not viable in their current form but the scheme would be put forward for Local 
Transportation Plan (LTP) funding in the new financial year with a view to 
cover the diversion of the utilities and completion of the physical works. 
 
Councillor Stanyer expressed his disappointment regarding the delay. The 
road was particularly dangerous and he felt that a traffic island must be one of 
the simpler engineering jobs. His experience suggested a solution was 
possible and he implored officers not to give up. Mr Hardy advised that the 
ideal solution was to have the utilities diverted. He was willing to consider 
alternatives but noted that the cables were too shallow to allow the minimum 
excavation widths. 
 
Councillor Backhouse noted that the location of utilities had caused problems 
and delays on the A21 widening works and asked whether Highways England 
had been responsible for funding any diversion works. Mr Hardy confirmed 
and reiterated that power cables were private assets of UKPN which could 
not be altered without agreement, diversion works would likely cost in the 
tens of thousands and UKPN would also charge for the investigative work 
necessary to provide a quote. He added that most of the budget had been 
taken up with legal work to acquire the land. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King advised that the local members were keen 
for a solution and invited Mr Hardy to make arrangements for a site visit to 
discuss options. Mr Hardy agreed. 
 
Tracker item 3 – Carrs Corner: 
The Chairman, County Councillor Barrington-King, advised that a full report 
and debate on this matter would be taken under the item at TB39/17. 
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Tracker item 4 – St John’s 20mph zone (including Currie Road): 
Mr Hardy advised that an LTP funding bid for further improvements had been 
unsuccessful but officers were continuing to work with members with a view 
to resubmit a bid in the new financial year. 
 

Tracker item 5 – Zone A and C: 
Nick Baldwin, Senior Traffic Engineer, TWBC, advised that the consultation 
was ongoing and a meeting with stakeholders was scheduled for 23 January 
2018. 
 

Tracker item 6 – Five Oak Green: 
Parish Councillor Maggie Fenton, Capel Parish Council, had registered to 
speak. 
 

Councillor Fenton commented that despite an initially quick response from 
KCC, the offered solution was not acceptable and the Parish Council was 
now working with a private consultant funded by County Councillor Hamilton’s 
Combined Member Grant. Progress was slow and the size of the problem 
was difficult for the Parish Council to manage on its limited resources. She 
added that there appeared to be little benefit to Five Oak Green from the 
opening of the A21 and many HGVs were continuing to use routes through 
the village. Councillor Fenton noted that the threshold required to trigger a 
petition debate at the County Council was too high given the size of the 
parish and warned that residents were being disenfranchised. 
 

Mr Hardy expressed his disappointment at not finding a solution but added 
that it was not uncommon to use private consultants. Officers would continue 
working with members once the private study was complete. 
 

County Councillor Hamilton commented that locally agreed options were 
necessary. She added that there was no point siting a crossing where it 
would not be used but the physical restrictions and budget limitations would 
make finding an ideal solution difficult. County Councillor Barrington-King 
concurred. 
 

Tracker item 7 – King George V Hill: 
Mr Baldwin advised that a site meeting with stakeholders to progress the 
matter had been arranged for 26 January 2017. 
 

County Councillor Barrington-King welcomed the approach of involving local 
members and residents. 
 

Tracker item 8 – Reducing pinch-points on A26: 
Mr Hardy advised that officers would undertake preliminary checks into the 
suggested items but that any detailed investigation would require third-party 
funding. 
 

Councillor Lidstone expressed concern and asked that the suggestion to 
reduce the vehicle wait time at pedestrian crossings was not progressed. He 
felt that the main problem was volume of traffic and the only solution was to 
encourage people to use alternatives such as walking. County Councillor 
Barrington-King noted that he had received several comments in a similar 
vein. 
 

County Councillor Rankin concurred and added that there were many schools 
and offices in the area and high numbers of pedestrians who needed to be 
able to cross in a timely and safe manner. 
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Tracker item 9 – HGV Restrictions, Halls Hole Road: 
Mr Hardy advised that following the previous meeting it had been established 
that both mandatory and advisory signage was already in place. 
 
Councillor Backhouse confirmed but added that many HGVs still used the 
road and the signs needed to be more prominent and suggested flashing 
signs. Mr Hardy advised that it was not policy to have such signs but he 
would look into the matter further. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King commented that there were few places not 
affected by HGVs and difficulties with inappropriate routing. 
 
