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SUFFOLK ROAD RECREATION GROUND IMPROVEMENTS
Report On Consultation
1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 This consultation aimed to ensure that any plans to improve the Suffolk Road Recreation Ground meet local needs.  It aimed to involve local people.  
1.2
The particular consultant, Rob Wheway, was chosen for his expertise in ensuring children’s voices are heard in the consultation as, with conventional public meetings, their views can sometimes be missed.  He also has carried out much observational research of children’s use of the environment generally rather than just designated playgrounds.
1.3
The consultation was devised so that it gave opportunities for all options to be considered without raising expectations beyond what might reasonably be delivered.

1.4
The consultant was aware that previous suggestions had been made for the development of this recreation ground.  This consultation was, however, NOT a consultation on previous ideas and no mention was made of these.  It was deliberately an open consultation.

1.5
The consultation format was prepared in discussion with Yvonne Kelleher and assistance from Jacqueline Kibacha of London Borough of Richmond.   It was designed to include interviews with the public at Suffolk Road Recreation Ground.  The same questionnaires were delivered to local houses (see 2.2 below) and was also repeated as an on-line questionnaire on the London Borough of Richmond website.  
1.6
There were 2 on-site consultations so that both after-school visitors and weekend visitors might have the opportunity to participate.  These consultations were at 3.00pm – 4.30pm on Thursday 17th September and 10.00am – 11.30am on Saturday 19th September 2015.  Rob Wheway of Children’s Play Advisory Service was assisted on site by local volunteers from the “Barnes Young People and Play Team”.  The volunteers were instructed in the use of the questionnaire and the importance of asking the questions in an impartial way.  The consultation however continued online until 2nd October.
1.7
The consultation was carried out and the results analysed.  This report describes the consultation process and the analysis of the responses.

1.8
This report builds on the report of the Familiarisation Visit of 1st July 2015.
1.9
Where answers are worded differently but have very similar meanings they have been grouped together in the tables within this report.  Responses which only received 1 mention have not been included within the tables as they are not statistically significant.  Some will have been included as above.

1.10
Where suggestions were made in “Other Comments” but clearly related to other parts of the questionnaire then they were included in the appropriate part.  This was only done where the meaning was certain and duplication was also avoided.
1.11
Not all answers on the form were completed; consequently total responses in this report are often less than number of forms.  Some questions had opportunities for more than one answer so some totals are higher than the actual responses to that question. 

2 CHILDREN AND ADULTS CONSULTED AND USE
2.1
Approximately 700 questionnaires were either delivered to houses in the neighbourhood or handed out.  They invited people to the consultation on the playground or to post them back using the return envelopes (post paid) provided, or to complete the questionnaire on-line. 

2.2
Questionnaires were delivered to houses in the roads surrounding Suffolk Road Recreation Ground as follows:  

· Suffolk Road between Lonsdale and Ferry Road

· Ferry Road as far as Atherton Road
· Parke Road
· Lowther Road as far as Gerard Road

· Gerard Road

· Charlotte Road

· Cumberland Road

· Westmoreland Road

· Berkeley Road

· Galata Road

· Atherton Road

· Belgrave Road
· Lonsdale Road from Gerard Road to Suffolk Road
· Walnut Tree Close

· Nassau Road (between Lonsdale Road and Lowther Road)
2.3
Questionnaires and envelopes were given to the Library on Castelnau and were also left at Barnes Sports Club.  

2.4
Questionnaires were also left at Diana House in Walnut Tree Close and Viera Gray on Ferry Road.
2.5
The consultation was additionally advertised by way of a notice at Suffolk Road Recreation Ground which was placed over a week before the on-site consultations were to take place.  It was intended this would pick up users who may have come from further afield.  Further notices were placed at:

· Sainsburys (Barnes High Street)

· Sainsburys (White Hart Lane)

· Rose House

· Olympic Café & Cinema

· Barnes Book Shop

2.6
The following schools and nurseries were contacted about the consultation and information sent home to parents:

· Lowther School

· Colet Court School

· Barnes Primary School

· St Osmund’s School

· The Swedish School

· Barnes Montessori Nursery

· The Ark Nursery

· Sunshine Nursery

· The Village Nursery

2.7
There were 405 responses in total broken down as follows:
[image: image1.png]Child  Parent/Carer Other Adult Not Spec. Totals

