
Numerical Responses

Number of attendees 119 32 on the Saturday and 87 on Wednesday

Question # Question

1 Do you support or do you oppose a one site strategy for delivering 25 homes?

Support Oppose Neither / Don't know

55 18 0

% of responses 75.3% 24.7% 0.0%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 46.2% 15.1% 0.0% 61.3%

2 If the Neighbourhood Plan adopts a single site strategy do you support or do you oppose the single site being located behind Paddocks End?

Support Oppose Neither / Don't know

61 13 0

% of responses 82.4% 17.6% 0.0%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 51.3% 10.9% 0.0% 62.2%

3 If it is possible and viable to carry out the development in either one phase or two phases which would you prefer?

One Phase Two Phases Neither / Don't know

54 7 2

% of responses 85.7% 11.1% 3.2%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 45.4% 5.9% 1.7% 52.9%

4 Do you agree or disagree that the requirement of para 100 that "the site is demonstrably special to the local community" is met for all these sites:

Agree with all Disagree with some (list sites you disagree with & why on a post-it)

55 0

% of responses 100.0% 0.0%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 46.2% 0.0% 46.2%

5 Do you agree or disagree that the requirement of para 100 that "the site is demonstrably special to the local community" is NOT met for all these sites:

Agree with all Disagree for some (list sites you disagree with & why on a post-it)

39 10

% of responses 79.6% 20.4%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 32.8% 8.4% 41.2%

6 In your opinion is the requirement of para 100 that "the site is demonstrably special to the local community" is met for:

The full site only The part site only Both full and part Neither full or part

34 75 12 0

% of responses 28.1% 62.0% 9.9% 0.0%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 28.6% 63.0% 10.1% 0.0% 101.7%

7 Which option would you prefer the Steering Group to pursue:

Full site designation Part site designation No designation

25 98 1

% of responses 20.2% 79.0% 0.8%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 21.0% 82.4% 0.8% 104.2%
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8 What is you opinion of this consultation event?

Very good Good Neither good or bad Bad Very bad

42 1 1 1 11

% of responses 75.0% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 19.6%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 35.3% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 9.2% 47.1%

9 Do you think you are given sufficient and genuine opportunities to contribute your views through public meetings, consultation events and surveys?

More than enough About right Not enough

30 14 9

% of responses 56.6% 26.4% 17.0%

Total responses as % of attendees

% of attendees 25.2% 11.8% 7.6% 44.5%
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

Sites Number of sites 1
Do you support or do you oppose a one site 

strategy for delivering 25 homes?
8 Support Oppose Neither / Don't know

55 18 0

Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Support the strategy - hope there will be downsizing bungalows.  Concerns about traffic management.

Support single site as identified need includes need for affordable housing + therefore sites must be over 

11 houses

A clear majority of responses to this consultation favour a single site location for the 

reduced target of 25 homes.  Small sites would have adverse implications for delivery of 

the preferred housing mix.  The Neighbourhood Plan can have some influence on design 

issues through policies and site design briefs.  However, the choice of builder is a matter 

for the site promoter/developer and outside the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan.

See response to comment #1.

All candidate sites were ranked under a site assessment process using criteria developed 

through community consultation.  Paddocks End/Langbaurgh were the best performing 

sites on these criteria.  Furthermore on a subsequent consultation on the preferred sites, 

it was the location most favoured by the community out of the preferred sites. 

See response to comment #3

See response to comment #3

Noted.  It is expected that a development of the site at Paddocks End/Langbaurgh will 

access the highway network through Paddocks End and not create a new access directly 

onto Garbutts Lane.  NYCC Highways are a statutory consultee in the planning process and 

their approval that the access design meets the relevant safety standard is required at 

various stages in the process

Downsizing bungalows are part of the preferred housing mix as recommended by the 

Rural Housing Enabler. See response to comment #6 for traffic issues.

Noted.   

The reduced number of houses required provides the opportunity to look at a number of smaller sites - 

more in keeping with the existing village than a single large site of standard builders' houses

I support the single site strategy but the above comment (1) is valid.  Could the "standard builder's houses" 

comment be met by the use of small local builders?

Shouldn't be solely the Paddocks End site.  There are more suitable sites - i.e. By Embleton Farm which has 

green space available

Believe this site is being identified as it's the easiest option - least resistance!!! No one wants development 

right next to them!

Really do hope that the proposed site is not just chosen because it is the EASY option and the route of least 

resistance.  I am sure the majority will be happy. No impact on them.