County Councillor Holden advised that he expected to have conversations 
with the newly appointed County Cabinet Member for Transportation which 
he hoped would build on the support from the Leader of the Council for 
proposals to re-designate certain routes in order that HGVs may be more 
easily restricted. Commercial interests should not override the quality of life 
for residents. This followed on from work with the Kent Association of Local 
Councils and was based on the example set by Leicestershire County 
Council. The scheme also enjoyed the support of many hauliers as it reduced 
their fuel costs from constant braking and accelerating. He noted that a single 
40-tonne lorry caused the same road damage as 10,000 cars so there were 
clear long-term cost savings from reduced maintenance and added a recent 
example where an HGV had become stuck on the A262 through Goudhurst 
and damaged the historic graveyard wall. This was a county-wide problem 
which would need a co-ordinated response. 
 
Parish Councillor Mackonochie commented that there was a long-term 
problem with lorries using sat-nav intended for cars and there needed to be 
renewed pressure on KCC to work with border agencies to check. 
 
County Councillor Holden added that in addition to re-designating routes 
there needed to be stronger penalties as the current fines were not a 
deterrent. He gave an example where a driver had been caught committing 
three offences, received fines of £250 each and had paid said fines on a 
company credit card and carried on. Fines needed to be in the thousands to 
ensure companies took note. County Councillor Barrington-King concurred 
and noted a recent news story where the fine had been a paltry amount. 
 
RESOLVED – That, subject to the comments made during the debate, the 
report be noted. 
 
Following discussion on the Tracker items, County Councillor Rankin asked 
how items got on the Tracker. Mark O’Callaghan, Democratic Services 
Officer, TWBC, advised that items were included either on request to provide 
progress updates following a particular decision or when a specific action was 
requested and it was incomplete by the time of the next meeting. 
 

JTB MEMBERS LOCAL PLAN WORKING GROUP 
 
TB37/17 
 

County Councillor Barrington-King noted that the establishment of the 
working group had been in response to a number of enquiries concerning 
long-term growth in the Borough from Royal Tunbridge Wells Town Forum. 
 
Vicki Hubert, Principal Transport Planner, KCC, introduced the report which 
set out the minutes of the first meeting and the agreed objectives. She added 
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that Tunbridge Wells Borough Council had formally identified its preferred 
Local Plan growth option, therefore, the next meeting of the working group 
would take place on 30 January 2018. 
 

County Councillor Holden noted that a previous statement by KCC regarding 
potential objections to development in Hawkhurst had been withdrawn as, 
following legal advice, such a policy would be unsound and could amount to 
predetermination. He added that debate had continued on specific wording 
within the policy and he asked whether there would be any grounds on which 
an objection could be made. 
 

Ms Hubert advised that the case in Hawkhurst had been a test to see whether 
it would be possible to justify an objection based on the severity of impact on 
the traffic at appeal. The statement referred to had only been draft and had 
been provided to commence a debate. Following extensive consultation the 
view was that there would not be enough of a case to justify a blanket severe 
impact objection across any development in Hawkhurst. She added that an 
objection could be made but each case would be determined on its own 
merits. 
 

County Councillor Holden questioned whether traffic congestion should be a 
planning consideration as, for example, further development on the A26 
would have significant implications. 
 

County Councillor Barrington-King noted a western-orientated membership of 
the working group and invited volunteers from the eastern end of the 
Borough. 
 

Councillor Lidstone commented that it was a wider problem that a planning 
application could not be considered against its impact on congestion and 
particularly as areas were usually impacted by incremental increases rather 
than as a result of one large-scale development. 
 

Councillor Backhouse added that there were similar problems with obtaining 
Section 106 monies towards offsetting the incremental impact from planning 
applications as it was rare for a single application to be significant enough to 
make a meaningful contribution to infrastructure. 
 

County Councillor Hamilton noted that Section 106 agreements could only be 
used where the application was viable but given the high house prices in 
Tunbridge Wells she questioned whether the Council could be more robust in 
getting monies from developers in response to the compounding effects of 
development. Ms Hubert confirmed that whilst KCC had to operate within 
limitations it always used its best efforts to get maximum contributions. 
 