Online 10 130 2 2 164
Posted 9 103 40 21 173
Interviewed 19 3% 14 0 68

Totals 38 268 76 2 405




2.8
Of the delivered forms 173 were returned by post.  This represents a return rate of approximately 26% which is significantly higher than previous similar consultations for a variety of local authorities.  As there were quite heated comments made at the interviews and on some of the forms it is likely that people were being encouraged to return their forms by those who had strong opinions.  
2.9
The on-site interviews (68) were intended to give a greater opportunity to interview children and get a greater in-depth understanding of the issues people were raising.  Approximately half of those attending, however, used the area for dog walking and the large majority of those (27) used the area at least 2 or 3 times a week.  Only 19 children attended which was much lower than the numbers for similar consultations.  At other consultations there would, however, have been some attraction for children (swings, slides, etc) which would have given larger numbers of children who have active involvement with the area.
2.10
Age Category 

Responses by age category were:
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The responses were dominated by people who were over 35 years old.  
This question was omitted from the online questionnaire which explains the high total for “Not specified”.
Only 10 children responded to the on-line questionnaire and only 9 responded to the posted questionnaire which emphasises the importance of the on-site interviews.  
There appeared to be a very low response from young parents though it is possible that they would be likely to be more computer-literate and so answer the questions on-line.
2.11
Gender:


The overall breakdown in gender was as follows:
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The fact that over three times as many female parent/carers as males responded is interesting.  It confirms the conventional role still taken within most homes.  
Further, if we look at the interviews (see below) twice as many females as males were interviewed.   
[image: image4.png]Male  Female
Child 7 12
Parent/Carer 10 24
Other Adult 5 9

Totals 2 45




2.12
Children of Parents Consulted

Parents were asked for the ages of their children.  This gives an insight into the views of the children they may well be representing.  It also means that there is a feedback about toddlers who would be too young to answer the questionnaire for themselves.  
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The results show a fairly consistent pattern from babies up to young teenagers.  The drop-off after the age of 14 is probably due to parents thinking the questionnaire is not appropriate for their older children rather than a sudden change in population profile.  It is likely that there is an increase in children who are pre-school age at present but who will be school age fairly soon.  It would therefore seem appropriate to plan on the area potentially being used by a wide variety of ages for at least the next 12 years or so.
2.13
Frequency of Visits

The frequency with which visits to Suffolk Road Recreation Ground were made:
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The highest number of people answering were those who do not go at all or rarely go which suggests the area does not offer sufficient attraction for them.  
Of the 38 children who answered 13 visited 2 or 3 times a week or more.  This is a low number of children for the size of the recreation ground.
2.14
Other Adults were asked how often they visit Suffolk Road Recreation Ground:
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The highest number are those who never go and over half either visit never or rarely which tends to indicate that the area offers no attraction for them.
2.15
There was a separate question on the questionnaire to ascertain how often the Recreation Ground is used by dog walkers.  “Dog walkers” is a term used to include all who walk their dogs whether they are pets or walked as a paid service.  The results are:
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This confirms the impression given at the interviews that a high number (96) use the recreation ground for dog walking at least 2 or 3 times a week.

3
CATCHMENT 

3.1
As would be expected the higher numbers of users come from nearby roads.  There is, however, evidence that some dog walkers come from quite considerable distances as the recreation ground offers a facility that is not found elsewhere.  
3.2
Responses came from the following road/areas (all included)
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3.3
The interviews on-site pick up people who are there purely by chance rather than having any knowledge of the consultation.  This indicates that the recreation ground is used both by local people and those who are using it as a “destination” facility.  
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3.4
The questionnaire asked for reasons why people visit as often or little as they do.  Some gave more than one answer.  The main positive reasons were:
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Walking the dog is the most popular reason given with many saying Suffolk Road Rec was the best place in the area for socialising dogs, puppy training and letting dogs off the lead.    

A good number (44) also value that the area is just a big open space so that children can run around and play games/football.
The fact that there are many schools in the immediate vicinity means that a lot of parents use the area to walk their dog once they’ve dropped the children at school.
3.5
There were as many answers given for not going to the park very often:
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A large proportion (44%) of the negative comments were about the large number of dogs off the lead, dog mess and public perception that the area is exclusively for the use of dog owners/walkers. 

Almost 32% said that they didn’t go there because it was boring, there was nothing to do and there was nothing there to attract children.  

4
CHILDREN PLAYING OUT

4.1
The questionnaire asked what, if anything, stops children playing out near their homes.  This was asked to assist the Borough to make strategic decisions about planning and transport.  
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The high number answering that there was nothing that stopped them playing out contradicts the observations in the streets around the park where children were not seen to be playing out on days when the weather was fine.

