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Objective
-

To examine issues raised by a petition for a skate park on the Louie Memorial Upper
Field presented to the North Hinksey Parish Council R&A Committee.

Executive Summary


The proposal to locate a skate park in the Upper Louie Memorial Field raises many concerns,
including noise, anti-social behaviour, loss of environmental heritage and imposing a
potentially time-unlimited cost-stream and management responsibility onto the Parish
Council.



The main concern is that a skate park is intended for a very narrow target demographic,
mainly boys and young men, aged approximately 10 to 19. Also, owing to the site’s
location being relatively far from the main centre of population in North Hinksey, combined
with the steep gradient of the approach routes, it may be that the skate park will not be
sufficiently used to justify the substantial expenditure of public funds.



It is questionable whether a Parish Council should be expected to have responsibility for a
facility on this scale. Other skate parks in the area are managed at district, county or city
levels.
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Notes and Caveats

-

This report does not set out deliberately to influence the outcome of the debate nor
does it set out to come to a conclusion or recommendation to the R&A Committee.

-

Some of the information and arguments presented may be considered favourable to
the petition, others unfavourable. There is no implied guarantee that the weight of
the arguments will add up to being of equal weight.

-

While the intention is that the facts and arguments presented in the report are
broadly correct, no warranty or guarantee to that effect is given or implied.

-

The broad nature of the arguments based upon specific factual and numerical data
lies well inside the margin of error arising from reasonable estimates where precisely
precise data has not been readily available. Minor faults in factual accuracy in this
report will not be accepted as undermining the validity of the arguments based upon
them.
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Background
In the summer of 2012 a petition was presented to the Parish Council requesting permission
for a skate park to be sited in the Louie Memorial Upper Field
The wording of the petition was:
“We, the undersigned local residents, request that North Hinksey Parish Council provides a
new skate park on the upper Louie Memorial Playing Field for children and young people to
ride bikes, scooters and skateboards safely, using the £12,604 insurance money from the
condemned skate bowl and allocating a grant from its Louie Memorial Fields Reserve
Funds.”
A second form was also used for collecting signatures outside the parish which had a slightly
different wording starting with:
“We, residents in Cumnor and other neighbouring parishes, request etc. (as above).”

This report examines the issues raised by this petition, specifically,
-

Suitability of the site
Nature of the demand
Costs and Management issues
Other possibilities
Local Authority Governance. Powers and Duties of the Parish Council.
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Louie Memorial Playing Fields, Copse and Fen
An area of land was given to North Hinksey Parish Council by the Kingerlee family in 1939 in memory
of Louie Kingerlee. The area consists of three main areas, an upper playing field, a lower playing
field, and a copse and fen area lying on a downward slope towards the West and North of the lower
field. The upper and lower fields are divided from each other by Arnold’s Way.
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Louie Memorial “upper” playing field
This is the field to the South of Arnolds Way, containing the Pavilion and the Teenage Shelter, the MUGA (MultiGames Area), Trim Trail and mound covering former skate bowl. The proposal is that a new skate park should be
built on or around the site occupied by the old skate bowl.

Pa
vili
on
MUGA

Proposed site of
new skate park

Site Evaluation
The key factors in evaluation of the site are:
-

Access
o Foot or bike, Car, Public Transport
Proximity to Housing
Available Space
Proximity of other leisure facilities
Availability of toilet and other facilities, shelter, refreshments etc.
Lighting
Hydrology
o Flood risk and drainage
Biodiversity considerations and nature conservation
Planning permission issues
Original deed of gift
Uniqueness of the site
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Access:
The Louie Memorial Upper Field is at the top of a hill. It is served by the 4A bus service from
Elms Parade approximately every 20 minutes and 30 minutes in the evenings and
weekends. In any case, it is a moot point whether bus access is meaningful in the context of
skate park users. Most people probably would not want to take their bikes onto a bus, not to
mention their protective gear, skateboards or scooters.
As discussed at greater length below, about 80% of the likely users live outside comfortable
walking distance from the site especially in view of the steep gradient, and so are more likely
to be brought to the site by car. There is a small car park on the north side of Arnold’s Way
and some parking on Arnold’s Way itself, but these often become full and the excess parking
results in the entrances to houses along Arnold’s Way becoming blocked, while buses
regularly have great difficulty finding a way past parked cars.
The site lies within reach of cyclists, but it should be noted that there is a risk these may be
tempted to go at excessive speeds on the return journey down the hill.

Proximity to housing
A skate park should be situated far enough away from housing so as not to cause a noise
nuisance to nearby residents.
The site is about 180m from the nearest houses. However, because the site is on higher
ground noise travels down the hill and is likely to be a nuisance at a far greater distance than
this. Indeed teams playing football can be heard some distance away. In fact, during the
Jubilee celebration when a temporary skate park was erected in the car park, reports of noise
nuisance were received. (See Appendix letter from Louie Memorial Field Neighbourhood
Watch Area).

Available Space
The space available, (subject to confirmation), is approximately 40 metres long by 30 metres
wide. The maximum space is thus about 1200 square metres. The space is sufficiently far
away from overhanging trees with attendant problems of falling leaves or other tree debris
falling on the surface. It should be noted that the intended footprint of a new skate park
would extend over and beyond the site of the old skate bowl, so this would need to be
completely excavated. (Further noted under the “costs” section below.)

Proximity to other leisure facilities
It is an advantage if other young people’s leisure facilities are close by because these may
already be attracting the demographic that would normally use a skate park.
The facilities in the immediate vicinity are the MUGA alongside and the teenage shelter.
Further out towards the boundary with Brookes, there is a large area devoted to assorted
open-air gymnastics installations (parallel bars, steps, etc.) known as the “Trim Trail”.
In the lower field across Arnold’s Way there is a play facility for younger children.
By common anecdotal observation, the MUGA which cost £67,343 is not an intensively used
facility and the Trim Trail which cost £7,244 is used even less. The teenage shelter is used
by students from Matthew Arnold School during term time and those using the MUGA.
Judging by anecdotal evidence and common observation, the teenage shelter is particularly
favoured by smokers and late night drinkers and generates a considerable amount of litter.
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Availability of toilet and other facilities, shelter, refreshments etc.
For any site that is a significant distance away from where most of the users live, it would be
an advantage for there to be toilets, shelter, refreshments and other facilities nearby.

There is a nearby pavilion, in the form of the Louie Memorial Pavilion, run by a management
committee. It has toilet and changing facilities and also has a small kitchen.
The Louie Memorial Pavilion is only open for specific purposes at specific times, like hosting
football matches, or evening meetings. For it to be open more often would require manning
and enhanced security.

Lighting
At some sites, such as at Abingdon, there is sufficient ambient lighting from a nearby car park
and cycle track. Lighting is not used at other skate parks, such as Didcot, as it is thought to
encourage drug-taking and under-age drinking.
At this site there is no lighting adequate for a skate park. Many years ago, provision was
made for floodlighting over the area now occupied by the MUGA alongside, but this is not
operational owing to vandalism and also because of significant local opposition to
floodlighting the site by night.
The cost of floodlighting for a skate park is put at £10,000 (specimen price list from Gravity
engineering). There would also be a cost for running the lights and other costs arising out of
insurance and running, repair and replacement costs. However, advice has been received
from the Police via the Neighbourhood Watch group that lighting would be most inadvisable
as it would encourage late night use, noise, consumption of alcohol in a public park and quite
possibly other, more serious, anti-social behaviour.

Hydrology and flood risk
The site needs to be assessed in order to ascertain the impact on the water courses, as at
times of high rainfall a considerable amount of moisture runs down from higher ground and
from behind Matthew Arnold School, running down into Cumnor Hill. At the southern
boundary of the field mud pools form and the fields themselves become very boggy.
The site also lies within a catchment area for the calcareous valley-head fen some 400
metres down the slope to the north. (See pp 35 and 36 of the Hydrology Report by Dr Curt
Lamberth, commissioned by the Council in 2009). http://www.northhinksey-

pc.gov.uk/Core/North-Hinksey-PC/UserFiles/Files/hydrologicalstudy.pdf
Dr Lamberth’s report advises against the installation of any impermeable surface in the area
of the LM Upper Field because it will speed up the rate of water flow down the hill and could
increase flood risk further down the hill. The findings of his report create sufficient uncertainty
as to warrant a further professional hydrological survey preparatory to the construction of a
skate park.
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Biodiversity and nature conservation
The management of open areas such as the Louie Memorial Playing Fields is governed by
legislation and in particular the Natural Environment Rural Communities Act (NERC 2006).
This act places a duty on local authorities
“to have regard to the conservation of biodiversity in exercising their functions.”
In practice this means that before embarking on a project that could have an impact on
biodiversity a survey should be commissioned from the relevant expert(s) and a plan drawn
up to show what measures need to be taken to preserve (or even enhance) the existing level
of biodiversity. In the case of a skate park, this could take the form of suitable bunding and
planting of low-growing and variegated native species of wildflowers and shrubs. High-level
growth would of course not be suitable on account of excessive obscuring of the facility and
possible shedding of material onto the skate park surface.

Planning permission issues
For a project as large as a skate park and its proximity to houses planning permission may be
required.

Original Deed of Gift
When making the original gift of this land, a Deed of Gift was drawn up with the following
stipulation about how the land was to be used:

“for the purpose of Cricket, Football, Tennis, Hockey or other games or recreations or
otherwise preserved as an open space”.
It has been claimed that the deed stipulates that the Fields are specifically for the
“recreational purposes”, meaning that it should be fitted out with sports or “recreation”
facilities of one type or another. It should be noted that in fact there is no presumption for
recreational facilities in preference to open space. The choices are equally valid and equally
within the spirit of the deed.

Uniqueness of the site
The petition assumes that a skate park must be installed in the upper Louie Memorial Field.
This would arise out of the fact that the Parish has direct control over very few sites, so there
is very little choice as to where a skate park might be sited. This also means that this site is
especially precious, being contiguous on two sides with open countryside. It is currently well
managed as a site for walkers and general enjoyment and, subjectively from the lay point of
view, it could be described as having a high “wild life” value. It is not by any means just a
forgotten piece of scrub in the corner of the Parish where a skate park would go un-noticed.
In considering sites for skate parks which have been built in other areas, it has been normal
practice to consider a number of possible sites before coming to a decision on location. It
would, therefore, seem premature to settle on a particular site from the outset.
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Nature of the demand
The subjects and questions to be considered are:
-

-

Analysis of the petition.
o How many respondent signatures, by sex and age, location within the parish.
o Comparison with local population estimates from Census data.
o Implications of population statistics for a skate park.
o Discussion of how the signatures might have been obtained
o How were the issues presented to the respondents?
o Where do the respondents live in relation to the proposed site?
Comparison with the 2011 all household questionnaire.
o Level of pro-active interest in this specific proposal.

