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Note: as not all respondents answered every question, the total number of responses for each 

question may vary. Textual responses have been recorded verbatim and spelling and/or 

typographical errors have not been corrected. 

 

 

Other: 

 Restriction of dog walkers in local parks and play areas 

 England 

 My sons play sport on the Nevil 

 Kent Association of Cricket Officals 

 Player, supporter employee and volunteer at TWRFC (St Marks). 

35% 

33% 

7% 

4% 

10% 

1% 

6% 4% 

Question 1: Are you responding as ...? 

Local resident who lives in the marked area on the maps (see supporting
documents)
Local resident who lives outside the marked area on the maps (see
supporting documents)
Person who works in the marked area on the maps (see supporting
documents)
Local business owner/manager

Street entertainer in the marked area on the maps (see supporting
documents)
Visitor to the marked area on the maps (e.g. shopper, tourist)

Local Borough, Parish, Town or County Councillor

Representative of a local community or voluntary group (see below)

Other (see below)
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 Member of TWRFC 

 Statutory non-governmental non-profit organisation 

 Volunteer crciekt coach 

 National Organisation 
 

 

 

Note: “Longer ago than twelve months” shows on the pie chart as 0%. This is due to the fact that the 

percentage for this response is under 0.5% and the percentages only show as whole numbers. 

 

31% 

39% 

22% 

3% 

3% 

2% 0% 

Question 2: How often do you visit the areas shown on the maps in 
Tunbridge Wells?  

I live in the marked area on maps 1 and 2 (Tunbridge Wells town centre and Southborough)

Almost every day

At least once a week

About once a month

Within the last six months

Within the last twelve months

Longer ago than twelve months

Never visited
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Other: 

 I attend 4 classes each week at Adult Education, go to St Augustine’s Church and walk my 
dog several times a day. 

 I live there 

 Why are you trying to ban responsible dog walkers who clear up their dogs faeces in local 
parks and playing fields. You clearly have not spoken to the vast majority of dog walkers who 
take this issue very seriously. I trust that you will review your blanket ban on dog walkers in 
certain areas within the town. You clearly have made a decision without a proper 
consultation which affects hundreds of local dog owners. 

 Dog Walking 

 Attending meetings in Town Hall, and other locations 

 walking my dog 

 Cricket/Football 

 Visiting library, walking through to Common, cycling through to get to schools etc 

25% 

11% 

21% 

15% 

12% 

6% 
5% 5% 

Question 3: What do you use Tunbridge Wells town centre 
for? 

Shopping

Bars/nightlife

Restaurants/cafes

Entertainment/shows

Family events and activities

Tourist attractions

Work in Tunbridge Wells

Other (see below)



PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE REPORT 
6 November 2017 to 7 January 2018 

 

5 
 

 Bars/nightlife - not often Restaurants/cafes - not often Work in Tunbridge Wells - volunteer 
Other - library 

 Playing in parks and on the sports facilities. 

 Sporting events 

 Interest in wildlife and nature. Also I have an interest in planning meetings for the local area. 
Also visit friends and Citizens Advice. 

 Cricket Matches at The Nevile 

 Walking the dog 

 dog walking 

 walking 

 Travel from and to the railway station. 

 Travel from and to the railway station. 

 Running with TW Harriers 

 Sports 

 Walking to exercise my dog and myself 

 Access to the railway station 

 Using railway stn 

 The Commons Conservators can only comment on the Common. 

 to attend Crescent Road car park to feed the homeless and vulnerable 

 Walking 

 Tunbridge Wells is a wonderful shopping destination outside London 

 childrens attend schools in TW 

 Visits to the library. Meetings and activities in the town hall. 

 Business and social activities including banking and property related transactions. 

 Banking property related issues 

 Volunteer 

 Travel from station 

 Railway - I commute to London 

 Visiting the Library, dentist and other services  Walking, cycling and jogging through to 
places where I volunteer, and for exercise and relaxation. 
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Question 4: How much of a problem, if at all, do you think each of the following are to 

people living or working in or visiting the borough? 

 

 

 

12% 

27% 

45% 

12% 
4% 

Question 4 People being drunk and rowdy in public 
spaces 

A very big problem

A fairly big problem

Not a very big problem

Not a problem at all

Don't know/no opinion

14% 

27% 

42% 

14% 

3% 

Question 4 People (e.g. beggars) loitering in a public 
place 

A very big problem

A fairly big problem

Not a very big problem

Not a problem at all

Don't know/no opinion
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15% 

34% 36% 

13% 

2% 

Question 4 People lying in or sleeping in a public 
place 

A very big problem

A fairly big problem

Not a very big problem

Not a problem at all

Don't know/no opinion

11% 

17% 

44% 

24% 

4% 

Question 4 Buskers using amplifiers in the town 
centre 

A very big problem

A fairly big problem

Not a very big problem

Not a problem at all

Don't know/no opinion



PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE REPORT 
6 November 2017 to 7 January 2018 

 

8 
 

 

 

18% 

32% 
38% 

8% 4% 

The presence of mattresses, duvets, sleeping bags 
and other items in shop doorways and other public 

areas 

A very big problem

A fairly big problem

Not a very big problem

Not a problem at all

Don't know/no opinion

36% 

17% 
17% 

10% 

20% 

Question 4 Other (see below) 

A very big problem

A fairly big problem

Not a very big problem

Not a problem at all

Don't know/no opinion
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Question 4: Other responses 

 I think that the presence of 'Enforcers' on the street is a big problem. Officials wandering 
around with the specific aim of trying to catch people dropping fag butts, litter or trying 
to stop beggars or buskers shows a creeping mentality of state control which I would 
have thought would have been contrary to the political position of most people on the 
Council.  

 Pavement parking, speeding, unsafe pedestrian crossings, the shared space near 
FiveWays, revised traffic priorities at Monson Road.  

 I don't think that beggars loitering in public spaces is a great problem; but groups of 
youths, on bikes, with skateboards or otherwise, hanging around seems to have grown. 

 People drinking in street and blocking pedestrian access.  Also chairs and tables 
obstructing pavement Amplified music from Pantiles which has become more frequent.  

 Drinking alcohol in public spaces, notably parks and benches by the car park in the town 
centre. The congregation of groups is threatening and unpleasant. 

 Restriction of dog walkers I think the council need to address drug taking, beggars and 
people sleeping rough in shop doorways first The town basically is going to the dogs  

 The lack of legality of the best drug in existence - marijuana.  

 Rowdy and disruptive, and some vandalism of property, by young teenagers Drug 
consumption [reported by residents] in their areas 

 Dog owners using sports grounds and not picking up dog litter 

 The presence of mattresses, duvets, sleeping bags etc in shop doorways and other public 
areas: Have noticed this getting worse in the last year or so. 

 Dog muck around the Nevil Ground is a health hazard to cricket players of all ages.  Lots 
of cricket is played on the Nevil and at regular times each week in summer the ground is 
devoted to school-age children. 

 Fly tipping (particularly plastic) 

 Dogs running all over and pooing on the various cricket pitches. 

 Dogs mess 

 Uncouth behaviour, especially swearing, is commonplace within the Calverley Precinct 
and Millenium Clock area and at the bus stops around the railway station/Great Hall 
Arcade.  Spitting is increasingly common and very unhygienic.  This portrays the town as 
full of yobs, which we know it isn't.  Some of those who are rowdy look under the 
influence of something or the other, although some I am sure are not. Furthermore, 
although not in the town centre, the same behaviour at Hawkenbury Recreation Ground 
is appalling bearing in mind the astroturf, from which the language emanates, is next to 
the children's play area. 

 Cyclists using walkways and foot paths designated for pedestrians only. The regular 
abuse by road traffic of the 20 and 30mph speed limits. Pavement parking. 

 No reference to dogs in this section - but assuming I cannot return then I am very 
strongly opposed to any restrictions on responsible dog walkers on sports grounds and 
open spaces. I fully support greater penalties on dog walkers who are not responsible - 
violent dogs, failing to pick up ( poop and scoop), dogs running around out of control 
bothering others etc. 

 The people lying/sleeping in public places is not a big problem in the sense that it isn't a 
nuisance. It is a significant problem in that there should be better support services 
available to look after people who are forced to do this. 

 Grafitti is becoming a major  in the borough without enough being done to curb it by 
both the council and the police. 
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 It's a matter of proportion. The existing measures are adequate without the introduction 
of a public spaces protection order. 

 School children missing school, smoking and drinking under age. 

 Uneven pavements 

 I have no issues with rough sleepers.  They need compassion and protection as 
vulnerable people in our community.  If services were funded more, then it maybe 
would alleviate their suffering. Problems with alcohol don't seem an issue, any more 
than they have ever been in the 40 years I have lived here.  Although I am not someone 
who goes out in the evenings like I used to! 

 Some inconsiderate skateboard use, and fast cycling through the precinct, where young 
children can be running free. People should not have to be looking out for cyclists or 
skateboarders whizzing through the precinct at 15mph ('Fairly Big' rather than 'Very 
Big'). And I make this comment as a cyclist myself.  Anti social and dangerous driving 
behaviour, including driving along the pavement,  which is a danger to pedestrians. 
Reckless and inconsiderate driving deters people from cycling. Litter, and the 
abandonment of effective street cleaning outside the immediate town centre. 

 
 
 
 

Question 5 - How did these issues affect you? 
 

 Normal and far worse elsewhere, have you ever walked down Tonbridge High Street 

 I was very distressed to see beggars, and rough sleepers in the town. Distressed because it is 
becoming such a feature of daily life like food banks. The council should be actively trying to 
help them not suggesting penalities for non-compliance.  This is the sort of issue that brings 
a town like Tunbridge Wells into disrepute and puts the town open to mockery. One of the 
richest boroughs... attempting to fine beggars....... Private Eye, Have I Got News for You? On 
buskers, yes they can be too loud but is that a big problem to warrant the attention of the 
Borough Council? Surely there must be a softer way of dealing with them rather than an 
enforcer getting out his spot fine book. Drunken behaviour in the street? Aren't there laws 
for being drunk and disorderly? Do we really need to add to them? How many more rules 
and prohibitions do we want to live with?  

 Mattresses and people sleeping in doorways are unsightly.  We should fund our social 
services adequately to eliminate begging and rough sleeping.  Amplified music in the Pantiles 
Area is excessively loud and can be unpleasant to experience in Cumberland Gardens.  It is 
common for bottles, cans and glasses to be left in Cumberland Gardens and also in The 
Grove.  People drinking in the street particularly in Cumberland Walk and in the Pantiles 
often make it difficult to walk through these areas. 

 The above listed has not caused me problems, apart of amplified music. It is just too loud 
and not always to everyone's taste.   

 I avoid walking past King Charles church  near LAmore restarant because of beggars 

 They didn't affect me 

 Parks near me (the Grove, but more so, Calverley Grounds) can become intimidating at 
night, Calverley even by day, because of drunk and drug-taking adults and adolescents 
loitering in bushes, or even in plain sight.  We do need to walk our dog after dark in winter, 
since like most residents of central Tunbridge Wells, we don't have much of a garden, so the 
safety of our local streets and parks is important. Better lighting would help (and measures 
have been taken towards that end, but could be improved. There's little point in introducing 
bye laws if they cannot be enforced. Dog owners are easy targets, but that issue has been 
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largely solved in the last 25 years. I remember writing to TWBC about pavement poo pushing 
a double buggy while taking my eldest to school, from Grecian Rd to St Peter's primary. I'm 
not too bothered about rough sleepers  per se, except my conscience is troubled that such 
things happen in a civilised rich country. It wasn't something I saw in the first 40 years of my 
life. I'm glad if they can make themselves comfortable. Each one of us, or our children 
could  end up homeless. 

 I understand their homeless problem but they are a nusience with begging and music 

 Yes; these people are menacing. 

 Shows the town in a bad light and feel uncomfortable to be in the same area. 

 I don't like to see people sleeping rough. It isn't very nice for the town but indeed, 
homelessness is a problem which needs to be addressed sensitively. There are also certain 
individuals with mental health issues who walk around the town and this need to be 
addressed in the right way. I have noticed people sleeping rough becoming a problem over 
the last year or two so don't know why it is an issue now in Tunbridge Wells, although 
perhaps nationwide the issue is growing. I am more offended by groups who loiter in public 
spaces after dark (and during the day at weekends in the town centre). There are very few 
visible PCSO's or Police Officers so groups can feel threatening. There is also an increase in 
litter in popular spots for loitering. I now will not walk home from the train station after 
around 10pm because the town centre feels rough and again, no apparent law enforcement. 
Noise in the area where I live has increased at night and there is often shouting from 
individuals late on a Friday and Saturday. 

 Have to walk round them and on occasions off pavement and into road. Amplified music 
makes it unpleasant to be in our garden 

 see answer to q4a. It means my wife cannot walk our dog throug Calverley Park when 
drunks are regularly present. The litter they leave behind is disgraceful. As no Police are ever 
seen there is one deterrenot. 

 They havnt particularly. I work in London where the problem is far worse and I don't think 
the issues in Tunbridge Wells town centre are nearly as bad! 

 Quite frankly I am disgusted I have been into the police station about  it 

 Not really been aware of any issues . Occasionally see rough sleepers in the town centre, but 
they are not a problem. Don't see them there the next time round. 

 Mattresses homeless people etc are slightly annoying but not as annoying as it must  be for 
these unfortunate people. However, marijuana being illegal is HIGHLY annoying. Granted, 
this is not a local issue but it affects local people. 

 Seeing beggars makes me sad. Can't remember ever seeing drunken / rowdy behaviour. 

 I am more concerned more about impact on others trying to undertake lawful/community 
activities - who can be scared off 

 Every town has these problems, so sadly we just except them, you see the same thing in 
towns all over the world, I don't think ithink the rough sleeping looks very nice in the main 
shopping areas though,  

 I think more could be done to help. We/the council should be reaching out to help people in 
need. Homelessness is complex. Often there are more serious underlying problems such as 
mental or physical health issues. When people in our community are vulnerable we should 
look to offer help and support. I find this survey a little distasteful. It trivialises a complex 
issue. The question only states the negative characteristics of a select few homeless people. 
Many/some will not be drunk and rowdy. It feels like the questions are lead by commerce, 
who probably have a very one sided view.  It does not feel like the best way to obtain 
feedback through a carefully worded survey, even though the wording has improved since 
the initial survey. To me, it is obvious, we should always reach out to help someone in need. 
If not as an individual we should definitely help as a community.  
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 Although I'm very aware of people sleeping rough in the town centre and a certain amount 
of drunkeness and noise it's not a situation that is out of control. 

 It is more of a disturbance for shop owners and I feel very sorry for the homeless but shop 
entrances are not the appropriate place for them to stay.  There needs to be a drop in centre 
where they can go and be assisted with food and sleeping 

 Not a great deal.  I go into the centre of Tunbridge Wells during the day and whenever I have 
encountered a homeless person begging I have never encountered any aggression towards 
me as I explain why I will give to a local charity, eg;the Bridge Trust rather than directly to 
themselves.   However, I will often give their dog (if they have one) some biscuits! 

 I do not see these areas late evening, so my views relate to daytime use. I definitely consider 
that amplified music should not be allowed, as long as acoustic buskers are allowed if 
behaving reasonably. I am very concerned about homeless people being harassed or 
charged with offences. 

 Not at all 

 As to loud music from musicians in bands it put us off shopping in adjacent shops and caused 
to move away from any in the immediate area.Sole musicians are absolutely fine. 

 I was put off going into Sainsbury's (Great Hall) by someone sitting by the doorway. I feel 
guilty not giving to beggars, but I don't want to fund any addictions they may have. I give to 
the Salvation Army and feel that taxpayers' money should go towards helping these people 
overcome their addictions and help them with their mental health. I do feel intimidated by 
their presence a little. 

 They are unsightly, filthy and leave rubbish on the streets. 

 Obviously it is unpleasant 

 The behaviour of these people can be inappropriate when around small children. 

 blocking entrances to car parks and occupying empty shop fronts 

 It can sometimes be intimidating 

 More just sad to see...wish more could be done 

 People begging outside stores like Sainsburys Local sitting between the Great Hall brick door 
pillars in Mt Pleasant and Mt Pleasant Avenue often block the gaps between the Great Hall 
building and the supporting exterior brick pillars, thereby obstructing pedestrians' right of 
passage.  One often has to avoid being tripped by a blanket or piece of cardboard when 
entering Sainsburys Local.  These are obvious health and safety issues for elderly and 
disabled people. It seems to be an almost permanent problem these days. In Mt Pleasant 
Road and Calverley precinct several doorways seem to be constantly filled with duvets, 
mattresses, and general garbage - often left unattended in the daytime.  This is a blight on 
the town centre area. At night one is extremely concerned, when walking by a person 
sleeping rough in the doorway, as to whether that person might suddenly arise from 
seeming slumber and attack the passer-by especially if one is thinking of using a nearby 
ATM.   Amplified music and beggars outside the same stores everyday clearly have an effect 
on the stores' trade and staff as well as passers by.  I note that a mainly on-line company 
with only a minor outlet in the High Street that never suffers such problems seems to be 
supporting these anti-social activities. 

 Not at all 

 Prior to cricket matches all dogs mess needs to be cleared up 

 It is feels unsafe, especially around the station at night. Carparks after dark feel especially 
unsafe.  

 They don't effect me. 

 Unsightly 
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 People being drunk/rowdy in the town centre makes me feel apprehensive. Seeing signs of 
homelessness (begging, rough sleepers and possessions in doorways) fills me with sympathy 
and some distress there is not more provision for people who have fallen on hard times in 
this affluent town. Some amplified music in the town centre is really enjoyable: I have heard 
some very talented musicians playing and sometimes stopped to listen. However, I 
appreciate that this may be annoying to staff working in the shops.   

