
Report for Thorp Arch Neighbourhood Plan Feedback

Co mp letio n  Rate: 10 0 %

Co m plete 76

To tal 76

1. Response Counts
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2. BE1. Do you agree with our policy for design and development in the
conservation area?

96.10% Yes

3.90% No

Value Percent  Count

Yes 96.1% 73

No 3.9% 3

  T o tal 76
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3. BE1. Do you agree with our policy for design and development in the
conservation area? - comments

A well balanced PlanPressure should not be applied on the choice of window material.
Replacement of uPVC windows is a big 'ask' and possibly not realistic

refuse development of gardens on Church Causeway for housing
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Count Response

1 A well balanced Plan

1 I believe there sho uld be so m e sco pe fo r m o re m o dern design and co nstructio n (including windo w

m aterials) which wo uld no t adversely im pact o n the o verall atm o sphere o f the village.

1 Maintain unique character THROUGHOUT the village, no t just in selected areas /types, and keep traffic lo w.

1 No t sure that we need to  be prescriptive abo ut wo o d fram e windo ws in this m o dern era.

1 Pressure sho uld no t be applied o n the cho ice o f windo w m aterial.

1 Replacem ent o f uPVC windo ws is a big 'ask' and po ssibly no t realistic

1 The enco uragm ent to  prefer tim ber wo o d rather than UPVC m at be irrelevant as the quality o f the latter

co ntinues to  im pro ve and is cheaper.

1 The plan is well tho ught o ut and co nsiders develo pm ent whilst retaining the character o f the lo cal area.

1 Who  / Ho w will yo u "enco urage" residents to  replace PVC windo ws with tim ber fram es?

1 Yes altho ugh l do  no t understand l seek o ppo rtunities to  enhance the the public area in the vicinity o f the

statio n' and I live there !

1 i accept the need to  preserve the village, but it seem s this will be given prio rity o ver o ther areas o f the

parish.

1 i do n`t agree with the unifo rm  palette o f building m aterials no r use o f tim ber windo ws o r do o rs, so m e

m o dern m aterials are better perfo rm ing, eg alum inium  / steel windo ws.

1 i think the chim neys and arched windo ws at the side o f the co ttages are very im po rtant

1 refuse develo pm ent o f gardens o n Church Causeway fo r ho using
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4. BE2. Do you agree with our policy for design and development outside
the conservation area?

96.10% Yes

2.60% No

1.30% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 96.1% 73

No 2.6% 2

Do n't kno w 1.3% 1

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 Add to  po licy CNE1 ; "Seeking to  pro tect key views alo ng the riverside"

1 Altho ugh bearing in m ind the pro blem s that generating extra traffic will bring

1 Any new develo pm ent m ust no t adversly affect the existing infrastructure o r its residents

1 Develo pm ent `m ust` be restricted to  the abso lute m inim um .

1 Ensure develo pm ent is o f a scale that retains village feel.

1 Sadly this was no t the view o f LCC when they allo wed the Persim m o n develo pm ent to  go  ahead in its

present fo rm . The ho uses are no t in keeping with the im m ediate street scene o r in keeping with the height

o f the existing ho uses. Lo cal buildings such as the lending library were sited and I think m any wo uld agree

that the result is inappro priate fo r its setting. The car-parking is no t as was detailed o n the pro pasals as

m o st ho m es have 2 cars and m o st residents will in fact co m m ute to  their wo rk, no t wo rk o n TAE as was

suggested.

1 The ideals are the sam e as fo r BE1 which is go o d as it pro vides a co hesive plan fo r the who le area.

1 This suppo rts the o ppo sitio n to  a large develo pm ent o n TATE.

1 l think in develo pm ent we need to  lo o k fo rwards and no t backwards- new develo pm ent sho uld

co m plem ent rather than just reflect lo cal styles.

5. BE2. Do you agree with our policy for design and development outside
the conservation area? - comments

Add to policy CNE1 ; "Seeking to protect key views along the riverside"Although bearing in mind the problems that generating extra traffic will bring
Development `must` be restricted to the absolute minimum.