Councillor Dr Hall asked whether it was possible to remove the designation of 
the A229, Highgate Hill and Cranbrook Road, through Hawkhurst which was 
currently designated as a Continental Freight Route and attracting a high 
number of HGVs. She added that the road conditions were more akin to a ‘B’ 
road. Ms Hubert advised the KCC had looked into such a proposal but found 
no viable alternatives. 
 

County Councillor Barrington-King brought the discussion to a conclusion and 
repeated his call for volunteers from the eastern end of the Borough to join 
the working group. 
 

RESOLVED – That the report be noted. 
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HIGH STREET, ROYAL TUNBRIDGE WELLS 
 
TB38/17 
 

Nick Baldwin, Senior Traffic Engineer, TWBC, introduced the report and 
noted that the proposal for chevron parking had been carefully considered but 
it would be necessary to make the road one-way, which had significant 
disadvantages, and there would be minimal gains. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King read a message from Councillor Moore 
who had raised the issue and expressed her thanks for looking into the 
matter. 
 
Parish Councillor Mackonochie noted the maximum stay of 24-hours at the 
Little Mount Sion car park, which allowed it to be occupied all day by 
commuters, and asked whether it could be changed to provide short-term 
parking. Mr Baldwin advised that the charging structure was intended to 
encourage short-term stays but the suggestion would be fed back to the 
Parking Manager. 
 
Councillor Dr Hall supported the recommendation to not proceed and added 
that one-way roads should be avoided wherever possible. Two-way traffic 
was self-regulating and safer for all road users. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King summarised that the benefits did not 
outweigh the costs and added that the report would provide useful evidence 
should the matter come up again in future. 
 
RESOLVED – That the report be noted. 
 

CARRS CORNER FEASIBILITY STUDY 
 
TB39/17 
 

Becki Bruno, Calverley Park Gardens Residents’ Association, had registered 
to speak. 
 
Ms Bruno thanked officers for work done on the Feasibility Study but noted 
that the Residents’ Association could not accept the outcome. Over 2,000 
people crossed the junction at Calverley Park Gardens and Carrs Corner 
each day relying on the good will of drivers to give way. She questioned how 
a zebra crossing would make an impossible situation worse and added that a 
larger traffic island, similar to the one on Crescent Road, was needed to 
protect pedestrians crossing Calverley Park Gardens. She noted that a 20 
mph zone had been dismissed as the average speed was above the required 
threshold without traffic calming measures but felt that the pedestrian 
crossings would also have a calming effect allowing the reduced speed limit. 
She refuted claims made within the report that signage would not be visible 
and added that the elevated view point from inside an HGV would make it 
even clearer. The Feasibility Study provided only the reasons why certain 
things could not be done and offered no holistic solutions. The JTB had heard 
from parents wishing to walk into town but couldn’t as it was unsafe, KCC’s 
stated aim was to keep traffic moving but providing a safe walking and cycling 
environment would encourage more people out of their cars. 
 
She highlighted that 560 people had supported a petition for a 20 mph limit, 
which was more than double the number who supported the St John’s 20 
mph zone, and over 1,000 people supported a petition for pedestrian 
crossings at Carrs Corner. She felt it was insulting to ask residents to sit 
outside recording vehicle details when there was no affirmative action being 
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taken by the Council which had been aware of the problems for many years. 
She concluded by thanking Jennifer Hemming of the Residents’ Association 
for considerable time spent scrutinising documents and mobilising support. 
Carrs Corner was a key location for pedestrians and cyclists, doing nothing 
was not acceptable. 
 
Jane Kingsley, Calverley Park Gardens Residents’ Association, had 
registered to speak. 
 