The Demand
The number of signatures obtained by the Skate park petitioners (the petitioners) is believed
to be 866 (after excluding 14 duplicates) of which 736 were from North Hinksey and 91 from
Cumnor, the remainder largely coming from parts of Oxford City. The petitioners maintain
that this demonstrates an overwhelming level of support for a skate park and proves not only
that the project must be allowed, but also that further discussion should be confined to how
the project might be realised, the details of the design etc. However, it would clearly be
sensible for the Parish Council to first determine whether the level of support evidenced in the
petition will actually translate into a reasonable level of usage. Regardless of how many
people signed the petition, it would be a poor result for the community if the proposed skate
park was little used and was simply a “white elephant”, and it would be the Parish Council that
would have to bear the responsibility for having allowed such an obviously undesirable result.
It is therefore essential that the data revealed by the petition be looked at more closely see
appendix Pauline’s.

North Hinksey Residents
As this is a facility whose upkeep and running costs will be paid for out of the North Hinksey
Parish precept, it is clear that only the numbers on the petition who live within the parish
should be considered. There is also the point that it is not the business of the Parish Council
to attend to a petition lodged by people who do not live within its boundaries. On this basis it
is possible to analyse the petition as follows:
Petition respondents living within North Hinksey. Total respondents.

736

The Target Demographic (within North Hinksey)
For the purposes of this report, the assumed target demographic for a skate park is taken as
boys aged 12 to 19, though it is acknowledged that it may be slightly wider than this, both
older and younger. For the purpose of this analysis we will look at the age range 10 to 19.
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Within this age-range, the number of returns (inclusive) within this age range (within North
Hinksey only) was:
Boys aged 10-19
Girls aged 10-19

58
38

Comparison with the Census data
Because of difficulties handling census data and getting the precise cut of the data according
to need, and also because population statistics by their very nature are fluid, it is not possible
to say that census data or the ONS (Office for National Statistics) estimates are 100%
accurate. However, the census data gives as good a guide as any, and errors are too small
to undermine the validity of the broad arguments that are based upon them.
Bearing these caveats in mind, the equivalent census figures are:
Total residents in North Hinksey
Boys aged 10-19
Girls aged 10-19

4,580
326
354

So, within the target demographic, of the total of 326 boys in the parish, 58 signed the
petition. This obviously does not mean that the other 268 boys who did not sign the petition
were against a skate park. It is simply that they were not reached by the petitioners, and it
could also mean that, although 58 boys signed, there could be others in the target
demographic who might have signed and who might also be potential users. It is of interest to
note that the target demographic makes up a very similar percentage of the total population in
the petition (7.9%) as in the census data (7.1%). Later in this document there will be further
consideration of these figures in the light of data from the all-households and schools survey
conducted by the Parish Council in the early spring of 2011.

Implications for a skate park
Whatever the precise size of the target demographic, it is a small proportion of the total
population, which raises the question of whether it is sensible to provide such an expensive
facility for so few. This argument has been countered by saying that this is no different from
many other types of sports provision. For instance, it has been quoted that only 3% of the
population play tennis, but this has not been used as an argument against providing tennis
courts.
Taking the example of tennis, the key difference is that tennis has the potential to be played
by a very wide section of the population, say males and females from about 5 to possibly 65
(although tales of people playing well into their 70’s abound). This is in distinct contrast to the
limited target demographic of a skate park, where portions of the population who lie outside of
that demographic may not feel inclined to participate, or may even feel unwelcome.
The skate park petitioners have written, that it is common for whole families, parents and
grandparents to be involved in supporting the target demographic in their use of skate parks,
offering transport to and from the site and entertaining themselves by watching the users, so
establishing the possibility of widening the appeal of skate parks to include spectators as well
as performers.
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How were the signatures obtained?
There are those who may be offended by this question as it could be taken as a criticism of
the integrity and honesty of the skate park petitioners. The purpose of this question is not
intended as a criticism of the petitioners. The justification for examining how the signatures
were obtained arises out of the central reason for examining the petition data in detail at all,
namely, to assess to what extent the general desire to have skate parking facilities in the area
might translate into serious use of a facility in the Louie Memorial Upper Field. So the
relevant questions are:
-

-

How did the Campaign for a Botley Skate Park (the Campaign) present the central
issue?
Were the respondents simply agreeing to the general proposition?
Did the respondents understand the whole question?
o Did the respondents know where the LM Fields are?
o Was the entire cost of the project explained?
Did respondents have other choices? Were they allowed to express opposition?
Why did people sign the petition who were not going to use the facility themselves?
What were the means by which the signatures were collected?
o House-to-house visits? Jubilee event? Round the class exercises?
Why did people sign the petition who were not going to use the facility themselves?

How did the Campaign present the need for a skate park?
The campaign literature presents its case in terms of answers to the following questions:
-

Why have a skate park in Botley?
Why build a skate park now?
Reasons residents want a skate park.
What could a skate park look like?

A lot of reasons were advanced in answer to these questions, such as:
-

-

To encourage children to get active and involved in sport, socialise and meet new
friends.
To provide a multi-use facility for BMXs, scooters, skateboards, skates etc. all
growing in popularity. BMXing is now an Olympic Sport.
To give young people something positive to do and keep them out of trouble. Stop
children riding scooters and bikes at the shops.
So young people and parents don’t have to travel by car to Witney/Abingdon.
Something for families with different age children to do together.
To enhance the facilities already on the playing fields and encourage their use.
Concern for children’s safety whilst playing in car parks and roads.
Growing numbers of families in our area needing facilities.
Sources of funding said to be readily available including £12,604 insurance money
from the condemned skate bowl and other grants from the Parish Council’s LM Fields
reserve funds.
Availability of group of people willing to fundraise, volunteer etc.
Reward and encouragement for young people who started the campaign.
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This was followed by a schema showing how the project would develop through these stages:
-

Parish Council grants permission for skate park on the playing fields. Project team
established.
Public Consultation to agree design and location, choose contractor, agree park
maintenance responsibilities.
Fundraising. £12,604 (as above), Apply to County, Vale and Parish. Fundraising
events.
Construction. Skate park build. Benches installed. Landscaping and planting. Park
opens. On-going maintenance.

The presentation ends with the following statement:
“The Campaign for Botley Skate Park has built up a network of people and organisations who
can advise and support the process at every stage. These include: Faringdon Town
Council’s Skate Park Project Manager, Oxford Wheels Project, SS20, local schools, local
young people, skate park users, County and District Councillors, Brookes University, Thames
Valley Police and local residents who want to make the skate park a reality.”

There were also 2 visual photo collages.
1. Illustrates the undesirable nature of not having a skate park, young people hanging
around the precinct and skating and biking in unsuitable places, with prohibitions
preventing skate park type activities.
2. Shows recent skate parks, complete with fencing, hedging and landscaping.

Any thorough examination of the petition needs to include consideration of the following:
-

The assumption that a skate park in the LM upper field will be widely used and will
draw youngsters away from riding bikes round the shops.
 Similar claims were made by those who supported the building of the MUGA
but experience has shown these claims to be largely unfounded.
Widespread anecdotal evidence shows that the MUGA is largely unused.
It is incumbent on the Campaign to demonstrate how a skate park would be
any different.
 Without floodlighting, a skate park would not be capable of attracting young
people away from the shops and it has been mentioned above that
floodlighting has had to be ruled out on crime and disorder concerns. The
Fields have at times in the past attracted anti-social behaviour and the police
cannot necessarily maintain a presence everywhere.

-

There is an implied assumption that a skate park will be used for its intended
purpose. Experience and observation of behaviour around the existing facilities does
not suggest that this is an easy case to prove.
There is an assumption that people will come to sit on the benches round the skate
park in order to enjoy spectating what the users are doing. Experience with such
benches in public places suggests that their primary use will be simply as somewhere

-
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-

-

-

-

to sit, relax and socialise, in which case siting benches next to a skate park might not
seem very sensible. Benches in such situations are also prime targets for vandalism.
The benches near the Abingdon skate park are covered in what most people would
consider to be rather unpleasant graffiti. Benches in this location would also
encourage late night drinking and other anti-social behaviour late at night.
There is an assumption that a skate park will primarily be used by families. It may be
true during the day, some of the time, but there will be other times when it will not be
true, and the skate park will be dominated by unaccompanied older males.
There is an assumption that the £12,604 from the insurance money for the old skate
bowl has been hypothecated against some kind of replacement, including a skate
park. The parish council could provide this money as a grant for a replacement, but it
does not necessarily have to be in the LM Upper Field.
The statement that Brookes University supports the skate park in the LM Upper
Fields is false. A statement from the sports centre manager makes it clear that
Brookes does not have a view one way or the other. (See Appendix).
It is true that there will be a growth of population in North Hinksey. The census
projections put this growth at around 15% over the next 15 years. Some of this
increase will come from flats rather than family households which suggests not all the
increase will be within the target demographic. So the increase, though large in
demographic terms, does not fundamentally change the arguments in this case.

Were the respondents simply agreeing to the general proposition?
The general point is that the petition presented its case in terms with which most people of
good will would find it difficult to disagree. This is not a criticism of the petition. To present its
case in the best light is its business. It is simply the nature of any petition. However, many of
the council-tax payers who agreed with the petition might think twice if they realised that it
could mean further strain on Parish finances, upward pressure on the local precept and more
crime and disturbance in the area. It is the business of the Parish Council to investigate and
make known these issues.

Did the respondents understand the whole question?
The first concern here is that there is no evidence that the petitioners made clear to
respondents the location of the Louie Memorial Fields. There is an assumption that all the
respondents know where it is. There are many parishioners who live in parts of the parish
distant from the fields, or who may have only relatively recently settled in the area who might
not necessarily know where the fields are. However, attentive followers of skate park
websites would know where it is because these sites commonly have maps showing the
locality of all skate park sites. The LM Fields site is referred to as the “Botley Bowl” owing to
the presence of the old skate bowl and would be well known to such website followers. So
there is an assumption that people know where it is and reasons for believing that assumption
is partly true, but also a reservation as to whether it was properly explained.

Was the entire cost of the project explained?
The Campaign mentions the insurance sum for the old bowl of £12,604 in two places, and
anybody who does not examine the material closely could easily come away with the
impression that this was indeed the cost of a new skate park, that all the Parish Council had
to do was to release this sum and a new skate park would emerge at no extra cost to
anybody. Closer examination of the campaign material reveals statements that extra funding
will be needed, but there is still an implication that it might not be all that substantial, and that
a few grants and fundraising events might bring it up to the target. Might the cost be double?
Maybe triple? In fact, the cost for the type and size of skate park that could be
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accommodated in the available space would be in the region of £100,000 to £150,000, some
10 times the size of the insurance claim for the Botley bowl. This is not stated anywhere in
the campaign literature.

