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Background information 

 

 

 

A very positive response from a wide range of ages, under 10 to over 60, with the largest 
block being aged 35-44. 

 

 

 

 

The reasons for not using the park were a combination of the rules about no dogs 
allowed and no longer having young children to take there. 



 

 

Mainly users attend with family and friends, but also just under 30% attend with 
organised groups. 

 

 

 

Interesting to see that the vast majority walk to the park, with almost equal numbers 
driving or cycling. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Opinions on the current park. 
 

Q5 What do you like most about the current Steyne Park? 

Response Summary: 

AI summary: Respondents shared a generally positive view of Steyne Park, with the 
most valued aspect being its open space, which supports recreation and family 
activities. Many also appreciated the park’s flat terrain and accessible layout, as well as 
the fresh air and clean, well-maintained environment. Facility amenities such as toilets, 
parking, and the community centre were highlighted by several, along with the quality of 
play areas and sports facilities, including football pitches, basketball courts, and skate 
ramps. Some respondents noted the park’s suitability for children, citing safe and 
secure play areas. A few mentioned the absence of dogs and dog mess as a benefit. 
Overall, feedback focused on the park’s versatility, cleanliness, and its role as a 
welcoming community space for all ages. 

(See also attached detailed responses). 

 

Q6 What do you like least about the current Steyne Park? 

Response Summary: 

AI summary: Feedback on Steyne Park’s current state is mostly negative, with many 
respondents highlighting poor toilet facilities as a key issue, citing cleanliness, safety, 
and accessibility concerns. Some also mention frequent waterlogging and poor pitch 
conditions, leading to cancelled sports activities. A few note limited or outdated 
facilities, insufficient parking, and a lack of all-weather sports options. Other concerns 
include the skatepark’s condition, anti-social behavior, and limited amenities for 
children and youth. While views are generally critical, the responses consistently 
emphasize the need for improved maintenance, upgraded amenities, and better 
support for varied recreational activities. 

(See also attached detailed responses). 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Proposals: 

(Please also see excel spreadsheet to review all comments on each proposal). 

 

55.1% of respondents rated this proposal between 1–3, whilst only 27.8% of 
respondents rated it between 8-10. 

However, many of the comments show that negative ratings may stem from a dislike for 
specific elements of the proposal, e.g. enclosure of courts, lighting, inclusion of 
pickleball and futsall, lack of netball, rather than a strong dislike for the entire proposal. 

 

 

60.8 % of respondents rated this proposal between 1–3, whilst only 32.6% of 
respondents rated it between 8–10. Respondents had strong feelings about this 
proposal, either loving it and giving a 10 rating, or hating it and giving a 1 rating, there 
were very little ratings in between. 



 

 

A popular proposal with 42.1% of respondents rating it 8–10 whilst only 9.1% rated it 1-
3. Comments ask for the small children’s play area to still be separated from the older 
children for safety reasons. Many also ask for adult gym to be included or maintained 
near to play area, however, this contravenes Health and Safety guidance.  

 

 

 

 

57.2% gave a low rating between 1-3, whilst 30.1% rated it between 8-10. However, the 
main problem seems to stem from proximity to neighbouring property. The comments 
left on the consultation on the whole seem positive and point out the health benefits 
and the fact that this idea could be of benefit to all ages and improve accessibility. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

A pretty evenly liked/disliked proposal with 29.3% rating it between 8–10, and 30.6% 
between 1-3. However, the comments that were left seem to be almost entirely positive 
with the only negatives surrounding concerns over choice and maintenance of planting, 
ensuring that it doesn’t impact neighbouring properties negatively and worries around 
anti-social behaviour. 

 

 

 

 

The most highly rated of the proposals with a 48.4 % positive 8–10 rating and only a 6.7% 
negative 1–3. However, the wording of the question could have been better in hindsight 
as it is hard to tell from the comments whether or not positive ratings are for new 
changing rooms, new toilets or both. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

49.4% rated this within the negative range of 1–3, whilst only 23.9% rated it between  

8-10. Whilst quite a few of the comments point out the problems caused to nearby 
roads due to lack of Steyne Park parking spaces and the subsequent road safety issues 
that this causes, many others do not want to see more cars in the park, worry about 
safety within the park, and are against more concrete areas. 

 

 

 

Rated a 5 overall but 38.1% rated low between 1-3 and 27.2% high between 8-10. Whilst 
the comments show that there is an appetite for a pump track to provide a facility for 
older children, there are a lot of concerns about anti-social behaviour and vandalism.  

 

 

 

 



 

Further thoughts: 
Response Summary: 

AI summary: Respondents provided a range of additional suggestions and concerns 
regarding the Steyne Park regeneration plans. Many highlighted the need for diverse 
sports facilities beyond football, improved security measures such as CCTV, and greater 
community consultation to ensure inclusivity. Some raised concerns about increased 
noise, lighting, and impacts on residential privacy, as well as the need to protect wildlife 
and ensure environmental sustainability. A few suggested enhancing park amenities, 
accessibility, and adding refreshment options. While some support upgrades for 
broader community benefit, others worry about the park losing its open, quiet character 
and the adequacy of current proposals for all users. 

(See also attached detailed responses). 

 