Ms Kingsley commented that the Residents’ Association had organised 
petitions, attended meetings, contributed in good faith and had eagerly 
awaited the outcome of the Feasibility Study. They were disappointed with 
the result. The three given options had been systematically written off and no 
new solutions were offered. She added that the Study highlighted that over 
2,000 pedestrians per day crossed the junction, many were elderly or with 
children, each risked their life at the dangerous junction. HGVs caused 
significant damage trying to negotiate the junction or taking a short-cut along 
Calverley Park Gardens. She questioned why traffic, particularly HGVs, 
should not have to use the intended junction at Royal Oak. She called for a 
fourth option to include raising kerbs at the corners of the junction and 
provide bollards to better protect pedestrians, replace signage to highlight the 
pedestrian priority, improve planting to give a more residential look, upgrade 
traffic islands and replace plastic bollards with metal ones to give more space 
to pedestrians and improve safety. Actions could be taken to reduce HGVs 
damaging infrastructure and quality of life. Work so far was appreciated but it 
would need a concerted effort to get things done. 
 
Adrian Berendt, Royal Tunbridge Wells Town Forum, had registered to 
speak. 
 
Mr Berendt welcomed the comprehensive report but commented that it 
highlighted particular problems which also had wider implications. He said 
that it was a matter of KCC policy which prevented a 20 mph limit being 
installed and allowed HGVs to use Calverley Park Gardens as a through 
route. He believed that policy was stacked in favour of vehicles at the 
expense of pedestrians and by way of example noted that Appendix E to the 
Highway Works Programme, set out later on the agenda, identified many new 
bellmouth junctions being installed in new developments despite the fact they 
made matters considerably worse for pedestrians. Provision of more facilities 
for cars would only encourage more cars. He added that there were 883 
people killed or seriously injured on Kent’s roads last year, KCC’s policy of 
“keeping Kent moving” was at the expense of “keeping Kent’s residents safe.” 
 
Peter Perry, Crescent Park Residents’ Association, had registered to speak. 
 
Mr Perry accepted that it may be difficult to make changes to the road layout 
but felt the recommendations in the report did not go far enough. The notion 
of having a main strategic route, in the A264, complete with giant HGVs, 
cutting across a major pedestrian thoroughfare and the centre of town was 
unacceptable, if the area could not be made safe for pedestrians then the 
vehicles must be removed. He added that the Council would not be able to 
achieve its objective of “promoting the town centre as an attractive and 
thriving place for retail and leisure” whilst allowing noisy, polluting and ugly 
HGVs. He noted that Department for Transport proposals for a new major 
road network showed a new link from the A228 from Chatham along the A264 
through the centre of Royal Tunbridge Wells and out along the A26 to 
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Brighton and added that if Colts Hill was getting a relief road then Tunbridge 
Wells needed one too. He felt this could be achieved by a four-mile bypass 
which could circumvent the south eastern corner of the town or improvements 
could be made to Halls Hole Road and Bunny Lane. In the immediate term, 
the Carrs Corner roundabout was in need of attention to maintain civic pride. 
 
Councillor Bulman, member for Park Ward, had registered to speak. 
 
Councillor Bulman urged members to reject the recommendations and called 
for affirmative action. As a former member of the JTB, he was aware that the 
matter had been discussed and delayed for several years with no significant 
progress and the present report offered only more of the same. Carrs Corner 
was a known trouble spot and there had been many occasions where HGVs 
had collided with road furniture or the roundabout itself. Despite this, the 
report claimed that the requested crossing points would make the road less 
safe, he questioned the logic and the motivation behind such a claim. He 
commented that the recommendations in the report would not provide the 
needed solution and suggested that officers relook and offer practical 
solutions within a reasonable timeframe. 
 
County Councillor Rankin welcomed the comprehensive report but felt that 
the conclusions were not acceptable. She commented that a look around 
Carrs Corner or even at the photographs within the report showed that most 
items of road furniture were damaged and this was a clear indication that 
something was not right. With the infrastructure being constantly knocked 
over, she questioned how could pedestrians and cyclists feel safe. It was 
illogical to claim that pedestrian crossings would not be safe considering that 
pedestrians were currently forced to cross unaided. Whilst she did not 
support rejecting the recommendations outright she could not accept this as 
an end to the matter and she asked officers to continue working with 
members and residents to find practical solutions. She added that the only 
way for pedestrians to cross during peak times was at the discretion of drivers 
willing to stop and often they stopped on the roundabout so adding crossings 
would make the area no less safe. She was disappointed by the small 
number of cyclists using the junction but found it understandable as she had 
stopped cycling due to the dangers, particularly at this junction. Something 
had to be done to allow local people to reclaim their streets and if it was the 
case that KCC policy prevented action then the policy needed reviewing. 
 