 Not much and the people i have encountered are always polite, never agressive.  It is a 
reflection of the wider societal issues and much much worse in many other town. 

 It doesn't effect me at all 

 Can sometimes make me feel uncomfortable. Makes me feel sad for them. 

 Bad language,Un sightly, not pleasant for young children.etc 

 I have not been much affected but let us remember that the Council forced the Soup Run to 
close, so removing one key place where folks could meet. A a regular user of the Torrington 
Road car park for TW station, the stairwells are often in an appalling state and I don't know if 
that is connected, but the people who clear up are doing a marvellous job. 

 The initial impact is the sight and unpleasant smell of car park stair wells where people have 
been sleeping and presumably urinating in the same space. The ugly sight of waste materials 
including cigarette ends, ash, food wrappers and unwanted clothes and bedding.  

 It annoys me that (a) I have to look where I walk to make sure I am not stepping into 
someone's phlegm, and (b) I don't want unruly people running around shouting and 
swearing in public.  It portrays the town in a negative light. 

 Being approached. Asked for money. 

 Make you feel un safe. Especially passing through the patio area of the TN2 Centre. Day time 
drinkers and rough sleepers all over the place and by the sub post office and other shops 
intimidates you if you want to post a letter of visit the shops. Not nice to be confronted by 6 
to 8 day time drinkers shouting, swearing and being anti social 

 I a expect I expect normal problems not to be swept off the street, showing Tunbridge wells 
is a caring town       

 Not greatly affected currently ( i guess existing measure are working) but procedures need 
to be in place to ensure that homeless issues don't become a bigger problem. I would not 
like to be asked for money while out and about and would not like to have more of my 
council tax used for cleaning up mattresses etc . Yesterday I had a guy walk through the train 
asking for money. Fortunately the train was full but frightening if train empty.  

 Not at all - its sad for the people really . They should have a better life . 

 The main stairs and stairwell lobby of Torrington car park become unpleasant to use due to 
the areas being used as a toilet and by rough sleepers often in groups creating a threatening 
area to walk through on a regular basis. 

 The main stairs and stairwell lobby of Torrington car park become unpleasant to use due to 
the areas being used as a toilet and by rough sleepers often in groups creating a threatening 
area to walk through on a regular basis. 

 loud music, people begging, people sleeping rough. 

 During daylight it makes me feel uncomfortabl. After dark I feel vulnerable especially as a 
woman walking alone 

 Avoid shops in those areas. 

 Off putting, worrying, discouragin. Council should certainly deal with the  rowdiness, begging 
and sleeping rough. It makes the local community feel unsettled and apprehensive towards 
unfolding situation.  

 I feel very sorry for rough sleepers and people begging. If people are drunk and disorderly 
they should be dealt with under existing powers. Most drunk and disorderly are those on a 
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Friday and Saturday night who have homes to go to. Please don't pick on the homeless. 
Matresses  in doorways may well be a nuisance to shop owners if the shop is in use, but can 
be dealt with, as drunk and disorderly, under existing powers. Ditto very loud music. But the 
normal buskers are a pleasure. 

 They do have a negative effect on the overall character of the town. Walking down the alley 
with the public toilets next to the Assembly Hall car park can be quite scary as the beggars 
tend to congregate near the entrance to the cafe at one end and on the benches near the 
recycling bins at the other, and they often approach you which can make one nervous. 
Amplified music in the town centre is a nuisance and likewise the "chuggers" in the precinct, 
whom this ban should also apply to.     

 It is sad to see and experience.   

 They haven't 

 I've felt nervous and frightened for my personal safety.  

 Felt quite scared and threatened by them, especially after dark. 

 A rough sleeper in a town centre car park scared my daughter. I have also seen rough 
sleepers and beggers injecting drugs openly - what kind of impact is that having on my young 
daughter. 

 disappointed that such an affluent town cannot look after them 

 Rowdy disturbance, hooligan behaviour, defacing and destruction of public furniture. 

 Noise dis turbance and littering (including broken glass) and bad role models for children - 
High Brooms Playground 

 Saddened that these less fortunate people have to resort to such practice as it appears very 
little help is available. Agreed that cyclists are safer using pavements and walkways but 
certainly less safe for me as a pedestrian Worried at crossing the road so specially at the 
pedestrian crossing where I have experienced near misses at the bottom of both Grove Hill 
Road and Frant Road when I had right of way 

 The noise levels of buskers is sometimes too loud!You have to shout above them to talk and 
if there is more than one its hell! Drunkeness is a problem in the evening and night.The 
worst problem are the homeless i called the police one night as one was aggressive with me 
while i was walking home from work in Mount Pleasant.They are anti social they throw 
cigarette ends on the ground while the rest of us get a fine.They dont care as they have no 
money.They say they have no money but have mobiles,cigarettes and alcohol.They drink 
and smoke and litter!It is detrimental for shops and for parents with children.We have a 
lovely town and as a council tax payer object to these people littering the streets.I hope as 
do many others it becomes an offence to collect money.As i write a man has taken up 
residence in BHS doorway sleeping on two wooden pallets and keeps his belongings in a 
shopping trolley.Great sight for all of us,not a good impression for visitors to the town! 

 Loud amplified music in the town centre causes me stress and may cut short my visit. Rowdy 
drunkenness, especially late at night, is alarming. 

 The amplified music is awful, and deters me from entering g the area. Homeless people 
sleeping g rough are distressing evidence of a society which does not provide adequate help 
for the vulnerable. Ditto regarding drug users and drinkers. 

 People sleeping rough on the Common intimidate the public and create a health hazard 
(human faeces, needles, etc). Drunk people smash bottles on rocks used by children. 

 It's different for me as I understand why people are rough sleeping so I don't see it as a 
problem, just very sad 

 Intimidated me and my daughter walking through a park 

 I haven't been affected at all. 
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 It's really sad to see, and my children also feel very strongly, that more should be done for 
homeless/people sleeping rough 

 Very little 

 Should not be encouraged in town centre as devalues th standards of the town. Homeless 
should be cared for to keep them off the streets. 

 Thought it a shame  

 These have not affected me. 

 It feels like "running the gauntlet" sometimes returning from London late in the evening and 
going to my car through rough sleepers and their sleeping bags at the station and Torrington 
(ex Safeway) car park.  My wife has felt intimidated even though there were no adverse 
advances by the rough sleepers.  Drunks and beggars are an occasional problem in Dunorlan 
Park, once some East Europeans camped in the undergrowth for weeks (2017). Dog walkers 
have never been a problem. 

 I feel very intimidated  by large groups of mainly men in carpark stairwells often with loose 
dogs.  I note a lady was bitten recently by such a dog in Torrington car park and needed 
hospital treatment. 

 Intimidating for a woman 

 I'm not sure I have ever seem anyone seriously drunk/rowdy in the town centre. Amplified 
music is fine as it currently stands - it isn't obtrusive. People sleeping rough haven't affected 
me, but there should be better support services available to look after people who are 
forced to do this - and yes, I know it costs money, and I would be willing to pay more council 
tax if it helped sort this out. 

 There has periodically been evidence of rough sleeping (not on a large scale) in or near 
Grosvenor and Hilbert Park. 

 They were noticeable and you want to do something for people in this condition. 

 an increasing eye sore which detracts from Tunbridge Wells, these people should be looked 
after more than being discarded or fined 

 They are a nuisance  and some  can be aggressive and make one feel uncomfortable or 
insecure. Gives the location a bad immage. 

 When shopping in the pedestrian area the competing sound of buskers' amplifiers can be 
challenging especially if the shop you are in is also playing music. A licencing scheme for 
buskers that is properly enforced should be considered. More needs to be done to support 
homeless people to avoid the proliferation of old mattresses that can be seen in car parks 
and other areas. 

 Generally I don't find these activities to be much of a problem. 

 Not affected me other than to feel frustrated & embarrassed that I'm doing nothing to help. 
I feel angry that Government policies & local authority cuts mean the provision of social 
housing & support for people in need to so poor. It's immoral & shameful.  

 Homeless people should not be persecuted 

 Buskers annoy me and spoil the experience of being in the town centre. Mattresses make 
the town unsightly and lowers the standing ot TW. Drunks wake me and my family when 
leaving the town at night. 

 Feel harassed by unwanted begging and sleeping in doorways looks terrible, producing litter 
and mess. If allowed to continue will encourage others. 

 They make the place look unwelcoming, some can be intimidating and generally scruffy. 

 Begging - I give to charity but unsolicited approach is unwelcome  Drunk/rowdy behaviour - 
difficult to control but under age drinking should be restricted if possible 

 Make me wonder if the lovely area/ town I live in is slowly going down hill 
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 I just feel very sad for these people and wish there was more support to help them get off 
the street. 

 I don't always feel safe 

 It made me sad that such an affluent town is doing NOTHING to help these poor people. 

 Unpleasant and threatening 

 I just think it's sad there are homeless people 

 there has been a noticeable increase, it has little effect, it's just noticeable 

 Can be intimidating later at night. 

 no problems.  I like buskers.  Adds a bit of liveliness to the town.  The precinct is quite 
depressing with the closed shops, so music picks it up. homelessness/rough 
sleepers/begging is a very sad thing to see.  I wish there were more services and safety for 
those that are vulnerable in our community. I would feel deeply dissatisfied if the Council 
took measures to shifting them elsewhere rather than dealing with the root causes. 

 The rowdiness at night leads to littering/damage to my office. It seems like most weeks that 
I am sweeping up broken bottles and collecting cans and half-eaten food containers from 
the front garden. We have also had groups hanging about drinking outside the office during 
the daytime which can be slightly intimidating when leaving/entering the building.  

 The bedding in doorways issue makes the town look very scruffy but it wouldnt be a 
problem if we had more provision for homeless people. Also it tends to only be in shop 
doorways where the shops are empty - another problem. The council shouod be 
encouraging shop owners by making rates more affordable  

 Not affected by any of these except that I am not keen on hearing amplified busking.  

 If I can I give money to people who are homeless hungry wet and cold. It breaks my heart.  

 It is clearly very sad.  But it is also not appropriate for people to beg or sleep rough in 
shopkeepers premises as it will affect there ability to trade. 

 They don't affect me, they just highlight how the local authority should be out actively 
helping the people in the community. 

 Apart from being unsightly, they don't really affect me.  I am fortunate to have a roof over 
my head. 
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Measures 
 

 
 
Have your say on alcohol control areas 
 

 People should be able to drink whereever these rules enable that. If they are causing a 
problem they lose it theynlose  

 no problem with it. Much underage drinking occurs in these areas. 

 You do not need more red tape just enforce current laws on drinking rowdy behaviour and 
litteringetc. 

 I don't really use these parks at night because I wouldn't feel them safe. During the day, if 
drinking is under control and as part of a civilised leisure activity then I don't see a great 
issue. 

 Would welcome the steps between Cumberland Gardens and Cumberland Walk and 
Cumberland Gardens itself becoming alcohol free as it is place people sit and drink.  

 As there is no patrolling of these areas by the police this is useless prevention. Include the 
areas around the car parks where drunks congregate 

 I think their should be a blanket ban on drinking alcohol in the town public places. 

81% 

11% 

8% 

Measure 1: Do you support the use of a Public Spaces Protection 
Order to maintain alcohol control areas in the areas listed above? 

This would include streets, open spaces and other public areas but 
not public houses, licensed premises or pavement cafes. 

Yes

No

Don't know
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 Badly worded question, how would one know the answer unless you either witnessed a 
problem or saw data Would want to see the data on number of times the PSPO has had to 
be invoked before I could make a statement. More regulation is not usually the solution - 
more education generally is! 

 Yes, control them. Alcohol is a toxic, nasty substance with terrible pharmacodynamics and a 
very narrow window of therapeutic effect. Many people struggle with getting the dose right. 
We could legalise marijuana in these areas in stead (in principle I am well aware that in our 
backwards country it remains illegal... Oregon, Colorado, California and many other US 
states have legalised it.) 

 I am aware of drinkers' behaviour after coming out of drinking establishments (night clubs in 
particular) being a concern to local residents. 'Whether there are other spots around the 
town that need adding is something that may need attention. 'Whether this would change 
behaviours is of course another matter 

 I think the controls are fine as they are,' 

 Education and community engagement not penalty fines..... 

 These suggestions depend very much on how responsibibly they are policed. An adult 
enjoying a glass of wine with a picnic in the park is very different from a group of youths 
binge drinking . 

 Required to minimise trouble and maximise health and safety for all concerned. 

 Why is there no Alcohol Control Area on the Hawkenbury Recreation Ground?     This area is 
a magnet for young drinkers, especially around the Hawkenbury Pavilion.  

 This does not cause me a problem personally, but it could be for those using or living 
adjacent to the above areas, so I am open minded on this 

 There are often events in parks and public places which sell alcohol. It isn't a problem unless 
they are disturbing others and provided they dispose of their bottles/cans in bins. I don't 
know why some roads are included and not others - I haven't seen anyone drinking in the 
roads marked. 

 I live a few metres away from Hilbert Rec. There is a lot of evidence that people drink and 
use drugs in this park e.g. beer bottles left around the park and benches. I frequently see 
alcohol bottles left near my house near the Hilbert Rd gates.   

 There is an area adjoining Grosvenor Recreation Ground (between the Lake area and 
Grosvenor Bridge) that should be covered by an alcohol control area. In addition, this out-of-
date map does not cover the reopened Rochdale Road entrance area, which has seating and 
could possibly be attractive to people drinking. 

 This has never affected me. 

 Fine at public events, bar terrace, outside restaurants, but not otherwise. 

 I don't care for public drinking anywhere, but would have concerns that the drinkers will 
relocate to Calverley Grounds or other dark/ill-lit places unlikely to be adequately policed in 
the evening. 

 TN2 Centre (area which is laid out as a patio leading to 3 shops and is down below street 
level but at the access point to the YMCA and the TN2 centre as well as the three shops is 
often used as a street drinkers venue and needs to be added to the alcohol controlled area 

 If i would like to have a picnic in a park or on the common and i can't have a glass of wine or 
a beer that is sad ! People who are getting totally wasted at the same spot every day - that 
should not be allowed . I would support a PSPO for that reason .  

 I think the enforcement of this is difficult. If someone's drinking is not a nuisance, leave 
them be. If they are behaving badly, the powers of taking it from them should be enforced. 

 Why stop at Grosvenor and Hilbert? They should be expanded to include High Brooms 
Playground. 
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 These areas are good in principle but how effective are such measures? 

 At present you do not enforce the alcohol ban at Five Ways. Most days there are drinkers 
there. No point having the ban if it is ignored! 

 At present you do not enforce the alcohol ban at Five Ways. Most days there are drinkers 
there. No point having the ban if it is ignored! 

 The whole of Tunbridge Wells Common would benefit from being part of the alcohol control 
zone. 

 If people want to drink they will drink and find a way around it.  Eg putting alcohol in a water 
bottle. 

 Consideration should be given extending the ban to other public spaces such as Woodbury 
Park Cemetery. 

 Will do nothing to solve the problem. 

 For them to be properly enforced we would need a police service with more staff than we 
have currently. It's all very well consulting on and then changing the rules, but if there is 
nobody there to enforce it, it's kind of pointless 

 The area covered in relation to Grosvenor and Hilbert Park should be updated to cover (a) 
the area of the park opened up by the Heritage Lottery Project that is between the Rochdale 
Road entrance and the Hub; and (b) the open space between the park entrance and the 
Camden Road end of the Grosvenor Bridge - ie around the rock sculpture.  There is 
continuing evidence of anti social behaviour in this latter area, with frequent finds of 
multiple discarded cans of alcohol.  

 The measure needs to be enforced to be effective and frankly I don't see much evidence of 
that. 

 The existing alcohol control areas seem to be working ok. 

 I have no experience of people drinking & causing a problem in Tunbridge Wells. If the above 
policy is applied pragmatically I don't see a problem. 

 Should be extended to more areas surrounding as in southbrough they just need to move 1 
road down and they can drink 

 There is also an issue with drinkers carrying on drinking outside establishments like One 
Warwick Park and the bar on the corner or Warwick Park and Nevill Street late at night - 
bottles and glasses are left behind on a Friday, Saturday and Sunday. 

 Virtually ineffective as I for one have never seen a police officer or community support 
officer in Tunbridge Wells 

 I believe the laws work well 

 it seems like common sense 

 Measures in place seem adequate. 

 I think this is a good idea. We have sometimes witnessed people hiding nearby while they 
decant alcoholic drinks into soft drink containers. (We were wondering why a particular 
corner of the garden was a repository of empty cans and bottles.) 

 I am not affected, but appreciate that it can be a problem. The issue of young people 
drinking should be addressed. 

 However the Police should be given the power to use their common sense. It should not be a 
one size fits all policy.  

 There is a need to control anti social behaviour /rowdiness and potential violence that 
impacts on owners and people generally 
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Have your say on begging 
 

 It is wrong to use a fine as a sanction against begging. It will cost the state money to 
enforce it and will not help the problem. Difficult I know but historically there has 
always been this tension between tolerating beggars and penalising them and 
moving them on. Provide more solutions to deal with the symptoms. That is the 
challenge for the council..... not blaming the victims of the policies being pursued by 
central government. 

 unless an acceptable alternative is provided for rough sleepers, I'd rather accept the 
small inconvenience and the unpleasant guilt that I experience from the reminder 
that I have been very fortunate in life. •There but for fortune,go you and I. 

 I dont see the harm people can just walk past beggars. We dont need more laws  get 
rid of the beggars harassing  people by   enforcing current  laws to move them not 
picking on harmless ones ones sitting quietly. 

 More should be done to get these people off the street and into accomodation. 

 I agree that leaving items unsupervised by whomever is totally unacceptable under 
any circumstances and that speaking to people aggresivley is also wrong.  I also think 
that if I were a business owner I would be very perturbed by someone moving their 
personal items and/ or sleeping outside etc. I support measures being put in place to 
stop this, subject as above to sensitivity and the right organisations being involved. 