Did respondents have other choices?

(Were they allowed to express opposition?)

The reason that the question needs putting is simply that in assessing the sporting needs of
an area it would be normal professional practice to ask about a range of options rather than
just giving the respondents a single binary choice, to sign up or not, to a single proposition.
In fact the proposition in the petition can already be split into two questions, namely,
“Do you wish to see a skate park built in Botley?”
“If yes, should it be located in the Upper Louie Memorial Field?”.
By providing their signatures, we are not sure whether respondents who wish to say yes to
the first question have to ignore the implications of the second question, and of course, this
being a petition, it would be unrealistic to expect the petitioners to collect opposing
opinions.

What were the means by which the signatures were collected?
It is clear that many of the signatures were obtained by house-to-house presentation of the
forms to be signed, either by adults or by children. A number of signatures, particularly from
out-of-area respondents, were collected at the Jubilee event. Meanwhile, according to
anecdotal evidence, some signatures from children were obtained by means of passing round
forms in class. It is this last category where concern has been expressed as to whether this
was a meaningful expression of opinion. However, the significance of this is open to
interpretation, because only 155 signatures came from children, so only a maximum of 155
signatures could have been obtained in this way, and it is far more likely to have been half or
less of this number. It comes back to the original motive for examining the petition in this way:
How likely is it that signatures on the petition will translate into serious usage of the facility?

Why did people sign the petition who were not going to use the facility
themselves?
One of the remarkable features of the signatures is that, as has been shown above, about
92% of the respondents who signed were not in the primary target demographic, and it is
striking that in this respect, the proportion of the target demographic as a percentage of all the
respondents is so similar to the proportion in the population as a whole.
The reason has to lie in the general feeling of goodwill that most of the respondents must
have had towards the petitioners and the approval in general terms enjoyed by the campaign.
The way in which the petition was presented does in fact make it very difficult to disagree with
it, and many people may have signed just because the rest of the family signed and it seemed
a nice and consensual thing to do. It could even be that some families would very much like
somewhere else for their young males to go, rather than just sitting at home in front of their
televisions, pcs or other technical equipment. This was not the time for them to reflect on the
specifics of the case or any other issues that could be raised or whether, indeed, the
proposed remedy would be effective in addressing the observed problem.

Where do most of the respondents live in relation to the proposed site?
Many of the respondents on the questionnaire within the target demographic live towards the
northern part of the parish. Almost 80% of the respondents live at a distance greater than
half a mile from the site. (See data in Appendix “respondents distance to site”). In the
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VOWH Open Space, Sport and Recreation Strategy report of Jan 2009 (page 29)
http://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Open%20Space%20Strategy%20Background%20Report%201.pdf

the authors make estimates, based on an extensive “People’s Voice” survey, of how far
people are prepared to travel to access sports and leisure facilities. Their conclusion is that
for walking, the effective limit is 15 minutes, which in practice will work out at 900m. (See
Appendix “How far will people walk” below). This translates to 0.56 of a mile, just over half a
mile. Bearing in mind that the steep slope (of the order of 1 in 10) will have a negative impact
on how far people are prepared to walk, this would suggest that 80% of respondents live
outside an area of easy walking access of the site.
In the same survey, the distance that cyclists would be prepared to travel is given as 1,500
metres, being the effective distance they will cover in 15 minutes taking everything into
consideration. This translates to 0.93 of a mile, or just under 1 mile. About 90% of the
respondents live within this distance and so would, in theory, be prepared to cycle to the site.
The problem is that the steepness of the approach roads is such that it may deter a
considerable number of cyclists, and the journey back down could pose a danger to ordinary
traffic and residents as the slope imposes a severe strain on cycle brakes and in any case
may of itself be a temptation to take risks with excessive speeds downhill.

The 2011 Household and Schools questionnaire
How then, can we get some idea of the real meaning of the petition in terms of pro-activity?
How can we be sure that signing the petition would indicate a specific and demonstrable
intention to use a skate park in the proposed location? How uniform is the support for a skate
park amongst households, and what concerns may have been expressed? The petitioners
reached 58 persons in the target demographic out of a total possible 326 in the population.
Could the 2011 survey answer the question as to how many more than the 58 there might be
who could be serious users?
In the early spring of 2011 a questionnaire was delivered to all households and to the local
schools, Matthew Arnold, Botley and North Hinksey Primary Schools.

Consideration of the Quantitative Data
The Households
Of the 1,800 or more questionnaires that would have been required to cover all the
households, 85 were returned (of which 22 not filled in, but19 in support and 3 against)
and 63 were properly filled in. 59% of the households who filled in the questionnaire were
in favour of a skate park. However, just 18% said they would use it. (By which we may
assume that there was somebody in the household who expressed an intention to use).
There may also have been a selection process at work, in that the presence of a potential
skate park user in the household would increase the likelihood that a questionnaire would
be returned.
Matthew Arnold
261 questionnaires were returned. Of these, 54% were in favour of a skate park and
33% said they “would use” it.

Botley Primary School
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49 questionnaires were returned, of which 82% were in favour and 71% said they would
use.
North Hinksey Primary School
25 questionnaires were returned, of which 56% were in favour and 56% said they would
use.
Responses from out of area
When considering the responses from the schools, out of area residence has to be taken
into consideration. The low return from North Hinksey Primary in particular was explained
by the fact that many of its pupils come from the Oxford side of the A34 and so never go
up to the Louie Memorial Fields. In the case of Botley Primary, all the respondents live in
North Hinksey (according to the survey data). Meanwhile for Matthew Arnold, perhaps
not surprisingly, according to the questionnaire data, only 25% live in North Hinksey.

Conclusions arising from consideration of the 2011 questionnaire data.
In general, there does seem to be a real enthusiasm for a skate park in Botley Primary
School, the results demonstrating a pronounced intention to use a skate park if it were
available. Of the small number of pupils in North Hinksey Primary who live in the parish,
there appears a slightly lower level of enthusiasm accompanied by a consistent intention
to use. Meanwhile for Matthew Arnold the data is not at all so clear-cut, which may be a
reflection of the fact that only 25% of the school is resident in the parish.
Considering the household returns, the questionnaire return rate seems very low at about
5.5% which raises a concern that many parishioners are not interested in the issue one
way or the other when it comes to expressing a pro-active interest. As for those
households who have expressed a view it is reasonable to conclude that support for a
skate park is by no means uniform, and that the interests of parishioners not in the target
demographic have to be clearly born in mind.
As may be expected, the majority of the interest and initiative appears to come from the
target demographic itself.

Does the 2011 survey throw any light on the possible number of users?
The best available representation of the target demographic in the survey is data received
from Matthew Arnold. Of the total of 261 respondents, 86 said they “would use” a skate
park. It has to be born in mind of course that only 25% of the Matthew Arnold
respondents were North Hinksey residents, and it would be fair to assume that of those
who said they would use the park, the vast majority must have been resident in the
parish, because otherwise they would have said “no”.
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Costs and Management Issues
Costs
Capital cost to build
A 1,200 sq. metre park (roughly the size of the MUGA) would cost in the region of
£100,000 to £150,000 to build. The Faringdon skate park cost £131,000. The Working
Party has also received a suggestion that a smaller facility could be considered, not very
different from the old skate bowl, with a price tag in the region of £60,000.

Running costs
Once a skate park is built it will set up a cost stream arising out of regular inspection,
insurance, litter clearance, graffiti removal, maintenance and repair. Advice from Vale of
White Horse DC suggests that this could amount to as much as 10% of the original
capital cost of the project per annum.

Insurance
Advice has been received that Public Liability cover of £2,000,000 should be obtained
although £5,000,000 is recommended.

Maintenance
An example of a contract with Gravity engineering envisages a packaged maintenance
regime is appended. The example quoted envisages a cost of 4% of the capital cost in
years 1 to 4 (year 0, the first year, being covered by warranty). The contract expressly
excludes damage arising out of vandalism or causes other than fair wear and tear.

Who pays? Sources of funding capital and running costs
It is envisaged by the Campaign that the initial seed cost will come from the insurance
money for the old Skate Bowl and the rest from a variety of sources including 106 money
from developer, although this is by no means certain. A detailed list of possibilities is
appended.
As yet there is no decision as to who will fund the running costs. Other things being
equal, the Parish Council would be responsible for running costs and as already shown,
these could be substantial. The Parish Council precept is currently in the region of
£65,000 and within this sum there is clearly little room for an additional outlay that could
amount to anything from £6,000 to £15,000 per annum.
Another unknown is the cost of rectifying damage caused by vandalism. Advice has been
received that costs from vandalism are in practice not insurable. Insurance policies (as
indeed a specimen warranty agreement from Gravity Engineering) exclude costs caused
by vandalism. In the case of the old skate bowl, these costs proved so great in 2009 that
the whole bowl had to be written off.
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A skate park will lead to increased quantities of litter being deposited in the LM Upper
Field and it will be unrealistic to expect volunteers to clean it up. It will require regular,
possibly daily, litter clearance and this will be a further addition to costs.

Value for Money and Out of Area Use
Inevitably the question will be asked whether such heavy costs can be justified for what
could turn out to be rather few North Hinksey users. On the face of it, a facility costing
£100,000 is proposed for a target demographic of about 108 to 231 according to the
estimates arrived at above.
Once a skate park is up and running, it will attract users from outside the parish. North
Hinksey lies next to considerable centres of population, in the form of Dean Court and, of
course, the western parts of the City of Oxford itself. Just how many users it will attract
is difficult to judge. 15% of the respondents to the petition were out of area, but this is
simply because the petitioners chose to collect these signatures, and they were available.
Perhaps the best guide is to look at the nature of the “chatter” on skate park websites.
Skate park users are very web savvy, and constantly on the look-out for new parks to go
and try out. It is difficult to show that there will not be significant out-of-area usage. Are
parishioners going to be content to see such large sums spent in their name on a facility
that will be used by people from outside the parish?

Management issues
A skate park is an advanced facility that has to be actively managed. If a skate park were
built, the responsibility for a wide range of issues would fall on the Parish Council.

Safety Issues
ROSPA has made it clear that wheeled sports facilities are considered to be “high risk”.
However, ROSPA goes on to stress that a user who suffers an injury on a facility does
not have a credible case for damages unless it can be shown that the operator was
negligent. If there is a proper inspection regime in place, and if the facility is kept in a
reasonable state of repair, a case for damages is unlikely to have any chance of success
and in high profile cases, suits have been thrown out and costs awarded against the
claimants.