Councillor Stanyer supported the comments of the public speakers and felt 
the whilst the analysis of the feasibility study was welcomed there needed to 
be an action plan, even if only for incremental changes towards a goal. The 
problems had been on the agenda for too long. He referred to the work 
undertaken by County Councillor Holden to reroute HGVs and felt there 
should be some creative ideas to address the problems at Carrs Corner. If 
KCC’s own policies were an impediment the first step needed to be to 
challenge the policy. 
 
County Councillor Oakford commented that these were long standing issues 
and he endorsed the comments of previous speakers. Whilst he appreciated 
that officers could only work within the restraints of the policy he was 
disappointed that after so much time and effort the only outcome was that 
nothing could be done. If there were aspects of policy acting as a barrier, 
officers should highlight these to the members so that they may lobby for a 
change in policy. He added that it was not acceptable to conclude this matter 
with no further action and there may be unorthodox solutions. He questioned 
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how the option of pedestrian islands could be dismissed on the grounds of 
safety when the current situation was so much worse and asked that if it was 
the case that improvements could be made except for the want of a budget 
then it needed to be highlighted to give members the opportunity of lobbying. 
He urged officers to try to resolve a genuine problem. 
 
Councillor Lidstone welcomed the comments of the speakers and noted that 
over 1 million pedestrians per year crossed the junction, he felt this was a 
compelling reason to try and find a solution. He sought an explanation: (a) 
how the option for pedestrian crossings was less safe than the current 
conditions; (b) what was the situation regarding funding for a by-pass; and (c) 
if part of the problem was funding, could there be any options for structuring 
works such that they improve the look and feel to an important gateway to the 
town and therefore be part funded from different budgets. 
 
Michael Hardy, Schemes Project Manager, KCC, thanked Calverley Park 
Gardens Residents’ Association for their input and working together with 
officers. He commented that this was a complex issue and there was not one 
single solution, however, after extensive investigation the area did not meet 
the criteria for change. He explained that in 2013 the Carrs Corner 
roundabout had been upgraded as part of the Crash Remedial Programme 
following a number of deaths and serious injuries. Since these works there 
had been only one accident which involved a cyclist and the improvements 
were deemed to be working, officers had explored all available options. The 
options presented in the report had been independently safety audited and 
the Council was obliged to accept their appraisal and there could be 
consequences if their recommendations were not heeded. Officers had 
exhausted their ideas but welcomed continued input and were open to 
suggestions. 
 
Vicki Hubert, Principal Transport Planner, KCC, advised that a bypass had 
previously been explored, models indicated that a bypass wound not be 
effective as it would only relieve approximately 13 per cent of traffic. Traffic 
surveys had found that there was little through traffic and the majority was 
coming into town. 
 
County Councillor Hamilton supported the comments of the speakers and 
was sympathetic to the position of the officers. She was pleased that the 
report offered some positive actions such as working with hauliers to reduce 
the number of HGVs –which linked with earlier proposals set out by County 
Councillor Holden – but felt that more should be done. She added that a 
bypass should be approached with caution and such things often had 
unintentional consequences, not least in that it could encourage more cars 
and the long-term goal must be in reducing the number of vehicles. She 
acknowledged that the issue was complex but felt that action must be taken. 
 
Councillor Backhouse noted that this was a long-standing problem. Many 
proposals had been suggested in the past and all had, at some point, come 
up against constraints which prevented further progress. He supported the 
comments of County Councillor Oakford and suggested looking at the policies 
which constrained the options. He hoped that it would not take a death on the 
road in order to expedite action. 
 
Councillor Lidstone sought to clarify that if money was not a constraint and if 
an independent safety audit recommended that a proposed crossing was 
unsafe, the works would not proceed. Mr Hardy advised that there were a 
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number of factors to consider in each case but that KCC would not take any 
action that was against the recommendation of an independent safety audit. 
Councillor Lidstone replied to confirm that this was an important distinction 
and that a lack of funding was a different problem. 
 