Ensure development is of a scale that retains village feel.

This supports the opposition to a large development on TATE.
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6. BE3. Do you agree with our policy for local green spaces?

97.40% Yes

2.60% No

Value Percent  Count

Yes 97.4% 74

No 2.6% 2

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 Apart fro m  K, sho uld no t be develo ped even in special circum stances.

1 Circum stances wo uld have to  be VERY special to  im pact o n these areas.

1 In particular the cricket pitch

1 Is it po ssible to  have a preservatio n o rder o n the cricket club pitch to  prevent develo pm ent?

1 Re cricket pitch. Adequate parking sho uld be co nsidered away fro m  the Village m ain street, due to  large

size o f TABS cricket club.

1 There are to o  few green spaces, with general public access. Currently nearly all tho se included are o wned

privately (including Wo o dlands Drive) and can be clo sed o ff at the will o f the land o wner.

1 These areas enhance the village and lo cal area and sho uld be pro tected. There is actually lim ited space fo r

play and leisure in the village, if these were rem o ved o utdo o r leisure activities wo uld require greater

travel.

7. BE3. Do you agree with our policy for local green spaces? - comments

Apart from K, should not be developed even in special circumstances.Circumstances would have to be VERY special to impact on these areas.
In particular the cricket pitch
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8. BE4. Do you agree with our policy for protecting non designated
heritage features?

97.40% Yes

2.60% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 97.4% 74

Do n't kno w 2.6% 2

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 ADD PEAR TREE FARMHOUSE & WALLED GARDEN?  - WAS THE FARMYARD

1 I think that the fo rm er ROFF m unitio ns facto ry sho uld have so m e pro tectio n

1 Nevertheless I believe that the o ld railway bridge sho uld no t sim ply be preserved but be adapted to

pro vide an additio nal ro ad access to  the industrial estate. This wo uld reduce the traffic o n the existing

bridge and enable o ther develo pm ent o ptio ns fo r the Trading Estate.

1 No  co m m ent

1 No t so  sure abo ut the `Pro tectio n & Enhancem ent` o f Tho rp Arch Mill weir ?  Enviro nm ental Dept wo uld

need co nsulting, also  o wners o f the weir- the residents o f the Mill

1 Pro tect the nature and design o f street lighting.

1 TABS Cricket Gro und and the surro unding perim eter wall sho uld be included o n this list.

9. BE4. Do you agree with our policy for protecting non designated
heritage features? - comments

ADD PEAR TREE FARMHOUSE & WALLED GARDEN? - WAS THE FARMYARD
I think that the former ROFF munitions factory should have some protection

No comment

Protect the nature and design of street lighting.
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10. CNE1. Do you agree with our policy for protecting countryside
character?

98.60% Yes

1.40% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 98.6% 73

Do n't kno w 1.4% 1

  T o tal 74
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Count Response

1 It is unique, we can't affo rd to  lo se it

1 It m ay be difficult where the fo rm er Wetherby / Tadcaster rail was will falls within private pro perty

1 Publish what are defined as pro tected views.

1 The area is rural/sem i rural and we sho uld fight to  m aintain that-we do n`t want to  beco m e part o f Leeds

urban sprawl !

1 Yes - ho wever m o re pro tectio n co uld be included.

11. CNE1. Do you agree with our policy for protecting countryside
character? - comments

It is unique, we can't afford to lose it
Publish what are defined as protected views.

Yes - however more protection could be included.
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12. CNE2. Do you agree with our policy for green corridors?

100.00% Yes

Value Percent  Count

Yes 100.0% 76

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 See abo ve

1 VITAL

1 Yes - ho wever there co uld be m o re em phasis o n develo pm ent o f new & additio nal co rrido rs and the

linking o f existing o nes.

13. CNE2. Do you agree with our policy for green corridors? - comments

See above
VITAL
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14. CNE3. Do you agree with our policy for public rights of way?