It is probable that this question was misunderstood as the observations and the high number that indicated traffic prevented them playing out show that children are restricted in their freedom to play out.  


The next highest response was there was no green space/parks near enough.  This indicates that travel distances are important.  Other research by this consultant has found that children’s travel distances are small than is generally expected.  A regular play place is usually within 50m or 100m of a child’s home, at least until the children reach about 10 years old.
Traffic/busy roads, as with previous consultations, is much more significant a reason than is “stranger danger”.  This is contrary to commonly held beliefs.  
This does indicate that changes can be made to transport strategies which would improve children’s well-being.  The amount of traffic is capable of being changed through environmental modification whereas fear of stranger danger would be much more difficult to resolve.  Previous research by this consultant tends to indicate that where children do feel safe to play out then there is increased feelings of neighbourliness thus less fear of stranger danger.
4.2
People were asked where they/their children play on ordinary days after school.
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It is very significant that 132 appear restricted to their home environment (house/garden/back garden) with a further 7 being in a friend’s house.


Very high numbers (299 in total) named either Suffolk Road Recreation Ground (41), specific parks, (Washington Road/Castlenau 71) or other individual named parks as places for their everyday play.  This rises to 313 if the “park/playground (non-specific)” is added.

The higher number mentioning Washington Road/Castlenau (71) than Suffolk Road (41) (where the questionnaires were actually circulated) indicates that the presence of play facilities at Washington Road/Castlenau does ensure that it is a more popular destination.  Observations at Suffolk Road and Washington Road/Castlenau play areas indicate that they have very limited use as every-day play places for children but are used as destinations where children are taken by parents.  This though is very limited at Suffolk Road.

The answers and the observations taken together indicate on the one hand that the parks and playgrounds are important facilities.  On the other hand it indicates that children’s lives are increasingly restricted and that few children have the freedom to play out near their own homes as was the case for countless previous generations.
4.3
People were asked whether or not their children did go to Suffolk Road Recreation Ground unaccompanied or with a parent.
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Although there appears to be a good number of children who are allowed to go to the park unaccompanied (47 out of 241) these are virtually all over 10 years old.  The figures therefore reinforce the finding that few children have the freedom to play unaccompanied.  As play is an every-day activity it is very likely that children’s play opportunities will be restricted to those times when parents are free to accompany them.  


Traditionally play is an every-day activity where children have freedom to reach agreements, make plans, settle disputes, make compromises without adult interference.  It is therefore an important part of their development which appears to be being restricted.  
5
BROAD OUTLINE OF OPINIONS
5.1
To gauge public feeling, each response has been given a rating based on the overall comments made by each individual.

1 = Totally against changes, leave it as it is


2 = Accepts need for improvements but these should be small


3 = Neutral, expressed no view


4 = Makes positive suggestions for development

5 = Very positive for development 

All responses:
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Interview responses:
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There was some anger and heated responses from people who had mistakenly understood that the consultation was on specific ideas which had been put forward previously.


At the interviews the volunteers ensured all people were treated politely, all opinions taken and people were assured that the consultation was an open one and not on any specific plans.  The volunteer helpers were instructed to ask all questions and to write all answers impartially.  This did not appear to be accepted by some who made claims not based on fact but on scare stories which appear to have been circulated, possibly deliberately.


It is likely that the rumours and false information did lead to a more negative response than might otherwise have been the case.

6
OPTIONS FOR SUFFOLK ROAD RECREATION GROUND 
6.1
People were asked for 3 suggestions for “equipment and/or natural features to improve the play opportunities for children primarily but also for the community as a whole”.  
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Those responses receiving 4 or more mentions are listed as being significant. 

Swings (72), multi-plays (55), slides (43) and a zip wire (35) are the top 4 suggestions for traditional playground equipment. A further 54 people suggested “children’s playground equipment” without mentioning specific items.
Facilities which are not playground equipment but which received high scores were “benches/seating area” (44) and “do nothing – leave it as it is” (44).
Interestingly “landscaping/trees/bushes/plants/flowers” (33) and “natural materials/trees/logs/boulders” (29) taken together score 62 which indicates a strong desire for any development to have a natural look and feel.
A sand pit (27) has high play value and also gives opportunities for younger children.  It has the advantage that it can be open all year whereas the paddling pool/water fountains are limited to the warmer months.  However both have maintenance implications.
Football goal(s) (28) also had quite a high score.
Perhaps the most significant group of findings concern separation with 80 people either wanting the children to have a separate fenced area or wanting the dogs to have a fenced area.  This is clearly an area of conflict which helps to explain some of the heated comments that were given.
6.2
If we take the children’s answers separately we get the following list:
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The high score for swings and slides is consistent with very many other consultations and indicates the popularity of this traditional playground equipment.  A zip wire, multi-play and climbing equipment were thought to be highly desirable as were football goals.  