The traffic near Spar is already causing problems to the safety of villagers pulling out from the Spar and 

Levendale, this will worsen when the planned 25 are built.  Another development will cause safety 

problems.
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

Sites Location 2

If the Neighbourhood Plan adopts a single 

site strategy do you support or do you 

oppose the single site being located behind 

Paddocks End?

8 Support Oppose Neither / Don't know

61 13 0

Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 Increased accident potential with all the traffic that end of the village.  Pavements are not equipped . There 

are no pavements round there.  School not got capacity for development and increased population.

A clear majority of responses to this consultation favour a single site location for the 

reduced target of 25 homes.  Small sites would have adverse implications for delivery of 

the preferred housing mix.   It is expected that a development of the site at Paddocks 

End/Langbaurgh will access the highway network through Paddocks End and not create a 

new access directly onto Garbutts Lane.  NYCC Highways are a statutory consultee in the 

planning process and their approval that the access design meets the relevant safety 

standard is required at various stages in the planning process

See response to comment #1

Noted:  The Neighbourhood Plan cannot set speed limits, these are determined by NYCC 

Highways who are a statutory consultee at various stages in the planning process.

Noted: See response to comments #1 and #3.  The Community Speedwatch project has a 

monitoring location nearby.

Noted: See responses to comments #1 and #3.  The Parish Council is working with 

Broadacres and the SPAR to resolve the 'missing link' in the pavement.  Development of 

this site would offer the opportunity to provide an alternative safe walking route from 

Paddocks End along the Public Right of Way adjacent to Hundale Gill.

Noted: See response to comments #1 and #3.

Noted: See response to comments #1 and #3.  NYCC Education have been consulted and 

advise that they expect there to be capacity for development on  this scale.

Oppose single site, one larger site behind Paddocks End with add to the increase volume of traffic on a 

road with poor visibility e.g. vehicles from Levendale estate, Paddocks End, new 25 house development, 

the Wickets and Spar

As all new sites Paddocks End/Langbaurgh and Wickets emerge onto main road close together near Spar 

the layout of the main road will need to be changed for safety reasons. This is likely to need 20 mph speed 

restriction, speed bumps and improved visibility for emerging onto main road.

There is national evidence supporting 20 mph speed limits in urban areas to improve safety.  Statistically 

proven to lower raod traffic accidents, injury and death.

It is impossible to see both directions when emerging from Levendale due the curvature of the road.  It is 

an accident black spot. We need to start recording near misses.

Oppose.  Unsafe access to and from proposed site.  Pavements narrow unable to push a pushchair along 

pavement with a toddler - extremely dangerous.  Traffic around Spar site also very busy.

With the proposed site this will total 64 houses (16 Paddocks End, 23 new development (to start), 25 this 

development) plus all Spar traffic!! Accident waiting to happen.
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8 This site is a preferred site based on neighbourhood plan site criteria identified by the community. Noted
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

Sites Phasing 3

If it is possible and viable to carry out the 

development in either one phase or two 

phases which would you prefer?

7 One Phase Two Phases Neither / Don't know

54 7 2

Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 Is the target of 25 homes by 2035 a linear target over 15 years i.e. 1.5-2 houses/year or are they required 

immediately or at one point in future.  Surely this determines the number of phases.

Selection of developers and their contractors is not under the control of the 

Neighbourhood Plan.  

Advice from NYCC Education is that development on this scale is within the expected 

capacity of the school.  It is believed that the most recent forecasts provided by NYCC take 

into account the closures of Ingleby Arncliffe and Swainby, but this will be confirmed.

Noted.  This is in line with advice from NYCC Education

This comment is assumed to be in support of a single development phase.

The recommendation from the Rural Housing Enabler of a 25 homes development is based 

on housing need at the current time, and (subject to market conditions) it is anticipated 

that the development would take place in the early part of the plan period.

The Steering Group have designed and led a process which has engaged many people from 

all areas of the community in a wide range of consultation events over the last 3 years 

giving opportunities to review and challenge evidence developed by the Steering Group 

and their interpretations of that evidence.  Recently six new members were co-opted onto 

the Steering Group after an open invitation for volunteers.  The new members were 

distributed around the village, and no volunteers from the area near Paddocks End came 

forward.

See response to comment #5

One phase but local peoples businesses to be used. Not national companies.  Builders/joiners/Tool Hire 

Companies

Two phase because the school may have a lack of capacity. Ingleby Arncliffe school and Swainby have 

closed recently and would now be 'in catchment'

Many pupils currently come from 'out of catchment' so that a single phased development shouldn't have 

any impact on the school

Less disruption during development

The house requirement is up to 2035 - therefore phasing should depend on need during this period.

