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• 73 responses in total  

o 1 paper survey 

• Most respondents were BCP residents living within the boundary of 

the proposed Neighbourhood Plan area’ (86%), specifically from the 

BH1 postcode 

• Most respondents agree with the proposal to formally designate the 

East Cliff & Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a 

neighbourhood forum, to operate as a qualifying body for the 

purposes of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan (83%) 

• The main reasons respondents gave for agreeing with the proposal 

were: 

o It is inclusive, representing both East Cliff and Springbourne 

o It will encourage community cohesion between the more 

deprived area of Springbourne and more affluent area of East 

Cliff 

o The area needs a variety of improvements (outlined below) 

o The applicants are capable 

o The local community should have a say in key decisions 

impacting their area. 

• The main reason some respondents gave for disagreeing with the 

proposal was that East Cliff and Springbourne should not be 

combined because they have different identities and needs 

• The key issues respondents want to see tackled through a 

neighbourhood forum are: 

o A high number of Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) 

o Anti-social behaviour 

o Drug use and dealing  

o Crime 

o Prostitution 

o Poor community safety  
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1 Introduction  

BCP Council received a proposal for a neighbourhood forum and area designation 

within the East Cliff and Springbourne Ward. This included a small area of the 

eastern end of the Bournemouth Town Centre ward, which is based on the existing 

East Cliff Conservation Area boundary and the rest of the East Cliff and 

Springbourne ward area (minus an area north of the Wessex Way which is in the 

Queens Park and Charminster Neighbourhood Plan area). 

Please note, a consultation on the East Cliff Neighbourhood Forum 

application, whose neighbourhood boundary overlaps with part of the proposed East 

Cliff and Springbourne Neighbourhood Forum area, was also received at the same 

time.  

To ensure transparency, both consultations ran at the same time to provide an 

opportunity for representations to be made on both applications. Only one 

neighbourhood forum can be designated for one area, therefore we asked 

respondents to review both applications before making their representations. 

The consultations ran from 24 February to 7 April 2025. 

This report will outline the results of the East Cliff & Springbourne Neighbourhood 

Forum and Area Designation Consultation only. A separate report has been written 

for the East Cliff Neighbourhood Forum and Area Designation Consultation.  

2 Background 

Neighbourhood Forums work with local communities to prepare Neighbourhood 

Plans for their area and forum designations last for five years. 

On 26 January 2025, a proposed new neighbourhood planning group applied to BCP 

Council to be designated as a neighbourhood forum, to operate as a qualifying body 

for the purposes of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan, in accordance with s61F Town 

and Country Planning Act 1990 and s8 Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012. 

Neighbourhood forums must be able to demonstrate that they have a written 

constitution to describe the basic framework of the organisation including its 

purpose, membership rules and election of officers. The neighbourhood planning 

legislation and regulations state that Forums must have at least 21 members who 

are individuals, either living, working within the area of the neighbourhood forum, or 

are elected members of the authority concerned. 

 

The proposed East Cliff & Springbourne Forum submitted an application to be 

designated as a neighbourhood forum within a defined area boundary shown below: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/9/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/9/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/regulation/8/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/regulation/8/made
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2.1 Methodology 

The consultation was hosted on the BCP Engagement HQ platform and was 

promoted through various channels including: 

• Press release 

• Social media posts (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, and Instagram)  

• A full breakdown of the communications activity for this consultation can be 

found in the Communications Report 

• Details of engagement rates can be found in the Engagement HQ Analytics 

section 

The main project page was hosted from the council’s Engagement HQ Platform 

along with a brief description of the project:  

haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecsrg-forum-area.  

The consultation was designed in Engagement HQ (engagement platform software). 

The online responses were downloaded from the sofware for analysis. The data was 

https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/
https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/news-hub/news-articles/have-your-say-on-neighbourhood-forum-and-area-designation-in-east-cliff-and-springbourne
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecsrg-forum-area
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checked and verified in preparation for analysis and held in the Research and 

Consultation Team’s secure area. 

The online survey was designed and hosted in Engagement HQ. The online 

responses were downloaded into Snap Surveys for analysis. The data was checked 

and verified in preparation for analysis and held in the BCP Council Research and 

Consultation Team’s secure area. Quantitative analysis was carried out using Snap 

to identify the frequencies for each question.   