66% 

26% 

8% 

Measure 2: Do you support the use of a Public Spaces 
Protection Order to deter the unauthorised collecting of 

money in public spaces and address anti-social behaviour 
associated with begging in Tunbridge Wells town centre 

(Map 1)? 

Yes

No

Don't know
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Obviously not all homeless people beg and simply must be helped to find 
accomodation. I would also ask about whether penalties can be enforced and 
whether there are resources to enforce fines. I would rather that smokers who drop 
cigarette butts, people who chuck down other litter, and those who park on 
pavements are fined on every occasion.  

 Consider it a minor problem.  

 Again no police prevention 

 It should be an offence which the individuals should be prosecuted. 

 Badly worded question, how would one know the answer unless you either 
witnessed a problem or saw data Would want to see the data on number of times 
the PSPO has had to be invoked before I could make a statement. More regulation is 
not usually the solution - more education generally is! 

 I would include CHUGGING in this (charity collectors) and my answer would then be 
yes. IF you mvoe beggars on you have to give them somewhere to move to though. 
Even chuggers. 

 some of the people who beg for money can be quiet intimidating 

 community engagement not fines 

 I am totally against the fining of anyone under these circunstances, last resort or not. 

 Who would be the ' contracted services' and who would monitor their behaviour and 
training? A number of these individuals on the street are extremely vulnerable and 
find themselves there due to our appauling mental health provision in the area. Are 
the council able to provide more assissted living accommodation where vulnerable 
people can receive somewhere to stay for a reasonable period of time whilst 
receiving help/ counselling  for addressing addictions, mental health problems and 
hopefully receive guidance and support to become a functioning member of the 
community?  

 This is very unfortunate but it has to be looked at to ease this problem. 

 Whilst I agree that begging can be a problem for many of the general public to cope 
with:   a) most people can say "No" b) fining beggars will get the council nowhere (as 
most beggars will not have the money to pay the fine in the first place) and the 
whole process will only cost council taxpayers a great deal of money;  who, on the 
council, thought up this stupid idea? 

 I have not had any problems with beggars. I am concerned that this could be a 
pretext for legalised harassment and forcing people into situations they don't want 
to be in. 

 The people who do this are desperate. No-one wants to be homeless. The benefit 
system is inadequate and housing is impossible in this area unless one has plenty of 
money. Is there room in hostels and would they take dogs? We need much more 
social housing. If the people are causing a disturbance then they should be dealt with 
in a caring manner. 

 But don't just move them on - rather talk to them and escort them to somewhere 
they can get help (with mental health and addictions). 

 Begging is unnecessary totally in the modern civilised UK environment. 

 Giving money to beggars only encourages them.  Most people that beg are not 
homeless. Food given to beggars outside stores is often discarded. Any money 
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collected is more likely to be spent on alcohol, tobacco, and drugs. There is help 
available for genuinely homeless people. 

 These people do not cause anyone problems and should not be persecuted.  We 
should be compassionate in our dealings with people less fortunate than ourselves 

 nobody wants to see beggars in their town, I am sure that there are real issues 
regarding their need to beg and receive our care and support.  

 Whilst I appreciate that aggressive begging is offensive and intimidating, some 
people are left in a desperate situation. Constant government cuts to support 
services and benefits leave many "falling through the net". Using PSPOs seems like 
using a sledgehammer to crack a nut. 

 It would be really positive pr for the town to demonstrate constructive support for 
people who often ended up in this position through circumstance.  The beggars do 
not hassle and are always very polite in my experience. 

 No Begging. 

 I don't think that begging should be encouraged but normally beggers are not 
offensive in Tunbridge Wells.  

 This is an eternal blight, although I admit I have bought dog biscuits for the beggars' 
animals in the past.  They can't help belonging to a beggar. 

 They need to be moved on. If it means handing out fines then that is what must 
happen, but they need to be moved on 

 I believe strongly that people should be able to quietly beg, the only sort I have seen, 
and I do like to make a small contribution   

 I don't mind begging . But i would not like to see lots of beggars .  

 Unsightly in Royal Tunbridge Wells, drags the town down 

 I have a great deal of sympathy for people who find themselves homeless through 
no fault of their own but I also find it distasteful to see people lying on the pavement 
or in doorways in daylight hours. This does not encourage businesses in the town.  

 Begging is a social problem which will only increase with  the current trajectory of 
our economic situation in the UK . The homeless are at the bottom of the heap 
which could affect us all . Please do not do this. Put all the support you can into 
affordable housing and jobs. 

 Begging is a problem as it is bad for the town and potentially misleads people with 
the best intentions into accidentally funding drug use. 

 But don't support the issuing of penalties to people who can't afford a roof over 
their head, let alone a pointless fine that everyone knows they cannot pay! Just a 
waste of tax payers money on the admin of issuing the fine and trying to enforce it! 

 I won't go into shops where I have seen people sleeping outside them on filthy 
mattresses or bedding. I also feel intimidated by the aggressive begging - I won't go 
out in the dark in the town now. 

 Passive busking should not be equated with begging 

 It would help if certain organisation did not encourage them.For example the 
refreshments offered in Crescent Road car park 

 Not applicable to Common. 

 There is no need to beg in town as food is provided at lunchtime via the soup bowls 
and in the evening via the street teams, along with toiletries, clothes and sleeping 
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bags if urgently needed.  Help is around, but engagement is the problem.  The 
general public don't understand what is being done behind closed doors by the 
council and other organisations. 

 I hope this is a joke. 

 Opinion differs about begging. On the one hand some people who are begging do 
have an immediate need and it is cruel to refuse let alone to use law and order to 
restrict their requests for help. On the other hand it is clear that some money that is 
begged end up being spent on alcohol or drugs. I think that it should only be 
constrained when it is aggressive and in which case it may constitute an offence 
already. One problem in all this is the shortage of police who have the obvious 
power to move someone on ro talk them into quitter behaviour. I do not think 
orders stemming from a local council are the right method. 

 If beggars are to be banned in this way other support services will be required and it 
is difficult to see how the Borough can afford this now that it has committed to the 
new Civic Centre and Theatre. 

 i would also like to see some support for the people who are being targeted by this 
measure - if their home is the Jacques Vert doorway, and we PSPO it, then what is 
the person we have fined/moved on meant to do?  We need solutions to the 
problem, not just measures to stop it happening in specific locations. 

 We do not see current evidence of any need to include Grosvenor & Hilbert Park in 
the designated area(s) where begging/unauthorised collection would be controlled 
by PSPO. 

 People are begging because they are in need.  The services offered need to be a 
viable alternative so that people do not have to beg.  Many are not capable of 
engaging with the benefits system for example.  The mere fact that you state you 
will fine people - whether the power intended to be used sympathetically or not 
shows an uncaring approach to human beings in crisis.  If there were a day-centre in 
the town where people could access food and other help then you could argue that 
no one would have a need to beg, but currently this is not the case. 

 I still don't like the idea of fixed penalties though and more support for these people 
should be given by the Council including supporting charities like the Bridge Trust for 
the homeless 

 We have to be careful here. People that are have a genuine need and whilst it is 
claimed in the narrative above that passive begging will be tolerated to a point if the 
PSPO is in place to prevent begging will passive begging be treated in the same way 
as the aggressive approach that some people that are homeless employ? I am also 
uncomfortable about the use of contractors as enforcement officers - they will need 
to be kept under close scrutiny and be expected to operate against a code of 
conduct. Sellers of The Big Issue should not be considered as beggars.    

 Again I think it is a matter of being proportionate. I disapprove of "aggressive" 
begging. I am not bothered about "passive" begging. 

 I'm curious to know what drives the increase in begging & homelessness & the action 
the council/government has in place to address this. Surely its useless issuing penalty 
notices & fines to homeless people who have no home or ability to pay. This is 
immoral & shameful. When the council has sufficient housing & support services for 
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these people, then it would more appropriate to issue penalty notice & fines. Let's 
deal with the cause not the symptom. 

 Do not persecute people who are already desperate 

 If people leaving their belongings lying around is an issue, can the council offer 
secure lockers that homeless people can access 24 hours a day? 

 Some of these people are not genuinely in need and are using it as a way of getting 
money from people that feel sorry for them. 

 It would be better to follow Liverpool and provide services for these poor souls. 
There must be at least hall/building where they can sleep at night and relax in safety 
in Tunbridge Wells? 

 Sadly this does need to be managed, and I feel it's done in a sensitive way. 

 It seems like a good idea as long as support is provided to those affected and they're 
not just moved along. 

 absolutely not.  Waste funding on penalising the vulnerable?  Far better to offer 
funding for compassionate and caring services.  The imposed austerity has caused so 
many problems.  Maybe if the Council used money more appropriately it could help 
rather than hinder. Would much rather see the civic building money used to help 
those in need. 

 I think that there are some 'professionals' at work  - this was particularly noticeable 
at Christmas. The bulk of beggars though are probably in need of help. 

 Contrary to what is claimed above, begging and rough sleeping were exceptional in 
the past. The increase has been driven by government policies on housing and 
benefits. This is a national issue which will not be solved by criminalising people on 
the street.  If rough sleepers are to be moved on, does the Council provide 
accommodation and proper support to address their problems? If not, then this 
proposal could be viewed under certain circumstances as the licenced harassment of 
disadvantaged people. Present support seems to rely on volunteers picking up the 
pieces. I am absolutely against the use of contractors to deal with people with social 
and psychological problems. We have seen the consequences of this in prisons and 
immigration control. Services should be provided by individuals employed by and 
directly accountable to the Council, or approved voluntary organisations if they are 
willing. The Government and the Council should be asking why we have got into this 
situation, and looking to deal with the causes along with the symptoms. The problem 
needs more than initiatives by individual LA's, especially if these simply result in the 
individuals moving on to do the same somewhere else. 

 But if people choose to give without being asked then this is up to them. There 
should also be a three strikes system of some kind to avoid the persecution of the 
truly impoverished.  

 This is not the right way to collect money for causes  
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Have your say on our dog fouling measures 
 

 As a dog owner there is no excuse for not picking up poop 

 Dog fouling is a different issue that should be dealt with. I agree that anyone seen allowing a 
dog to foul without clearing it up should be sanctioned.  

 Most definitively, yes please. It is sad that when walking with children, the ground in front of 
them has to be constantly monitored. And amazing "past time" activity of walking through 
the autumn leaves is out of question!   

 I thought TWBC already imposed higher fines for dog mess than for dropping chewing gum. 
One can be washed away, the other needs specialist contractors to remove. I always pick up 
my dog's faeces, though it is more difficult to find a small dog's excreta in autumn if TWBC 
doesn't clear the leaves in the park. Thank Goodness for iPhone torches!   

 I agree leaving dog mess is unpleasant and anti social but enforcing current laws would solve 
problem. Not increasing fines   

 Increase the maximum fine even further. 

84% 

13% 
3% 

Measure 3: While not clearing up after a dog is already against the 
law there is a higher penalty for littering than dog fouling. This order 
will increase the charge associated with fixed penalty notices for dog 

fouling within the borough 

Yes

No

Don't know
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 i have been a dog owner and believe that even picking up the faeces leaves a residue on the 
grass that could be picked up by anyone playing sport on the same area. 

 Support enforcement 

 how will this be patrolled? 

 Of course we should be encouraging dog owners to clean up after their pets, but I live in 
Hawkenbury and walk my dog regularly on the Rec and associated sports fields and woods 
everyday. I consider the park and rec ground clean and full responsible dog owners who as a 
community care for and look after the grounds. The very useful dog nappy sacks are always 
full and there for everyone to use. I find it extremely hard to believe that dog walking in this 
area in particular has been considered or labelled anti-social when in fact it is quite the 
opposite. especially when the council are proposing pump tracks and bmx tracks which 
would only encourage and further exasperate what is ACTUALLY the problem of kids of all 
ages hiding in corners, drinking and smoking in the very same grounds.  This proposal needs 
to be carefully considered as it is entirely backward!!   

 You are penalising the majority of responsible dog owners who clear up their dogs 
defecates. It is a few irresponsible dog owners that need to be fined. A blanket ban on dog 
walkers in  . parks and play areas it not the answer. 

 Don't know how you would enforce this unless you employ people to go round the parks. If 
there are laws why not apply them rather than enact new ones 

 All good dog owners clean up after themselves. 

 Almost all dog owners 'responsible and pick up after their dogs 

 i have two dogs and always clear up after them, and on the whole I think most people do, 

 I feel that this penalty should be as high as is lawful. However it needs to be implemented in 
an effective manner as will only be useful as a deterrent if it is actively employed. 

 I feel in this instance education would be more appropriate than fining. 

 The Council have to bring in a Protection order the same as Schools have adopted to stop 
dogs being allowed on playing fields where children and adults play sport.  This would 
include the Nevill and the other local sports grounds. It is a severe health risk if this is not 
prevented.  There are plenty of alternative areas where dog owners can walk their dogs and 
where the safety of individuals is not put at so much risk such as dog parks or designated 
woods. 

 How do you propose policing this in areas outside the town? 

 Responsible owners should clean up after their dogs 

 Definitely. 

 Whether you leave the fine the same or increase the charge it doesn't matter unless you 
patrol and issue the fixed fines.  If this was already carried out this consult wouldn't be 
necessary to look at banning dogs from certain places.  Also putting up more 
obvious/thought provoking signs re. dog fouling/fines would be more of a deterrent.  I've 
seen a programme about this where a council put up different signs and it reduced the 
incidence of fouling/not clearing up considerably. 

 There is already a law to deal with this but I never hear of it being enforced 

 Some tolerance should a person genuinely miss picking up after their dog, if they can 
provide character witnesses to say they normally do. 

 The level of fines is far too low; £100 is not a deterrent - suggest you look at £500 instead. 

 Dogs should not be allowed in parks and playing fields where children play. It is simply a 
health risk and disgusting to boot. 

 As above.  Dog muck may contaminate hands and, even more so, a cricket ball which is 
handled by each eleven.  

 Stepping in dog mess is disgusting and extremely annoying for the person concerned. 
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 How would you like it if your 11 year old slides to field a cricket ball through a pile of dog 
mess 

 Irresponsible owners should not ruin spaces for others.  

 There are still far too many dog owners who set out on a daily basis on a 'toilet trip' with no 
intention of cleaning up after the animal defecates. 

 I always pick up after my dog but I have been known to forget to take a bag with me. You 
cannot rely on the bags being available in the parks as the dispensers are often empty 

 This is a major problem and needs to be sorted out 

 There is no excuse for dog-fouling it is one of the many serious responsibilities of dog 
owners. As a parent who frequently uses Hilbert Rec / Grosvenor Park I would welcome any 
fryer deterrent. I am generally satisfied that most dog owners use the park responsibly.  

 Unhealthy, liable to pick up bacteria  

 Use Traffic wardens to clear it up and fine culprits. 

 With a higher penalty applied there should be more facilities available to dispense poo bags 
and more closed-in litter bins to deposit full bags. 

 I have to clear up after my dog so don't see why others shouldn't, although I have seen 
plenty who pretend not to notice. 

 Being a dog owner (responsible) I use what is best described as a 'grabber'... being disabled I 
use a mobility scooter and walk my St Bernard dog in various parts of Tunbridge Wells and 
Sherwood area. I am un able to get of the scooter unaided other then to be transferred to 
my power wheelchair. I still do my best to clean up using the grabber from the sitting 
position on the scooter. I put the dog mess in a plastic bag and dispose of in one of the red 
bins or at home.There has been the odd time I was not aware that the dog had done 
anything in the roadway which I have to often use due to the cars parked on the pavement. 
Such as the dog mess is not able to be picked up due to the consistency. But I do carry water 
on the scooter to try and wash down the mess. Being given a heavier fine will not make me 
do any more than I do now. So a fine is not the answer. there is not enough dog bag 
machines and those that are there are often empty. (Not filled up often enough).  

 effective gentle persuasion is needed , I doubt if this is this. peoples mania on this should not 
be encouraged. 

 While many dog owners are responsible there are still sadly many that are not. I have seen 
instances of dog fouling on playing fields and pitches that are regularly used by children for 
sport. Even enclosed pitches on private school grounds that are used for sport. (Skinners 
Southfields) . Public grounds such as The Nevill Cricket Ground are blighted by dog fouling. It 
is a great shame for the responsible dog walkers that others cause players to have to walk 
the pitch before games (or youth evenings where 150+ kids are there ) to clear up the 
weekly disgusting amount of dog faeces.  I support increases in penalties because it will 
reach the irresponsible owners only. Better still please exclude dogs from the pitches.  

 Its getting all a bit serious with the dog poo . Yes pick it up if its in town centre but not in 
woods or on the common . Plastic poo bags on trees is not a great sight. 

 I often clear dog shit bags fron the public footpath through Camden Park. It is a disgusting 
job which I would much rather not do.  

 Dog fouling is a real public nuisance and I support the counmcil on this one 

 Yes as it can cause a health hazard to adults and children alike. 

 This has increased markedly recently - personally I think £100 is insufficient.  But what is 
even more important is that it is enforced, and publicised that enforcement has happened. 

 I often see dog owners clearing up after their dogs.  Good social behaviour.  But it is very 
disappointing when others, who are clearly less community minded do not clear up after 
their dogs.  They should be made to do so. 
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 As a dog owner, I find it abhorrent that anyone would consider leaving their dog's mess, and 
therefore fully support the penalty for non-removal of dog mess. I don't agree with the 
blanket banning of dogs from certain areas though! 

 Guilty dog owners act with impunity as they see little risk of being 
apprehended.  Enforcement is as important as is regulation  

 The order should apply to all public places in the borough - especially on main walking routes 
to schools e.g. round High Brooms Station and St Matthews Primary. 