97.40% Yes

1.30% No

1.30% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 97.4% 74

No 1.3% 1

Do n't kno w 1.3% 1

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 Co uld do  with so m e seating o n public fo o tpaths especially regarding o lder peo ple o ut fo r a walk

1 Cycle ro utes sho uld no t take prio rity o ver pedestrian access o r inco nvenience walkers

1 Tho ughts needs to  be given to  lando wners, no t just co nnectivity to  suit develo pm ent.

1 VITAL

1 Yes - ho wever there co uld be m any im pro vem ents and better linking o f the existing rights o f way.

1 Yes altho ugh diverting rights o f way can have co m m ercial co nsequences

15. CNE3. Do you agree with our policy for public rights of way? -
comments

VITAL
Yes although diverting rights of way can have commercial consequences
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16. CNE4. Do you agree with our policy for enhancing biodiversity?

96.10% Yes

2.60% No

1.30% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 96.1% 73

No 2.6% 2

Do n't kno w 1.3% 1

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 Change is inevitable but pro tecting and being sensible abo ut what we do  have / can do  will ensure an o verall

balance.

1 Do n't think greenfield sites sho uld be develo ped at all.

1 If bio diversity is that im po rtant it sho uld no t be affected by develo pm ent. Unfair to  put new bio diversity

o nto  so m eo ne else to  suit planning.

1 No  co m m ent

1 Publish the bio  diversity o f the river and its banks.

17. CNE4. Do you agree with our policy for enhancing biodiversity? -
comments

No comment
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18. H1. Do you agree with our policy for site allocations?

92.00% Yes

4.00% No

4.00% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 92.0% 69

No 4.0% 3

Do n't kno w 4.0% 3

  T o tal 75
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Count Response

1 A little co ncerned regarding the site allo catio n fo r a suggested m inim um  build o f 25 new ho m es o n the

fo rm er So cial Club o n Walto n Ro ad. We understand there co uld be co nsent fo r as m any as 194 ho m es

applied fo r. Again at the Walto n end o f the village, this creates traffic issues, assum ing each ho use has 2

vehicles. No ise during the building wo uld also  im pact o n the lo cal residents. It to o k 2 years to  co m plete the

Persim m o n develo pm ent and the m ud no ise and m ess was felt by the lo cal residents who  m o ved here fo r

a m o re tranquil lifestyle.

1 I also  think that any sm all infill o r windfall sites sho uld be co nsidered as they m aybe beco m e available

1 Po ssibly- it is a sustainable num ber o f ho uses but l`m  no t really fam iliar with the site. Happy to  let the Parish

Co uncil decide.

1 TOO MANY DWELLINGS FOR THE SIZE OF LAND & GRANGE AVENUE WOULD BECOME TOO BUSY WITH

EXTRA TRAFFIC AS A RESULT

1 The po licy says a m inim um  o f 25 ho m es - sho uld there be a m axim um  specified to o ?  I realise that it m ay

no t be po ssible but I wo uld have liked to  see so m e ho using allo cated o n Church Causeway to  co nnect the

village to  the church and to  pro duce a traffic calm ing effect.

1 There are several o ppo rtunities fo r infill ho using in the parish, these sho uld be explo red.

1 co nsideratio n m ade to  future allo catio ns to  preserve village co m m unity.

1 the figure o f 25 Ho uses `MINIMUM` sho uld be the abso lute MAXIMUM - LESS IF POSSIBLE !!

1 what is the m axim um  num ber o f new ho m es. Sho udn`t be to o  m any.

1 wo uld have liked it to  be a m axim  o f 25 new ho m es o f affo rdable Ho using

19. H1. Do you agree with our policy for site allocations? - comments

consideration made to future allocations to preserve village community.
what is the maximum number of new homes. Shoudn`t be too many.

would have liked it to be a maxim of 25 new homes of affordable Housing
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20. H2. Do you agree with our policy for housing type and mix?