There is a reasonable consistency between what the children requested and the overall results.  

7
DOG WALKERS/OWNERS
7.1
LB Richmond were keen to also elicit the views of local dog owners and walkers as Suffolk Road Recreation Ground is a popular place for dog walkers (both professional and local residents) to exercise their dogs.  This is primarily because the large grassy area is enclosed by fencing so it is safe to let dogs off the lead.

7.2
As can be seen from the table in 2.15 (reproduced below for ease of reference) a high number of people responded that they use the recreation ground every day or at least 2 or 3 times a week.  The observations would tend to indicate that this is partially indicating good intentions.  Nevertheless it is clear that a facility for walking dogs is highly valued.  
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A good number of these are local, elderly residents who cannot walk very far.

7.3
Dog walkers were asked to make suggestions on improvements that could be made to the recreation ground.
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It is obvious from these responses that people value the provision of a large open green space which gives their dogs opportunities to run around off the lead.  They are concerned that any development should not reduce this facility.
8
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES
8.1
People were asked if they thought anything prevented them or other people they know getting to the recreation ground:
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Some suggestions were made to improve accessibility.  Where these relate to suggestions for new equipment or things to make play better they have been incorporated in section 6.1 in this report.  The remaining comments have been grouped under the following groupings:

· There is nothing at Suffolk Road to attract anyone at the moment (6 comments)
· A crossing or traffic regulator at junction of Ferry Road/Suffolk Road to make it safer (5 comments)
· Dogs and their mess (3 comments)
· Clear directions and information that it exists (2 comments)
· Need accessible equipment for children with special needs (2 comments)
8.2
Ethnicity 
Descriptions of respondents’ ethnicity were as follows:
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9
CHILDREN’S INDEPENDENT MOBILITY
9.1
People were asked whether they (or their children) go to school unaccompanied by an adult:
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The total number is higher than the 405 total responses as some parents answered for more than 1 child.
This is an important question because whilst it does not specifically ask about play it is almost certain that if a child is not allowed to go to school on their own they are unlikely to be allowed to walk to the park, go to a friend’s or run an errand.

Virtually all the children who are allowed to go to school unaccompanied were aged 10 years and upwards.  This is a significant finding because children traditionally went to school unaccompanied from the age of 5 upwards if they attended a local primary school and there were only side streets to cross.
This pattern changed around the 1970s and since then children’s independent mobility has been significantly reduced meaning that children’s freedom to play has been seriously limited.  This has implications for their overall health/fitness and development.