 I believe that the campaign to get dog owners to clear up after their pets has been 
successful helped in no small measure by the multiple poo bag dispensers around the 
borough. However as a regular user of the Grove, litter appears to be a bigger problem and 
how do you propose to combat the use of the Grove's adjacent back alleys as a human 
toilet! 

 This is a persistent problem on the paths of the Common. Enforcement officers rarely patrol 
the Common. 

 If you have a dog, clear up after it , its not rocket science 

 It would appear that this protection order is in excuse to try and remove normal acceptable 
social behaviours because a couple of dog poo is happened and picked up. Dogs have lived 
with a man for thousands of years they provide comfort For the lonely in particular the 
elderly,security, Joy to their owners another people around them, and teach children how to 
behind behave kindly to animals but also this impacts on how they behave kindly to each 
other. The people living in the centre of the town who don"t have vehicle access turning so 
many sites for dog walking would distinctly alter the environment and community that we 
live within.  

 i am a responsible dog owner. 

 Yes dog poo is a bit disgusting, but after a few days it biodegrades away. Human litter on the 
other hand is normally plastic/metal and will typically last for decades (unless removed). I 
therefore believe human littering is a far worse crime as the damage is vastly more long 
term. 

 Dogs are unsuited to urban settings. If owners had to restrict their soiling to their own 
gardens they would appreciate the long term damage they inflict on the health and safety of 
people using parks and streets. 

 I support controls against irresponsible dog owners  

 I have been asked as the Chairman of the Tunbridge Wells RFC Limited Company to respond 
specifically on the Club/Company view on this topic. We are a Sports Club with some 700 
youngsters from the age of 6-18 using the sports pitches for Rugby at St Marks. Over 160 
adults also use these pitches for Rugby purposes. In addition in the Summer over 100 
youngsters and 30 adults use the pitches for cricket. Community activities for Primary 
Schools and for local businesses also take place and include cross country, tag rugby and 
cricket. We have liaised with the Council to try and reduce the amount of dog fouling at our 
ground. We have notices supplied to encourage owners to keep dogs on leads in order for 
them to be aware when their dog defecates and are therefore able to remove from Sports 
playing areas and the grass in general. The majority comply but a large minority refuse to 
have their dogs on leads or pay attention to what their dogs are doing. At the beginning of 
the 2017-18 season the Club cleared up 65 different dog faeces from the playing areas. A 
week later the exercise was repeated and another 35 were removed from land owned by 
the Council and the Club. In October a First XV League game against Hertford was halted by 
the Match official on two separate occasions to remove dog faeces from the pitch. Dog 
faeces on Sports Playing areas are a serious health problem. Recently a player at 
Crowborough RFC suffered a very serious eye infection diagnosed as being caused by dog 
faeces. We owe it to our players young and old to ensure we do not suffer the same 
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experience. For this reason we support a ban on dogs being exercised anywhere on the 
playing area. 

 Dog fouling is again increasing in Warwick Park, upper and lower Neville cricket grounds. 

 Make it higher than £100. Make it £1000. Make it £2000. It needs to be a proper 
deterent.  But again, this is pointless without some kind of enforcement. How are you going 
to make this measure anything other than an exercise in admin for the person changing the 
signs/paperwork to read £100? The other measures talk about who is going to do the 
enforcement - who is going to do this one? And while we're at it - double the fine for the 
people who think that putting it in a bag and leaving it in the street/path/park is better than 
just leaving it. What about some kind of DNA testing? Create a database of dogs in the 
council area and test any matter found on the paths/parks. 
https://www.ibdna.com/tests/dog-poop-dna-testing/ for example 

 We do support the proposal to increase fine for failure to clear up after dog fouling, but 
think that, for consisency, the fine should be aligned with the fine for littering. Ultimately, 
however, publicised evidence of enforcement is likely to make more difference to dog 
fouling and other littering than the size of the fine. 

 As a dog owner who always clears up after us we totally agree with this. For the parks 
mentioned below there should be more enforcement without the banning of dogs which is 
clearly against the community as a whole 

 I have a dog and I am incensed by people who leave the dog poo bag hanging off of fences, 
trees, etc. I would rather they let the dog foul and flick the mess into the bushes although 
that is still not acceptable. The level of fines should be higher than £100 and if someone is 
caught leaving the poo bag behind then the fine should be at least £200. Other than 
children's play areas dog walkers should not be restricted from walking their dogs on any 
public space. More bins are needed and as has been a theme in my response better 
enforcement. The latter is the elephant in the room as I don't believe the Council can afford 
the necessary resource to effectively enforce PSPOs. Perhaps a dog license should be 
introduced to help fund the enforcement of dog fouling through education and 
campaigning?  

 Existing measures should be adequate. People should clean up if their dog fouls! Dog bins 
and plastic bags should be available, then there is no excuse for not cleaning up.   

 I have 2 dogs & accept my responsibility to have sufficient poo bags so I'm able to clear up 
after my dog. 

 Please focus on dog fouling and not on restricting access to responsible dog owners.  There 
is just no policing of littering and fouling and there needs to be more people around who can 
fine offenders. The park wardens and gardeners need to have the authority to fine someone. 
Could traffic wardens have a wider remit in this area for fouling on the street. We need 
more signs up warning people of their social responsibility in this regard.  More naming and 
shaming of offenders. 

 I have a dog myself but banning all dogs from certain areas will only result in more fouling on 
the streets. The people who don't clear up after their dogs are the ones that will let them 
foul anywhere. There should be bigger fines and more dog bins to stop people leaving Poo 
bags in the verges which is nearly as bad as not clearing up. 

 It is revolting and should not be tolerated. 

 Particular concern for children 

 I believe fouling is a worse offence than even littering 

 Dog fouling has the same consequences as littering but with additional hygiene 
considerations. It 'should' be a greater offence to cause dog fouling than littering. 

 There seems to be more littering not just fouling in and around high brooms now. Something 
needs to be done including clamping down on the local businesses. 
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 keep raising fines!  But have more staff to enforce it. 

 I have a dog and always pick up after it. I have on occasion encouraged others not doing so 
to also. A higher penalty for not picking up is a good idea but always difficult to police. 
Maybe more cctv with a name and shame policy for those being anti social.  

 When you get a dog you make a comment to look after it, this is part of it.  

 Dog fouling The Kennel Club strongly promotes responsible dog ownership, and believes 
that dog owners should always pick up after their dogs wherever they are, including fields 
and woods in the wider countryside, and especially where farm animals graze to reduce the 
risk of passing Neospora and Sarcocystosis to cattle and sheep respectively. We would like to 
take this opportunity to encourage the local authority to employ further proactive measures 
to help promote responsible dog ownership throughout the local area in addition to 
introducing Orders in this respect. These proactive measures can include: increasing the 
number of bins available for dog owners to use; communicating to local dog owners that 
bagged dog poo can be disposed of in normal litter bins; running responsible ownership and 
training events; or using poster campaigns to encourage dog owners to pick up after their 
dog. 

 As a member of the cricket club at the Nevill and now captain of the 1st team it is not 
appropriate to allow dogs on grassed areas within the ground where children and adults play 
cricket and other games.  Dog fouling has sadly got worse over recent years and it is 
unacceptable when there are other dog walking areas within the community and the risk to 
health is significant.    
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Have your say on our dog fouling measure (means to pick up faeces) 
 

 Most dog owners or walkers have poo bags  

 I agree with removing the defence but don't agree with stopping and questioning about 
whether someone has enough bags on them to pick up the results of fouling. This could be 
seen to be harrassment of individuals like 'stop and search'. 

 Although there might be dreaded poo bags hanging from the branches... 

 It sounds like "stop and search"•! What a waste of limited resources! Does TWBC really have 
everything else so orderly that it can employ people to interrogate dog owners about the 
number of poo bags they are carrying? This would amount to harassment, and of course 
those employees enforcing it would inevitably pick out easy targets, women who look 
€œrespectable€• with unthreatening dogs. I already feel discrimination coming on. 

 That is just big brother victimising  ordinary people with dogs with  stop and search instead 
of catching offenders who do not clear up after their dogs and fining them. 

 Dogs should be banned totally on sports grounds. 

 Also should be expected to take the bag away with them and not drop it in local residents 
bins. 

 as above 

 See previous response  

82% 

15% 
3% 

Measure 4: Do you support the use of a Public Spaces 
Protection Order within the borough of Tunbridge Wells to 
compel dog owners or dog walkers to carry with them the 
means to pick up after their dog has fouled public land? 

Yes

No

Don't know



PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE REPORT 
6 November 2017 to 7 January 2018 

 

32 
 

 Do not penalise the many when the few irresponsible dog owners are at fault. Most dog 
walkers carry bags to clear up after their dog has defecated. 

 Once again, increasing the number of laws but not actually enforcing the ones you have is 
not good. how would you check if someone has the means to pick up dog mess. what 
happens if they refuse to show you?   

 Are you going to start stop and searching people walking their dogs for plastic bags? Seems a 
bit draconian. 

 I do always bring a poo bag to clear up after my dog but being compelled to bring one by law 
is a step too far.  

 Every dog owner must have the means about their person to pick up after their dog 

 I still think Dog poo bags should be in every park and regularly filled up and plenty of bins to 
put them in. 'But having said that, Dog poo breaks down into the ground, plastic bags of dog 
poo don't 

 community engagement not fines 

 This is potentialy an excellent rule as it would be easier to enforce. However there needs to 
be clear definitions about what acts as a 'reasonable excuse'. 

 If the dog owner makes an effort to return to the site having found a suitable means to pick 
up that should be acceptable If the dog owners excuse seems reasonable. The most 
responsible dog owners can be caught out occasionally. 

 Dog Owners have to be responsible for their dogs.  Howvere to minimise this problem the 
Council have to prevent dogs being allowed on any sports ground as I have mentioned which 
is the policy of all schools in this area. 

 I have no problem with using a PSPO to enforce dog owners/walkers to pick up their dog's 
faeces and to carry with them the means to do so but how do you measure how many poo-
bags are "enough"/!!   For goodness sake, try not to be too prescriptive ...! 

 How many bags will someone be expected to carry. There will be anomalies, where for 
instance someone without a bag, or having used a bag is walking towards a bag dispenser. 
The innocent will find themselves having to prove their innocence. Unworkable. 

 All responsible dog owners carry dog poop bags but to have bins around sports 
fields/communal areas (which are kept filled!) helps in case of issues (bags lost en-
route/wind blows away/used too many for whatever reason).  A combined effort from the 
council and owners who may not be as responsible would help solve this problem.  I don't 
think this would be easy to patrol and the first thing to concentrate on is patrolling and 
fining people who don't clear up if their dogs fouls. 

 Most responsible dog owners do this already 

 Some tolerance if someone genuinely forgot to bring bags if can provide character witnesses 
to say they normally carry bags. 

 Ban dogs from Nevil Ground. 

 it is essential that there is no dog foul on all areas where sport is played and children play 
dogs should be banned from these areas 

 Enforcement officers at all sports facilities on an irregular basis 

 Entirely measured and reasonable proposals. 

 It is so easy to forget a bag and then there not be one available in the dispenser. I would be 
very upset if, on the one occasion I didn't have a bag with me, I was prosecuted and treated 
like a criminal 

 However, Dogs should not be allowed to run free over cricket pitches 

 Responsible owners should do this as a matter of course 

 There are rarely bags available for picking up so have to rely on people being organised and 
not caught out by their dogs sometimes unpredictable behaviour. 
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 within reason.if he or she has just used two bags, but the dog is not well? 

 Most responsible dog owners already do so. 

 more available poo bag dispensers should be installed to help public become aware of the 
requirement of picking up their dogs' faeces. 

 I carry multiple bags with me, but what happens if the dog is unwell and several bags are 
used on the same journey and one is then stopped when one's supply has run low.  An 
enforcement officer would have no way of knowing whether the excuse it legitimate or not. 

 most responsible dog owners have bags with them and do clean up. fines are not the 
answer, better education rather than threats of bigger fines. Worried council will use this as 
a cash generation cow. 

 a good supply of bags is needed.i doubt the presence of"an authorised officer" at the 
appropriate time.A quiet word seems best. I dont want too much "ordering about". 

 Yes - "I haven't any bags today" is no excuse. Also parking up, opening a car door, letting the 
dog out to foul and then calling the dog back to the car is to use our recreation grounds and 
pitches as dog toilets! Most owners are responsible but clearly not all. 

 see above 

 Dog owners should be responsible for their dogs. 

 I support this only to the extent that failing to have the means of do so is not an excuse for 
failing to clean up.  I don't see failing to have equipment which is not required as something 
that should be peanalised. 

 Obviously.  They would be unable to clear up if they do not have the bag to do so. 

 This should be tempered with the provision of suitable means to entrances to our parks (as 
is already largely the case).  Dog owners should also be held accountable for disposing of 
their pets faeces in either the available public space rubbish bins or in their own personal 
rubbish bins.  As residents who are required to leave their bins in a public space, dog owners 
who choose to dump their dogs faeces in other peoples private bins should be in violation of 
this regulation and be subject to the same penalties.  

 This smacks of stop and search! Agreed penalise a person caught not picking up their dog's 
mess or dropping litter, both are unlawful. 

 There are dog bag dispensers at all main entrances to the Common. 

 Within reason, you may have run out of bags.  Have dog poo bags available in areas that are 
renowned for dog mess. 

 As a dog owner, I would definitely encourage Penalties for allowing your dog to file any of 
our surroundings. I think banning dogs from beautiful parks and Tunbridge Wells is taking a 
sledgehammer to crack a nut. It penalises dog owners are penalises the dogs. However I do 
believe the dog owners should be penalised if they do not pick up the dogs mess. It is 
equivalent of dropping rubbish and not picking it up another thing that should be considered 
if we are going to put this penalty on dog fouling 

 i am a responsible dog owner. 

 Just daft. 1) how are you going to police this? Randomly stop and search people with dogs?! 
Do the council really have nothing better to do (and the spare resources to do this)? 2) as 
this realistically won't be policed, all it achieves is anger those reading it. 3) as dog owners 
will never get caught, hence never fined, you're purely relying on their goodwill to collect 
the dog's mess. 4) the more you alienate them with daft unenforcable laws against them, 
the less goodwill they will have. 5) having a dog poo bag on you and using a dog poo bag to 
collect your dog's poo are two separate things. 

 The above is alright providing that the power is not to be used to require a dog owner to 
prove that s/he has the "means" before their dog has fouled. In other words it should not be 
like a "sus" law where the owner is stopped although no offence has been caused. 
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 I believe this is highly unlikely to be effective without very heavy handed enforcement. The 
vast majority of dog owners are responsible and those that are not are unlikely to respond 
to a fine which they are unlikely to pay. If it were to be introduced it would place a much 
greater emphasis on restocking bag dispensers at entry points to parks, sports grounds and 
other areas. 

 If walking a dog I feel they should have bags to pick up the faeces 

 Yes, and easier to enforce I guess. Fines need to be high to put people off not caring.  It's a 
good idea to force people to be prepared, but they also need to be made to take action once 
the excrement is on the ground.  And bagging it and leaving it is not good enough. 

 This proposal led to considerable debate in our Committee. There was a strong view that 
responsible dog walkers should, and would, have the means to pick up faeces. The majority 
favoured the proposed provision.  However, on the other hand it was noted that the stated 
reason for the proposal - ie removal of the defence of not having the means for removal - 
could be met more directly by a provision such as that used by Surrey Heath Borough 
Council: €œNot having a device for or suitable means of removing the faeces shall not be a 
reasonable excuse for failing to remove it.€•  It is a pity that the consultation did not explain 
more clearly how it is envisaged that the proposed provision would be used.  For example, is 
it envisaged that people known or suspected of offending on previous occasions would be 
challenged to produce means of removing faeces, on occasions before their dog had actually 
fouled. 

 I am not sure how this would work as a dog owner might have used 3 bags and run out at a 
time of being questioned how would this be catered for? 

 Some issues will arise with this as people will genuinely forget the bags. 

 Existing measures should be adequate. People should clean up if their dog fouls! Dog bins 
and plastic bags should be available, then there is no excuse for not cleaning up. 

 It's not possible to "deter dog fouling", rather ensure owners clear any fouling!! 

 I broadly approve of this, but it is also important to make sure that if there are public bins 
that carry bags, then these are always full.  Either take the public supply away so it is entirely 
the responsibility of the dog owner so if they are caught out it is their fault, or have a 
constant supply. 

 I feel there should be more dog bins and dogs should have to wear an ID tag. 

 It is all so subjective. As I said before I have been here 12 years and never yet seen a 
policeman/woman on the beat 

 Particular concern for children 

 Everyone who owns a dog should always carry the means to clear up 

 Silly, if my dog has just had a dump I won't be needing another bag but I may not have 
another empty bag with me.  If I've already put his job in the dog poo bin I no longer have 
the proof I've already picked it up.  Little Hitler wardens would have a field day picking on 
innocent people. 

 Given the previously stated idea about dog fouling being worse than littering, if a person 
doesn't have the means to pick up any mess left behind they should obviously be treated 
very similarly to as if the 'crime' had already been committed. 

 But TWBC needs to do more with placing bins and dog fouling bags in high dog walking areas 
- there have been numerous complaints made about them always being empty around High 
brooms and there only being one ? On the small grass "recreation". Ground to the top of 
woodland road/close 

 The council should also provide bags for such purpose in case someone has inadvertently 
forgotten.  
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 Unworkable. What about the dog owner who has used up bag supply and is walking to 
dispenser to get more? What if dispensers are empty? 