Thought the group should be there for the villagers - which it clearly isn't.  As process was flawed at start.  

How many members of SG live near Paddocks End Vs Embleton Farm site.
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

Green space Recommended green spaces 4

In your opinion is the requirement of para 100 

that "the site is demonstrably special to the 

local community" is met for:

1 Agree with all

Disagree with some 

(list sites you disagree 

with & why on a post-

it)

55 0

Comments

1 Agree with green spaces. Would like to see developed - such as a Sustrans Cycle track & walk for disabled, elderly, buggies 

etc

Noted.  The Steering Group hope to deliver some improvements to the 

footpath network in the vicinity of the site as part of its development and 

intend to address this through the site design brief. 
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

Green space
Not recommended green 

spaces
5

Do you agree or disagree that the 

requirement of para 100 that "the site is 

demonstrably special to the local 

community" is NOT met for all these sites:

9 Agree with all

Disagree for some (list 

sites you disagree 

with & why on a post-

it)

39 10

Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6 Field 4548 - significant view on the way in/out of the village.  Would be 'sprawl' if developed

Noted:  Some evidence of recreational use was observed by the Steering Group during 

their Green Space site visits and considered not to be sufficient to make the site 'special to 

the local community' when making the recommendation against designation.  The SG 

meeting on 7/5/19 considered whether the comments identified new evidence which had 

not been properly taken into account in the original decision.  It was agreed that evidence 

of informal recreational use had been noted and considered when making the 

recommendation not to designate so no further action was required.

See response to comment #1

See response to comment #1

Noted: The SG meeting on 7/5/19 considered whether a reduction in area would be likely 

to materially impact on the decision.  It was agreed that although the proposed area was 

only part of the original area considered, that it would not give rise to a material change in 

the evidence base and, therefore, the same decision would be expected for the reduced 

area as for the original area.  It was agreed that the proposal did not constitute a new case 

which would require a full examination of the evidence and a new decision, so no further 

action is required.

See response to comment #4

See response to comment #4

Junction Linden Crescent/Close north used for informal recreation 6.3 + 6.2 + 6.1

Junction of Linden Crescent/Linden Close north.  2 peoples views Is used as a playing field; 6.1 used for 

playing football; 6.2 public able to access; 6.3 is used for informal recreation

Used a lot   (Note - written on comment 2 post it with but in different ink and handwriting)

Northern section of OS field 4548 could be reduced in size to meet criteria and keep a green space around 

playing field

Northern section of filed 4548.  Should in part be designated from edge of sports field as this is an 

exceptional view of the NY moors from Belbrough and Station Lane  (Note - diagram included in comment 

showing a line east to west level with the bottom of the sports area)
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7

8

9

See response to comment #4Disagree on Belbrough Lane - surely a part could be considered due to "beauty" issue (although of view not 

of field itself)

Hundale Gill and field to north.  Attractive field with public access over footbridge and via public footpath.  

Good views on main footpath to Crathorne.  Wildlife haven.  Rabbits, butterflies and other species.  Good 

for family walks and picnics

Hundale Gill lovely walk ways nature

Noted:  Only the area around the Gill has previously been considered for designation (and 

recommended against).  SG has been advised that where a site contains distinct elements 

each should be justified independently so no further review of the Gill itself is required.  

The SG meeting on 7/5/19 discussed whether there was a sufficiently well defined new 

proposal requiring further consideration.   It was agreed that the intended area was not 

clear (possibilities were whole field, parts of the field, or a linear strip around footpath) so 

no further action would be taken.

See response to comment #8
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

Green space
Green space proposal for field 

in Leven Valley
6

In your opinion is the requirement of para 

100 that "the site is demonstrably special to 

the local community" is met for:

46 The full site only The part site only Both full and part Neither full or part

34 75 12 0

Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Against partial field designation A partial field designation could be deemed not to fulfil one part of the 

technical criteria needed for green space designation; i.e. a site has to be self contained with defined 

boundaries. 4 of the 6 boundaries (i.e. the zigzag part ) are just lines on a map and do not exist in reality [Note 

1st of 14 comments submitted by participant A]

Against partial field designation The part of the field without green space designation would be vulnerable to be 

developed in some way.  It wouldn't have the  protection from development that green space designation 

offers.