The write in (qualitative) responses were exported into Excel and coded into 

categories. Qualitative research does not seek to quantify data, instead, its purpose 

is to provide deeper insights into reasoning and impact and many researchers 

therefore believe that numbers should not be included in reporting. The numbers of 

people mentioning the most prevalent codes are provided in this report to give an 

indication of the magnitude of response. Importantly, however, given the nature of 

the data, this does not provide an indication of significance or salience in relation to 

the question asked. 

2.2 Support 

During the consultation period, East Cliff & Springbourne’s application and 

supporting documents could be viewed in the 'Documents' section of this page and 

at: 

• Springbourne Library 

• Bournemouth Central Library 

• Boscombe Library 

Respondents could give us their views by: 

• Completing an online survey or; 

• Completing a paper survey which they could download on the main 

consultation page or collect one from one of BCP's libraries. Paper surveys 

could also be emailed to the Planning Team or dropped in the 'Have Your 

Say' boxes in any BCP library or posted to: 

 

East Cliff & Springbourne Neighbourhood Forum and Area Designation 

Consultation, Neighbourhood Planning Team, Planning Policy, BCP Council, 

Civic Centre, Bourne Avenue, Bournemouth BH2 6DY. 

 

• Writing to us; or 

• Sending an email to neighbourhoodplanning@bcpcouncil.gov.uk. 

If respondents had any questions, needed support or needed the documents in a 

different format, they could email neighbourhoodplanning@bcpcouncil.gov.uk.  

https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecsrg-forum-area
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecsrg-forum-area
https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/libraries/find-a-library
mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@bcpcouncil.gov.uk
mailto:neighbourhoodplanning@bcpcouncil.gov.uk
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They could also refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). 

3 Engagement Figures 

This section shows the engagement figures for each method used during the 

consultation. 

3.1 Engagement HQ Analytics 

The consultation was hosted on the council’s engagement platform ‘Engagement 

HQ’. There were 1,124 visits to the consultation page with 821 aware visitors (i.e. a 

visitor who has made at least one single visit to the webpage) and 316 informed 

visitors (i.e. a visitor who has taken the 'next step' from being aware and clicked on 

something).   

Engagement HQ Measurement Figures 

 

Visitors engaged with the content on the main consultation page as follows: 

• 163 visitors downloaded documents 388 times, including: 

o 108 downloads of the Proposed East Cliff and Springbourne 

Neighbourhood Area Boundary Map 

o 68 downloads of the East Cliff and Springbourne Mission and Supporting 

Statement 

o 59 downloads of the East Cliff and Springbourne Neighbourhood Forum 

Area Combined Application Form 

https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecsrg-forum-area/widgets/117016/faqs#30318
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecsrg-forum-area
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77792
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77792
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77794
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77794
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77791
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77791
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o 55 downloads of the East Cliff and Springbourne Neighbourhood Area 

Covering Letter 

o 38 downloads of the East Cliff and Springbourne Neighbourhood Forum 

Constitution  

o 33 downloads of the paper survey 

o 27 downloads of the consultation poster 

 

The majority of visitors to the consultation page on Engagement HQ came via 

Google (109 visits), Facebook (288 visits), and the BCP Council website (36 visits). 

A full breakdown of the site referrals can be seen below:  

 

 

 

https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77790
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77790
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77793
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77793
https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/38979/widgets/114858/documents/77789
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4 Communications Report 

Below is a breakdown of the communications activity carried out by BCP Council to 

promote both the East Cliff & Springbourne Neighbourhood Forum and Area 

Designation Consultation and the East Cliff Neighbourhood Forum and Area 

Designation Consultation as widely as possible.  

The council used a variety of methods to promote the consultations including a press 

release and social media posts on Facebook, X (formerly Twitter), LinkedIn, and 

Instagram along with posters in libraries.  

As both consultations were promoted together, readers should note that the figures 

in this section relate to the promotion of both consultations in the same social media 

posts. An example of a Facebook post used to promote the consultations is shown 

below: 

 

 

 

https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/news-hub/news-articles/have-your-say-on-neighbourhood-forum-and-area-designation-in-east-cliff-and-springbourne
https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/news-hub/news-articles/have-your-say-on-neighbourhood-forum-and-area-designation-in-east-cliff-and-springbourne
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Five social media posts had a total reach1 of 6,754 people, a total engagement2 of 

194 people and a total 8,832 impressions3. Below are details of how people 

interacted with our social media profiles during the consultation period: 

 

 

Below are the best performing social media posts based on impressions, reach, and 

engagement: 

 

 

 

  

 
1 The total number of people who see the post. 
2 The number of unique people who engaged with the post, i.e., commented or liked. 
3 The number of times people saw the post. 
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5 Analysis and results  
A total of 73 people responded to the consultation survey. Please see the 

Engagement HQ Analytics section for additional information on the levels of 

engagement with the consultation aside from those who responded.  