 Dog fouling - requirement to be in possession of means to pick up Whilst the Kennel Club 
supports proactive efforts on behalf of local authorities to encourage responsible dog 
ownership and to ensure that those who are not picking up after their dogs are brought to 
book, this has to be fair and proportionate and we would not like to see responsible dog 
owners penalised unfairly. The Kennel Club has concerns over proposals to introduce an 
offence of not having the means to pick up. Responsible owners will usually have dog waste 
bags or other means to clear up after their pets but we do have some concerns, for example 
if dog owners are approached at the end of a walk and have already used the bags that they 
have taken out for their own dog, or given a spare bag to someone who has run out, a 
behaviour that is encouraged by Green Dog Walker schemes. Furthermore it is perfectly 
plausible that these proposals in certain circumstances would perversely incentivise dog 
walkers not to pick up after their dog. Should a dog walker on witnessing their dog fouling 
realise they are down to their final poo bag (or other receptacle), they will be forced into a 
decision of whether to use the bag and risk being caught without means to pick up, or risk 
not picking up in order to retain a means to pick up should they be stopped later on their 
walk. It is perfectly reasonable to assume that a proportion of dog walkers would choose the 
second option if they thought this was the least likely route to being caught. Especially if the 
penalty for not picking up was the same as not having means to pick up. Local authorities 
may wish to consider introducing a clause which provides an exemption for dog walkers who 
have run out of bags, but can prove that they were in possession of and made use of bags 
(or other suitable receptacle) during their walk. If such a measure is introduced it is essential 
that an effective communication campaign is launched in the local area to ensure that 
people are aware of the plans and have an excess supply of dog waste bags with them, so 
that it is the right people who are getting caught. Additionally, appropriate signage should 
be erected to inform those who are not familiar with the local rules are not unfairly caught 
out. We are also concerned how easily local authorities could enforce this law when trying 
to define whether or not dog owners have ‘a means’ of picking up after the dogs, without 
risking the expense of legal challenge. In the absence of poo bags owners trying to flout the 
law could theoretically point to any number of items on their person that they intend to use, 
so we think that the most effective spot checks you can carry out are those that catch 
offenders in the act of not picking up, rather than second guessing behaviours on the basis 
of what they are or are not carrying with them. Alternatively, to avoid a fine an irresponsible 
owner could simply tie one bag to his or her dog’s lead or collar but never actually use it. 
Cornwall council considered introducing a means to pick up order but subsequently decided 
against it as they deemed it to be disproportionate and concluded that the requirement 
would be ‘toothless’, as it would be highly unlikely to be enforceable in a magistrates court. 
Please see the attached Cornwall Council report for more details. If the Council proceeds to 
introduce such a measure it is essential it provides greater clarity to dog walkers on how to 
comply with the Order. 

 The number of owners who do not carry bags is concerning and this has to be policed better 
to provide for a safe and healthy environment for all users  
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Have your say on dog exclusion areas 
 

 dogs should not be allowed in gated children play areas. as a dog owner , I'm amazed at how 
underused the parks in T wells are . we bring an element of safety to these parks regularly 
walking our dogs at various times. The non dog owners enjoy seeing the dogs and it helps 
continue a sense of community . Yes that word  community. i hear haw may fall under some 
dog banning order- to protect sports  who play on a small section once a week. banning dogs 
will turn parks into  no go areas for children. What will the elderly do ? Will we have to walk 
our dogs on the streets!   

 Regarding The Grove there are notices which say that dogs should be on leads.  If dogs are 
allowed to run wild in this area the owner may be unaware that their dog has fouled.  Most 
dog owners respect the restriction but a few do not.  Pointing it out to these ones is met 
with a shrug of the shoulders.  More active enforcement is required. 

 I was pleased when i saw the new notices at St Mark's on dogs with leads but people ignore 
it and dogs still jump up me 

 I think this is a very bad idea. I live next to Hawkenbury recreation ground and take my dog 
on walks there all the time. Implementing this measure would have a very negative impact 
on the community as a whole as we would be without A park. 

 The terminology "dog exclusion areas"• is too broad and subject to misuse and extension 
beyond those three areas you mention, without further consultation. Those of us who have 
the fortune, or misfortune, to live in central Tunbridge Wells, do not have the luxury of 

47% 

47% 

6% 

Measure 5: Do you support the use of a Public Spaces 
Protection Order to exclude dog owners or dog walkers 

from entering public spaces designated as “dog exclusion 
areas”? 

Yes

No

Don't know
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gardens, so we rely on public spaces for exercising our dogs and ourselves. This keeps us 
oldies fit and healthy and gives us a social circle, so we don't become a burden to anyone for 
longer. Dogs are not the problem in this borough, it's motorists. 

 Dog exclusion areas are very negative and anti social thing. Just today on Sky news was 
report which said owning and exercising dogs cut cardiovascular diseases by 35% as well as 
decreasing loneliness and prolonging life in older people. Taking away areas where they can 
exercise their dogs will lead to more isolation more illness which in turn places more strain 
on NHS and mental health services as well as leading to more people dying younger. 

 All these areas and their entrances MUST be signposted large by TWBC as as a DOG 
EXCLUSION area. 

 Need to be monitored to make sure the exclusion is adherrred to. 

 agree 

 Hawkenbury has clearly marked and controlled areas already. Sensible areas such as the 
MUGA and the children's play area. To inforce this on the general park and sports fields 
would not only be extremely difficult to control and enforce, not practical and most 
importantly entirely unwarranted. It would cause a lot of hassle for a what is currently a very 
friendly and close knit community of dog walkers. 

 You are penalising the many instead of the few careless dog owners. 

 Happy to Exclude the Childrens play area. But once again, why do you not simply enforce the 
laws we have. No need to create exclusion areas, simply get a few enforcement officers to 
apply the law. 

 Is this a significant problem? Surely the problem isnt the dog but the owner who doesnt 
clean up?  

 We should be allowing dogs into more places not less. Deal with the real issue which is dog 
fouling. Don't ban all dogs just because of a few irresponsible dog owners. In fact could I use 
this consultation to request a permanent agility facility for dogs at Hawkenbury using 
outdoor equipment such as this: http://www.byoplayground.com/dog-agility-equipment 
The dogs ( and owners ) would have such fun!! 

 Children's play areas should be fenced off from the rest of the park. Dogs should be allowed 
to be walked in all open spaces provided they are kept on a lead when required to do so. 
Hawkenbury recreational ground should not have any exclusions as it is used mainly by 
children using the play are and dog walkers in the rest of the park. Football is played just 
once a week but the majority of park users walk their dogs daily. It is rare to see mess that 
has not been picked up and I for one will also pick up a stray poo should I find one! 

 Most people clear up after their dogs in these areas anyway, and would not dream of letting 
their dog poo in a sports area or child's play area, Many people walk their dogs in the parks 
it is a lovely sociable thing to do, what will the council do about foxes (which if you walk at 
night) are all over the parks in quiet large numbers, and nobody can do anything about their 
mess. 

 DO NOT introduce this ban on St Marks, Nevill other parks.  The vast majority of people who 
walk their dogs who use these areas pick up their dog mess.  A ban will only penalise those 
people. 

 Whilst I would support excluding dogs from children's play areas I strongly object to 
excluding them from the Nevill Ground. If there are no cricket/hockey matches being played 
and if dog owners can be fined for not clearing up faeces then I can see no reason why 
people should be excluded from walking dogs on this land. 

 I am strongly argueing against the banning of dogs from these public spaces. This is as 
someone who uses these facilities responsibly along with the great majority of other dog 
walkers. I am also a parent of children who use these grounds for sporting use, where the 
ability to share time as a family, along with pet dogs is strongly part of the culture and 
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dynamic of family sporting events. I have also been involved with organising sporting events 
at St Marks and had to personally pick up after less responsible dog owners so whilst I have 
every sympathy with the problem of dog fouling I feel implementing a ban at this point is 
excessive and unjust. There needs to be more effort to implement other measures such as 
those suggested earlier before a complete ban is considered. These spaces are publically 
owned and paid for and restricting there use to limited sporting activity must be difficult to 
justify. Dog walking provides both physical and social activity to a great number of people 
and these sporting grounds are within walking distance of a large number of dog walkers. 
Banning dogs from these areas will mean far more dogs walked in other areas, (where dog 
fouling  is equally problematic with other users eg when running and picnicking) moving the 
problem rather than resolving it. Whilst increasing traffic as people are forced to drive to 
alternative areas. 

 This makes sense in regard to enclosed childrens playgrounds, but why include St Marks 
Recreation Ground?  If this area is included, why are none of the Council owned football 
pitches being included?  This policy seems unfairly biased against dogs from families who 
play rugby and cricket.  This suggestion only serves to penalise well-behaved dogs and their 
owners.  I can see no reason for banning dogs on leads from standing in a grassy field - what 
harm or anti-social behaviour are they exhibiting? I spend many hours watching my children 
or husband play rugby at St Marks, with my dog on a lead by my side.  There is no anti-social 
aspect to this - far from it!  You will see from above that I completely agree with fines being 
levied for those not clearing up after your dog.  How will this policy be policed effectively at 
St Marks as the council do not own the majority of the rugby pitches? Indeed some of the 
land at St Marks is in a different county! Will dogs on leads be exempt if they are on the non-
Council owned part of the land?  These areas can be reached by public footpaths, so will 
there be notices and enforcement along the boundary of the council owned land and the 
land owned by the Borderers Sports Club and others?   This seems a pointless exercise which 
does not treat all sports pitches across the town fairly, but discriminates against certain 
groups of supporters.  The Council should be putting more resources into real anti-social 
behaviour - in the vicinity of St Marks during rugby training and matches, this is the 
dangerous parking on Frant Road on verges and double yellow lines and opposite the 
junction with St Mark's Road, NOT a dog quietly sitting on a lead next to a rugby pitch.   

 It is not realistic or reasonable to exclude dogs and their their owners from anywhere even if 
the dog is on a lead.  

 Being able to exercise one's pet in some of our beautiful open spaces is a joy for many 
responsible local residents. Tunbridge Wells has always been a country town and is still 
viewed in this way by members of the public. Currently a huge number of gentle breeds of 
dog are seen in the town. It would be a great shame to deter these types of residents to the 
town. 

 Dogs must not be allowed on anreas where children and aduklts play sport as there is such a 
significant health risk This measure has been taken in Brighton and is succesful and is taken 
by all schools in this area. 

 Irrespective of the specific areas listed above, ie:  St Mark's Recreation Ground and the 
Neville Ground, the inclusion of "Enclosed children's  (sic)  play areas within parks or other 
open spaces" leaves open the possibility/probability that the council will apply this to 
exclusion to other, previously suggested, public recreational areas, eg: Hawkenbury Rec.   In 
this particular case,(Hawkenbury Recreation Ground) to exclude dog walkers would be to go 
against all that TWBC advocates as promoting itself as a council promoting healthful living, 
especially for older people.   Many dog walkers on the "Rec" are older people who live 
nearby and love walking their well behaved dogs on the "Rec" whilst meeting their other 
"doggie" friends.    In the last 35 years that I have walked my dog(s) over the Rec and into 
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the woods beyond, I cannot remember the last time I have seen  dog poo uncollected on the 
area (cricket pitch / football pitch) in question.   Yes, I've seen plenty of fox poo!  But who's 
going to control that?   And the grounds men do well know the difference but unfortunately 
many of the young mothers who do their communal daily gymnastics exercises on the same 
area seem not to know the difference between fox poo and dog poo. If it is necessary to 
exclude the open area where cricket is played on two days a week inn the summer and often 
on two mornings a week in the football season, then could not a fence be put around the 
area concerned, like the fence already around the children's playground area? If 
Hawkenbury Rec. was to be banned to all dog walkers, irrespective of leashed dogs or not, it 
would seriously deprive many of the local residents from access to space to exercise freely, 
with implications for their mental and physical health.    Also, not allowing dogs and their 
owners onto the "Rec" would exclude access to the High Weald Walk / Tunbridge Circular 
Walk which is only really accessed from the Hawkenbury Recreation Ground as the actual 
access to this public trail is off the main  road on a very dangerous corner, it is very 
overgrown as the farmer responsible does not keep it clear and it is therefore not passable. 

 This would be a disproportionate response and would deprive thousands of responsible pet 
owners of important amenities  efforts must be made to ensure the tiny minority that are 
selfish improve their behaviour dogs should be banned from play areas to protect those 
children who are scared of them 

 I strongly disagree with this proposal, dogs/dog owners should not be discriminated against. 
There are not many green areas in a town that allow for people to walk theire dogs.  There 
are many that need to walk near to their homes and don't have the ability to go further 
afield.  These are community areas, to be used by all!  We live locally to these areas, many 
people using this space are not local and so should understand the community use of these 
areas, which are large spaces. Dog walkers use these areas every day, all year round.  St 
Mark;s recreation ground is used for rugby during the winter/cricket in the summer and The 
Cricket Club uses the Nevill in the summer months and dog owners/walkers totally respect 
this, however certain members of the cricket club don't reciprocate this feeling towards dog 
owners.  In fact on occasion they have harassed dog owners when they have been doing 
nothing illegal and are just walking their dogs!  You will always get people that are not dog 
lovers but this shouldn't mean they are discriminated again, we all have to live in a 
community with dog owners, cat owners etc and we should all be tolerant of this. Dog 
owners on the large are responsible and clear up after their dogs, the same can't be said for 
cat owners whose cats are free to foul in other people's gardens/boards/open 
spaces/nevill/st marks etc., this is an animals way of life.  The cricket pitch was covered in 
bird poo in the summer after the groundsmen had covered the field in seed, there is fox 
poo/other animals mess on the pitches, that is what wildlife does.  Dogs should not be 
penalised against.   We as a family have been/are members of the Cricket Club and Rugby 
club, it is an integral part of family life to be able to take your dog with you to long cricket 
matches and rugby matches.  For many with very little time at weekends it is very important 
that they can take their dog with them to walk/be part of the family at these times.  Dogs 
are part of peoples families and non-dog owners/lovers would never understand this.   To 
ban dogs walking from these areas only pushes the problem somewhere else 
(pavments/other parks) which will then be another problem, what needs to be done is have 
these areas patrolled so stop any problems happening.  There are regular offenders who 
most probably walk in the evenings/early mornings who will continue to use the spaces even 
if banned.  I have often felt that when members of the cricket club have approached us (we 
don't get this at the rugby club) they don't realise those who are walking under their noses 
are not the problem!  Even one or two of the groundsmen's time would be better spent if 
they had the power to deter people if they see a problem, rather than the distain they show 
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to dog walkers when sitting around not doing anything, which is often! Both of these areas 
are on the south side of town therefore limiting where people can walk their dogs.  They 
should be community areas used by all.  Patrols should be put into place and fines issued to 
offenders before any bans are even talked about. 

 I have emailed Tracey Moore and received responses from Paul Taylor and Terry Hughes 
there has been a lot of confusion around the areas included and I understand a problem 
with this portal for lodging objections. I am not sure where the council stands legally on this 
shambolic presentation of a consultation. I have been referred back to this portal to lodge 
my issues despite having emailed the relevant parties. I work as a local gp and promote dog 
ownership as a therapeutic activity to help with loneliness obesity and mental health all of 
which are local and national health priorities in conjunction with local councils. I can 
understand no one wants to play on sports grounds which have been fouled by dogs but if 
you enforce the present rules they will not have to. Contact with dogs is a healthy activity to 
help build an immune system for children to fight infection and prevent allergies,eczema 
and asthma why exclude them from playgrounds this means young families will not have 
dogs. No pets ? How do young children learn empathy and the need to nurture and treat 
animals with respect. There are many school sports grounds where pets are allowed 
Skinners being an example I do not hear any complaints from the parents there. As regards 
the Neville sports ground in particular there is no cricket activity from late September until 
early April. Does that mean that a significant proportion of council tax payers who have dogs 
are to be permanently excluded ? Why could a compromise not be found as per councils 
who have responsibility for beaches when dogs are excluded on part of the beach for part of 
the year?  Surely a solution for all can be agreed theses spaces are for all to share. 

 As the Chairman of Youth Cricket at TWCC, and subject to many rules on child protection, I 
have a duty of care to ensure that the 300 youth members aged 6-18 at the Club, can train 
and play in a dog litter-free zone. I am unable to fulfil this duty when it comes to dogs. Apart 
from the fouling, the youngest children age 6/7 have sometimes been frightened by 
bounding dogs. Over the years when bringing this to the attention of dog walkers who let 
their dogs off the lead, I have often been subjected to verbal abuse. I have fielded 
complaints from parent on a regular basis. Similarly, I find it inexplicable that people actually 
drive to the Nevill to exercise their dogs. 

 No - except enclosed children's play areas (dogs already banned there). I have been walking 
my dog at St Mark's Sports Ground (the Rugby Pitch) and the Nevill Ground for 17 years and 
feel very strongly about this. I can walk to these places, but would have to use my car to go 
elsewhere. 

 TWBC must erect large signage at all the entrances to these sports grounds and remove the 
dog poo plastic bag dispensers. 

 Please see previous comments. It is not right that the council provide this land and designate 
it for recreation activities and then for dogs to foul on it. 

 i fully support this my nephew got e coli from treading on dog foul near a playground and 
was on dialysis and nearly died when he was 6 and luckily made a reasonable recovery all 
because a dog owner was too idle to pick up after their dog also all 4 of my children play 
football hockey and cricket we are regularly having to pick up dog poo off the pitches the 
worst is the Neville both upper and lower every weekend when they play .I see dog owners 
just let their dogs off leads and go for a run and dont pick up after so it should be that dogs 
are banned as so many owners do not keep on lead or clear up .And when you address it 
with them the owners are rude ,in response, 

 I strongly agree that this should be brought in at The Nevill cricket ground, St Mark's rec and 
all enclosed children's play areas. 

 Sports facilities should be available for full movement without any form of health risk 
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 Dogs already have to be on leads. If poo is left then it's just irresponsible ownership. Not fair 
on those who use eg. Nevill ground and do pick up their dog muck. And what if a disabled 
dog owner wished to watch the cricket?! 