County Councillor Rankin sought to confirm the number of vehicles that could 
be reduced if the aforementioned 13 per cent reduction from a bypass was 
achieved. Mr Berendt advised that both the A264 and the A26 each carried 
over 20k vehicles per day. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King commented that he had taken a particular 
interest in this matter and ensured there was a close working relationship 
between the officers, members and residents and he did not wish that 
progress to be lost. The report contained several recommendations of merit 
but there was more to be done, particularly looking at the constraints to 
progress and policy matters. 
 
County Councillor Oakford commented that members needed help from 
officers to know where to target their attention and lobby for change. Whilst it 
would not be appropriate to overturn the advice of independent safety experts 
there could be other specific problems with policy or KCC methods of 
operating that were holding back progress. Mr Hardy suggested a further 
meeting to discuss policy constraints. 
 
Councillor Lidstone requested more information on the rationale behind the 
recommendations of the independent safety audit to help understand the 
advice. He noted that the option for pedestrian crossings had been 
determined to be unsafe due to the risk of the crossing being hit by a vehicle 
but questioned how this was less safe than no crossing at all. He added that 
people were already prepared to cross in these places without any crossings 
so the only increased risk was to the road furniture itself and there must be 
ways of reducing any damage. Mr Hardy advised that the carriageway was 
narrow which increased the likelihood of collision, this and a number of 
factors such as road width specifications had been taken into account in 
forming the recommendations which was why KCC would not go against 
them. 
 
County Councillor Rankin agreed with the need for further explanation as 
some of the reasons given in the report did not appear to match the situation. 
By way of example she noted that the report stated that in various locations 
the presence of buildings, trees and parked cars blocked sight lines where no 
such impediments existed. She added that members needed confidence that 
the reasons given were genuine. 
 
County Councillor Holden recalled a recent junction improvement in 
Cranbrook whereby the preferred option had been refused on the basis that 
drivers using the junction had to be able to see without turning their head 
more than 90 degrees despite the fact that the junction was already worse 
than this. He concluded that it was not possible to have a policy defining 
every detail and circumstance and therefore the policy had to fit the situation 
on the ground. It should not be acceptable to do nothing just because the 
situation did not fit the policy. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King brought the discussion to a conclusion and 
sought agreement on the resolution noting that the recommendations in the 
report could be supported with further information being requested. 
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Councillor Stanyer concurred and wished there to be a specific action 
providing detail of the safety audit. 
 
Councillor Simmons agreed and added that this could not be the end of the 
matter. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King suggested also accepting the offer of 
further work to address issues with policy and other restrictions. Members 
agreed. He added that he wished to see progress whilst still Chairman. 
 
RESOLVED – 
 

1. That the recommended actions set out in the Feasibility Study be 
endorsed; 

 
2. That officers be requested to provide more detailed explanation 

and rationale behind the recommendations of the Safety Audit; 
 

3. That officers be requested to consider what other strategic or 
policy impediments to progress may exist where political pressure 
may be brought to bear. 

 
LOCAL WINTER SERVICE PLAN 
 
TB40/17 
 

Lisa Gillham, District Manager for Tunbridge Wells, KCC, introduced the 
report for information and invited questions. 
 
In response to questions from Parish Councillor Mackonochie and Councillor 
Simmons, Ms Gillham confirmed that salt/sand mix was available to Parish 
and Town Councils in addition to the Borough Council. It was not known 
whether Southborough Town Council had requested any salt/sand mix but 
she confirmed that all requests had been fulfilled. She added that it had been 
discovered, following several mild winters, that many Councils still had a good 
supply so the onus was on the Council to request more if needed. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King commented that the Winter Service Plans 
had been discussed and supported by members at County Hall. He noted 
that although it was not possible to treat every road there were 
comprehensive plans to deal with most situations. 
 
RESOLVED – That the report be noted. 
 

HIGHWAY WORKS PROGRAMME 
 
TB41/17 
 

Lisa Gillham, District Manager for Tunbridge Wells, KCC, introduced the 
report for information noting that most projects were complete as year-end 
was approaching and she invited questions. 
 