100.00% Yes

Value Percent  Count

Yes 100.0% 75

  T o tal 75
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21. H2. Do you agree with our policy for housing type and mix? -
comments

Definately
Definitely need smaller housing

I think an emphasis on starter and homes for elderly people should be a priority

If the development goes ahead.

The two sizes of houses mentioned l think are vital.

Yes, but we need starter homes and smaller detached houses for older people.
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Count Response

1 A PITY SITES NOT IDENTIFIED TO ENABLE PEOPLE TO DOWNSIZE IN THE OLD VILLAGE

1 Definately

1 Definitely need sm aller ho using

1 Ho pefully no t cheap lo o king pro perties but o f character and varied in appearance.

1 I think an em phasis o n starter and ho m es fo r elderly peo ple sho uld be a prio rity

1 If the develo pm ent go es ahead.

1 It is im po rtant to  allo w o nly ho using develo pm ent which do es no t significantly im pact o n the ro ad

infrastructure.

1 The two  sizes o f ho uses m entio ned l think are vital.

1 We do n`t need any m o re large pro perties. sm aller fam ily units and do wnsize pro perties fo r o lder

residents are exactly what is needed.

1 We need to  enco urage the o lder residents to  do wnsize but stay which will allo w yo unger fam ilies in to

suppo rt the village bo th financially and also  by getting invo lved in co m m unity activities.

1 Yes - except there seem s little o ppo rtunity to  im pro ve ho using fo r lo cals (o ffspring & aging) to  stay in the

area.

1 Yes, but o n the understanding that these sho uld also  reflect their setting, ie a rural develo pm ent and no t an

inner city style co m plex as has already been allo wed at Walto n end o f the village. Sadly this m ay have

already set a precedent fo r future develo pm ent and wo uld never have been allo wed within the co nfines o f

the co nservatio n area.

1 Yes, but we need starter ho m es and sm aller detached ho uses fo r o lder peo ple.
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22. CF1. Do you agree with our policy for retention and provision of
community facilities?

98.70% Yes

1.30% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 98.7% 75

Do n't kno w 1.3% 1

  T o tal 76
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Count Response

1 A playgro und m ight be nice if a suitable site co ud be fo und.

1 A village hall is aspiratio nal, but wo uld significantly add to  village facilities.

1 I do nt think develo pm ent sho uld be perm itted o n key co m m unity facilities.

1 No  co m m ent

1 The village lacks a co m m unity m eeting space. LEH currently o ffers so m e o ppo rtunity, this co uld be

increased by enco uraging a m o re co m m unity fo cused suppo rt system  fo r the LEH staff o ut o f ho urs (key

ho lders, caretaking respo nsibilities etc)

1 Yes - But currently to o  lim ited.

1 l do  think a little park fo r children wo uld be lo vely.

23. CF1. Do you agree with our policy for retention and provision of
community facilities? - comments

A playground might be nice if a suitable site coud be found.
A village hall is aspirational, but would significantly add to village facilities.

I dont think development should be permitted on key community facilities.

No comment

Yes - But currently too limited.

l do think a little park for children would be lovely.
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24. LE1. Do you agree with our policy for Thorp Arch Trading Estate?

96.00% Yes

4.00% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 96.0% 72

Do n't kno w 4.0% 3

  T o tal 75
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Count Response

1 Abso lutely.

1 BUT INCREASE IN TRAFFIC NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED

1 Build new ro ads that link TATE to  A1 / A64 witho ut go ing thro ugh Tho rp Arch o r Bo sto n Spa

1 Ho wever I believe that o pening up the o ld railway bridge as an additio nal access ro ute wo uld enable

co nsideratio n o f lim ited ho using develo pm ent in additio n to  industrial use.

1 In additio n I wo uld suggest that no  o ther access into  the trading estate are created

1 It is im po rtant that the retail park is kept

1 Must rem ain an em plo ym ent site o nly.

1 NO HOUSING ON THIS SITE

1 The entire area is far to o  co ntam inated fo r ho using - ever

1 What abo ut develo pm ent o f ho uses o n the estate?  I agree that if land is to  be built o n then this `Bro wnfield`

site sho uld be used, but no t the quantity o f ho uses that have been pro po sed.

