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1. Introduction and Background 

1.1 This report provides a response to the following questions, or issues, raised at the 

Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 4 April 2022:  

a. Location data and any other related analysis to identify causes of increased 

road traffic incidents involving young people; 

b. Data and relevant analysis on the ethnicity of victims of hate crimes; 

c. Analysis of the practicability of separating town centre crime data from 

residential areas; and 

d. Analysis of the efficacy of the Safer Streets tool and comparison to potential 

local tools.  

2. Issues Raised 

Location data and any other related analysis to identify causes 

of increased road traffic incidents involving young people 

2.1 Data from Kent Highways for the period 01/07/20 – 30/06/21 showed a precipitous rise 

in serious injuries for the under-16 age range: 

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

2 3 4 7 11 

2.2 The total for 2020/21 has since been revised downwards to 10. Such revisions are not 

unusual. 

2.3 Examples of serious injury are fracture, internal injury, severe cuts, crushing, burns, 

concussion, severe shock requiring hospital treatment. 

2.4 Kent Highways extracted further data from the 10 incidents occurring in 2020/21 to 

help establish if any pattern, location or behaviour could be addressed locally. 
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2.5 Of the 10, six were pedestrian casualties and four were driver/rider casualties. 

2.6 Rider: A 10-year-old was riding a bicycle and crossed the A264 (Eridge Road, at 

Broadwater) without looking. The traffic light for vehicles was green and a vehicle 

collided with the bicycle. 

2.7 Rider: A 15-year-old on a moped approached an offside bend on Sherwood Road at 

high speed, causing the rider to lose control, fall off and slide into a parked vehicle. 

2.8 Rider: A 14-year-old on a bicycle swerved to avoid a pedestrian on Coneyburrow 

Road and crashed into a parked vehicle. 

2.9 Driver: An intoxicated 14-year-old took a relative's vehicle without consent and whilst 

intoxicated and drove at speed down country roads. He or she lost control of the 

vehicle on a bend on Swattenden Lane and drifted onto the nearside verge hitting a 

tree. 

2.10 Pedestrian: A vehicle was driving east along North Farm Road, probably about 20 

miles per hour, when a 13-year-old stepped in front of the vehicle from behind a 

parked van. The 13-year-old was talking on their mobile phone. 

2.11 Pedestrian: Two pedestrians were looking to cross Rye Road (A268), near Dickens 

Way, while walking a dog. One of them looked left but not right and then ran to cross 

the road. Driver attempted to avoid but hit the 11-year-old who fell to the ground. 

2.12 Pedestrian: Two pedestrians stopped at the crossing on Sandrock Road. The four-

year-old casualty was probably standing too close to the edge of the pavement and 

was asked by the adult with them to move back a little. At the same time a vehicle 

clipped the child's knee sending them flying backwards, landing on the back of their 

head. 

2.13 Pedestrian: A light goods vehicle was travelling northeast on Anglesey Road when a 

13-year-old stepped out onto the road and was struck by the vehicle. 

2.14 Pedestrian: An 11-year-old alighted from a vehicle and crossed in front of it before 

being struck by a mini-bus, which was overtaking while travelling east on Swattenden 

Lane. 

2.15 Pedestrian: A car was travelling southeast along Rye Road (A286) approaching the 

junction with Queens Road. A 14-year-old ran across the road and they collided. The 

pedestrian went up the bonnet and was thrown into the kerb. 

2.16 The above incidents were cross-checked against the 220 submissions made to the 

Council’s near-miss reporting tool and while the erratic or unpredictable behaviour of 

pedestrians is a common thread there were no correlations in respect of locations. 

2.17 The above incidents, and a summary of near-miss reports were shared with our KFRS 

station manager who passed the details to the officer who oversees the Schools 

Engagement Programmes in Tunbridge Wells. Last year KFRS delivered safety 

messages to the following primary schools: Bidborough, Bishops Down, Broadwater 

Down, Claremont, Langton Green, Rusthall, Speldhurst, St Augustines, St Barnabas 

and St Marks. 
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Data and relevant analysis on the ethnicity of victims of hate 

crimes. 

2.18 Hate crimes are not split by ethnic group in Kent Police data.  

2.19 The Kent Police Community Liaison Officer reviews all hate crime reports made in the 

borough, but a victim’s nationality or ethnicity is not always clear in the report. 

2.20 Community Liaison Officers have asked for specific ethnicity or race information to be 

included as part of the hate crime checklist officers use when recording incidents and 

this is something the Investigation Management Unit has been asked to work on. 

2.21 The Victim Based Crime Team deal with offending of this type. The team actively 

seeks more information from victims to better understand how they have been 

affected by a crime which may then result in a more robust punishment for the 

offender. The Diversity and Inclusion Academy has been set up in Kent Police to 

address the training needs and ongoing development of all police and staff in this 

area. Kent Police is constantly striving to improve the service for victims. 

2.22 At the time the Community Safety Partnership Plan was brought to Overview and 

Scrutiny Committee (April 2022), there were no trends or spikes being highlighted in 

relation to hate crime, with a broad range but a low number of offences being recorded 

over the past financial year. 

Analysis of the practicability of separating town centre crime 

data from residential areas 

2.23 This question was prompted by a need to more clearly understand if reported 

incidents of violence were occurring in residential areas or night-time economy areas 

of wards whose borders cut through Tunbridge Wells town centre, such as Culverden 

and Park. 

2.24 Crime data at this level of granularity would have to be provided by Kent Police 

Central Analytic Team but it cannot presently be done wholesale. An analyst would 

have to work through each crime report and record the precise location manually in 

order to map it. Sub-dividing ward data would be time consuming and given the overall 

low levels of crime within the borough (measured against other areas of Kent) the 

analyst would decline to do it. 

