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Analysis of SPD consultation responses 

Dr Stephen Parkinson – December 2015 

The statistical analysis of the SPD responses included in the Planning Officer’s report was defective 

and in parts misleading. 

1.  Breakdown of respondents: 

The report correctly weeded out duplicate, blank and composite responses to arrive at its total 

consultee base of 357.  It gave a breakdown by mode of submission, but failed to give a 

corresponding breakdown by form of response.  For an adequate analysis it was essential to 

distinguish between 

1) statutory consultees and community groups  18 

2) individuals   339 

The individual responses need further to be broken down into 

complete questionnaires  (with or without additional comments) 223 

incomplete questionnaires 20 

free form or form letter responses  96 

 

The report  ackowledges the legitimacy of free form responses (para 22) but is evasive on how they 

were  processed.  Para 26 deals with the processing of comments “where people submitted 

comments to a question in the response form, the council has attributed the individual comment to 

the correct point or question on the response form”.  Free form responses appear on the consultatio 

system as a series of paragraphs headed by a standard line “Do you have any specific comments or 

suggestions about this? Where applicable, please reference paragraph numbers, page numbers, etc.   

“ but are not assigned to any part of the questionnaire, and thus were not counted as reponses,  

even though they might be mentioned in summaries of comments.  

2.  For the purposes of presenting results as pie charts or bar charts, the number of respondents is 

always presented as 357, This leaves a very high percentage of  “No response” responses in every 

one of the charts and tables of individual responses.    

To arrive at a correct understanding of the response of consultees,  the free form responses must be 

analysed for their implied responses to the direct questions of the questionnaire.  This is not 

difficult:  when a response contained the phrase “  

“I do not agree that the Centre requires a large number of students, a multi-screen cinema or a hotel, 

and no evidence for the need of these has been provided”  

it was clear that  the respondents would reply Strongly Disagree to the questions relating to these 

three land uses.  The more moderate expression  
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“The SPD’s suggestion that Botley is an appropriate site for new uses such as a hotel, cinema and 

student accommodation  ... must be backed by clear evidence of local need.”  

can be interpreted as “Moderately Disagree”.  (These phrases are part of the WWCC template 

responses on which many comments and a large proposrtion of free form responses were based.) In 

other  free form responses similar expressions are easy to locate.  

The statistics should also exclude the statutory respondents,  who typically focus on particular 

aspects of interest to their brief,  and would not be expected to comment on the whole range of 

issues. 

In the light of these considerations, all the graphs and statistics of the Analysis of Responses are 

misleading.  

By way of illustration,  I recalculate the number of responses in each section, and the responses for 

student accommodation, multi-screen cinema and landmark building.  The values in the consultation  

report are estimated from the charts,  as precise figures were not given. 

Q actual no of 

respondents 

top line of chart 

Issues  260 35%? (unlabelled pie 

chart) 

Vision 223 40% (“) 

Objectives 245 220-225 

Uses 225 225-235 

Zones 250 40% 

Access 270 230 

Pubic space 270 230 

Density 320 230 

Design 0ver 300 230 

Parking 270 225 

General 320 265 

 

Uses 

The consultation report gives approximate figures for the rejection of the proposal for a hotel, 
cinema, and student accommodation, ”between 170 and 190 people disagreeing”.  The opposition 
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to a landmark building was not quantified: “A tall visual landmark was considered not to be in 
keeping with the local character of the area by a proportion of the cohort” 

 

More precise figures are given below.  

Uses Disagree/ 

Strongly  

Disagree 

(approximate) 

as % of 

respondents 

(357) 

as% of those 

giving 

feedback  

(est. 230) 

in free 

form 

responses 

(96) 

% total  as % of   

respondents 

(357) 

Hotel 170 48% 74% 69 72% 239 67% 

students 190 53% 83% 89 93% 279 78% 

cinema 180 50% 78% 79 82% 259 73% 

landmark 160 45% 71% 16 17% 176 49% 

 