Figures in this report are presented as a percentage of people who answered the 

question i.e. excluding ‘don’t know’, ‘not applicable’ and ‘no reply’, unless otherwise 

stated. The percentages in this report will not always add up to 100%. This can be 

because of rounding, or because respondents are allowed to select more than one 

response. Where there are significant differences between groups of respondents, 

this has been stated within the report. 

Please note that where numbers have been provided for the most prevalent codes to 

open-ended questions in this report, this is to give an indication of the magnitude of 

response rather than an indication of significance or salience in relation to the 

question asked. 

5.1 Respondent Type  

Q1. Are you responding: 

Please note respondents could select more than one option for this question. 

Over four-fifths of respondents said they were responding as a ‘resident living within 

the boundary of the Neighbourhood Plan area’ (86%), while over a tenth said they 

were responding as a ‘resident living outside the boundary of the Neighbourhood 

Plan area’ (12%). Less than a tenth said they were responding as a ‘BCP Councillor’ 

(6%), and one respondent said they were responding as a BCP Council member of 

staff (1%). 

 

0%

0%

0%

0%

1%

7%

12%

86%

0% 50% 100%

as an agent on behalf of a client

as a developer/landowner

on behalf of a statutory/non-statutory
organisation

as a Town or Parish Councillor

Other

as a BCP Councillor

as a resident living outside the boundary of
the Neighbourhood Plan area

as a resident living within the boundary of the
Neighbourhood Plan area

Base: all respondents 
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5.2 Consultation Awareness 

Q2. How did you find out about this consultation? 

Please note respondents could select more than one option for this question. 

A third of respondents said they found out about the consultation through a 

‘Councillor’ (34%), while over a fifth said they found out through different means. 

These are outlined below. Over a tenth of respondents found out about the 

consultation by ‘word of mouth’ (16%), ‘BCP Council’s social media’ (14%) and ‘other 

social media’ (11%). 

Less than a tenth of respondents said they found out about the consultation through 

‘BCP Council email’ (10%), the ‘BCP Council website’ (7%), a ‘BCP Library’ (4%), 

the ‘Bournemouth Echo’ (3%), and through a ‘press release’ (3%). Some 

respondents said ‘none of the above’ (4%).  

 

 

Other ways that respondents said they found out about the consultation included 

group emails, flyers, leaflets through doors, notices on lampposts and Cabinet 

meeting papers. A full list of these responses can be found in Appendix 2.   

 

 

 

3%

3%

4%

4%

7%

10%

11%

14%

16%

23%

34%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Press release

Bournemouth Echo

BCP Library

None of the above

BCP Council website

BCP Council email

Other social media

BCP Council's social media

Word of mouth

Other, please specify below

Councillor

Base: all respondents 
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5.3 Designation Application 

Q3. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the East Cliff & Springbourne 

neighbourhood organisation should be formally designated as a 

neighbourhood forum, to operate as a qualifying body for the purposes of 

preparing a Neighbourhood Plan?  

Over four-fifths of respondents said they agree with the proposal to formally 

designate the East Cliff & Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a 

neighbourhood forum, to operate as a qualifying body for the purposes of preparing 

a Neighbourhood Plan (83%). Over a tenth of respondents said they disagree with 

the proposal (12%), and under a tenth of respondents said they neither agree nor 

disagree with the proposal (6%).  

 
 

 
 

Q4. Please use this space to give us any comments on the submitted 

application. 

 
 
 

 
These respondents provided additional comments explaining why they had agreed 

or disagreed with the proposal to formally designate the East Cliff & Springbourne 

neighbourhood organisation as a neighbourhood forum. 

6%

6%

6%

11%

72%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

41 comments 

Base: 72 respondents 
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These comments have been coded into the following themes: Strongly agree with 

proposal (29 comments)4, Strongly disagree/Disagree with proposal (9 

comments), and Neither agree nor disagree with proposal (3 comments).   