2.25 While there is no specific indicator (in the crime reporting system) for incidents related 

to the night-time economy there is a ‘flag’ for alcohol. However, this is not a clear 

indicator as it is used for all manner of incidents, including domestic abuse. 
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Analysis of the efficacy of the Safer Streets tool and comparison 

to potential local tools 

2.26 In August 2021 the Kent Police and Crime Commissioner launched a time-limited 
survey on the subject of Violence Against Women and Girls (VAWG). The survey ran 
until end-Nov 2021 and received 8,263 submissions. Ninety-three percent of 
respondents were women. Eight percent of respondents lived in Tunbridge Wells. 

2.27 Respondents were asked how safe they feel in a variety of settings, such as in the 

street where you live, your local town centre, on public transport, at your local railway 

station, taxi ranks and bus stations, parks and open spaces and online. 

2.28 Perhaps unsurprisingly all women and girls feel safer during the day. However, the 

survey suggests the older you are, the safer you feel in most places – ‘online’ being an 

exception. 

2.29 On average the ‘18-20’ cohort feel the least safe in 7 out of 12 places at night. 

2.30 However, if you compare different age groups during the day, it is the ‘17 and under’ 

cohort who feel least safe in 6 out of 12 places. 

2.31 The ‘70 or older’ category felt the safest in 8 out of 12 areas, both during the day and 

at night. 

2.32 The areas and places referred to in 2.28 to 2.31 were not broken down by local 

authority area. 

2.33 When asked “Which public spaces in Kent should be improved in order to help women 

and girls feel safer?”, the following areas were noted: Brenchley Gardens (Maidstone), 

Chatham High street, Dane John Gardens, Albany Park, Cliftonville, Pencester 

Gardens, Ashford town centre, Jubilee Square, Trinity Park, Whatman Park, Mote 

Park, Westgate Towers and Dartford Heath. 

2.34 No specific areas of Tunbridge Wells were highlighted. 

2.35 The main themes raised by respondents were police presence, better lighting and 

CCTV in many areas across Kent. 

2.36 One respondent suggested the “Street Safe app may also assist to build a clearer 

picture of where is unsafe”.  

2.37 The Home Office / Kent Police “Street Safe” app, also launched in 2021 and still 

running, offers respondents the opportunity to pinpoint an ‘unsafe’ location with 

multiple choice options on why the respondent feels that way. 

2.38 From Sept 2021 to Jan 2022 there were 39 submissions related to our borough. In the 

sections below the numbers in parentheses are totals. 

2.39 Submissions were made for the following areas: Broadwater (7), Sherwood (6), 

Culverden (5), St. John's (4), Park (4), Paddock Wood West (4), St. James' (3), 

Southborough North (2), Southborough and High Brooms (1), Pembury (1), Pantiles 

and St. Mark's (1), Paddock Wood East (1). 
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2.40 Seven specific environmental options could be selected for the reason why a location 

has been chosen (multiple choices permitted): Badly lit e.g. poor or no street lighting 

(28); Signs of drug or alcohol use (17); Absence of CCTV (16); Poor street layout e.g. 

blind spots and hidden areas (7); Restricted visibility e.g. overgrown bushes and trees, 

walls (12); Empty buildings or isolated places (4); Rundown e.g. derelict buildings, 

abandoned cars, graffiti, fly-tipping etc. (2). 

2.41 Respondents may also choose one or more of the following behavioural options: 

Verbal harassment from / by a single stranger (1); Verbal harassment from / by a 

group of people (8); Feeling like you are being followed / have previously been 

followed (9); Other forms of harassment (4).  

2.42 Of the 16 respondents who provided temporal information, eight indicated night-time 

(8pm-5am) as a period of concern while seven selected evenings (4pm-8pm). 

2.43 Age bands of respondents: Prefer not to say (14), 35-44 (8), 45-54 (5), 25-34 (5), 55-

64 (3), 20-24 (3), 65-74 (1). 

2.44 Data gathered by the survey is informative but to fully understand the impact of the 

highlighted issues it would be necessary to visit each area – after dark in some cases 

(where the impact is unclear). 

2.45 In some cases an area identified by a respondent does not appear to be in a public 

location. This is likely due to a respondent placing a pin on the map without being 

suitably zoomed in. This was raised with the Kent Police Street Safe lead. 

2.46 A reporting system produced by TWBC would be configured to ensure the issue 

highlighted above (2.45) could not occur.  

2.47 A reporting system produced by TWBC would likely make use of the multiple-choice 

question format as it is makes for quicker and clearer analysis, though our questions 

may be different and/or borough specific. 

2.48 The PCC survey and the Home Office Street Safe tool asks questions about a crime 

that may have occurred in the area they are reporting. This might be helpful in 

prioritising identified risks in a specific location. A reporting system produced by TWBC 

may include such a question. 

2.49 The PCC survey and the Home Office Street Safe tool asks questions about a 

respondents experience with agencies when reporting a crime, specific a VAWG-

related incident. A reporting system produced by TWBC is unlikely to include this line 

of questioning. 

2.50 The PCC survey and the Home Office Street Safe tool are not tools for reporting 

crimes and submissions were made anonymously. TWBC must consider whether an 

in-house reporting tool would capture personal information and if we might then make 

a commitment to respond to all or some submissions. This could add considerable 

ongoing overhead when compared to an anonymous reporting tool. 
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3 Appendices and Background Documents 

Appendices: 

• Street Safe maps.docx 

Exempt appendices (if any): 

• None 

Background Papers: 

• None 

 