Safety Inspection regime
The Parish Council will be responsible for instigating a weekly safety inspection regime.
This regime will be more intensive than the existing regimes already in place for the
children’s play area, the MUGA and the Trim Trail.

Supervision
Ideally, because of the risks of misuse at night time, and indeed accidents and other
mishaps during the day, a skate park is probably best operated under supervision. An
example of such a proposal comes from Alan Saunders Acoustics for a skate park in the
Cowley Marsh recreation ground, fenced off, under constant supervision and locked from
dusk at night to 10am the next morning.
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Crime and Disorder
Parish and town councils have a duty to consider the impact of all their functions and
decisions on crime and disorder in their local area, under Section 17 of the Crime and
Disorder Act 1998. From their very nature, skate parks can be magnets for crime and
disorder, including bullying, graffiti, vandalism, litter, drinking (under-age or not), and even
drug dealing.
The act recommends that Parish Councils work in partnership with the police and other
agencies to measure and hopefully minimise these problems. In the past there have been
times when the Fields have been a magnet for anti-social behaviour. Vandalism on the Fields
has cost thousands and there is a history of equipment on the Fields being repeatedly
vandalised.

Problems
Unfortunately, skate parks seem to bring a number of other problems, which need constant
vigilance and management, typically litter and graffiti. At one nearby site, graffiti gives
evidence of a culture where one group exercises undue power over another, and there
certainly appears to be risk of victimisation and bullying. Is

Litter

Graffiti

Scooter-users evidently not welcome

Victimisation?
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Impact on Other Users
One of the features of modern life is that older people, when they are on their own, can feel
intimidated by groups of young people, particularly if they are not taking part in some kind of
organised activity. In addition, older people will not go near areas where there is litter or
graffiti. The Upper Field is used by a wide range of users for walking and general recreation
and the area in which they feel comfortable will be reduced if a skate park were installed on
this site.

Noise
From their very nature, skate parks can be noisy places and this is why they are often sited
near roads, tips and railway lines as is the case of Faringdon, Didcot and Meadow Lane This
is far more disruptive than a constant, predictable type of noise, as from a road or a river, for
instance. Because of this, a lot of attention has been given to designing skate parks that will
not be found to be too noisy, particularly where the park is sited less than 200m from the
nearest houses. The design can be low-level and there can be bunds round the edges to
deflect noise upwards. The surfaces of the skate park can be given noise-absorbent
coatings. If a skate park cannot be sited sufficiently far away from housing, this problem is
best overcome by putting the skate park in a place that is already noisy, by a main road,
motorway or dual carriage-way. The Faringdon park scores on all these points because it is
situated well away from housing and also behind a hedge next to the already noisy A420.
In the case of the LM Upper Fields, the nearest houses are about 180m from the proposed
site, which is very close to the 200m advised standard minimum distance. The fact that the
park is on higher ground relative to other areas may also be a problem. Noise travels down
the hill to affect houses over a much larger area than just a 200m radius. Currently, even
ordinary noise arising from football matches on the Upper Field can be distinctly heard way
down the hill on the far side of the Copse.
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Neighbourhood Watch
rd

On October 23 a meeting of Neighbourhood Watch was held.
Present: 9 Members Apologies received from 10 members
Extract of minutes with reference to skate park proposal in the LM Upper Field
Open discussion by local residents indicated clearly that all present were against the building
of a skate park.
People remembered the previous bowl, which was an attraction for people outside the area
rather than locals. Sharps were often left in the area.

Other thoughts:
People noted that the proportion of young people in the area is very small and wondered how
many local people would actually use a skate park and indeed why the LM field is being
targeted. Should there not be a review of a number of possible sites? There is really no
comparison between a skate park and the old ‘Bowl’. Those with kitchen windows backing
onto the field confirmed that the MUGA is almost never used. Matthew Arnold pupils certainly
don’t play in it-but have been seen balancing on the top of the ’walls’ and on the basketball
net.
People said that the noise from the portable park used on the Jubilee celebration was
unbearable and noted that noise carries because the fields are at the top of a hill. People who
have lived in the area a long time pointed out that the fields are often flooded. There were
concerns about a skate park adding to the parking problems in the area and also concerns
that green space is threatened in an area which is becoming increasingly built up.
Would a facility be patrolled and if so who by and at what cost? Underage drinking is still a
problem in the area. Spent fireworks and four empty bottles of vodka had been cleared away
by one dog-walker in the weekend prior to the meeting. (Extract ends)

Is a skate park too big for a Parish Council to manage?
Given the considerations of the difficulty of managing a skate park properly, of funding its
running costs and dealing with problems that might arise, not to mention the amount of out-ofarea users who might be attracted, it could be that a Parish Council should not be expected to
provide a skate park. All the other skate parks in the area are managed at District or City
level. It is important to note that the Abingdon and Faringdon skate parks are managed by
VOWH. The sites in Oxford are of course managed by the city, and all the sites are near
much larger concentrations of population than the proposed North Hinksey site.
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Other Possible Sites for a Skate Park
The Petition has only been presented to NH Parish Council and focuses on only one site. A skate
park is on a much larger scale than a skate bowl. For all other skate parks in the area at least 3 sites
and often many more were assessed for suitability.
Other sites for a skate park in the area have been suggested. They are
Fogwell Road

Contains a BMX track. Cumnor Parish Council have turned
down an approach to build a skate park on the grounds that
there is insufficient parking near the grounds. Many of the
children signing from outside the Parish live around this area,
next to the A420 so noise is not so much of a problem.

Next to Rugby Club along
North Hinksey Lane

It is believed this is owned jointly by Oxford City and the Rugby
Club.

Oatlands Road Recreation
Ground

Along the Botley Road almost as far as Halfords, turn right.
This area was considered by the Oxford Wheels Project and
rejected mainly because the Meadow Lane site was found to be
much more suitable. Oatlands Road was also liable to flooding
although this of itself would not rule it out as a possibility.

Extra land from developers
e.g. Tilbury Lane

This possibility has been discussed, but is not currently seen as
practicable or possible.

The implication would be that North Hinksey Parish Council would not be directly involved in
these facilities, although this would not prevent it from contributing funds or otherwise cooperating with other authorities.

Powers and Duties of the Parish Council
Statements have been made by the petitioners, both written and verbal, that claim that the
petition has a level of support so overwhelming, that the Parish Council has no choice but to
agree to the petition. In fact the Parish Council is empowered in law to dismiss the petition
and for this reason it might be helpful to rehearse some of the basic facts about local
government.
A local council is a creation of statute. It is regarded as a “person” in the eyes of the law, can
enter into contracts, can sue and be sued. Most importantly, a council may not do anything
illegal, regardless of whether the community supported it or not.
As to the functions of a council, the law sees it as having “duties” and “powers”. A “duty” is
defined as something that the council “must” do and a “power” is something that it “may” do.
The duties of a council are mainly the things that it must do to operate as a council, things like
having regular meetings and keeping proper accounts, properly audited. There is also
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legislation that imposes additional duties on the council, like the Crime and Disorder Act and
the NERC Act 2006, mentioned above. But taken as a whole, a council’s duties are few in
comparison to its many powers, things that it may do, if it thinks these things could be of
benefit to the community.

A selection of some of the powers available to Parish Councils
Power to maintain cemeteries/monuments
and memorials

Open Spaces Act 1906, ss.9, 10;
Local Government Act 1972, s.214;
Parish Councils and Burials Authorities
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1070, s.1

Power to provide and maintain bus shelters

Local Government (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1953, s.4

Power to provide and equip buildings for Local
educational objectives.

Local Government (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1976, s.19

Powers to spend money on various crime prevention
measures

Local Government and Ratings Act
1997, s.31

Power to acquire land for or to provide recreation
grounds, public walks, pleasure grounds and open
spaces and to manage and control them.

Public Health Act 1875, s. 164; Local
Government Act 1972, Sched. 14, para. 27;
Public Health Acts Amendment Act 1980, s.
44; Open Spaces Act 1906, ss. 9, 10;
Local Government
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976, s. 19

From this it is clear that the provision of recreational facilities is a “power”. A council may
provide recreational facilities if it sees fit. Nobody can force a council to provide recreational
facilities, and more importantly, it is logically not possible to sue a council for not exercising a
power.
In discussion of councils in the context of being presented with petitions, it is important to
draw a very clear distinction between where the council is doing something on the one hand,
and where it is not doing something on the other. The two situations are entirely different.
Petitions are often raised against a council on the grounds that it has exceeded its powers,
that it is acting “ultra vires”, which is recognised in law as being illegal. However in this case,
the skate park petition is requesting the council to do something that it would not otherwise
do. The important thing to note is that no matter how many people supported the petition, the
council cannot in law be forced to accept the petition. Eventually, of course, the council will
have to re-submit itself for election and it is at this moment that the democratic will has an
opportunity to express itself and this is the eventual check on the legal power.
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APPENDICES
Petitioners as a proportion of North Hinksey total Population

Numbers of respondents under 20 by age

Note: The numbers of respondents on this page do not include returns where either the signature or the address have been
omitted and only include respondents within the North Hinksey Parish boundary.
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Location of Respondents
(This analysis was undertaken to determine distance of respondents from Upper LM Field)

Street
Name

Totals

Cedar Rd
Lime Rd
Sycamore Rd
Beech Rd
Toynbee Close
Laburnum Rd
Yarnells Hill
Hurst Rise Rd
Hutchcombe Rd
Springfield
Crabtree Rd
HawthornClose
Maple Close
Montague Rd
The Garth
Westminster Way
Sweetmans Rd
Crozier Close
Raleigh Park Rd
Brogden Close
Finmore Rd
St. Pauls Crescent
Arthray Rd
Eynsham Rd
Harcourt Hill
Westway
Southern By Pass
Stanley Close
Seacourt Rd
Hazel Rd
Poplar Rd
Elms Rd
North Hinksey Lane
Totals

Girls
2
4
3
3
0
1
1
2
4
0
0
2
3
2
3
0
0
1
2
1
0
0
0
1
0
1
6
8
3
4
5
0
1
63

Boys
2
2
1
6
3
1
2
0
2
1
1
6
1
4
3
1
4
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
4
8
1
8
2
1
2
75

Grand
Totals
4
6
4
9
3
2
3
2
6
1
1
8
4
6
6
1
4
2
4
2
1
1
1
2
0
2
10
16
4
12
7
1
3
138

Note: The numbers of respondents on this page do not include returns where either the signature or the address have been
omitted and only include respondents within the North Hinksey Parish boundary.
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Geographic distribution of respondents (Map of North Hinksey)
(to determine distance of respondents from Upper LM Field)

Proposed Skate Park Site

Note: The numbers of respondents on this page do not include returns where either the signature or the address have been
omitted and only include respondents within the North Hinksey Parish boundary.
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Distance of respondents from the Louie Memorial
Upper Field. (Includes all respondents including outside North Hinksey)
Under 19
Numbers

Miles from Site
<.5
>.5
>1
>2
>4
>9
Over 10
Grand Total

Female
19
39
9
5
4
2
78

Male
27
63
23
4
1
2
6
126

Grand Total
46
102
32
9
1
6
8
204

Female
24.4%
50.0%
11.5%
6.4%
0.0%
5.1%
2.6%
100.0%

Male
21.4%
50.0%
18.3%
3.2%
0.8%
1.6%
4.8%
100.0%

Grand Total
22.5%
50.0%
15.7%
4.4%
0.5%
2.9%
3.9%
100.0%

Percentages

Miles from Site
<.5
>.5
>1
>2
>4
>9
Over 10
Grand Total
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Extracts from
The Vale of White Horse
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision Strategy Background Report .January 2009
http://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Open%20Space%20Strategy%20Background%20Report%201.pdf

How far will people walk to access teenage facilities?