The two main themes to emerge, i.e. ‘Strongly agree with proposal’ and ‘Strongly 

disagree/Disagree with proposal’ have been broken down further into sub-themes to 

make them easier to interpret. These are shown in the tables below: 

Table 1: Sub-themes for ‘Strongly agree with proposal’ theme 

Table 2: Sub-themes for ‘Strongly disagree/Disagree with proposal’ theme 

Table 1: ‘Strongly agree with proposal’ sub-themes 

Sub-theme 
No of 

comments 

Inclusive proposal 11 

The area needs improvement 7 

Applicants are capable 5 

Community should have a voice 5 

2024 Consultation 1 

 

Inclusive proposal (11 comments) 

These respondents said they agree with the proposal to formally designate East Cliff 

& Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a neighbourhood forum because the 

proposed boundary includes the areas of both East Cliff and Springbourne. They felt 

this was important as it would encourage community cohesion and ensure the most 

critical issues are tackled across the whole area collaboratively.  

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4 Please note that there were no responses to this question from those who said ‘Agree’ to question 3, 
hence why there is only a ‘Strongly agree’ theme. 

“The proposed area which encompasses the majority of the EC&S ward 

ensures that both the more affluent and more socially disadvantaged 

areas would benefit from being designated as a Neighbourhood Forum in 

order to progress with the development of a neighbourhood plan.” 

 

“This proposal provides for a nicely balanced yet diverse community over 

the East Cliff and the suburb of Springbourne. It would help protect and 

develop the tourist areas of the East Cliff in conjunction with the 

residential areas of Springbourne. There are similar issues affecting both 

the East Cliff and Springbourne such as anti-social behaviour and a large 

number of HMOs. By combining the two areas, a joined-up solution can 

be developed through one neighbourhood plan which will help benefit 

both areas simultaneously.” 
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The area needs improvement (7 comments) 

These respondents said they agree with the proposal to formally designate East Cliff 

& Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a neighbourhood forum because the 

area of East Cliff and Springbourne needs improvements in several ways. The key 

issues respondents highlighted included reducing the number of ‘Houses in Multiple 

Occupation’ (HMOs)5, tackling anti-social behaviour, crime and prostitution, 

improving safety and bringing the community together more closely.  

 

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 A House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) is a property where at least three unrelated individuals share 
facilities like a kitchen or bathroom. 

“This community-run forum will benefit local residents of two areas as 

opposed to a business-lead forum serving only half the area.” 

 

“We need a cohesive plan that includes the whole of East Cliff together 

with Springbourne.” 

 

“A neighbourhood forum including East Cliff and Springbourne will 

improve the community cohesion in the area.” 

“It is necessary to do away with a lot of HMO's as they are housing drug 

addicts and other people who are causing the East Cliff Conservation 

Area many problems, such as burglary, homes and cars. We need a 

camera installed in Annerley Road to help stop anti-social behaviour. 

Drug addicts are down our road most evenings, you don't feel safe in 

your own home. A lot more police officers need to be driving around our 

streets in the evenings and nighttime to help prevent these problems 

mentioned above.” 

“The once beautiful tree lined area has become a fly tipping region, drug 

abuse infiltrating residential gardens, prostitution evident in our 

communal garden which we are desperately trying to safeguard by 

applying for fencing planning permission. Bureaucracy is delaying the 

process which is frustrating.” 

“This application has been a long time in the coming and covers the 

entire area of East Cliff and Springbourne and would therefore be 

relevant for the entire area.” 
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Applicants are capable (5 comments) 

These respondents said they agree with the proposal to formally designate East Cliff 

& Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a neighbourhood forum because the 

proposed members of the Forum are known to the local community and they believe 

they have the skills and commitment to represent the area well. 

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Community should have a voice (5 comments) 

These respondents said they agree with the proposal to formally designate East Cliff 

& Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a neighbourhood forum because it 

will enable residents and businesses to influence how their community develops.  

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“[They] are committed to taking care and maintaining the area, improving 

and addressing issues that arise, host regular community meetings for 

residents, good communication, well led and informative. Any issues can 

be addressed with guidance and signposting to correct departments.” 

 

“I feel that this organisation will represent the best interests of all 

residents in the area.” 

 

“They already have meetings for residents and are active in supporting 

the area.” 

 

“We are overloaded with HMOs and are the most densely residential 

area in BCP. We have problems with drugs, homelessness and 

prostitution. We need to be able to have our say over things affecting our 

area.” 

 
“The area requires additional funding as it has long been neglected. 