Against partial field designation  It is nonsense to arbitrarily draw a zigzag shaped six sided boundary 

somewhere on a field and only propose one side of such a boundary for green space designation

Against partial field designation Any future development on the part of the field without green space 

designation would be highly visible and would spoil the current open aspect of the whole field

The 'zigzag' boundaries are as proposed by the landowner as the extent of the area for which he would support 

Green Space designation.  This is a larger area than initially proposed by the landowner, and is his response to a 

request from the Steering Group that he put forward a revised proposal.  Neither the NPPF or PPG impose any 

explicit requirements for boundaries to be defined by physical features nor does HDC's methodology which the 

SG have adopted for assessing Green Space proposals submitted through the Neighbourhood Plan.

While the effect of Green Space designation is to restrict development, the motivation and justification for 

designation of Green Space cannot be prevention of development per se.  All designations must be based on 

evidence showing that they meet the requirements of para 99 and 100 of the NPPF.

The Steering Group's opinion is that the whole field and the part proposed by the land owner both meet the 

requirements of para 100 of the NPPF. Any undesignated part would retain all existing policy protections such 

as being part of the conservation area, the impact of which were demonstrated by the refusal of planning 

application 18/00576/FUL.  The Green Space decisions do not create an implied consent to develop any 

undesignated part.

It is entirely a matter for the landowner to decide what area he will (or will not) support for Green Space 

designation.  The Steering Group are simply responding to the proposals made.

The view from the main road (a-c) in the diagram below would be reduced (by development) to (b-c) in line 

with Leven Valley (the white house) if partial designation were awarded.  (Note - A map was provided 

alongside the written comments) .  [ Note: 1st of 6 comments from participant B]

Currently there is an unrestricted view across the field to the white house(Leven Valley), and the stables block. 

Any building anywhere on the field would destroy that view.

Support for whole field designation The strict planning control on designated green space is similar to that given 

to green belt.  Thus the effect of green space designation for the whole field would be that all parts of it would 

be protected from development

Noted.  See response to comment # 3

Noted.  See response to comment # 3

Noted. See response to comment #2

Support for whole field designation  The effect of green space designation would be to protect the whole field 

from future development.  It would mean the current open aspect of the whole field would remain as it is and 

continue to be enjoyed by Hutton Rudby residents

Noted. See response to comment #2
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9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Support for whole field designation  The effect of green space designation is to give very strong protection from 

development.  I would prefer the whole field to be protected in this way rather than just part of it.  It is the 

whole field that is appreciated as an open green space in the Leven Valley

Support for whole field designation In August 2018 the Steering Group recommended the whole field for green 

space designation.  Now the Steering Group is recommending only part of the field for green space designation.  

The field has not changed since 2018.

Noted. See response to comment #2

Subsequent to their meeting in Aug 2018 the Steering Group took advice on a number of Green Space related 

issues from HDC and elsewhere.  Based on that advice a number of recommendations were reviewed and some 

were amended.  Furthermore since that meeting the landowner has indicated he will support a partial 

designation but oppose a full designation.  While the Steering Group are clear that a landowner does not have a 

veto, they consider that landowner support for or opposition to designation is material evidence in relation to 

the enduring requirement of para 99 of the NPPF.

For what reason would the Independent Examiner NOT approve whole field designation.  Landowner consent is 

not mandatory!

The concessionary green space offered by the landowner gives about half of the view of the field i.e. potentially 

the view could be reduced to about 50% if partial field designation is awarded.  One can't really ignore any 

building smack bang in the field 

The way the field falls away I don't think any building would distract any view!

See response to comment #10

Noted: See responses to comments #2 and #3

Noted. See response to comment #3

Support for whole field designation The whole field fulfils all the technical criteria needed for green space 

designation.  Therefore it would stand a very good chance of being awarded green space designation.  Green 

space designation would protect the whole field from future development.

Support for whole field designation  By reducing to part of the field the owner have every chance of being given 

permission to build

Support for whole field designation  There are many documented examples from Local Authorities the country 

where green space designation has successfully been awarded despite owner opposition.

The Steering Group's position is that the whole field meets the requirements of para 100 of the NPPF, but that 

the landowner's opposition to designation on this basis means that it might not meet the enduring requirement 

of para 99.  How this evidence will be interpreted by the examiner is unknown.  See also response to comment 

#2.

Noted: See responses to comments #2 and #3

The Steering Group have not be able to identify any cases equivalent to this one where a landowner supports 

partial designation but opposes a full site designation.  The Steering Group would be grateful to the commenter 

if they can provide references to any relevant cases, and will be happy to consider them as evidence to inform 

their recommendation.

