EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 29 OCTOBER 2007
  

  LEISURE AND COMMUNITY POLICY PANEL –   9 OCTOBER 2007
PART   I – NOT   DELEGATED   
7c.  
  CROXLEY GREEN SKATE PARK

(DLE  )
1.
Summary
1.1
  The report updates Members on the management and usage of Croxley Green Skate Park since reducing the number of staff supervised sessions at the site.
2.
Details

2.1
  At the 28 November 2006 and 8 January 2007 Executive Committee meetings Members approved a reduction in the levels of staff supervision at the Park.  An ongoing annual £5,000 saving was achieved by only staffing the Park during the school holiday periods, commencing 1 April 2007.
2.2
The total usage in 2006 during the Easter, May and summer school holidays was 1,260 and in 2007 the total is 1,487.  There has been an increase in the number of cyclists and BMX riders, using the Park which has contributed to the 18% increase in overall usage during the school holidays.
2.3
Verbal feedback to staff and officers has re-enforced the principle of maintaining staffing during the school holiday periods.  It is very much appreciated by the parents of younger children who would not necessarily allow their children to the Park during unsupervised sessions.   Some parents like to have the reassurance that adults are on site to ensure behaviour standards are maintained, that safety equipment is used and that in case of an accident first aid is administered.  A number of parents have thanked staff for the attentiveness and efficiency in dealing with injuries requiring first aid and medical attention.

2.4
The main impact in reducing staff supervision levels at the Park has been an increase in the number of accidents, especially by the biker riders.  Officers are aware of five accidents needing hospital treatment.  Two accidents resulted in broken limbs (arm/wrist) and two where the child was unconscious for a short period of time and remained in hospital for observation.  In one of the cases the child was not wearing a helmet at the time of the accident.
2.5
It would appear that children are more likely to undertake activities that may be beyond their skill level (staff will deter less experience skaters and riders from the larger ramps) and are not wearing safety equipment during the unsupervised times.  All users during the supervised sessions at the Park who are under the age of 18 years are required to wear a helmet.
2.6
Officers will therefore continue to ensure that signage is clear providing the required safety information and gives the relevant information for contacting the Council to report any accidents.  Officers will continue to encourage more reporting of accidents so that the number and severity can be continually monitored.
3.
Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  The report is to keep Members informed and up to date with the operations of Croxley Green Skate Park.
4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.
4.2 The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy as identified in the 2006-2009 Strategic Plan.  The Council wants young people to benefit from a healthy lifestyle, by providing and promoting a range of leisure and recreational activities and increasing attendance at a range of facilities, activities and events.

5.
Financial Implications

5.1 The management and operational costs for Croxley Skate Park are within the agreed budget for 2007/2008. 

5.2
The reduction of £5,000 in staff costs will continue into next financial year 2008/2009 and beyond and will be included within the budget monitoring and service planning processes.

    
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
The Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents (RoSPA) post installation inspection scores Croxley Green Skate Park when supervised as 9 and when unsupervised as 18.  A score over 21 indicates an unacceptable high risk and RoSPA would not recommend operating a park with this level of risk.

6.2 Due to the reported accidents occurring outside of the staff supervised sessions and increased usage of the Park by bike riders, officers would suggest that a further risk assessment is carried out by RoSPA to ensure that the operations of the Park continue to score less than 21. 
6.3
Whilst the Council would face no greater legal liability when the Park is unsupervised than when it is supervised it would be good practice to ensure that the risks are continually assessed and monitored.
7.
Environmental Implications, Customer Services Centre Implications, Website Implications 
7.1
  None specific.

8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  The majority of the Skate Park staff team have continued to work for the Council, however it has become more difficult to recruit staff during the school half-term holidays when the universities and colleges have different holiday periods.
9.
Community Safety Implications
9.1
There has been a negligible rise in the incidences of “tagging” however   the risk of increased levels of graffiti at the park continues to be an implication in reducing the levels of supervision at the park.  A budget provision has been allocated to the removal of any graffiti that is of a racial or offensive nature.

9.2
Police records indicate a rise in the number of anti-social behaviour (ASB) incidents at the park.  From 1 April 2006 to 31 March 2007 (a full year) there were 6 reported ASB incidents at the park and from 1 April 2007 until 14 September 2007 (first 6 months of this year) there have already been 5 reported ASB incidents.  If this level of incidents continues into the last 6 months of the year there will be an overall increase in the number of ASB incidents at the park.  If the number increases to over 10 the police may consider the area to be a “hotspot”.

10.
Risk Management Implications
10.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy that can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

10.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Leisure Service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.


The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Increase in level of graffiti at the Skate Park
	II
	C

	2
	Serious accidents by members of the public will be less likely to be reported during the unsupervised sessions at the facility and will go unmonitored.
	IV
	E


10.3
There are no risks to the Council in rejecting the recommendation.

10.4
Of the risks above the following are already included in service plans:

	Description of Risk
	Service Plan

	No. 11
	Serious accident to customer or staff member
	Leisure


10.5
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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10.6
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually. 

11.
Equal Opportunities Implications

11.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?
	 No 


12.  
Recommendation

12.1
That   Members note the report.

12.2
That Leisure Officers continue to monitor the usage, accident levels and number of reported anti-social behaviour police reports at Croxley Green Skate Park.

12.3
That Leisure Officers ask the Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents (RoSPA) to undertake a further risk assessment based on the present operations at the Park.

  

  

Report prepared by:
  Alison Phin, Leisure Development Officer




Sue Topping, Play Development Officer


Background Papers


Croxley Green Skate Park – 28 November 2006

Feedback on the summer 2006 leisure activities programme including Croxley Green Skate Park


  

Croxley Green Skate Park - Impact of the review of the removal of entrance fees on attendance figures…. 6 December 2005


Appendices / Attachments


Appendix A – Relevance Test

Appendix A
Form A – Relevance Test

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Universal (service covering all residents)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which) ?

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
   

Which equality categories are affected?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Race

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Age

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sexual Orientation

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disability

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Gender

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Religion

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes (specify which categories)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No (specify which categories)

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data

· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.
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