Councillor Lidstone referred to the Developer Funded Work set out in 
Appendix E to the report and asked why so many bellmouth junctions were 
being installed as they made it difficult for pedestrians to cross. Vicki Hubert, 
Principal Transport Planner, KCC, advised that each case was considered on 
its own merits and the needs of pedestrians and cyclists had to be balanced 
with the large number of vehicle movements associated with a new 
development. Councillor Lidstone sought to confirm that where a bellmouth 
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junction was proposed the needs of pedestrians had been considered but the 
balance had come down in favour of the vehicles and he asked whether it 
was the number or speed of vehicles which was the key factor. Ms Hubert 
advised that a number of factors including number and speed were taken into 
consideration. She added that the number of bellmouth junctions was not 
disproportionate and the report may give a different impression depending on 
when it was prepared. 
 
Parish Councillor Mackonochie sought to confirm that the junction of 
Maidstone Road and Whetsted Road referred to within Appendix D1 to the 
report was the northern junction where there had been a number of 
accidents. Michael Hardy, Schemes Project Manager, KCC, advised that he 
believed it referred to the southern junction but would check and report back. 
 
Councillor Lidstone noted a lack of resurfacing work being noted in the report 
despite the ongoing ‘Pot Hole Blitz’ and asked whether KCC had applied for 
any of the additional Government funding. Ms Gillham advised that KCC had 
applied and would continue to seek funding wherever possible. Work in 
respect of the Pot Hole Blitz was not reported in the report but managed 
separately and she added that the scheme was due to end in March 2018. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King congratulated officers on responding in a 
timely and efficient manner to pot hole reports. 
 
RESOLVED – That the report be noted. 
 

TOPICS FOR FUTURE MEETINGS 
 
TB42/17 
 

The Chairman, County Councillor Barrington-King, noted that 2 items had 
been submitted in accordance with the procedure. 
 
1. Consideration of cycle stand report from Tunbridge Wells Bicycle 
Users Group (TWBUG) 
 
Councillor Lidstone advised members of a report from TWBUG concerning 
the number and siting of cycle stands in Tunbridge Wells. The report 
highlighted a lack of stands in the southern end of the town centre and set out 
a desire to reconnect the different areas with cycling infrastructure which 
must be located close to the desired destination to be effective. The report 
proposed an additional 83 stands throughout the town at a cost of 
approximately £20,000 which could be funded by Section 106 money and by 
reallocating the budget for cycle stands at the Crescent Road Car Park. He 
felt that the proposals were worthy of further consideration. 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King welcomed the report and commented that 
as Portfolio Holder he had been instrumental in getting the existing cycle 
stands installed. The unique design and robust stands supplied by partners 
from Tunbridge Wells’ twin town Wiesbaden were a credit to the town. He 
added that he supported any effort to encourage cycling. 
 
Vicki Hubert, Principal Transport Planner, KCC, praised the report and 
advised that she had received a copy in advance. KCC were already pursuing 
the report’s aims and the sites identified in the report would form the basis of 
any future allocations of Section 106 contributions in the town centre. 
Consequently, she felt there was little more that the JTB could add. 
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Councillor Lidstone asked that the matter be added to the Tracker to provide 
updates when new cycle stands were secured. 
 
Members agreed to add this item to the Tracker. 
 
2. Junction of Hastings Road and A21 near Kipping’s Cross 
 
County Councillor Barrington-King highlighted safety concerns on the A21 
near Kipping’s Cross where northbound traffic crossed the southbound dual 
carriageway to access Hastings Road. He added that the road was very fast 
and there had been several accidents, some resulting in fatalities. Local 
representatives had campaigned to keep the junction open so he was calling 
for an investigation into possible safety improvements, or at least, warning 
signs. 
 
Ms Hubert sought to clarify the particular stretch of road in question. County 
Councillor Barrington-King agreed to confirm the details outside the meeting 
and added that this was a separate issue to the matter raised by Pembury 
Parish Council concerning the length of slip roads on to the A21. 
 
Members requested that this item come forward to a future meeting. 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
TB43/17 
 

The next meeting of the Joint Transportation Board would be held on Monday 
16 April 2018 commencing at 6pm. 
 

 
 NOTES: 

 
County Councillor Holden arrived during TB36/17 (Tracker item 2) 
Councillor Lidstone arrived during TB36/17 (Tracker item 3) 
County Councillor Oakford arrived during TB36/17 (Tracker item 9) 
Councillor Hall left during TB39/17 
County Councillors Hamilton and Holden left at the end of TB39/19 
The meeting concluded at 8.00 pm. 

 