Residents are aware of the difficulties that arise and should have their 

say in what is needed.” 

 

“We need to have a say over how our open spaces are kept and how to 

keep the area neat, tidy and limit antisocial behaviour (as per the broken 

windows theory).” 
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2024 Consultation (1 comment) 

One respondent expressed their disappointment about the consultation needing to 

be run again after the first application (that was consulted on in 2024) was deferred 

by Cabinet: 

 

 

 

 

 

More information on the 2024 East Cliff & Springbourne Neighbourhood Forum and 

Area Designation Consultation and the Cabinet decision can be found here.  

 
Table 2: ‘Strongly disagree/Disagree with proposal’ sub-themes 

Sub-theme 
No of 

comments 

Areas are unique and should not be combined 8 

Lack of community involvement 1 

 

Areas are unique and should not be combined (8 comments) 

These respondents said they disagree with the proposal to formally designate East 

Cliff & Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a neighbourhood forum 

primarily because they felt the two areas have very distinct identities and different 

needs to address.  

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“I am disgusted that this did not go through at the first attempt and a 

rogue contingent outside the area made the council to rethink this and do 

it again.” 

 

“East Cliff has a fundamentally different character, needs and use to the 

Springbourne area. The two areas would be much better served by 

distinct forums, able to focus on the specific issues present in each area. 

This proposed forum has not engaged the business community 

effectively, as evident in the forum membership group - and that sector is 

vital for the revitalisation of East Cliff in particular.” 

 
“While collaboration can be valuable, I believe merging them as a single 

community may not be the most effective approach. 

The towns face distinctly different challenges, with one requiring more 

focused intervention and resources. Treating them as one could dilute 

the support needed in more affected areas and overlook the specific 

needs of each community. Separate consideration - including targeted 

funding - would allow for more tailored, impactful solutions.” 

 

https://haveyoursay.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ecs-forum-area


 
 

 
 

 
18 

 

 

 

 

Lack of community involvement (1 comment) 

One respondent said they had doubts over whether the local community would 

engage with a neighbourhood forum, based on past experiences of low attendance 

at neighbourhood meetings:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Neither agree nor disagree with the proposal (3 comments) 

 

The three comments from respondents who said they ‘neither agree nor disagree’ 

with the proposal to formally designate East Cliff & Springbourne neighbourhood 

organisation as a neighbourhood forum were not coded into themes but are shown 

below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Despite two of the respondents saying they ‘neither agree nor disagree’ with the 

proposal to formally designate East Cliff & Springbourne neighbourhood organisation 

as a neighbourhood forum, one respondent states they are against combining East 

“East Cliff is large enough as a standalone [forum] and has more 

specialised areas so should not be [combined] with Springbourne.” 

 

“It is my opinion that a number of the stakeholders have little or no 

interest in the overall welfare of the area, rather being only interested in 

what is planned for their immediate environment and ensuring that the 

grass is cut outside their property.  

At neighbourhood meetings relating to this ward, the average attendance 

is around 10. This can hardly be described as being representative of the 

ward.” 

 

“It overlaps with the proposed East Cliff one.” 

 

“I prefer the option of East Cliff as separate from Springbourne - both 

areas have different issues.” 

 

“A neighbourhood forum I hope will enable substantial funds to be made 

available to enhance the combined area generally to improve its 

environment and desirability and enhance the quality of life for its 

residents and reduce crime. The area has been allowed to become run 

down by BCP Council.” 
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Cliff and Springbourne, while the other states that they can see the benefits a 

neighbourhood forum could bring to the area.  

 

Full details of other themes to emerge from these responses is available on request 

from the Research and Consultation Team. A full list of all the comments received for 

this question can be found in Appendix 2.  

 

Q5. Please use this space to tell us anything else. 

 
 
 

 
These respondents provided additional comments about the proposal to formally 

designate East Cliff & Springbourne neighbourhood organisation as a 

neighbourhood forum. 

These comments have been coded into a variety of themes which are shown in the 

table below, some of which repeat the same comments respondents gave in 

question 4 above.  