The zig-zag offer of green space doesn't make any sense - unless of course development will be sought

Support for part site  The owner of this field should be able to have full say of how his field is used. Not villagers 

that *may* have unrestricted views across the field.  His proposal for 95% of the field to be green space is very 

generous

Support for whole field designation  The owner of the field has submitted an application to build an all-weather 

paddock next to the existing stables.  Last year he was refused permission to build a 5 bedroom house.  His 

intention to develop part of the field can only be prevented by the whole field being designated as green space

Noted: See responses to comments #1, #2 and #3

Noted: The plan making and development management processes, (which include Local Plans, Neighbourhood 

Plans, Green Space designations and planning applications) are intended to achieve a balance between the 

interests of landowners, developers and communities.   There is a requirement to consult landowners about 

potential Green Space designation, but they do not have a veto.

See response to comment #2

Support for whole field designation It is the whole field and not just part of it that is valued by Hutton Rudby 

residents.  It gives an unobstructed, open view of this part of the Leven Valley.  Surely, therefore, green space 

designation should be sought for the whole field

See response to comments #2 and #14
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

Support for whole field designation  One of the technical criteria needed for green space designation is that a 

site must be self- contained and have clearly defined boundaries that make sense.  The whole field meets this 

criteria (as well as all the other criteria.)  Partial designation does not meet this particular criteria

What's going to happen to the rest of the field?  If there's, say 95% chance of getting partial field designation 

with landowner approval and say 92% chance of getting GS designation for entire field without owner approval 

then it's worth trying for whole field designation

See response to comment #1

The Steering Group do not wish to speculate on possible actions by the current or any future owner of the field. 

As set out in the supporting material for the consultation the Steering Group's opinion is that there is a higher 

chance of success with a partial designation than a full designation, but that it is not possible to quantify how 

much higher.

Part site preserves the majority of the field.  Why shouldn't a family (the owners of the field) who have had ties 

to the village for years be able to build a home there in keeping with the rest of the village

The only part I see is the part next to the church - rest is not easy to see so part site is perfect compromise

Support for part site  It is very gracious of landowner to support part site, as it is after all his land.  The proposed 

development would not affect the current views anyway.

Noted: See response to comment #3

Noted

Noted.  The only development application currently under consideration at this site is 18/01565/FUL for an all 

weather manege.  This comment is assumed to be a reference to that application

Part site support  The owners do not want to develop on the whole field: they are strongly in support of 

maintaining the beauty of the area.  One house will not mar this area.  It would simply another family to live in a 

beautiful part of the world. 

Part or none.  The field is private land  the landowner should have the decision on what happens to his field

Support part site Landowner very generous to agree to any green space

Noted: See response to comment #3

Noted: See response to comment #18

Noted

Support part site designation  As other green space available within village that is available & landowner happy 

for this to be the case

Support for whole field designation  Any buildings other than the existing stable would impact on the view & 

open aspect across the valley.  This should remain on both sides of the river.  The field opposite is designated 

green space so this should be

I strongly support the part site designation.  In the long term, if the landowner does not support the designation 

he will have many ways of spoiling the amenity of the green space which are legal & arguably of value to 

wildlife (e.g. high hedges round the space).  It is essential to have the landowner's support.  In this case the 

landowner clearly aims to build on the non-designated area.  If the design of his house is fitting this would be a 

good trade-off

Noted.  

Noted: See response to comments #2 and #3

Noted: Landowners must be consulted but do not have a veto, and the Steering Group do not wish to speculate 

on actions the current or any future landowner might take.  See response to comments #14 and #3.

I am totally for the landowner.  Without landowner consent green space would not last, you would loose any 

views, and could even put up a pig/poultry unit up

Although the full site is a preferred option as the landowner has offered a pragmatic solution is it sensible to 

accept that rather than potentially lose it all?  It would help if the landowners proposal had dimensions to 

reduce future conflict

Noted: See response to comment #31

Noted.  Appropriate mapping will be included within the evidence base supporting all of the proposed Green 

Space designations.
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34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

Why hasn't member of SG (DS) offered his own green space on Levendale but wants the farmer to offer 100% 

of his?  (NO doubt this question will be ignored.)

The Steering Group member referred to has indicated in public meetings of the Steering Group that he would 

support the extension of the Green Space designation of Hundale Gill as originally proposed to HDC to include 

the part within his land.  He has recently confirmed his position in writing.  However, the Steering Group 

recommendation is not to designate Hundale Gill.