 Perhaps Pembury recreation ground could be included. 

 I am a responsible dog walker who always picks up after her dog.  I have been walking dogs 
in public areas for 40 years. In my locality the park is a place where people meet to walk 
their dogs, including the elderly.  The social benefits of dog walking far outweigh the 
negative issues.  Dog walkers make friends in their community, share problems, discuss local 
issues, pick up rubbish, take exercise to try to live a healthy lifestyle etc. The few who allow 
their dogs to foul on the pitches are a minority and sometimes it genuinely cannot be 
helped. Often, the only people who use the parks, especially in the winter, are dog owners. I 
am appalled to read that exercising your dog may be viewed as anti-social and feel insulted 
by the remark. I find the language used my people using the pitches is far more offensive 
and anti-social - are we going to legislate against this as well? .  

 Dogs should not be able to wander off the lead from areas used as playing fields by children 
and adults 

 I support this measure to exclude dogs from children's play areas. However, unless there is a 
massive regular problem with fouling on sports grounds, I am against excluding dogs from 
these areas. Firstly because it's virtually impossible to enforce unless there is CCTV or staff 
on hand at all times, and secondly because it discriminates against all responsible dog 
owners/walkers. The PSPOs against dog fouling and not carrying the means to pick up faeces 
should be sufficient to tackle fouling on sports grounds, if correctly enforced. 

 I have not seen any Council notices advertising these proposals at the locations specified (eg 
as the Council would for change of use/planning permission etc). Without informing the 
people who use these spaces (for whatever purpose) a chance to respond to these 
proposals, the Council are not  operating a fair consultation exercise. The proposed change 
to the Nevill Ground and St Marks Recreation Ground are buried within much wider 
proposals concerned with anti-social behaviour (which many people would consider bears 
no relation to dog walking) and are not specified in the headlines of your PSPO 
website/facebook posts so that many people are not aware of the proposals.  Will this be 
rectified by TWBC please?     

 Well trained dogs are part of the community. Ensuring dog faeces is picked up is vital, not 
getting rid of dogs,. Children's play areas  - dogs are already excuded yes. other areas, dogs 
bring fun to most.  

 I agree with the childrens play area exclusion. Exclusion from St Marks should not be 
included as most people are sensible enough to keep their dogs off the playing areas. 

 You cant ban Foxes, Badgers, Cats, Many of the people, parents who support,finance and 
responsibly use these areas should not be victimised. In the case of St Marks 100's use 
responsibly against very a few, irresponsibly! Animals should not be allowed in enclosed 
children's play areas. 

 This is unnecessary 

 Enclosed children's play areas should be protected from dogs entering. The sports grounds 
are frequented by supporters of the current sport taking place. These outdoor sports attract 
people who appreciate the outdoor lifestyle. These people very often have dogs as part of 
this sporting and healthy lifestyle. People supporting these sporting activities should be 
encouraged to enjoy this healthy lifestyle. They should also be encouraged to pick up their 
dogs mess and heavier fines and bold signs, with more poo bag dispensers will help educate 
the few uneducated dog owners.   

 I am opposed to the inclusion of the Nevill Ground; this area is frequently devoid of any 
sporting activity in the upper field.  I would have answered differently if this prohibition had 
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excluded the upper field, which is the one often used as an overflow car park during cricket 
week. 

 responsible dog owners should not be excluded from any space except children playgrounds. 

 only in closed off childrens areas, or perhaps when matches are played.it is essential for 
everyone to wbe able to walk round sports fields IMHO 

 It is sad but yes I would support this as I feel that the  irresponsible walkers  spoil things for 
the responsible ones. Children ( and adults) using the areas to kick a ball or play cricket need 
to be protected from treading in the mess. In some of these areas perhaps there could be 
dog acceptable areas away from the actual pitch and zero tolerance on the pitches 
themselves. I'm not sure if all dog walkers would stick to this (again some spoiling it for the 
others).  There are plenty of woods in and around TWells and areas of recreation ground 
that don't have pitches. These could be used by dog walkers . 

 For enclosed children's area and the specific sports pitch areas of recreation grounds, but 
the whole recreation ground. 

 If people want to have the pleasure of owing a dog they should accept responsibility for it 
and it's excrement. Some areas should be dog free for the benefit of all members of the 
publi.  

 There are plenty of other spaces to walk dogs. 

 I think that St Mark's Recreation Ground should only have these in force when it is not being 
used for sports matches. When there is a TWRFC or TW Borderers CC home match on, 
people should be allowed to bring dogs providing they are kept on a lead and the owners 
clear up after them. That way it ensures that there is no fouling on the sports pitches, and 
people can still bring their dogs to rugby or cricket as they have done for years prior. As a 
regular user of St Mark's, what I have proposed I think is a fair compromise. 

 Instead require dogs to be kept on a lead. 

 Walking dogs around the town and its magnificent commons is normal activity and should 
be encouraged. However, fenced off child play areas should be protected.  

 We agree that dog fouling should be dealt with, but not the exclusion of dogs from certain 
areas, except children's play areas / grounds 

 I would also support the introduction of a PSPO to prevent people walking their dogs in 
Tunbridge Wells Cemetery at Hawkenbury. People continue to walk their dogs there in spite 
of new signage. On the one occasion I challenged a dog walker there I was verbally abused. 

 My daughter is afraid to go into the parks anymore, because dogs not on a lead have run 
after and barked at her. She is three years old. It shouldn't be like this. 

 I want dog owners to watch events at st marks, but the fouling and non collection needs 
larger penalty and enforcement. 

 Please include High Brooms Playground and recreation ground - restricting it to a few places 
looks like you only care about the people that live close to the centre (the well off and the 
influencial). 

 I agree dogs should be excluded from children's play areas but not to designating public 
spaces as dog exclusion areas. Enforcement of dogs on leads would provide safety to others 
and minimise dog fouling which can occur off lead. 

 Not applicable to Common. 

 I believe that there are parks where children have specific areas in which they can play 
where dogs are not allowed. To this I believe it is right. However I do not think banning dogs 
from somewhere like the Neville cricket ground which is a central area that is not used in the 
winter by anyone other than dog walkers she be restricted from dogs. A blanket order onto 
areas the dogs are walked is not the correct solution.   In the cricket ground, dog should be 
allowed to use the ground other than the crease when the ground is not being used for 
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cricket. If this means the summer months are out for Dog Walker"s so be it, but do not 
penalised the dogs by taking it out of bounds permanently.   

 Dogs are a meaningful part of local life.  Dogs are valuable companions and foster sociability 
and community relations between their owners. Dogs are acknowledged as important in 
promoting and maintaining both physical and mental good health in their owners. Dogs 
should be excluded from enclosed children's play areas only but certainly not from other 
green spaces. 

 Where dogs are not banned it should be incumbent on owners to ensure they can control 
their dog at all times. 

 All dog owners should be expected to behave responsibly, to control their dogs and clear up 
after them Without the need for restrictions being imposed due to a few irresponsible dog 
owners. I am a dog owner. 

 Terrible to exclude dogs and their owners from these areas. Much better to compel them to 
be responsible for their dogs fouling the area. 

 Definitely exclude dogs from fenced children"s play areas but not from parks. Could allow 
dogs on leads only so that more control is exercised over behaviour and fouling. It is of 
course a tiny minority"s of dog owners who do not €œpickup€•. The most vigilant are those 
with children as they are acutely aware of the risks of infection. 

 I'm a dog owner, but yes I agree there are some places dogs shouldn't be allowed into. 
However, these areas need to be fenced off so dogs cannot physically enter, without 
enforcing the dog to be on the lead anywhere near it (which wouldn't be acceptable to me). 

 I am strongly opposed to any changes to the current arrangements. I walk my dog at the 
Neville Ground and Dunorlan Park every day and am on good terms with the staff at 
both.  This is a draconian proposal that penalises the majority of responsible dog owners for 
the actions of the very few. I am completely in favour of prohibition orders for irresponsible 
dog owners (two/three strikes and you are banned for 12/24 months) but it is not 
reasonable to penalise all the responsible owners (who far outweigh the irresponsible) in 
this way. 

 It is very unfair to penalise responsible dog owners  The neville ground in particular does not 
have large amounts of dog faeces on the ground there are always bags available ay every 
entrance. 

 It is obvious that a dog should not be allowed in a children's play zone when there is a sign 
clearly excluding them. I take issue with not being able to walk a dog AROUND the Neville 
Ground perimeter such that a cricket lover can not watch cricket with his dog. If the owner 
can not control the dog and or clean up after him hen penalties should apply.  

 See Tunbridge Wells RFC's comments above under measure 3a. We support a dog exclusion 
on Sports field for the Health and Safety reasons specified above. 

 Absolutely.  yes, yes, yes. And I don't really understand why Hawkenbury has been taken off 
this list. And fines and enforcement too. I think there is a strong argument to ban dogs from 
all town centre green areas as well. 

 We do not see a need for additional areas in Grosvenor and Hilbert Park to be desigated as 
dog exclusion areas. 

 Absolutely NOT I use the Nevill regularly for coaching cricket and walking my dog and have 
very rarely seen any dog mess. I think these areas should be policed more not dog owners 
being banned. Why have you had notices around the Nevill area stating that this procedure 
is being gone threw. Many dog owners will not be aware of it yet the sporting groups will be. 
It feels like you are manipulating the process to get the answer you want 

 I have no objection to enforcing the exclusion of dogs from enclosed children's play areas. I 
DO object to the designation of the Nevill Ground as a dog exclusion area. This area is 
underused as a sport venue. From April to September there are cricket matches perhaps 2 
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afternoons per week (excluding the KCCC festival). The rest of the year, the lower cricket 
ground is given over to hockey of which there are probably an average of 2-3 matches per 
month; and none on the upper cricket ground. So this area is unused for sports for most of 
the time. It is a good space for exercising dogs. I recognise that fouling of a sports area is 
unpleasant although I believe the vast majority of dog walkers using the Nevill Ground do 
clear up after their dogs. Nonetheless, if the intention is to prevent dog fouling in the Nevill 
Ground, as above, I would support the introduction of stiffer penalties. However, if dogs 
were banned altogether from the Nevill Ground, the space would get hardly any use and 
would represent poor value for the council funding devoted to the area's upkeep. In this 
eventuality, I imagine it would only be a matter of time before this historic cricket ground 
(where so many cricketing legends have played and which even staged a World Cup match) 
was considered for selling to housing developers. (I hope the thought of this is not a 
motivation in seeking to ban dogs from the area.) So - yes, enforce stiffer penalties for dog 
fouling but - no, please do NOT seek to prevent fouling by banning dogs altogether. 

 I have had to say no even though I support exclusion of dogs from children's play areas. To 
stop someone walking their dog on or around a sports field is unreasonable and I would 
suggest impossible to enforce. 

 Dogs should be excluded from children's play areas. 

 Step up the education, notices & fines rather than have a minority spoil the pleasure of dog 
walking of the majority. 

 This is ridiculous, I use all these facilities and there are many other families that use them as 
well including there dogs which 99% are well controlled and if they foul it is always picked 
up. I do agree that dogs should be on a lead in children's play area's. There are so many real 
problems in Tunbridge Wells that need addressing but you choose to waste time and money 
on a totally unnecessary law preventing families and there pets enjoying there social time, 
just go to St Marks on a Saturday afternoon and see how many spectators are there 
watching the rugby or cricket with family and dogs. You really need to keep in touch with the 
rest of Europe where dogs are allowed nearly everywhere !! parks playgrounds and all public 
places for families.  

 If dogs on lead - OK 

 If measures 3 and 4 are introduced then local residents/dog owners, who generally clear up 
after their dog anyway, should be able to continue to enjoy the walking facilities offered by 
the named sports fields which they are funding through payment of their council tax 

 PLEASE DON'T REMOVE DOGS FROM THE NEVILL COMPLETELY - IT IS A LOVELY, SOCIAL, 
CENTRAL COMMUNITY RESOURCE AND IT WOULD BE A REAL SHAME TO RESTRICT ITS USE 
AND DEPRIVE LOCAL RESIDENTS.  WE WANT TO ENCOURAGE MORE USE OF OUR OPEN 
SPACES, NOT LESS. Of course dogs should be excluded from children's enclosed play 
areas.  There are also spaces where dogs must be on the lead but this is never properly 
enforced so half the people have their dogs off the lead and half on - and when one dog is 
off the lead and one is on is often when problems arise.  Perhaps have an in and out of 
season rule - eg - dogs must be on the lead on the Nevill during the cricket season but can be 
off lead during the winter months. 

 I feel some of these areas would be ok if the dogs were kept on a lead as requested. There 
are the few who spoil it for everyone else. I live near the crematorium/cemetery where dogs 
have now been banned because several people let their dogs off the lead to run round the 
area which was disrespectful. It spoilt it for people like myself as I would walk my dog to visit 
my sons grave, I can no longer do this. We should have more CCTV cameras in our parks for 
safety reasons and to monitor dog owners. 
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 Dogs should be on a lead in Calverley Grounds. I have seen two incidents recently where 
children were frightened by large dogs charging about with their owners miles away on the 
phone. 

 As a frequent park user in TW, where I walk daily with my daughter in a buggy, out of control 
dogs have become a big problem. Dogs are frequently not on leads and chase both walkers 
and, particularly in Dunorlan Park, local wildfowl. I would like to see the exclusions extended 
to Dunorlan Park, Calverley Grounds and Grove Hill Park. The childrens play area in Dunorlan 
Park is a particular problem as it is not enclosed. Many dogs are threatening, particularly to 
children, and it has really affected my enjoyment of parks in TW. 

 I do not support the exclusion of dogs at the Nevill Ground 

 If you lot had your way you'd probably have every dog in the country shot. 

 I strongly support this idea, this may be packaged to go along with the dog fouling 
prohibition but I would see it as more of a public confidence and safety issue. Many, many 
children are scared of dogs it makes perfect sense to restrict them from all play areas as well 
as few public parks so that those children can go about their lives their without fear. The 
actual risk of a dog attack is low, and as with dog fouling, I believe we live in an area with a 
very considerate population but this is a matter of perception as well as fact. Telling children 
they probably won't get attacked by a dog and probably won't step in any of their faeces 
isn't really going to help any of them at all. Only completely removing the possibility will 
have any effect. 

 I do not think this a problem at all. I am against it as I think that it will stop people who att 
nd matches or training at these grounds from brinin their dogs.  We should do more to make 
dog walkers aware of there actions rather than penalise those who abide to the right moral 
code.  

 Dogs should definitely not be allowed into cordened off childrens play areas but not banned 
from grassed sports areas. I like to take my dog to St Marks when watching rugby and it is a 
lovely place to walk - I feel most dog owners you meet there are very friendly and 
responsible. This also applies to Hawkenbury.  

 Absolutely in favour of banning dogs from fenced play areas. It can be a problem on games 
pitches, but parks are for general recreation as well as for organised sport, and dog walking 
is for many, particularly older people, their exercise regime. 

 Creating an exclusion around sports fields would only displace the problem, potentially, onto 
neighbouring footpaths. It would be more suitable to enforce dog owners to clear up after 
their mess €“ effective solutions in other councils includes installing CCTV and rewards for 
reporting dog fouling (Stafford & Hyndburn Council). 

 Space is for everyone to enjoy and not everyone feels safe around dogs.  

 Dog access The Kennel Club does not normally oppose dog exclusion or dog on lead orders in 
playgrounds, or enclosed recreational facilities such as tennis courts or skate parks, as long 
as alternative provisions are made for dog walkers in the vicinity. We would also point out 
that children and dogs should be able to socialise together quite safely under adult 
supervision, and that having a child in the home is the biggest predictor for a family owning 
a dog. With regards to playing fields, we ask local authorities to consider whether or not 
access restrictions are absolutely necessary. If they are deemed to be needed, whether 
time/season limited restrictions would be more appropriate than a continuous on lead 
order. We are aware in many areas, dog walkers do allow their dogs to exercise on playing 
fields when they are not in use. If of course they are in use we understand the safety reasons 
behind restrictions. It is also worth noting that compliance with such an order can be 
difficult for a dog walker if there are no boundaries around the playing field as when 
exercising their dogs off lead, dogs will not recognise the difference between playing fields 
and other grassed areas. The council should be aware that dog owners are required, under 



PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE REPORT 
6 November 2017 to 7 January 2018 

 

46 
 

the Animal Welfare Act 2006, to provide for the welfare needs of their animals and this 
includes providing the necessary amount of exercise each day. Their ability to meet this 
requirement is greatly affected by the amount of publicly accessible parks and other public 
places in their area where dogs can exercise without restrictions. This section of the Animal 
Welfare Act was included in the statutory guidance produced for local authorities by the 
Home Office on the use of PSPOs. The Government provided clear instructions to local 
authorities that they must provide restriction free sites for dog walkers to exercise their 
dogs. This message was contained in the guidance document for DCOs, and has been 
retained in both the Defra/Welsh Government and Home Office PSPO guidance documents, 
with the Defra guidance for PSPOs stating ‘local authorities should ensure there are suitable 
alternatives for dogs to be exercised without restrictions'. A common unintended 
consequence of restrictions is displacement onto other pieces of land, resulting in new 
conflict being created. It can be difficult to predict the effects of displacement, and so the 
council should consider whether alternative sites for dog walkers are suitable and can 
support an increase in the number of dog walkers using them. To be compliant with the 
Public Sector Equality Duty we submit the council should consider the accessibility of 
restriction free alternatives for those with reduced mobility (including but not limited to 
those with a disability or elderly persons for instance). Alongside considering any direct 
impact as a result of the PSPO upon those with protected characteristics. 

 I know that St Marks have been very vocal in there wish for dog owners to not use the sports 
areas because of major concerns for safety and have shut the gates at the ground.  At the 
Nevill dog owners have got worse and drive there to walk their dog and foul and many do 
not pick up.  Even if they do pick up the remnants remain a significant hazard and for a 
ground such as the Nevill it is very important to have this proposed order so that a clean 
area is maintained for sports use to safeguard children and adult users. 