Table 3: Other Comments themes 

Theme 
No of 

comments 

Area needs improvement 7 

Areas should be combined 7 

Collaboration 3 

Suggestions 3 

Areas should not be combined 2 

Criticism 2 

General comments 2 

Applicants are capable 1 

None 1 

 

Area needs improvement (7 comments) 

These respondents highlighted key issues in the East Cliff and Springbourne area 

that they felt need improvement including reducing speeding on roads, reducing the 

number of HMOs, cleaning up litter, ensuring the wealthy and more disadvantaged 

groups are treated equally in all decision-making, increasing the police presence to 

reduce crime and anti-social behaviour (ASB):  

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

28 comments 
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Area should be combined (7 comments) 

These respondents emphasised how important they felt it was for East Cliff and 

Springbourne to be represented together, in order to address the unique issues in 

both areas.  

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

“Please help us clean up this once beautiful area... trash begets trash and 

unless we tidy up in the Derby Road/Knyveton Road area with cameras, 

road cleaning, police patrol then degradation will persist.” 

 “I am particularly [concerned] at the level of crime surrounding the 

Knyveton Gardens and Spencer Road Gardens parks, including 

prostitution, drug dealing & taking, theft from and damage to cars, and 

general ASB (generally linked to the prostitution & drugs). Linked to this 

is the number of (failed / mismanaged) 'rehab' houses and HMOs. That 

entire area needs better policing & regeneration - it should be 'the 

commuter jewel' in BCP's crown but has been let to go to wrack and 

ruin.” 

 “Springbourne has a large population with many vulnerable people and 

it requires additional funding and resources to meet the needs of the 

community, as it appears the more affluent areas are once again 

benefiting and BCP Council are neglecting one of the poorest areas in 

its borough. The residents need a forum and the ability to have their say 

on planning and housing in the area with a limit on HMOs. Springbourne 

has been neglected for many years, with no plan to improve the area 

and community incentives.  

Springbourne should be invested in as it should be a prime area for 

people to live [in]. It’s close to the town centre with fantastic transport 

links but the fact it is so run down with higher crime rates than some 

areas puts people off. This is the first area people see when they get off 

the train and head to the beach or to a football match. It doesn’t really 

portray a vibrant, clean, safe town. 

I feel that property developers and landowners have a duty to try to 

enhance East Cliff and Springbourne, rather than being allowed to 

neglect their duties and try to prevent any future investments to improve 

the lives of its residents.” 

 
“Please help us clean up this once beautiful area... trash begets trash 

and unless we tidy up in the Derby Road/Knyveton Road area with 

cameras, Road cleaning, police patrol then degradation will persist.” 
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Collaboration (3 comments) 

These respondents emphasised how important they felt it was for everybody to work 

together and for residents to be able to influence key decisions for their area:  

Below is a selection of these comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“I have worked in the [East Cliff and Springbourne] area for over ten years to 

try and address social disadvantage. This proposed area would ensure that 

both neighbourhoods (East Cliff and Springbourne), which are fundamentally 

different in demographic, needs and development opportunities, would be 

able to work together to build a stronger future which benefits both. The other 

proposed area (East Cliff) would only benefit the less socially disadvantaged 

communities and businesses of East Cliff who have more potential for growth 

and development (hotels etc). This proposed area would meet the needs of 

both communities and ensure that an equitable approach is being taken.” 

 “It does need to include East Cliff and Springbourne. The other plan just 

includes East Cliff which is not right. [The proposal] should include the 

whole area. Springbourne is a densely populated area with high ASB and 

we need this plan to go ahead to get the area right.” 

 “As has been [doubtlessly] pointed out, the Springbourne and East Cliff 

proposals (the "inclusive" proposals) are supported by all three ward 

councillors for this area, irrespective of their political colours.” 

 

“East Cliff and Springbourne appears to be the forgotten area within the BCP 

conurbation. Our streets are cleaned sporadically compared to other areas 

(for example, there has been smashed glass on the pavement near my 

house for the past 4 months), new developments are deemed not to require 

parking, not taking into account how densely populated the area is 

(especially Springbourne) and additional cars added to the roads would pose 

more of a safety hazard, anti-social behaviour is an everyday occurrence in 

the area, as is fly tipping. There are too many HMO's in the area, most of 

which house individuals with "enhanced needs" which further adds issues to 

the area. Then there is the issue of the "night time economy" that takes place 

around the Southcote Road, Knyveton Road and Derby Road areas. 

Generally cohesive neighbourhood forum / plan has the chance of enabling 

stakeholders and residents to formulate a plan to bring the area up, making it 

a safe and more desirable area in which to live, work, socialise and relax.” 