Part site support  The part support will keep the area in local ownership.  I feel that any excessive outside 

influence may mean the field is sold to outside travellers!!

Partial site support  A common sense approach. On what planet does the landowner not get a reasonable say.  

With 75% split in favour of green space is extremely generous

Given the part designation offer why have trees been planted to obscure the view most would wish to 

preserve?

Noted.  The Steering Group do not wish to speculate on whether, when or to whom the current owner of the 

site might sell his land.

Noted: See response to comment #18

The Steering Group do not wish to speculate on the landowner's reasons for doing so.

Without landowner approval surely the view from the site would be lost.  There is nothing to stop them 

planting trees/hedges etc.  Surely a partial site is the way forward

Surely a landowner of over 50 years is entitled to have some say on his field

If you don't have landowner approval then surely the view will be LOST forever?  The landowner has been more 

than generous in his offer

Noted.

Noted: See response to comment #18

Noted

The landowner has been more than generous to offer any green space

Support part site  I would regard the land owner sacrifice of such a large proportion of his holding (approx. 75%) 

to be a very generous offer to the community as a whole

Support for part site  It's a very generous offer by the landowner.  We need to support the landowner

Noted

Noted.  

Noted

Landowner has been very generous in my opinion

Support whole field  Nobody knows the % chance of the whole field being awarded versus only part of the field 

being awarded green space designation.  Why not go for whole field?

Support part site.  The agreed area is a significant area that will meet all the criteria of 99 and 100

Noted

The opinion of the Steering Group is that the risk of a whole field designation being rejected by the examiner is 

higher than the risk of a partial designation being rejected.  How the examiner will interpret the evidence of 

landowner opposition to whole field vs support for partial designation is unknown.

Noted
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options # of replies

Green space
Green space proposal for field 

in Leven Valley
7

Which option would you prefer the Steering 

Group to pursue:
Full site designation Part site designation No designation

25 98 1 124
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

How are we doing? Feedback 8
What is you opinion of this consultation 

event?
Very good Good Neither good or bad Bad Very bad

42 1 1 1 11

Comments - see question 9
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Workshop

6th and 10th April 2019

Questions Asked and Reply Options

Topic Sub-heading Question # Question # of comments Options

How are we doing? Feedback 9

Do you think you are given sufficient and 

genuine opportunities to contribute your 

views through public meetings, 

consultation events and surveys?

12 More than enough About right Not enough

30 14 9

Comments

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Well done excellent Noted

Residents have, in my opinion, been well served by the volunteers working on our Neighbourhood Plan.  

Thank you

Noted

Thank you for all the hard wok &  keeping us so well informed Noted

The display and ability to express views are welcome.  Do be aware that, in a relatively small scale event, 

interested parties can have disproportionate voting ability

Noted.  The Steering Group have arranged many consultation events and processes over 

the last three years which helps ensure that outcomes arise from a process involving many 

people with a range of views and not from any single event.  Feedback obtained through 

consultation events influence the decision process but are not definitive or binding, and in 

some cases initial findings have been validated or amended through subsequent 

consultations when additional evidence has become available.

Very many thanks to all of you Noted

Steering group is supposed to be representative of the village.  SG members do not live near Paddocks End 

but live near other sites.  SG is biased!!

The Steering Group have designed and led a process which has engaged many people from 

all areas of the community in a wide range of consultation events over the last 3 years 

giving opportunities to review and challenge evidence developed by the Steering Group 

and their interpretations of that evidence.  Recently six new members were co-opted onto 

the Steering Group after an open invitation for volunteers.  The new members were 

widely distributed around the village, but no volunteers from the area near Paddocks End 

came forward.  The Steering Group do not believe that the allegation of bias can be 

substantiated.

I think we should cast a medal for you!  Thank you Noted
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8

9

10

11

12

Thank you for putting all this effort in and making things easy to digest Noted

The people who are representing the whole village are protecting their own interests, this is the easy 

option with less objection

This comment is assumed to be a reference to the recommendation to proceed with a 

single preferred site at Paddocks End/Langbaurgh.  All candidate sites were ranked under 

a site assessment process using criteria developed through community consultation.  

Paddocks End/Langbaurgh were the best performing sites on these criteria.  Furthermore 

on a subsequent consultation on the preferred sites, it was the location most favoured by 

the community out of the preferred sites. 

Excellent explanation of the background to the current issues (newcomer to the village) Noted

Thanks for your efforts much appreciated Noted

I fear there is a lot of bias from the SG See response to comment #6
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