 A dog is an integral part of the family and, as such, will be taken along for a walk whilst 
supporting family members playing cricket, rugby, football etc.  As long as the dog is kept on 
a lead then this should be not be a problem.  The majority of people adhere to this set of 
rules. 

 As the father of a daughter who plays cricket and also a big cricket fan, during the cricket 
season I regularly walk our dog round the Nevill Cricket ground whilst watching the 
game.  As we live next door to the cricket ground, my wife takes the dog over there on a 
daily basis and always on a lead.  We also have nephews who play rugby and regularly take 
the dog up to the rugby ground to watch them play. 

 I lived in Hawkenbury for 15 years and have always walked my dogs in Hawkenbury Park. 
Through this I have got to meet a lot of local residents with or without dogs through doing 
so. I feel banning dogs would stop a large proportion of the community from enjoying the 
park where we have as much right to enjoy as any other. Theres more mess created through 
people littering then dog mess and people riding bikes on the path which isn't allowed or 
policed creates antisocial behaviour. By not having to right to walk my dog in the park would 
segregatie a lot of people from the close community I've known Hawkenbury to be and I 
know I speak for a lot of residents here. 

 Although Hawkenbury Rec has mysteriously disappeared from the list I think banning dogs 
from Tunbridge Wells parks especially Hawkenbury park where I live is the most ridiculous 
thing I have ever heard. Dog walking encourages Social well being and promotes exercise. If 
this is banned it will be disastrous especially for people who rely on their parks and haven't 
the luxury or time to get in their cars (more pollution ) and walk elsewhere. We are already 
losing our fields for housing and roads you can't take our parks for dog walking away! Dog 
walking isnt anti social behaviour for gods sake, what about the weirdo in our woods, 
paeodophiles, drug addicts, drunks, etc etc in our area now that is anti social! Obviously the 
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people who have thought up this ridiculous dog ban haven't got dogs themselves and if they 
haven't they should get one, the might become better people for it! We will still walk there 
as a community.....try and stop us!  
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Have your say on buskers using amplifiers 
 

 Keep T wells real, its life  

 Conditions need to be gentle and encouraging.  

 The amplifiers should be banned. 

 I dislike the calverley precinct buskers 

 only at night would that be a problem for me. Fireworks are far worse. If it were only 5th 
November, at a stretch Hogmanay as well, but it sends our dog into shivers, and in a time of 
increasing terrorism, I am not too comfortable myself when I hear a random explosion. 

 Just use currentlaws again to move them on when you get complaints. 

 If they are disturbing local businesses or shoppers the council should be able to act. 

 I don't live in the town centre. I suppose that if I had to listen to loud noise all day everyday 
then I would probably agree that controls are required. 

 Again where are the police to help on this? 

 I think that if restrictions are put in place to deter performers using the town with amplifiers 
is ok provided they are fair to the performers. 

 Not noticed a problem 

 Busking is fine. With amplifiers is at the discretion of local residents. 

 i do not think this is a big problem, and if they are told to turn the volume down nicely 
usually will. 

 Needs to be controlled so that shop owners and the public are not adversely affected. 

61% 
22% 

17% 

Measure 6: Would you support the Council in putting in place 
conditions that would enable us to act when we receive 

complaints from local residents and businesses within earshot 
of amplified music and whose staff are disturbed by it? 

Yes

No

Don't know
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 Whilst I am in favour of a moderation of busking noise,when the council says that it wants to 
modify the degree of noise, I would like further details as to decibel level, where and when,, 
etc before I  endorse this PSPO.   I have qualms that this could be too draconian 

 I am for acoustic buskers and against amplified music in public areas. 

 Depends on the volume - if the complaint is justified because the music is extremely loud. I 
have never been disturbed by it. I like to hear buskers. 

 As I said in a previous answer busker bands have actually put us off from shopping in the 
vicinity. They have become far too intrusive and have not considered anything other than 
themselves. 

 Ban amplifiers. 

 Entirely reasonable proposals. 

 I enjoy the music 

 Sometimes too loud (town centre by Victoria Place entrance) but otherwise it's fine.  

 I'm undecided on this because I feel this seems like a blanket ban. I would be happy to 
support a measure restricting the number of hours and the volume. 

 This is street entertainment which again makes the standard shopping area less bland and 
the same as any other shopping area and encourages some uniqueness. 

 no problem if not excessive. 

 Buskers add life to the town but they amplifiers should be banned. 

 I have no objection to classical musicians and pan-pipers etc. who do this, and some solo 
"artists" are inoffensive.  I would like to see amplifiers used by these "beatboxers" removed, 
although I would prefer the beatboxers themselves to go far far away. 

 move them on or fine them 

 Busking without amps is better - the simple live music or singing is fine and doesn't intrude 
so much.  

 So loud, group of buskers outside of the entrance to RVC entrance, peace of town centre 
completely destroyed, lowers tone of Tunbridge Wells. 

 Just turn it down a bit. I don't think this is such a big issue. 

 Yes because it is an annoyance when one is trying to go shopping in the town centre. It also 
will stop people amplifying potentially offensive/political songs. For example last month, I 
heard a busker in the town centre using amplifiers to perform "The Fields of Athenry", which 
has Irish republican overtones and caused me offence in this town with Royal patronage and 
traditional conservative British values.  

 In our experience, buskers add to the lively activity in the town centre and should be 
encouraged. They should not be curtailed.  We do need to be tolerant here. 

 They shouldn't need to use an amplifier. There is no excuse. 

 They are awful and amplifiers should be banned outright. Any busking should be non-
amplified. 

 They are awful and amplifiers should be banned outright. Any busking should be non-
amplified. 

 N/A 

 I'm not aware of it being a problem, but I appreciate it could be. 

 There is not enough public art or performing art. Do not deter people who brighten up what 
can be a dreary space. 

 This needs to be proportionate and not a blanket ban after a single uncorroborated 
complaint. 

 I'm pretty sure you have legislation at your disposal now to deal with this and I don't think 
that the problem is severe enough to require extra measures 
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 If there were to be designated areas where this would apply, we do not see evidence of any 
need for Grosvenor and Hilbert Park to be covered by such a designation. 

 Only if extreme and complaints made 

 As stated earlier buskers should be licensed so that there is some control over the number 
of street entertainers in and around the town centre. 

 Depends on the proposed measures - proportionality. Buskers are unlikely to stay if the 
general public do not "support" them. 

 To prohibit is overkill. 

 Some of these people are talented and students can earn a bit of money busking. I think 
they should have noise/time restrictions. 

 It is great to hear the buskers but I agree businesses and staff should be protected. 

 I think actively encouraging buskers with acoustic instruments would be a good policy as 
well 

 But also look at reviewing specified areas (and not too many at one time) plus a restriction 
on the number of hours each can use the pitch for perhaps ? It must be awful hearing the 
same music for hours on end by businesses and local residents in Calverley road. 

 I am in favour of acoustic buskers, but not amplification. Amplified music can be intrusive, 
and it prevents accoustic buskers from having a fair go nearby.   

 I don't believe that further powers are needed.  
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Have your say on anti-social behaviour associated with rough sleeping 
 

 control it like you are trying to control dog walkers have one area they can sleep, round 
them up .. and ship them to Tonbridge  upm 

 The council should deal with the symptoms..... focus on helping people to find homes to live 
in. 

 if it is really antisocial behaviour I'm in favour. I am aware that certain individuals (I could 
even name a few) cause big problems and gather around themselves weaker and more 
vulnerable rough sleepers, probably for protection or from fear of those individuals, and I 
would not wish to see the "big bullies" free to continue their careers while small fry were 
prosecuted. (I wouldn't argue with THAT dog, or his owner.) 

 Dont punish society's victims instead help them. 

 Fining rough sleepers is not the answer more should be done to get them of the streets. 

 I can understand that action is required. It is not nice to see people sleeping rough and if 
they create litter and are abusive then that is a problem. However, this is not to say that I 
want them simply moved on without sensitivity or an understanding of why they are where 
they are. Again, the issue is difficult. I don't think penalties are the answer and will most 
likely be unenforceable. 

 Within limits, it is not a problem. Apply the law do not enact more. 

64% 

23% 

13% 

Measure 7: Do you support the use of a Public Spaces Protection 
Order to manage the anti-social behaviour associated with rough 

sleeping in multi-storey car parks and other public spaces in 
Tunbridge Wells town centre (Map 1)?  

Yes

No

Don't know
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 I think this could be a tricky one, these people have no money, so fining them is not an 
option, I think finding out why they are sleeping rough might be a start, and possible 
supplying more hostels, I'm questing many do not do it from choice, and any that do, should 
be moved from the public shopping, seating and parking areas. 

 With the proviso that the council offer supportive alternative accommodation ( see above 
answer to 2a) 

 This needs to be controlled so that shop owners are not affected and those sleeping rough 
can be looked after and managed better. 

 Where are current rough sleepers to go?   If you chase them away from areas which they 
currently use ( and therefore you are able to police) where will they end up?   probably in 
places where they are more difficult to access and therefore more difficult to help.   Rough 
sleepers need help to access a good bed for the night and support to get out of their current 
situation, not condemnation of them and their current situation, which seems to be the only 
response of Tunbridge wells Borough Council  - Shame on you!   

 This is extremely difficult, because if introduced the authorities could be taking action 
against people without knowing their circumstances. it smacks of totalitarian ism to me. 

 As you say, it would be no good fining them. Are there other places they can go? 

 One of our family works for a Homeless Charity. She has emphasised the need for citizens to 
contribute to charities to help rough sleepers get off the streets, rather than support them 
directly, however well meaning. The Council likewise must do what it can to channel help to 
the right organisations. It must be supported in taking measures that bring this about. The 
headline 'non-caring Council' must be countered by a rational, informed response to those 
who voice should opinions. 

 But find then somewhere to go through the myriad of empty properties 

 Do more to help 

 Entirely support this reasonable and long overdue measure.  It is not just the obstruction in 
stairwells but the intimidation, especially for lone persons having to pass by, perhaps late at 
night, or in the early hours that is a serious concern. 

 There must be a better way of dealing with this problem than imposing a fine on people who 
you know are unable to pay.  More thought needs to go into this 

 The environment and feeling of safety (or rather lack of it) make certain areas 'no-go' at 
some times. e.g. Torrington carpark. despite notices I witnessed several rough sleepers (with 
associated alcohol bottles and a store smell of cannabis) sleeping in the lift foyer.  

 I'm concerned that this will be used against a group of vulnerable people who are already in 
unfortunate circumstances. 

 see above 

 I do not believe this will be workable.  I also have concerns that the partners to which 
references can be made are inadequately coped to deal with everyone sent their way. 

 move them on. car parks are not suitable places to sleep as are shop entrances. 

 I would ask you to use existing powers, as  your para suggests you are. I suspect additional 
ones will be misused, esp in the difficult timers that may be coming 

 Persistent groups or individuals not engaging with services and abusive to Council staff 
cannot be allowed to live semi permanently in public areas like the car parks.  

 Poor people ! I don't think they want to sleep in a car park . We pump so much money into 
foreign aid - lets start at home ! 

 Absolutely essential to provide a safe and pleasant environment for the public using the car 
parks and to prevent the establishment of no-go areas for vulnerable members of the public. 

 Absolutely essential to provide a safe and pleasant environment for the public using the car 
parks and to prevent the establishment of no-go areas for vulnerable members of the public. 
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 Awful urine smell in car park stairways and empty shops doorways bundled up with sleeping 
bags and shopping trolleys with their possessions again a terrible sight in town centre. 

 See earlier comments.  I know the council does try to engage with rough sleepers but there 
are not enough resources to do it properly. I think I would be morre in support of "tough" 
measures if I was convinced of the council's will in this direction. Money is spent on things I 
don't agree with like town centre plans . 

 The police should have the powers to help these people get off the streets. 

 My three year old daughter will not go into a town car park, because a rough sleeper ran 
after her and scared her. Some of them have aggressive dogs that scare me too. I also find 
the smell to be appalling - literally sick inducing. Please help us. 

 The council should provide alternative shelter facilities. 

 They harass you for money and insult you if you ignore them.Some of these rough sleepers 
have come here because it is a wealthy town!As a council tax payer I want something done 
to get these people off the streets 

 Rough sleepers cause a great deal of concern to other Commons users. They frequently 
leave human excrement and drug paraphernalia including needles. 

 Providing the area that rough sleepers are using to sleep is looked after by them then I don't 
see the problem.  Obviously the problem is when they have no respect for that area.  

 As a small woman aged 70 years i feel threatened even in day light and frightened to use 
parking structures. 

 I hope this is a joke. 

 While I applaud the efforts of council employees or those who act on behalf of the council I 
deplore the idea of the council imposing such powers to punish over those unfortunate 
enough to be sleeping rough. The shortage of housing is due to the workings or non-
workings of central government over some or perhaps many years. You have only to visit 
any other large town or city in the UK to know this to be so. Deal with the causes of 
homelessness by providing the solution to THAT rather than reacting to the impulsive or 
compulsive actions of the people who government has failed to provide for. As the local 
authority the council should be the face of government. If the rough sleeper`s behaviour 
goes to a criminal level take it to the police and let the normal criminal justice system take 
over. Avoid creating a second criminal justice system to deal with people who are suffering 
inequality on the most obvious level. There is a danger that a second justice system will be 
inconsistent and sooner or later it will be unjust to someone who can ill afford it. 

 See  comments against earlier question 

 Not until some kind of support structure is in place which can actually provide an alternative. 
Very few people are CHOOSING to sleep in car parks or doorways and these people need 
support services to help them back to a living off the streets. And yes, again, I know it costs 
money and I for one would pay more council tax to get it done. Having the power to move 
them on does not solve the problem. 

 We do not see evidence at present of a need for Grosvenor and Hilbert Park to be covered in 
the proposal for fines of last resort for rough sleeping. 

 People are rough sleeping because they are in need.  The services offered need to be a 
viable alternative so that people do not have to do this.  Many are not capable of engaging 
with the benefits and housing systems for example.  If there were an overnight shelter for 
example where people could sleep then you could argue that no one would have a need to 
sleep rough, but currently no such facility exists and if you can't offer a realistic alternative, 
you should not try and legislate the problem away.  This will result in people rough sleeping 
in another town or out of site - whereby the problem will not be addressed, just forgotten 
about or ignored. 
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 Only if these people are given decent alternatives. The Council should do more for them by 
the use of buildings they own or funding the charities more 

 It's a very difficult area and there are no easy answers. Additional fines for individuals who 
homeless and rough sleeping are wrong. 

 I'm curious to know what drives the increase in rough sleeping. Surely its useless issuing 
penalty notices & fines to homeless people who have no home or ability to pay. This is 
immoral & shameful. When the council has sufficient housing & support services for these 
people, then it would more appropriate to issue penalty notice & fines. Let's deal with the 
cause not the symptom. 

 Support them 

 Not in doorways 

 Where are they to go? You are putting the cart before the horse: find them a safe place to 
sleep before turning them out into the open air. 

 I support mutual respect. 

 As long as support is given to those affected I would support this idea. 

 But TWBC must also try and support by offering alternative shelters:support  - perhaps the 
soon to be vacant TWBC  offices :) !closing of the soup kitchen was not good what other new 
place could be offered there are plenty of empty buildings in the town now ! 

 I do not agree because this is a lazy approach: attacking the symptoms of a problem rather 
than the causes. Why are these people in this situation? As stated above Government 
policies on housing and benefits are implicated here Does the Council provide immediately 
available alternative accommodation for displaced rough sleepers? Otherwise, where are 
people with nowhere to sleep expected to sleep?   Unless alternative accommodation is 
available penalising them would be harassment, and you would be merely shifting the 
problem somewhere else. Contacted services should not be used to address social and 
psychological problems. We know the results of using contractors in prisons and 
immigration control. Fining people with no money is clearly ridiculous. 

 No further powers are required.  
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Have your say on our proposal to prohibit new psychoactive substances 
 

 Legalise it all, make money and take it away from the criminals. 

 Is that possible for you to enforce? The borough hasn't done much about cannabis, which 
has  a very distinctive aroma, and is now far stronger than ever. If you cannot prevent 
current laws, what's the point of adding new regulations? 

 They are not illegal so why not focus on current duties instead of making more work. If 
someone makes a mess fine them dont create more work.  

 I think drug users should be penalised. 

 Legalise marijuana and they won't want to take this shit. Yes, clearly this won't be legally 
enforceable but it will send a message. There is no medical or societal reason for this... in 
fact, when you take a step back and look at it, making a natural plant illegal is absurd. 

 its as bad as alcohol 

 Needs to be controlled for the safety of all 

 How on earth do you propose to police this, and what sanctions can be used against their 
use? I agree that NPS are undesirable but they are not, at present, illegal.   So what do you 
propose to do that will inhibit the use of these substances which will not only be within the 
law but will also not cost us, the T W  taxpayers, extra money? 

 It wouldn't work. If eg cannabis and ecstasy were legalised then their strength and purity etc 
can be determined. Alcohol causes more harm yet is legal. By banning those drugs, it created 
a market for NPS which are much more dangerous. Prohibition never works. 

81% 

8% 

11% 

Measure 8: Would you support a prohibition within the town 
centre and multi-storey car parks to encourage people to not 
prepare, possess, ingest, inhale, inject, smoke or otherwise 

use these intoxicating substances? 

Yes

No

Don't know
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 Common sense proposal. 