This freedom to play outside in their own street meant that children would get healthy exercise virtually every day of the year (school days are only about half the days in the year).  For most children this is a greater amount of healthy exercise than can be obtained from attending classes and clubs.  It also gives a greater level of social development as children playing have to formulate their own rules, resolve disputes, reach compromises and even adjust rules in the middle of a game.  With sport the rules are formulated by adults who also referee to adjudicate on breaches of the rules.
10
PREFERRED PLAYGROUNDS
10.1
People were asked whether there was a playground they preferred to go to and why:
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The main reasons given were:
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The majority responded with “better/more equipment/facilities”.  This strongly suggests that improved facilities at Suffolk Road Recreation Ground would significantly improve attendance by children and accompanying parents. 
11
OTHER COMMENTS
Many hundreds of answers were received some of which have been incorporated in section 6.1 in this report where they relate to suggestions for new equipment or things to make play better.  
The remaining responses have been grouped together under the following themes.  
a) Dogs
51 responses were concerning dogs with comments such as:
· Dog owners love the space - very useful.  Don't underestimate how much the space is used.
· There are dozens and dozens of dog walkers who use this park everyday. There are other play parks in the area and it is frustrating when proposals are made to develop every open space.
· The way that this facility is currently used cannot be replaced.  Any development will reduce the flexibility of the space and so reduce its appeal to many local residents. Without this large, safe, dog exercise area, older residents who are dog owners would find it hard to find somewhere nearby where they could feel safe when exercising their pet.  Everyone would also miss the social interaction the facility provides to dog walkers of all ages.  
· It's important to preserve space for dogs to be off lead, but it is such a big area that if one part was fenced off there would be enough space for everyone - and far better hygiene for the children.
· We never use Suffolk Road as it's just one big dog litter tray.  It's disgusting and we have campaigned so many times.
· A gated safe fenced area would be great for children.  At the moment it's just a dog park and is very under-used by other locals who don't have dogs.
These answers indicate that the majority of the respondents fall into 2 camps.  This probably accounts for some of the heated responses which were received.
b) Supportive of Plans
106 responses made positive comments about the possible development of the area, with comments such as:
· Great idea.  With the right plan this will be a huge benefit to the local community.  Please proceed.
· I think developing the recreation ground is a fantastic idea which will open this space up to a wider range of residents including dog walkers but also families.  I very much hope that the proposal goes ahead.
· I think that Barnes is in desperate need of somewhere that young teenagers can go, do energetic things, not necessarily with adults.
· In past couple of weeks there have been more dog walkers, but area is usually empty.  Such a waste of what could be a wonderful community resource.  Never seen children play there.
· This is very exciting and in my mind desperately needed.  It will instil a greater sense of community as we will get to know our neighbours and local children better.
· There are so many kids in this area and finding new safe places to play is so important.  Children need exercise more and more in this age of computers and sofa sitting, but they need cool new parks to tempt them out!  Doing this is one way of ensuring our community a great place to live and thrive in.
c) Against Plans
56 responses were against the proposed development of the area, with comments such as:
· I think it would be a shame if the Rec was given over to a play area - wide open space is what is so good about it.  We already have Vine Road and Rocks Lane playgrounds.
· It was suggested a few years ago when Barnes sports ground suggested it and we had over 100 people in the Barnes Library hall to oppose it and I cannot see how the problem has come up again.
· Please don't change Suffolk Road rec - it is perfect as it is.
· Please leave this treasured green area as it is. We have parks in Barnes with playgrounds and other facilities if parents want these. Suffolk Road is rare in that it can be used for field and team sports, for dog exercising, and for general family fun such as kite flying. Why does every green open space we possess have to be tampered with and messed about with by the borough council?
· Do not need equipment there to be able to use the space
· This scheme is not popular with the locals who use and appreciate Suffolk Road as it currently is. It is ideal for children - and dogs. The idea of having dog agility tunnels is a quite extraordinary waste of money and would not be used. Far better to have the space for children/adults/dogs to run around in the open.
d) Design
38 made comments about the design for the area.  Typical comments are:
· Should the proposals for a play area go forward I would suggest that instead of enclosing the dog exercise area, the playground should be enclosed instead. Dogs need space to run and the proposed agility area would be far too small. In such an enclosed space dogs could become frustrated and irritable with each other.
· Also, there is potential for the traffic problems that sometimes occur to worsen - on those roads - like Parke road - which are sometimes used to 'cut through' to Suffolk road by drivers going far too fast and without a thought for small children who might be in the area.  Measures to mitigate traffic (eg speedbumps or a gate to limit access for people coming from Hammersmith Bridge direction) in Parke Road in particular would be desirable anyway - and more so if there were to be any increased traffic flow in the area.
· This is a large community area and could be a great asset.  Currently almost all users are dog owners.  While I am certainly not against dogs using the space, probably most of it, to run about, there should be some parts where they are not permitted, where children or disabled/frail elderly could be encouraged - possibly with a separate entrance.  This is due to boisterous dogs off-lead frightening children or old/disabled people and of course dog faeces left behind by those who don't clean up after their animals - luckily not too many of these.
· We would prefer a natural play area using natural materials.
· A more playful landscape will encourage children to explore the natural environment.
· Play area should be in one corner of field
· It would be good if the gate between Walnut Tree Close and the Rec was brought back into use.
e) Anti-Social Aspects
25 made comments about anti-social issues such as vandalism, inappropriate behaviour, noise and drug taking.  Typical comments are:
· My only concern is how to protect/prevent the playground being an attraction for vandals at night which is what often happens.
· There is enormous disquiet amongst residents living near to the Suffolk Road area that a well-used and natural facility would become a magnet for anti-social behaviour if the site is developed. 
· If the council and backers of the scheme can be certain that adding play areas, benches, etc wouldn't lead to late-night drinking/shouting (and worse), then the objections from almost all of the area's neighbours would disappear. But such a guarantee is, as I'm sure you're aware, impossible to provide.
· We don't want Suffolk Road Rec attracting drinking and drug-taking teenagers.
f) Consultation
15 made comments about the consultation process itself, only 1 of which was supportive. Typical comments are:
· Consultation and local volunteers at the interviews seemed biased, got the feeling that a final improvement plan already existed while the contrary was being said.
· I am very puzzled and slightly disturbed by the approaches being made to some very young children to elicit their views. I've even heard of an instance where a small child was told that their 'vote' counts 3 times that of an adult.
· Shocked at incredible bias of form towards children
· Unhappy about lack of consultation so far
The very negative comments about the consultation appear to have been based on scare stories which were widely circulated.  Although people were reassured that all responses would be considered and that the consultation was not based on any previous plans, they continued to express opinions indicative of a “conspiracy theory”.  
The questionnaire ensured that those concerned about the facilities for dogs were consulted as much as those who might want play facilities.  In fact the questions for the dog walkers were given a higher priority on the form as they were asked on the front page whereas the questions about play facilities was asked on the second page.
g) Community
18 made comments about the community aspects of the area.  Typical comments are:
· The recreation ground could become a wonderful communal facility with a bit of equipment added. Barnes is a very polarised society, and its location would mean that children from different parts of Barnes could play together safely. 
· A nice place to make friends
· We feel very safe and secure around our home and would like to keep it that way
h) Other
15 made comments about issues concerning other parks/open spaces in Barnes.  Typical comments are:
· Playgrounds in Barnes such as Vine Road playground need more frequent maintenance
· Spend the cash smartening up round the pond - it usually looks threadbare.
· What about putting the funds you've obtained for this project towards something more pressing such as social care for the elderly?
· Is it better to invest in Washington Road?
12
CONCLUSIONS
12.1
The clear majority of respondents are keen for some improvement to the facilities on the recreation ground.
12.2
There is a significant proportion who value the area as an excellent facility for dog walking and who either want no development or wish the development to be quite limited.
12.3
There is a high level of concern that the opportunities for dogs and for children should be separated by fencing.
12.4
There is a high level of support for the development of children’s facilities to be “natural” whilst at the same time a desire for traditional playground equipment.
12.5
Traffic travels fast on the roads around and near the recreation ground.  This is both a significant deterrent to children’s use or potential use of the play area as well as for some adults.