1 Yes - but a few (100 - 200) ho uses wo uld pro bably no t o ver im pact o n the area.

1 i have co ncerns o ver the new develo pm ents go ing o n which in turn will increase ro ad activities thro ugh

Bo sto n Spa and especially o ver the bridge.

25. LE1. Do you agree with our policy for Thorp Arch Trading Estate? -
comments

Absolutely.
It is important that the retail park is kept

Must remain an employment site only.

NO HOUSING ON THIS SITE

The entire area is far too contaminated for housing - ever

Yes - but a few (100 - 200) houses would probably not over impact on the area.
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26. LE2. Do you agree with our policy for supporting small scale business
growth?

100.00% Yes

Value Percent  Count

Yes 100.0% 74

  T o tal 74
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Count Response

1 ....and do  no t im pact 0n o ther m easures in plan ig views, bio diversity, etc - ie avo id `develo pm ent creep` o n

farm s etc.

1 Tho rp Arch Trading Estate o ffers am ple o ppo rtunity fo r this

27. LE2. Do you agree with our policy for supporting small scale business
growth? - comments

Thorp Arch Trading Estate offers ample opportunity for this
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28. LE3. Do you agree with our policy for farm diversification?

98.60% Yes

1.40% Don't know

Value Percent  Count

Yes 98.6% 71

Do n't kno w 1.4% 1

  T o tal 72
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Count Response

1 Agree in part but surely so m e vehicle m o vem ent increase will happen with diversificatio n so  statem ent is

co ntradicto ry.

1 Altho ugh there is o bvio usly a very im po rtant engagem ent that fo r us needs to  ensure to  suppo rt lo cal

em plo ym ent.

1 Definitely agree that it sho uld no t result in additio nal vehicle m o vem ents particularly by fast, flash car

drivers.

1 No  co m m ent

1 Ref po int m ade in co m m ent o f LE2

29. LE3. Do you agree with our policy for farm diversification? -
comments

No comment
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Overall

Rank It em

Rank

Dist ribut ion S core

T ot al

Respondent s

1 P2. New cycle track. 386 68

2 P4. Tho rp Arch and Bo sto n Spa Cricket gro und and

facilities.

371 68

3 P1. Children’s play area and equipm ent. 357 68

4 P3. New spo rts facilities including a new playing field

and new allo tm ents.

322 68

5 P8. New fo o tpath fo r a sectio n o f Ebo r Way. 312 65

6 P7. Realign the pathway and ro ad into  All Saints

Church.

264 67

7 P5. Im pro vem ents to  the facilities, infrastructure and

visito r info rm atio n in Tho rp Arch Village.

242 66

8 P6. Rudgate Park - Im pro ve screening o f TATE

entrance ro ad and the British Library.

182 66

    

30. P1. Please rank the projects you would like to see deliver the plan's
policies? (most important = 1, least important = 8)

Lo west

Rank

Highest

Rank

32



Count Response

1 (1) Prio rity given to  traffic co ntro l and ro ad surfacing m aintenance thro ugh the village (no t speed bum ps)

(2) Pro visio n o f lighting o n the Tho rp Arch - Bo sto n Spa ro ad bridge.

1 A go o d piece o f wo rk !

1 As rem arked befo re, need m o re seating o utside the village o n public fo o tpaths.

1 Excellent wo rk

1 First class plan which fully reflects the im m ense hard wo rk o f The Steering Gro up.

1 Future co nsideratio n sho uld be given to  infilling between the Church & the village (Do wkell Lane and Churc

Causeway) fo r ho using /parkland etc.