 As a resident near Hilbert Rec we are constantly aware that the park is used for drug-taking 
and dealing. I would welcome any proposal that made it more difficult to supply and use of 
drugs of any kind - including alcohol. 

 think this would be impossible to enforce 

 ban the substance from sale in the town shops and if a person is under the influence then he 
should be fined. 

 if it is a serious problem and no other way, but I suspect continuous evolution.we do not 
want drugs in TW:however those engaging need help and friendly advice, such as they can 
get from street pastors 

 needs to be done, long overdue. 

 I am very anti drug so yes I support this. But fining would not work, the people need help. 

 Drugs and psychoactive substances are something that we must crack down on for peoples 
own good. The damage they can do to themselves, others or property as a result of taking 
such substances which they may not know the effect of, can be dangerous. It will be for the 
best of the town if these are banned. 

 These substances are legal (although littering is not) 

 And all parks and playgrounds. 

 The Common has become a major centre for drug dealing, drug use and drug 
experimentation. Anything that can help control this would be welcome. 

 Total ban required in all public spaces - on this I favour heavy enforcement  

 Most of those prohibitions seem reasonable yet the scope being proposed is quite broad 
and could be subject to abuse by enforcers. As always, the laws are only as good as those 
who enforce them.  

 All very well, but enforcement? 

 There are periodic reports over quite a long period of various kinds of substance abuse 
taking place in parts of Grosvenor and Hilbert Park - and paraphernalia associated with 
substance abuse can regularly be found in the park. We would therefore recommend that 
Grosvenor and Hilbert Park should be included in any designated areas for this prohibition. 

 NPS are a bad thing but perhaps a better way forward might be through education. 

 We need to see more Police presence in towns, drugs are becoming a bigger problem all the 
time 

 This seems like something that should be covered by national legislation 

 have a decent drug service to inform and dissuade.  Have proper points of paraphernalia 
collection for users to dispose of equipment safely, such as needle bins, exchange 
service.  There will always be illicit use of substances whilst  adolescents and young people 
experiment with new found freedoms.  There will also be illicit drug use for those fighting 
mental health issues by self medicating.  This is a wider issue than this consultation allows 
for. 

 But these people need immediate access to appropriate support. 

 I believe that this will help people to help themselves.  
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Question 6 – do you have any further comments about any of these proposals? 
 

 banning  dog walking in  is a stupid move for any community - just don't  

 Yes - the starting point should be minimum control otherwise the tentacles of the state 
increase and become wider and wider. We are sufficiently rule-driven as it is. 

 Yes - the starting point should be minimum control otherwise the tentacles of the state 
increase and become wider and wider. We are sufficiently rule-driven as it is. 

 Not one of these proposals will enhance my life, some because they're unenforceable, and 
one, the poo bag question, is a ridiculous intrusion into my human rights.Life in this town 
would be improved if humans were valued more than cars. 

 Yes  This whole act is not required and enforcing it is cutting peoples liberties instead of 
enforcing current laws to solve problems.   

 I think that anti-social behaviour in the town needs to be tackled. The town is getting busier 
and busier and action is required. I would extend anti-social behaviour to dangerous driving 
and speeding - something also on the increase. Unfortunately, financially penalising people 
is probably the only way to effect behavioural change. If people get away with a course of 
action, they will keep doing it.  

 All the above are sensible but with no police presence in TW there is little hope that 
anything will change. I have walked my dog regularly over 3 years in one of the parks and 
seen a policeman once in that time. What hope have we got if we see no police? 

 advise to carefully consider banning dogs from Hawkenbury rev and similar types of areas. 
This does not appear to be warranted in any way shape or form. 

 You need to seriously reconsider restrictions to responsible dog walkers. 

 I dream of Tunbridge Wells becoming the organic marijuana capital of the United Kingdom. 

 Where is a question about protecting Calverley Grounds from the hateful idea of a Civic 
Centre/Theatre. That would be a really good use of the Public Protection Spaces order - oh 
the irony. 

 Exactly how bad are these problems, I think people need to know how bad these problems 
really are, because some people will complain about everything, and these people often give 
a false picture. 

 The wording in the survey has improved since the initial roll out but the sentiment remains. I 
do not support a heavy handed approach by the council to enforce fines on the poor and 
vulnerable members in our community, nor the use of on the spot fines to marginalise dog 
walkers. Im disappointed all the responses to the initial survey have been lost. 

 No 

 TWBC seems to be "head in in the sand" about the above issues.   I suggest that all 
councillors get out, literally: at night (re rough sleepers), go walk-about during the day (re: 
begging and amplified music and busking), and into our parks - especially  Hawkenbury 
Recreation Ground) during a week day. As a user of Hawkenbury Rec. on a regular basis I 
would welcome the accompaniment of one of my Park Ward Councillors (Ms Tracey Moore / 
Ms Catherine Rankin on a morning or afternoon walk through the area - also taking in the 
High Woods access. I an be contacted via the Hawkenbury Village Association (Sue Ware).   

 I have only answered the part of the consultation that I was interested in, especially having 
already filled in the whole survey once and it has taken a lot of time to answer again! I want 
to state that you mention taking out Hawkenbury Recreation but also the Crem was 
removed from the consultation.  I feel this whole consultation has been jeopardised as many 
who initially answered this questionnaire won't go through it all again or not even realise 
that there were 'technical' issues and their responses 'lost'.  Surely this makes the whole 
think nul and void!  I find it very hard to believe that a technical issue occurred after you had 
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taken Hawkenbury out of the equation, therefore removing all the comments from 
Hawkenbury residents from the process - a little too convenient.   I feel that there maybe 
some legal issues in the way you have changed this survey half-way through and 'lost' the 
original submissions. When initially answering this consultation at the beginning of 
November, I felt that the wording of the consult wasn't obvious.  At first I thought I had got 
the wrong consultation paper as it wasn't clear that the dog banning issue was in the same 
consultation as the alcohol use in the town centre.  Also I started the survey and then found 
the supporting documentation was at the beginning which wasn't helpful.  I believe I am out 
of the T/W Centre area map as it stops below Blatchington Road on Warwick Park, therefore 
living further up Warwick Park I was out of the area? 

 Firstly, I am concerned that there are no notices of this proposal at the Neville Ground or St 
Mark's Ground. How are people supposed to comment if they do not know about the 
proposals? I only saw a notice at the Hawkenbury Park. I do NOT support a ban on dogs 
altogether at the two recreations grounds listed. I have been walking my dog at these sites 
for 17 years and have not noticed dog poo to be a very big problem. I always pick up after 
my dog and after other dogs if I see any that has been left. I understand that people playing 
sports at these grounds do not want to end up covered in dog poo, but the grounds are 
community recreation grounds and dogs and their walkers are part of the community and so 
should be allowed to use the grounds. These sites are the two places my family and I walk 
to, but we have to go by car to take our dog anywhere else. I thought the council wanted to 
discourage use of cars, encourage walking and promote exercise, but limiting the number of 
places people can walk their dog will not do this. It is a shame that there are a few 
irresponsible dog walkers who spoil things for everyone else. However, we should not all be 
tarred with the same brush, so perhaps the answer could be a permit for local dog walkers . I 
would be prepared to pay something for this if necessary. Or perhaps dogs could be banned 
only during matches and events or after dark. This is when dog owners might not pay 
attention to what their dog is doing, even if it is on a lead, because they could be distracted 
by watching the matches or chatting to friends, or if it is dark, it may be hard to see. How 
could a dog ban be enforced anyway? Any means of enforcement, such as CCTV, could 
surely be used to enforce no fouling. Higher fines for fouling or not carrying bags could go 
towards administration costs for permits or to fund enforcement of no fouling. How many 
cases of toxocariasis connected to these sites have there been in say the last ten years? 
From my one visit to the football fields on Bayham Road by the cemetery, I would say dog 
fouling is a much bigger problem there - it was disgusting. However, no ban has been 
proposed at this site for some reason. At the St Mark's ground, a much bigger mess and 
health hazard is left by the people, so perhaps they should be banned and not the dogs! 
After the weekend sports matches, I go there not just to walk my dog, but on unofficial litter 
picking duty. The place is regularly strewn with Costa coffee cups, polystyrene cups, water 
bottles, cans, bandages and tape, and sweet wrappers and sometimes even beer glasses are 
left on the field. There is also a health hazard from rusty nails and old mattress springs left 
from the bonfires held there. There is quite an eyesore and possibly a safety hazard created 
by all the old furniture and pallets and metal poles collected up in one corner of the field. 
Incidentally, I do not agree with the "dogs must be kept on leads at all times" signs which 
have appeared in the last few years. If you are the only person and dog on the field and you 
are watching your dog, what does it matter?! A sign saying "Dogs must be kept on leads 
during events or if machinery is in use," would have been much more sensible. Please do no 
ban dogs altogether at the two recreation grounds listed. It is unnecessary, no easier to 
enforce than "no fouling" laws and it would discourage exercise and encourage the use of 
cars. 
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 I don't think there is a need for a public spaces Protection Order. I believe the police cover 
all these areas very effectively. I think there is enough law in place to back the enforcement 
officers and the police. 

 See previous comments. Lets not be seen as using a facist approach to issues which occur 
everywhere. Maybe some creative thinking, learning from other areas would be a better 
place to start. 

 Can we not also have a concerted effort to stamp out spitting - has the Council adopted this 
as "littering" as the London Borough of Waltham Forest pioneered a few years ago? 

 make sure this is not a cash raising exercise. Deal with the likes of a pony on a lead every day 
on the field attached to Oak Road. it is there in all weathers no shelter on a long lead. The 
horse has no one cleaning up his mess?.. OK not a dog, but then the world is not just black 
and white. Fining people is not always the answer. Councils have to many powers and we 
often hear of them being misused. 

 no 

 I think police or wardens should have more power to do things . The situation should be 
judged on a individual basis. Its no good removing people out of sight in town centre for 
them to creep up somewhere else . A solution should be found .  

 I am currently avoiding the use of Torrington car park as much as possible and never park 
there if my wife is with me. 

 all very sensible and needs to be put into action. 

 Family support services are more useful than tough measures when the problem has 
become extreme like this. 

 The Commons Conservators have completed this form with reference to the Common only. 
The personal information section has not been completed as the Conservators are 
responding as a body, not as individuals. 

 How and why was the new children's play ground area allowed to be built in Calverley 
Park?  Is Calverley Park not a Grade II Listed Englilsh Heritage Park?  It seems to me that the 
new play ground isn't in keeping with the Historic nature of Calverley Park, and should NOT 
have been allowed.  

 I don't feel you can solve these problems with new laws that cannot realistically be enforced. 

 There is much of merit in these proposals and it is unfortunate that someone has chosen to 
try and ban responsible dog walkers in the same set of orders by burying this in the small 
print. If dog walkers do not walk in these local grass areas they will be driving their dogs 
across town adding to the congestion or walking on busy pavements. There are a lot of dog 
owning residents and voters in the town and it is wholly inappropriate to ban them all for 
the repeated acts of a very few of them. The right approach is to come down heavily on the 
wrong doers not all the responsible owners.  

 I think my comments on legal highs apply equally to all of the above concerns.  

 Survey questionnaire is difficult to navigate as supplementary documents maps do not show 
dog fouling prohibition zones. 

 None of these measures are any use if there is no enforcement. 

 No 

 I repeat that I feel you are going through this process in an underhand way by not informing 
enough people. The vast majority of dog owners do clean up after their dogs. You should 
spend more time catching the minority and by all means fine them. Do NOT ban dog owners 
from areas meant to be there for the whole community 

 PLEASE DON'T PENALISE ALL DOG OWNERS WITH A BLANKET DOG BAN FROM AREAS 
(OTHER THAN CHILDREN'S ENCLOSED PLAY PARKS) AND FOCUS ON ENFORCING 
REGULATIONS AROUND FOULING, BAD BEHAVIOUR AND DOGS OFF THE LEAD. 
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 We don't see Community police as much as we used to. We need to be able to stop and 
search youngsters. 

 There should be a more charitable and caring attitude from the Council. Find these people 
places to go before banning them - help is needed, not legislation. 

 Please be more ambitious with your proposals regarding dogs to cover a greater number of 
parks. 

 I own a dog and always take poo bags in a holder attached to my dogs lead. It is imperative 
that dog mess is cleared up always - it can carry disease and it is unfair to others to leave it 
lying about. It's a great shame that a small number of dog owners do not pick up after their 
dogs - the more that can be done to stop them the better. Other dog owners could be 
encouraged to point out mess to the culprits as its totally unacceptable. 

 no 

 The proposals seem proportionate to assist council in dealing fairly and reasonably with the 
issues identified. 

 The perceived need for action against rough sleeping and begging results from the 
cumulative effect of government policies favouring a certain sector of society, whilst 
ignoring the needs and rights of a significant number who cannot cope for health or random 
life circumstance reasons. Life has become brutalised for some and an increasing number of 
people are being marginalised. Giving them a kicking is not the answer. I am equally 
concerned about: 1 the dominance of the car over the ambience of the town, and the 
unwillingness to prioritize public transport and environmentally friendly and health 
promoting cycling and walking. Failure to apprehend unsilenced motor bikes is turning a 
blind eye (ear) to anti social behaviour; 2 the abandonment of litter clearance. For example 
Showfields is a disgrace. In the last two days, cycling to Rusthall and back and walking on the 
Common, I have picked up 76 cans, each with an energy equivalent of 3 hours TV use, for 
recycling. This is a national anti social and environmental problem of long term climate 
significance which the Council and Government should be tackling. I believe some of the 
issues raised here could be addressed using existing legislation.     

 More needs to be done for those who find themselves homeless and sleeping rough. More 
community and Church centres are needed.  

 The Kennel Club is the largest organisation in the UK devoted to dog health, welfare and 
training, whose main objective is to ensure that dogs live healthy, happy lives with 
responsible owners. As part of its External Affairs activities the Kennel Club runs a dog 
owners group KC Dog with approximately 5,000 members, which was established to monitor 
and keep dog owners up to date about dog related issues, including Public Spaces Protection 
Orders (PSPOs) being introduced across the country. As a general principle we would like to 
highlight the importance for all PSPOs to be necessary and proportionate responses to 
problems caused by dogs and irresponsible owners. It is also important that authorities 
balance the interests of dog owners with the interests of other access users. Equality 
considerations When introducing a dog control PSPO local authorities should consider the 
potential negative impacts on vulnerable groups and their requirements under the Equality 
Act 2010. The most obvious potential adverse impact is upon those who rely on assistance 
dogs and registered blind people, who may either be unable to comply with conditions 
contained within the Order, or the effect of the Order would be to exclude them from 
accessing public spaces. Appropriate exemptions from dog fouling and dog exclusion Orders 
should be included in PSPOs, for registered blind people and those who rely on assistance 
dogs. Assistance Dogs UK currently have eight member organisations which can be viewed 
here - http://www.assistancedogs.org.uk/. However, the membership of Assistance Dogs UK 
is not a definitive list of all UK assistance dog organisations, and may change during the 
currency of the PSPO, it also does not provide for owner trained assistance dogs. We would 
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therefore encourage the Council to allow some flexibility when considering whether a 
disabled person's dog is acting as an assistance dog. If the local authority is introducing dog 
on lead restrictions, consideration should be made of the accessibility of alternative 
restriction free exercise areas for those with limited mobility, be that due to disability, age 
etc. Appropriate signage It is important to note that in relation to PSPOs the Anti-social 
Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (Publication of Public Spaces Protection Orders) 
Regulations 2014 make it a legal requirement for local authorities to €“ €œcause to be 
erected on or adjacent to the public place to which the order relates such notice (or notices) 
as it considers sufficient to draw the attention of any member of the public using that place 
to - (i) the fact that the order has been made, extended or varied (as the case may be); and 
(ii) the effect of that order being made, extended or varied (as the case may be).€• With 
relation to dog access restrictions such as a €œDogs on Leads Order€•, on-site signage 
should make clear where such restrictions start and finish. This can often be achieved by 
signs that on one side say, for example, €œYou are entering [type of area]€• and €œYou are 
leaving [type of area]€• on the reverse of the sign. While all dog walkers should be aware of 
the requirement to pick up after their dog, signage should be erected for the PSPO to be 
compliant with the legislation. With specific regard to the proposed means to pick up 
measure this type of law will be unfamiliar to dog walkers and prominent signage explaining 
the exact requirements expected of dog walkers, not all of whom will be local residents, 
should be erected in any area where the measure is to be enforced. 

 It is vital for the future of the Sports areas listed to have this order so that we encourage 
people to play sport in the future in clean and well maintained areas.  Kent come to the 
Nevill to play a county game and they will refuse if this order is not implemented to 
safeguard the condition and quality of the ground.  The same applies to St Marks. 

 Our family finds it totally ridiculous that the Council is considering banning dogs from the 
Nevill Cricket Ground and Tunbridge Wells Rugby Club.  As stated earlier, a dog is a "family" 
member and when supporting a family member playing sport we frequently take our dog 
along to walk while watching.  As long as the dog is kept on a lead, this is not a problem.  The 
majority of dog owners do adhere to the rules - the minority unfortunately spoil it.  
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55% 

40% 

5% 

Question 7: What is your sex? 

Male

Female

Prefer not to say

2% 

4% 
13% 

27% 

17% 

25% 

5% 
7% 

Question 8: What is your age group? 

18 - 24 25 - 34

35 - 44 45 - 54

55 - 64 65 - 74

75-84 85+

Prefer not to say
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88% 

1% 
1% 

10% 

Question 9: What is your ethnic group? 

White

Mixed/multiple ethnic groups

Asian or Asian British

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British

Other ethnic group

Prefer not to say

98% 

1% 1% 
Q9 - White 

English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British

Irish

Gypsy or Irish Traveller

Other white background
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Other White Background 

 European 
 

Mixed 
 White and Black Caribbean 

 
Other Ethnic Group  

 Kekistani 

 
(please note: Kekistan is a fictitious country) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

5% 

87% 

8% 

Question 10: Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a 
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is expected to 

last, at least 12 months? 

Yes

No

Prefer not to say