12.6
The dog walkers would appreciate some seating, particularly as some are elderly.  Small improvements to the fencing to prevent small dogs escaping would be appreciated.
12.7
There were concerns that the area might attract inappropriate behaviour.  Avoidance of this obviously cannot be guaranteed however significant research by this consultant has found that good sightlines from passers-by and other housing gives “casual supervision” which both discourages anti-social behaviour and also attracts usage.  Good sightlines make people feel less vulnerable.
12.8
The consultant thanks the people of the area around Suffolk Road Recreation Ground, visitors to the park and staff at LB Richmond for their assistance with this consultation.
12.9
The consultant would particularly like to than the volunteers who assisted with both the delivery of the questionnaires and with the interviewing adults and children at the site.  This is particularly good citizenship for which LB Richmond should be grateful.

13
RECOMMENDATIONS

13.1
There should be the provision of a play facility for children and this can be achieved whilst still retaining a large area for dog walking.

13.2
The play area should be fenced with the entrance so designed that children are not at risk from dogs or dog faeces. 

13.3
A small goal wall for use of 4 or 5 children could be considered.  It should preferably have a wear surface to prevent muddiness.
13.4
The area should have good sightlines from the road to discourage inappropriate or anti-social activities.

13.5
Serious consideration should be given to reducing the speed of traffic at the entrance to the recreation ground and on roads nearby which do not need to serve a distributary function.  This should improve children’s freedom to have every-day play.

13.6
The equipment should be set into a landscaped area incorporating natural features such as mounding, logs, planting, etc.  Wooden equipment may be desirable, however metal has longer life-expectancy and lower maintenance implications.  It may be preferable to go for less garish colours rather than avoid metal altogether.

13.7
There should be seating and picnic tables particularly for accompanying adults.  These should be clearly visible from the road.
13.8
The existing fence at Suffolk Road should be improved by narrowing the gaps between the rails so that small dogs cannot run out onto the busy road.
13.9
Any gates to give access to children or to prevent dogs getting out should be accessible in terms of disability equality legislation.  (The disabled person may be an accompanying parent or grand-parent.)

13.10
The dog walkers would value some seating and a better provision of bins.

Rob Wheway MSc. MEd. MCIMSPA. MCMI. FRSA
11 December 2015
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