 

“We need to work together for the community living within the area, making it 

a family environment. Stop all the small single accommodations promoting 

Bournemouth.” 
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Suggestions (3 comments) 

These respondents suggested ways for improving the East Cliff and Springbourne 

area including reducing the number of HMOs, a Neighbourhood Exchange Program, 

and introducing an Airbnb license:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Area should not be combined (2 comments) 

These respondents emphasised how important they felt it was for East Cliff and 

Springbourne to be represented separately, in order to address the unique issues in 

both areas:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Stop approving HMO and “safe houses” in [the] East Cliff area! [The] 

Southcote Road area is unsafe for normal families to live in. BCP Council - 

check your own rules on HMO % rules in the area!” 

 
“1. Neighbourhood Exchange Program 

Launch a program where residents, especially youth or community leaders, 

spend time in each other’s towns to foster understanding and reduce stigma, 

while identifying transferable solutions to shared problems. 

2. Community Labs or Innovation Hubs 

Set up pop-up innovation hubs where residents co-create solutions to local 

issues. Each town could host its own, but results could be shared between 

them to spark synergy while respecting individual identities.” 

 
“I would like Airbnbs in the area to be licensed and [for] the council to have 

more control [of] how many there are and be able to deal with antisocial 

behaviour. I would like to see crime on the streets tackled including robberies 

and drug dealing. I would like to see rubbish removed from the streets.” 

 

“I greatly appreciate the work of councillors and residents inherent in this 

proposal - but it is fundamentally flawed in rolling together two very different 

areas, with no obvious gain from doing so.” 

 

“[I] believe that we should have separate East Cliff and Springbourne 

neighbourhoods due to differing profiles and needs.” 
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Criticism (2 comments) 

These respondents criticised councillor behaviour and BCP Council decision-making:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Applicants are capable (1 comment) 

This respondent expressed their support for the applicants:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Full details of other themes to emerge from these responses is available on request 

from the Research and Consultation Team. A full list of all the comments received for 

this question can be found in Appendix 2.  

  

“Councillor Filer did not attend any of the meetings with the neighbour group 

and forums and so should not have any say in the process.” 

 

“I am disgusted that BCP Council refused to reject the planning approval for 

the demolition of the Elstead Hotel in Knyveton Road. The last thing we need 

is more ghastly small flats. The area is crying out for family accommodation. 

The council shouldn't be approving Harry Redknapp's proposal just to make 

him more millions. No tourism-related flats have been included in the 

council's approval which goes against their policy, as several hotel's that 

have been demolished in the area had to adhere to the council's policy, so 

why hasn't this been a condition with Harry Redknapp's Company proposal? 

“This group of residents have worked extremely hard over the past 18 

months or so to get this Forum up and running... they are fully committed to 

improving the quality and maintenance of our area. They are fully equipped 

with knowledge of laws etc they are approachable and informative. Small 

community groups have been established and are working together to 

improve all areas... most definitely this group should be encouraged and set 

up.” 
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6 Appendix 1 - Respondent profile 
The equalities profile is shown below.  

Equalities Group Number % 

 
Age 

25 - 34 years 4 6% 

35 - 44 years 7 10% 

45 - 54 years 16 22% 

55 - 64 years 13 18% 

65 - 74 years 21 29% 

75 - 84 years 6 8% 

 85+ years 1 1% 

 Prefer not to say 4 6% 

Gender 

Female 34 47% 

Male 33 45% 

Prefer not to say 6 8% 

Sexual orientation 

Straight / Heterosexual 57 79% 

All other sexual orientations 5 7% 

Prefer not to say 10 14% 

Disability 

Yes - limited a little/a lot 13 18% 

No 54 74% 

Prefer not to say 6 8% 

Ethnic Group 

White English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British 62 85% 

Other White 5 7% 

BME 2 3% 

Prefer not to say 4 5% 

Religion 

No religion 39 53% 

Christian 22 30% 

Any other religion 1 1% 

Prefer not to say 11 15% 

Respondent Type 

BCP resident living within the boundary of the 
Neighbourhood Plan area 

63 86% 

BCP resident living outside the boundary of the 
Neighbourhood Plan area 

9 12% 

BCP Councillor 5 7% 

 Other 1 1% 
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7 Appendix 2 – Full comments 
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8 Appendix 3 - Respondent postcodes by area 

     

Postcode 
Number of 

respondents 

BH1 58 

BH9 5 

BH7 3 

BH8 3 

BH23 2 

BH2 1 

BH3 1 

Total 73 

 