1 I RANK THE FOLLOWING OF THE SAME / EQUAL IMPORTANCE : P4 - 1 P5 - 4 P7 - 5 P8 - 1

1 I am  co ncerned that the large residential develo pm ent pro po sed by Ro ckspring appears to  being dealt

with by LCC o utside the neighbo urho o d planning pro cess which is undem o cratic

1 I co nsider Pro jects P2,4,5 and 6 to  be equally least im po rtant and sco re each 8.

1 I co nsider the fo llo wing pro jects o f equal im po rtance: P1, P2, P4 & P8 Nr 2 P3 & P5 Nr 4 P6 & P7 Nr 6

1 I co nsider the fo llo wing pro jects o f equal im po rtance: P4 & P5 Nr 2 P3 & P8 Nr 4

1 I rank P2, P7 and P8 o f sam e im po rtance, num ber 7.

1 Just to  express gratitude to  the team  and in particular its key m em bers fo r the hard wo rk they have put into

the plan.

31. Please feel free to add futher comments here on any matter arising
from the draft plan.

2p4 p8
p7

1
archequal

p3

p5

rank

4
bostonchurch

feel

important

p1
p2
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1 Mo st current initiatives to  pro tect Tho rp Arch are `reactive`. What abo ut a 30 year transpo rt plan to

Pro tect Tho rp Arch by pro po sing a ro ad netwo rk, with at least o ne extra river bridge, that keeps traffic o ut

o f Tho rp Arch ans Bo sto n Spa - in o ld fashio ned term s `a by-pass`, which wo uld go  east o f TATE and link up

with the A1 (N) and A64 (S).

1 P4. - Please see co m m ents o n BE3

1 PROJECTS, I co nsider so m e o f the pro jects listed to  be o f equal im po rtance and wo uld rank ; P1, P5 and P7

all 1. P2 and P3, all 2. P4, P6 and P8 all 3.

1 Pro jects, P1, P4 and P8 I co nsider equally im po rtant and rank each 2. Fo r P3 and P7 again rank each 3. Well

do ne KEEP IT UP.

1 Pro viding facilities fo r the children in the o ld part o f the village as well as the children at Wo o dlands will be

appreciated, there are no w m any m o re fam ilies with yo ung children in the village and the traffic / lack o f

safe space to  play is an issue. A deal with TABS to  pro vide better access fo r tho se witho ut a gate into  the

gro unds fro m  their gardens wo uld m eet this need. Can the Ebo r way fo o tpath be m ade m ulti use so  bikes

can use it to o ?

1 THE WALLED GEEN SPACE WITH MATURE TREES ACCESSED FROM THE CEMETERY- IS OWNED BY THE

HATFEILD ESTATE NOT THE CHURCH.

1 The ro ads in this area sho uld be pro perly resurfaced fo r lo ngevity as a m atter o f urgency.

1 Urgent attentio n is required to  upgrade the lo cal ro ads and keep this m aintenance o f the ro ad system

o ngo ing. Obvio usly the ro ad usage has a great effect which l canno t see reducing !

1 We co nsider TANPSG is do ing a go o d jo b in m aintaining o ur beautiful village enviro nm ent , resident o f

40+ years. Thank Yo u.

1 We feel that ro ad safety ie o ur cho ice 1 + 2 are o f param o unt im po rtance as at so m e po int a fatal accident

will be the result o f inactio n.

1 We stro ngley feel there sho uld no t be any develo pm ent o n the current TABS cricket pitch.

1 We wo uld welco m e fo o tpaths/cycle ways that link the no rth o f the village to  the rest o f Tho rp Arch.

Particularly as Walto n Ro ad /church causeway o ften has speeding traffic which m akes walking to  the village

feel unsafe.

1 Well do ne fo r the wo rk o n this draft plan

1 preservatio n o f the visual appearance o f the riverside enviro nm ent is im po rtant fo r pro tecting the

pleasant character o f the bo arder with Bo sto n Spa

1 wo uld like to  see Grange Avenue / No rthfield / Rudgate and all ho using fro m  Priso n to  Walto n Ro ad to  be

classed and included as Tho rp Arch no t just an appendix. The o nly bits o f these plans that include these

areas are the H1 which is already o ngo ing and the saga o f TATE

Count Response
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