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh:

This page is taken from The Vale of White Horse
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision Strategy Background Report .January 2009
Page 121
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Distance Thresholds

Continued on next page
Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh:

This page is taken from The Vale of White Horse
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision Strategy Background Report .January 2009
Page 28
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Distance Thresholds (contd.)

Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh:

This page is taken from The Vale of White Horse
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Provision Strategy Background Report .January 2009
Page 29
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Population Estimates from Census data
North Hinksey
Numbers
Population numbers

4,580*

Females (ONS 2009)
Males

2,386
2,194

(%)

52.09 %*
47.91 %*

0-4
5-9
People 0-9
10-14

240
236
476
260

5.2
5.2
11.4
5.7

People 0-15

736

16.1 %*

15-19
20-24
25-29

420
285
322

9.2 %
6.2 %
7.0 %

People 16-29

1,027

People 10-19

680

Males
Females

326
354

Boys under 10
Boys 10-19
Girls under 10
Girls 10-19

228
326 **
248
354

%
%
%
%

22.4 %*
14.9 %

*Broad data breakdowns sourced from Oxford Data Observatory
www.oxfordshireobservatory.info
Intermediate age-breaks estimated by projecting against Vale breakdowns.
** In comparison to 0-9, numbers in age range 10-19 include itinerant student population.
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Questionnaire data from All-Household and Schools
survey by NHPC Feb 2011 - Numbers
Returned Questionnaires originally analysed by Steve Elliott, Chairman of the Recreation and Amenities
Sub-Committee & Alan Stone , Parish Clerk 10/04/2011
There were 19 forms returned saying they supported the principal of more play equipment for older
children, but were not willing to spend time completing the form.
There were 3 forms returned saying they opposed more play equipment for older children, but were not
willing to spend time completing the form.
Do you want a
Skatepark
YES
Households
Matthew
Arnold
Botley
NH Primary
Total

NO

OTHER

TOTAL

37

22

4

63

140
40
14
231

121
9
11
163

0
0
0
4

261
49
25
398

Would you use a
Skatepark
YES
Households
Matthew
Arnold
Botley
NH Primary
Total

20

NO
81

OTHER
12

TOTAL
113

85
35
14
154

172
8
8
269

4
6
3
25

261
49
25
448

What would you use a Skatepark for. (multiple responses received)
Skate
Board

Skating
Households
Matthew
Arnold
Botley
NH Primary
Total

BMX

6

13

15

4

Not known
25

28
13
0
47

22
10
4
49

84
22
9
130

4
1
16
25

4
13
0
42

35

Other

Total
63
142
59
29
293

Questionnaire data from All-Household and Schools
survey by NHPC Feb 2011 - Percentages

Do you want a Skatepark

Households
Matthew Arnold
Botley
NH Primary
Total

YES
59%
54%
82%
56%
58%

NO
35%
46%
18%
44%
41%

OTHER
6%
0%
0%
0%
1%

TOTAL
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

YES
18%
33%
71%
56%
34%

NO
72%
66%
16%
32%
60%

OTHER
11%
2%
12%
12%
6%

TOTAL
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Would you use a Skatepark

Households
Matthew Arnold
Botley
NH Primary
Total

What would you use a Skatepark for. (multiple responses received)

Households
Matthew Arnold
Botley
NH Primary
Total

Skating
10%
20%
22%
0%
16%

Skate
Board
21%
15%
17%
14%
17%

36

BMX
24%
59%
37%
31%
44%

Other
6%
3%
2%
55%
9%

Not
known
40%
3%
22%
0%
14%

Total
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Consideration of the Comments on the forms (Qualitative Data)
Have this as an appendix?
The Households
Responses from the households are so interesting that they deserve to be quoted at
length.
-

Support as long as not too big and cannot be used by drug users/drinkers at night.

-

I am in favour as I will use with my kids.

-

There is enough play equipment there already!

-

Yes for my kids use, will give them something to do.

-

Please but make for all levels.

-

I am too old to use but would enjoy watching the kids use it.

-

Please make it out of view of local houses i.e. near the old one.
As a large number of pupils at MA School do not live in the Parish, how much use would
be made of the facility at weekends or holidays?

-

What impact would the facility have on the football pitch?

-

My kids enjoyed the old one and a new modern one would be good.

-

Who is going to pay for this?

-

Has anyone from NHPC seen the skate park at Southsea. If not I would advise a look!
There hardly seems room for a skate park. It is a minority sport and not particularly
popular.

-

Why ask MA school children, a lot don’t live in the area and rarely use the MUGA

-

You should ask why people won’t use it.

-

Yes – but young people may prefer another facility rather than a skate park
If £20,000 couldn’t be found to repair the old bowl. Where is the money coming from for
a new one which would cost more than £20,000?
As a family we like to take our bikes/BMX’s to skate parks. We use Witney and Abingdon
etc. A local one would be great.
It is very important that you do not have the only access path to the paths beyond this
field (those that go up to the top of The Hurst etc.), as a stile. Not all elderly people can
manage this and it would be failing them to shut them off from the lovely walks round
here. Please remember this age group. The bridle path on the side of the field is a
quagmire.

-

The Schools (no comments available about a skate park).
Comments were collected about the pupils’ attitudes to the MUGA and the Trim Trail, but
not about a skate park, so the comments on skate parks are only from the households.
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Skate park and other sports provision –
email message from Brookes
From Stuart Mccarroll, Sports Centre Manager, Westminster Campus
From: Stuart Mccarroll <smccarroll@brookes.ac.uk>
Date: Fri, 3 Aug 2012 15:19:31 +0100
Subject: Re: skate park
For info the University is neither for nor against a skate park. As I said to the campaign, skating
is not an inter University sport, as such its a fairly null question.
In my opinion what would be useful to see, rather than a petition, is some empirical data across a
range of sports mapped against local demand.
Sport England have done alot of this, but typically don't have large population samples by ward, but
still its the largest sports survey undertaken!
http://www.sportengland.org/research/sport_facts/comparative_sports_data.aspx
There is lots of other useful data available on sports participation from many surveys to make sure
you'd get maximum participation per pound spent.
But if the outcome of a full and proper survey across a range of sports were to be done, and then
skating came out on top, you can't really argue. My gut feeling would be demand for skating but not in
any breadth or depth - happy to proven wrong through some empirical data though!
Otherwise my concern with a petition approach with blinkers on is you end up with under used
facilities, such as Barton pool which is measurable or the MUGA anecdotally which will become a
drain on someone's budget OR fall into disrepair.
If it were my money I'd do a thorough research case for a range of sports for the sample group
possible. This should be an open assessment of local need across the board rather than desire.
Getting people active at a younger age is definitely a PLUS to skating or any other project and will
stay with them for life. Whatever youth projects are looked at locally they should be started from that
point of getting the most people involved possible.
In fact Sport England and about to move 14 & 15 year olds within their targeted funding rounds for
'Sportivate', normally they started from 16 years old and up for the reason to start them younger and
get in the habit!
However building facilities does not make more people active, it helps, but there needs to be an
operation plan to ensure maximum use.
It may be worth consulting Jo Patterson who is your local council officer for Sports Development, as
I'm not certain how much sway the University has over a park rather than sport based issue.
I'm happy to discuss a full survey, I would like to do one for the University anyway about facility
demand for public use, but I'd be concerned some folk locally may get too 'excited' at this early stage
about implied further green belt developments from a simple Q&A!
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Email message from Cumnor Parish Council
From the Clerk to the Cumnor Parish Council

Dear Julia,
In answer to your email please see below an extract from the draft minutes of Cumnor Parish
Council's meeting held on 6 August 2012.

229/12 Update on the Skate Park Petition in North Hinksey. The Council was
aware of the petition for a skate park in North Hinksey but decided not to make a
formal comment as the Council would not wish to interfere in the business of North
Hinksey Parish Council.
Many thanks
Tina
Clerk to Cumnor Parish Council

Louie Memorial Field Area Neighbourhood Watch
Co-ordinator : Voirrey Carr 63 Hurst Rise Road Oxford OX2 9H
11th November 2012
Recreation and Amenities Committee, North Hinksey Parish Council c/o Julia Hammett
Dear Julia,
I am writing on behalf of Neighbourhood Watch Members, who, at their recent meeting
asked me to share their concerns regarding the current campaign to put a skate park in the
Upper Louie Memorial Field.
People remembered the previous Bowl, which was an attraction for people outside the area rather
than locals. Sharps were often left in the area. They are very concerned that the past history of the
skate park is being totally ignored in publicity. One resident spoke for many in an email to me : it
seems bizarre that there is such a push for this brought forth as if there were no attendant
and recent history, and as if the spectacular bit of vandalism that destroyed the earlier site
had simply never happened. There has also been concern about the petition itself (It is
easy enough to pass a petition round your classmates in school, but would they all use the
facility?) .
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People at our meeting noted that the proportion of young people in the area is very small and
wondered how many local people would actually use a skate park and indeed why the LM field is
being targeted. Should there not be a review of a number of possible sites? There is really no
comparison between a Skatepark and the old ‘Bowl’. The rationale for building the MUGA had
been that ‘the school will use it.’ Those with kitchen windows backing onto the field said that the
MUGA is almost never used. Matthew Arnold pupils certainly don’t play in it-but have been seen
balancing on the top of the ’walls’ and on the basket ball net.
People in Cedar Road said that the noise from the portable park used on the Jubilee Celebration
was unbearable and noted that noise carries because the fields are at the top of a hill. People who
have lived in the area a long time pointed out that the fields are often flooded and are concerned
about the effect that putting more concrete in that field would have on the area. There were
concerns about a skate park adding to the parking problems in the area and also concerns that
green space is threatened in an area which is becoming increasingly built up. Residents are already
very unhappy about the level of parking by school staff and pupils and Brookes students in the
small car park on Arnold’s Way and along the main road, often causing a hazard along the 4A bus
route.
Members asked whether a facility would be patrolled and if so who by and at what cost? Under age
drinking is still a problem in the area. Spent fireworks and four empty bottles of vodka had been
cleared away by one dog walker the day before our meeting. Many other people spoke of
gathering up bottles and cans on a regular basis . (People are so good to tidy up that we don’t
really get to know about all that is left up there). Members are very pleased that the gates to the
lower field are currently locked at night by volunteers but these people could hardly be expected
to look after the upper field as well. I feel much safer with park gates closed says one typical
local resident.
You may ask why people are not writing to you directly. I get the feeling that people are
reluctant to write as they do not want to become involved in an angry campaign against
their neighbours. I am therefore writing on their behalf and at their request and preserving
anonymity. I have restricted this letter to reporting of things that members of
Neighbourhood Watch members have said and very much regret the fact that the
Skatepark Campaign has led to such feelings of frustration.
Yours
Voirrey Carr
Co-ordinator Neighbourhood Watch
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The Old Skatebowl
Below is a picture of the skate bowl in the south-west corner of the Upper Louie
Memorial playing field.

Approx dimensions

10 metres by 5 metres

The skate bowl was irreparably damaged when some vandals drove a stolen
van into it and set it on fire. The Parish Council was advised in a ROSPA safety
inspection report that the bowl had been irreparably damaged because the
heat had caused the concrete to split, crack and lift off the underlying
foundations. The cost of digging out the skate bowl and constructing a new
one was put at in excess of £15,000. It was decided to bury the old bowl
under the spoil created from the construction of the MUGA (Multi-Use Games
Area) alongside.
Since then the spoil-heap has been left unmanaged and within a couple of
seasons has changed to look as in the pictures below showing how landscaping
and bunding round a skate park could retain and even enhance biodiversity.

41

ROSPA Safety Inspection of Old Skate bowl
http://www.northhinksey-pc.gov.uk/Core/North-Hinksey-PC/UserFiles/Files/Louie__Memorial/ROSPA_SKATEBOWL.pdf
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Prevention of Skateboarding Accidents and Litigation
Management
Some Guidance to Assist Operators
You are only liable for damages, under UK law, if you are negligent. If you take all recommended steps it is unlikely that
you will be deemed negligent and therefore if litigation occurs, you are unlikely to be having damages awarded against
you. You are not exactly fireproof but you are certainly strongly flame resistant.
There is a new Publicly Available Specification BS EN 14974:2006 about to be issued by BSI which covers
skateboarding facilities.
RoSPA recommend the following action:



site the facility so that it is overlooked (this gives some informal supervision) and is away from
overhanging trees etc.



make sure that there is good access for emergency vehicles.



inform your insurance company



ensure that correct signs are displayed (see BS EN 14974:2006 for an example)



ensure that all equipment is built and installed to BS EN 14974:2006



obtain a post installation inspection from a suitably qualified body such as RoSPA to ensure that all
safety standards are met. (Your insurance company may well insist on this in any case)



inspect your site as regularly as you can. Even in a small parish this should be a minimum of once a
week.



obtain an independent annual inspection of the site. RoSPA can undertake this inspection at the same
time as it is inspecting play areas.



document all inspections and keep records for as long as possible. (RoSPA recommended a minimum
of 15 years)



undertake all repairs/maintenance problems as soon as is practical.

In addition you can take the following precautions with regard to users:



encourage the wearing of correct "gear". Research has indicated that kids tend to wear helmets, or fail
the wear them in groups. If one child is wearing a helmet there is a 85% chance that the next child will
wear one. If the first child is not wearing a helmet there is only a 3% chance that the second child will.



wearing of wrist protection will greatly reduce accidents and may be perceived as "more cool"

Selecting a Suitable Skateboarding Site
When selecting a site the following should be considered:



Before anything else consult: neighbours and potential users



The area should be clearly separated (by barriers, fencing etc.) from any traditional play equipment



It should be of sufficient size for the facility and any associated landscaping



It should be easily accessible to users by bicycle, foot, and public transport (if there is any)



It should be separated from adjacent housing or a buffer zone provided to reduce problems of noise.
(Consult supplier on this). Noise levels at surrounding properties should not exceed 55 decibels.



It should not be near trees (leaves of the surface can be hazardous)



It should clearly be identified as "their space" for users. Adjacent seating is recommended and ideally
there should be toilets nearby.
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It is essential that there is good access for emergency vehicles.



You may need suitable road signage and possibly crossing facilities



Hard surface access is desirable



Try to orientate the equipment so that users are not dazzled by low sun in the spring and autumn



If lighting is provided there should be some control on timing to prevent a nuisance to local residents.

Users should be encouraged to police and help train new users, discourage irresponsible users, and inappropriate use
or vandalism

Inspections of Skate Areas
Regular Inspections
The skateboard area should be inspected at least once a week. The following should be checked:
1.

All surfaces including surrounding surfaces, should be free of mud, leaves, stones, or other similar
materials

2.

All access paths should be in good condition

3.

The structure should appear sound and in good condition and have no panels etc missing.

4.

All screws/fixings should be in place and not projecting

5.

All transition plates between ramps and ground should be flush with no projection more than 5mm
(ideally 3mm max)

6.

All guard rails should be in good condition with no damage and no bars missing

7.

All grind rails should be firmly fixed and all end caps should be in place.

8.

There should be no sharp edges or projections anywhere on the skating surface

All inspections should be documented and the documentation kept for as long as possible (RoSPA recommend a
minimum of 15 years)

Skate Park Maintenance Costs
Minor repairs can be carried out by local maintenance staff, e.g. screws or rivets which bounce loose or the odd surface
board which requires changing etc.
Specialist repairs or major damage should be referred to the supplier
As a general principle allow:



10-12% of original capital cost of steel facilities for annual maintenance



12-14% of original capital cost of timber facilities for annual maintenance



10% of original capital cost of concrete facilities for annual maintenance

Skate Park Insurance
A minimum Public Liability cover of £2,000,000 should be obtained although £5,000,000 is recommended
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Example of Maintenance Agreement from Gravity
Engineering.
Maintenance agreement (Optional)

Gravity Engineering endeavor to keep equipment in top condition, years after contract
completion. This 5 year maintenance agreement outlines the actions and, services
offered by Gravity Engineering in relation to any facility installed by us.
01 Maintenance inspections by Gravity Engineering will take place on a quarterly
basis, free of charge for the first twelve months, after park completion. This service
will keep the facility in good working order and will highlight any repairs that need to
be carried out.
02 After the twelve-month period, a charge for this service will be made on the basis of
4 % of the capital cost per annum, payable quarterly for the next four years after
which the agreement can be renewed.
03 The dates and times of these inspections are at the discretion of Gravity
Engineering but will take place inside one week of the due date. Any additional
work caused by misuse or vandalism (see warranty) will be charged extra
accordingly.
04 The cost of maintenance in the first year will be covered by Gravity Engineering,
subject to the warranty conditions setout separately.
05 The cost of maintenance after the first year will depend upon geographical location
and siting (indoors/outdoors etc). Gravity Engineering reserve the right to charge
traveling expenses should the facility be outside of the UK.
06 It is Gravity Engineering’s intention to replace damaged parts within 60 days of
notification or inspection. Gravity Engineering reserves the right to give such tasks
to its approved sub-contractors or the operator’s staff.
07 It may be necessary from time to time to carry out work on site that involves
cutting, sawing and welding.
08 Any repairs due to vandalism or misuse of equipment are exempt from any form of
free maintenance.
09 Equipment may only be moved by Gravity Engineering or by the owner’s staff. Any
such damage resulting in this procedure will not be covered under any form of
maintenance or warranty.
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Example of Maintenance Procedure from Gravity
Engineering

Maintenance Procedure
01 Steel surface re-painting is required periodically as existing coatings wear. The repaint
frequency will depend entirely on the usage of an individual facility. To
prolong the life of the equipment, any large areas of bare metal that have begun to
corrode should be thoroughly abraded (with 60-100 grit flap discs) and re-painted
with a suitable paint system (available from Gravity). This applies to all galvanized
and painted surfaces.
02 Tarmac and Concrete should be checked for holes, dig marks and general
vandalism.
Tarmac areas should be repaired using a ‘cold lay’ Tarmac where possible or
otherwise by consulting an approved surfacing contractor (available from Gravity).
Severe damage to Concrete will require expert advice from Gravity.

Maintenance Team & Support
01 Gravity will (in conjunction with its Warranty) make available to all clients a fully
mobile Steel Fabrication and Painting unit, along with a Groundwork’s team and
help desk advice. Where necessary we will work with ROSPA to ensure your
facility is safe and well maintained throughout its life.
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Other Outdoor Exercise Equipment
Date: Wed, 19 Sep 2012 09:40:59 +0000
From: mairi@fresh-airfitness.co.uk

Some images of our other installations can be viewed here
www.fresh-airfitness.co.uk/fitness-photo-gallery
and there is also a map link to our current installations on our web site
under Testimonials.
www.fresh-airfitness.co.uk/testimonials
You can view the equipment in use on YouTube
www.fresh-airfitness.co.uk/fitness-photo-gallery
The growth of these installations is quite incredible since the concept was
introduced 4 years ago. A big part of the secret is the fun element. People
exercise without feeling that they are doing so. Whilst it caters for the
enthusiastic athletic types, it also appeals to those who do very little
exercise too.
Please let me know if you need a hard copy brochure as well.
Best regards
Mairi Connell
Sales Executive
Fresh Air Fitness
+44(0)1483 60 88 60
mairi@fresh-airfitness.co.uk
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FARINGDON SKATE PARK - information from Mirabelle Mack
Mon, 5 Nov 2012 14:40

Questions asked by Councillor Hammet.

Answers from Mirabelle Mack

What is the History of the site?
The Jespers Hill site was formerly part of the Folly Farm. An area of the field in which the skate park now stands
was a sand pit from between 1914 and 1985. By 1996 the pit was no longer in use and had been backfilled. The
skate park does not stand on the site of the former sand pit, but approximately 80 meters to the South East of the
Pit. The site of the skate park was an open field. The site now used by cricket, rugby and skate showed evidence
of being made ground.
What arrangement is there with the Vale on the leasing of the land and responsibility for the skatepark?
The Vale of the White Horse District Council agreed in 2008 to take on full ownership and long-term maintenance
and responsibility of a skatepark in Faringdon post construction. The land is now owned by VWHDC and since
the skatepark was completed in early 2012 the VWHDC have taken it on as an asset. VWHDC parks are now
responsible for all maintenance and upkeep of the park.
How many sites were considered and what issues were looked at when considering them?
Over the past 20 years 3 notable alternative sites have been considered for the Faringdon skatepark. Including
the land behind the Faringdon Youth Centre, a piece of disused farm land, and a site in a more central location in
Faringdon near the current tennis courts. In each case there were different issues. Including the proximity to
housing, acceptable drainage, proximity to amenities and all planning regulations regarding such a facility.
Why was the skatepark sited in its present position?
The current location was selected for its potential to create a leisure cluster for Faringdon residence. Due to the
construction of the Cricket and Rugby pitches, clubhouse and stores plus the proposed construction of 5 tennis
courts and tennis clubhouse. By placing the skatepark in amongst all of the more traditional sporting facilities it is
hoped that a range of sports will become more accessible to all.
How far is the skatepark from houses and roads?
The nearest housing to the west of the A420 is that on Nursery View. The closest of these houses is about 350
meters from the skatepark. To the east of the A420 the Kennels is about 80 to 100 meters from the skatepark.
The skatepark is around 20 meters from the A420 road, with two fences and a hedgerow and trees in between.
The skatepark is only visible from the road during the winter months.
What geo-physical, hydrology, environmental reports, noise level tests etc… were commissioned? How much did
they cost? Who paid for them?
A full Geo-environmental report was commissioned by JS Bloor Homes (Tewkesbury) Ltd due to their interest in
developing the surrounding land associated with the Folly Farm land in South East Faringdon. The report was
compiled by Applied Geology geotechnical and contaminated land specialists, based in Kenilworth,
Warwickshire.
I do not have an exact price for the report as it was paid for as part of the site investigation for development by JS
Bloor Homes and was for a substantially larger site than the skatepark.
However from my experience a desk study for the skatepark site would be in the region of £1000 to £2000, with
site investigation (if required) being a further £2000 to £4000.
A budget of £8000 to £10,000 should be adequate for all pre-construction investigation works. Which would
include a full geo-environmental report, any noise level testing, hydrology reports etc. Obviously this can vary
depending on the complications of any proposed sites.
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It would be worth contacting a geotechnical consultancy to give you an accurate pricing for your particular
scenario.
What considerations emerged from the report that impacted on the siting and construction of the skatepark?
Drainage was an issue that was highlighted in both the geotechnical report and the feedback from the highways
agency during the planning process. Being sited so close to a major road it was very important that run-off was
not allowed into the highways system.
Adequate drainage would always be an issue in the construction of a skate park, especially one made of
concrete. In the case of the Faringdon Park due to the drainage ditches available away from the road it was
possible to divert the run-off to an acceptable alternative to the road drainage.
Kimmeridge clay was also an issue highlighted by the geotechnical report. Due to the corrosive nature of the
clay, a suitable grade of concrete was required for the construction of the park.
The existing noise levels from the A420 road and the Kennels beyond were far above any that could be created
by the skatepark users, so sound levels were not an issue. However the site of the skate park was moved up into
the corner of the field to screen the park from its nearest neighbors and allow the pavilion to become a visual and
sound barrier to the nearest residents.
What is access like for the site? How do users access the skatepark?
Users access the skatepark via the Stanford road access if approaching from the town centre or by car and
through the Folly Park if approaching from Park Road end of town by foot. When the Folly View development is
completed it is envisaged that users will also be able to access the site on foot from an entrance along the Folly
view development.
What parking is available?
No official parking has been provided for the park. However being at the end of a dead end road with no road
markings people have a 100+ meter stretch of roadside to park on to access the park. There is also a three carparking bay, which is used by skaters and dog walkers using the site.
Who ran the Consultation? Were all residents consulted?
The consultation process involved anyone who was interested in attending. Starting many years ago with a
petition of those who wanted a skatepark in Faringdon, progressing through various levels of consultation
including the health check of Faringdon from 2002. The need for a skate park was identified in the health check
as a priority for Faringdon and its hinterlands.
Finally when the site had been agreed and outline planning achieved Faringdon SK8 invited all local residents
and people interested in the park to come along to a series of meetings with the chosen contractor. The
consultation process was advertised in local papers (Faringdon Folly, Faringdon What’s On etc.) and using
posters around the town, put up in shops, churches, meeting places and the library.
The process involved establishing a design and appropriate position for the park. Right for the user group in
terms of the content of the park, providing a facility suitable for all age groups, abilities and disciplines.
Appropriate to the location, not creating an eyesore for local residents who enjoy fantastic views from their homes
that needed to be protected.
Also a series of meetings were held with other sporting groups who share same site as the skate park. These
proved very helpful by identifying individual groups needs and expectations of the site.
In addition I met with any individuals with specific worries or issues in order to explain the process to them and
make sure that everyone felt they were being included. Where some people are happy to stand up at a public
meeting, others feel intimidated and require a more personal touch. Very few one to one meetings were required,
but proved very helpful where they were necessary.
Was a report produced?

50

Not specific to the consultation process as the process is ongoing. But minutes were taken at all SK8 meetings.
What form did the consultation take and how long did it take?
The consultation process was an ongoing process and still continues today. In terms of SK8 and its influence
over the Faringdon skate park project. Local residents are still in regular contact with SK8 to report back the
positive and negative impacts that they have experienced during and post construction of the park. Faringdon
SK8 still exists as a voluntary committee of skaters and like-minded individuals to attend meetings of the
Faringdon Leisure Committee and remain the positive face of skating in Faringdon. To ensure a good relationship
is maintained with both local residents and other sporting facilities in the vicinity.
Who provided funding? What was the total cost?
The total cost for the park including all third party funding (a specific requirement of WREN funding), landscaping,
graffiti, project management costs, access path and opening jam is around £135,000.00. The breakdown of the
cost is that the skatepark itself should have cost just under £120,000.00. Due to an error made by the
contractors. They took full responsibility for the error and therefore SK8 only actually paid just under £100,000.00
for the park. However I feel it is important that you should have an accurate valuation of what the park would cost
under normal circumstances. The additional £15,000.00 paid for the third party funding, contracts, project
management, fencing, landscaping, grass-crete and graffiti. Leaving a small sum available for an opening jam,
which was postponed this summer due to the dreadful weather conditions. But remains available for an event
next spring / summer.
Funding was acquired via fundraising events locally organized by SK8 and The Lord Faringdon Charitable Trust,
WREN, OSCA, VWHDC, SEEDA, Faringdon Town Council, Faringdon Rotary club, Faringdon United Charities.

Is usage monitored? Age, male or female, holiday/term time usage?
Males in the age range 5 to 45 are predominantly using the park. The average age is 20. Some
females do use the park, but they are in a minority.
The park is in regular use when the weather is fine. During the daytime older people often on their
way to and from work use the park. The highest usage is in the later afternoon / evenings from 3pm
until the sun goes down.
Weekend usage has been father and son duos and younger children in the mornings until around
1pm when a teenage and older group take over. The user group seem to have created their own
unwritten timetable of who uses the park and when, which most seem happy with.
On a busy day there are in excess of 50 people at the park at any one time. Although not all of those
there will be using the park at the same time.
Do users come from outside the area? Do you have any numbers?
Yes users do come from outside the local area. I have personally spoken to skaters who have come
from as far away as London, Leicester, and Bristol. The skate park was featured in the sidewalk
magazine, which produced a lot of interest from riders outside the Faringdon area. We do not have
specific numbers, but we are very happy with the response and the numbers of people interested in
the park, both locally and from outside the area.
Is there any supervision or limitations on when the skatepark can be used?
There is no ‘official’ supervision of the park, although parents are encouraged to supervise their
children. On weekends and practice times of the Cricket club there are adults in the local area. But
skateparks are generally understood to be unsupervised facilities with users being there at their own
risk. The park is not available for use at night as no flood lighting has been provided and the police,
who patrol the area after dark, discourage nighttime use.
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Is there a mix of users who use the skatepark at the same time like skateboarders, BMX riders and
scooter riders? Are there any issues about this?
Yes the park was designed for all 4 disciplines. Skateboards, BMXs, Inline skates and scooters.
There have been some issues with the number of scooters that go to the park together as a group.
Usually being younger children with little understanding or respect for skatepark etiquette. Some of
the older skate boarders have taken it upon themselves to educate the younger ones why it’s a bad
idea to drop in behind someone or follow. Many of the scooter riders are now learning to skateboard
under the older boarders tutorage.
Generally the three main disciplines respect each other and there are very few issues between them.
Who is responsible for litter / safety checks? How often do these take place? What is the cost?
The Vale of the White Horse District Council is responsible for litter collection, and safety checks. In
addition Gravity Engineering Ltd provide a series of post construction checks to ensure the park has
settled correctly and will mend any faults within the first year as part of the original contract. This
contract has been taken on by the VWHDC, so it is their responsibility to ensure any checks and
required works are carried out.
It is recommended that a safety check be carried out annually to ensure the longevity of the park. In
order to ascertain the cost of litter collection and maintenance I would recommend you approach Ian
Matten in the parks department at the VWHDC.
Are there toilets nearby and are these available for those using the skatepark?
There are toilets in the cricket and rugby pavilion, with further planned for the tennis pavilion. However
these are not available to the users of the skate park. The nearest public toilets are in the center of
Faringdon in the Budgens car park, a 10-minute walk away from the park.
What other sports facilities are in the immediate area?
Currently there is the Faringdon and District Cricket and Rugby Clubs pavilion and pitches. The
Faringdon Tennis Club has full planning permission to construct 5 tennis courts and a pavilion on the
site adjacent to the skate park. There is a walking path around the facilities that is regularly used by
walkers and dog walkers. There are also plans to create a play park and sculpture walk in the vicinity,
but planning has not yet been sort for this.

View to North

Faringdon Skatepark – view to South
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Police Statement about Faringdon Skatepark
From: Hickman Kevin <Kevin.Hickman@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk>
CC: Bryant Carl <Carl.Bryant@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk>
Sent: Tue, 6 Nov 2012 9:56
Subject: SKATE PARKS
st

1 opinion
As requested, a brief overview of the Faringdon Skate Park –
The park is situated a long way from residential properties, so no noise issues. The downside to this
is there are also no toilet facilities anywhere close by, which has led to complaints from the
neighbouring cricket pavilion with reference young people urinating behind their building, or, hassling
them to use the cricket club toilets, (which they won’t allow).
There is no lighting in the skate park, so once dark, it’s not used. All the times it has been patrolled
after dark there have never been any youths present or even in that area, it really is pitch black
though with no houses anywhere near.
Litter issues are no different to any play park in the area. NHT have met with young people prior to the
Skate Park opening to give them direction and ‘ownership’ of the park. On the back of this, the
youngsters have a tidy up whenever we point out the litter.
There are no parking issues as the park is situated in a fairly rural location, the road leading to it is
also a dead end.
nd

2 opinion
The Park has been established for a long time. It comprises three ramps a couple of grinding bars
and a centre raised island. A metal youth shelter and a graffiti wall is also within the perimeter. As well
as a tennis/basketball/football court. It is surrounded on two sides by football fields and roads on the
other two sides. It is also close to council owned bungalows that are occupied by my older residents
from the village.
I have very rarely received complaints of noise from the park itself, although I have had some
regarding the football club which is within the same area, I have also only had a couple of assaults
that I know of in the years I have been patrolling there. It is used by many children within the village
and further afield and from all manner of backgrounds . There is a problem with litter, although I can
also say there is in any of my regular parks where children gather in any of my areas or even within
the vicinity of the shops in Stanford.
It has always been easy to patrol, I can tell where most of my young people are if I need to find them.
It is also a place where they feel they can gather with their mates without being moved on.
There is lighting that is turned off at 9pm so the park is relatively quiet after this time and any
gatherings of young people are usually subdued and does not bother the surrounding residents.
Kev Hickman Sergeant 4715 Abingdon Neighbourhood Team | External telephone 01235
556834 Internal telephone 769 6834 | Non Emergency 101 | Address Abingdon Police Station,
Colwell Drive, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 1AU | e-mail kevin.hickman@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk
Visit us at:- www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk
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Questions to Vale about Abingdon Skate Park
Replies from

<janette.hinton-smith@southandvale.gov.uk>

Date:

18/10/2012 10:21

Subject:

Re: Skate park costings (Abingdon)

What consultation is carried out for a skate park? unable to answer
How was the decision reached to provide a skate park provision? Did it come from groups or as a
result of a survey of residents? Came from a skate park group
How many skate parks do the Vale manage? 2 skate parks and one bmx park that can be used by
skateboards as well
How are decisions reached about siting? unable to answer
How much did the Abingdon skate park cost?? unable to answer
Is access good? Yes
Is there car parking? Yes
Is usage monitored? No
Is there any feedback from users of the Abingdon or other skate parks? Is there any feedback from
residents? Feedback from residents is concerning litter and graffiti
Is there any supervision or restrictions? No
Do issues arise regarding different users-skateboarders, BMX riders and scooter? Yes I believe so
but they do not appear to have made contact with parks
If so, how does this manifest itself? see above answer
What is the situation with litter and vandalism? Does it vary? Increased quantities of litter and
vandalism varies from time to time. The bmx park, that skateboards can use, have complained in
the past of broken glass. The litter clearance regime we have in place seems to be sufficient unless
we have a quantity of pallets or something similar brought to site. If this is the case then our
contractor clears the site as and when we ask them to. I provided you with the figures for works
carried out due to vandalism.
Is there lighting for the Abingdon or any other skate park. Not at the bmx park. Abingdon skate park
has ambient lighting from the car park and from street light on the cycle path that runs near to it. I
believe Faringdon has lighting to the car park.
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-----Original Message----From: Janette Hinton-Smith <janette.hinton-smith@southandvale.gov.uk>
To: juliaclark275 <juliaclark275@aol.com>
Sent: Tue, 16 Oct 2012 12:45
Subject: Skate park costings
Hi Julia
Further to our telephone conversation of last week please find attached details of costs relating to
maintenance work at the Abingdon skate park for 2011 and 2012.
The cost for the quarterly and yearly inspection may be a special rate applicable to Vale of White
Horse District Council so please do not take these figures as 'absolute'.
When I spoke to Ian Matten regarding this he suggested you have a look at the RoSPA web site.
He remembers reading that they advise you keep 10% of the build costs for maintenance works.

Sundry Costs for Abingdon Skate Park
DATE
DONE

26.7.11

DESCRIPTION OF WORK
Health and Safety quarterly inspection for
January
Health and Safety quarterly inspection for April
Remove obscene graffitti from concrete areas
and ramps

12.7.12
27.8.11

Clear fly tipped pallot boxes/storage crates etc
Health and Safety quarterly inspection for July

27.10.11
10.11.11

Clear used cooking oil from ramps etc
Health and Safety quarterly inspection for
October

8.8.11
1.1.11 to
31.12.11
1.1.11 to
31.12.11

2 x Abingdon Skate Park signs. One put up in
2011. By Sept 2012 it has been defaced so
second sign put up.
Routine hard surface maintenace as part of
grounds maintenance contract
Routine 'play area' Cat 2 maintenace as part of
grounds maintenance contract

7.2.11
7.5.11
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COMPANY

COST

MRH Services
MRH Services
ISS Facility
Services
ISS Facility
Services
MRH Services
ISS Facility
Services

£17.15
£18.25

£364.44

MRH Services

£18.25

Falcon Signs
ISS Facility
Services
ISS Facility
Services

112.06

£26.41
£37.20
£18.25

89.55
918.5
£1,620.06

Report from Councillor Ag Mackeith
Analysis of different designs and how they worked in practice
for NHPC R&A Working Party on Skate park Petition
1 Local provision
The map [see on next page] shows the provision of skate parks in the area around Oxford. Oxford
itself has three small local ones in Cutteslowe, Blackbird Leys and Greater Leys (each costing around
£60,000), and one very grand and complex regional one, under construction at Meadow Lane near
Donnington Bridge (costing nearer £360,000).
Outlying districts have medium sized parks at Witney, Faringdon, Grove, Wantage, Abingdon, Didcot
and Thame.
2 Faringdon Skate park
My research took me to Faringdon skate park, where I discussed the facility with Mirabelle Mack,
the project manager. Faringdon's a good example of a very well used medium-sized facility with a
mixture of ramps and transitions (curves), which attract a good cross-section of ages and abilities. It
is used by bmx-ers, scooters and inline skaters as well as skateboarders. Funded in part by section
106 money, it cost a total of £131,000. It's about half a mile from the nearest houses and separated
from the busy A420 by a band of trees. The Vale owns and manages it.
–
–
–
–
–

Drainage is achieved by tilting the whole park very slightly towards a French drain along one
side.
The park is carefully designed to maximize different kinds of use while ensuring kids don't crash
into each other.
Mud problems have been dealt with by siting porous rubber matting over gravel around the
perimeter.
Litter is not a problem, the children are proud of their park and keep it clean (!)
Graffiti has been countered very successfully by paying professional graphic artists to cover the
curves with lively artwork.

MM supplied me with a comprehensive summary of all the elements involved in building the park,
from the initial consultation to the final opening, and a list of the contractors who were asked to
tender. She's a professional geo-technical engineer taking a career break to bring up her family, so
well able to handle the construction and tendering work. We could consider employing her to run
our project – her experience could save us a lot of grief! She charged Faringdon 5%.

If we wanted to build a similar medium-sized park, a comparable site would be by the Rugby Club
along North Hinksey Lane.
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3 Local expertise
My second area of research was to talk to Mon Barbour, the owner of SS20, Oxford's skateboard
shop. He has been central to the Oxford skateboarding scene for the last 20 years, and cut his teeth
– so to speak! – on the Botley Bowl which he designed in 1990. He is overseeing the design and
construction of the complex new Meadow Lane Skate park. It was he who provided the overview of
skate provision around the county, and it was his opinion that we should go for a smaller kind of
facility, costing around £60,000, which would balance out provision round the city. He is very
familiar with the site of the old bowl and had some interesting design suggestions: a new park could
be designed with curves that reference the original bowl, for instance; there could be a stepped wall
between it and the MUGA that would block sound while providing somewhere to sit, etc. He is very
experienced in the issues around skate park construction. His partner in the shop, Jack Ritchie,
organized all the funding, and has offered to put his expertise at our disposal.
4 Botley Skate park Campaign
My third area of enquiry was to ask the local Skate Campaign what they would like. They had already
done a lot of research into funding, some of which can be applied for by the children themselves.
Although this is outside my remit on the working party, I have attached a list to save unnecessary
work.
At a meeting at the pavilion attended by twelve children and four parents, various ideas emerged.
–

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Sprayed concrete is the surface of choice, it allows more flexible designs and is quieter and more
durable. It is also easier to landscape around, and could be shaped into a form that would fit into
the space behind the MUGA
A low wall between it and the MUGA to screen it slightly and keep the noise down
A separate 'learners pool' for less confident children
Solar-powered lighting – one child suggested this could come through tough glass panels
underfoot!
Good signage, both up the top and in the shopping precinct
I asked the kids to give marks out of 10 for various designs in the Wheelscape catalogue, and
have kept this for future reference.
Extra bins
Picnic area nearby for families
Wildflower planting around, in the style of the London Olympics (my idea!)

Ag MacKeith

19th October 2012
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Map of nearby skate parks

Small Skate Parks
North Hinksey
LM Upper Field

Regional Skate Park
Medium
Skate Parks
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Sources for possible funding
1.
–
–
–
2.
–
–
–
3.
–
–
4.
–
–
–
5.
6.
7.

Positive Activities (Oxon County Council):
kids apply themselves.
Up to £6000.
distributed every three months (Perhaps Jordan and Ryan could do this.)
Chill-out fund (CoCo)
for improving and extending provision for young people.
will match bids up to £5000
Could be set against the £12k insurance money.
Big Society (CoCo)
Unlimited amount, so go for biggish sum, e.g., £30,000?
Takes 4 months.
Vale of White Horse
maximum of £5000.
Community grant. Contact Ed Niebur at funding@ocva.org.uk.
Hilary Barr at the Vale gives advice on sources of funding.
Oxfordshire Sports Partnership – has a list of funds to explore further.
North Hinksey Parish Council – has sums in reserve.
Local businesses – Jewsons was helpful with building the Bowl, but might prefer to
offer help rather than money.
8. Cumnor Parish Council – helped with the Bowl
9. Big Lottery Fund - Awards for All
– Up to £10,000
– Criteria such as encouraging people to be more active, improving urban
environments and building communities.
Gannett Foundation
– Up to £10,000
– Need to be registered charity – but we could set one up?
– Criteria about improving communities and long term legacy.
Biffa-Award
–
–
–

Up to £50,000
Theme – recreation. They fund play and sports facilities.
No deadline, rolling funding.
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