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Summary 
A postal questionnaire was distributed to 13% of borough households and a 16% response was achieved. 

The objectives of the Parks and Open spaces survey were to: 

· measure current levels of usage of parks and open space within the Borough; 

· determine a profile of visitors using the open spaces; 

· identify current travel patterns; 

· gauge current opinion of, and level of satisfaction with, park provision and facilities; 

· identify needs and expectations of park-users and potential park-users; 

· identify the reasons some residents do not use parks; 

· identify potential changes or introductions that users feel could be made to improve the service; and

· compare the findings of the 2008 survey with the previous survey in 1996. 
PARK LOCATION, CATCHMENT AREA AND FREQUENCY OF VISITS 

80% of respondents used a park at least once in the past year. 

The proportion of respondents not using parks increased significantly the further they lived from certain parks or open spaces. 

Bishops Park and Ravenscourt Park were the most commonly visited open spaces in the borough - almost half of all respondents said that one of these parks was their most frequently visited open space. 

The importance of smaller open spaces was highlighted by the fact that for 25% of all park-users, it is a smaller open space that is most frequently visited. 28% of all park-users reported visiting an open space 100 times or more in the previous year. 

A rough estimate of total park visits by residents is 7 million trips per year made by around 172,500 residents (ONS mid year estimates, 2008).

REASONS FOR VISITING LIKES, DISLIKES AND SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW FACILITIES 

The most common reasons for visiting a park were to walk or sit quietly, to bring the children, to take a short cut or to exercise. 

11% of park-users said walking their dog was one of the main reasons for visiting.

The convenience and close proximity to peace and quiet, and the appearance and layout were the main reasons given for liking an open space. 

The main dislikes of open spaces were dog related, and litter. 

For the borough as a whole, the highest rated facilities were paved walkways, seating and children’s play areas which were rated good to excellent by 71%, 68% and 58% of respondents respectively. Ratings dropped to 34% for tennis courts, 29% for wildlife/nature areas and around 14% for toilets. 

The main suggestions for new or improved facilities were for toilets, seating and tennis courts. 
The ratings for facilities and suggestions for improvement varied substantially from park to park. 

For the borough as a whole, the maintenance and appearance of trees, lawns, shrubs and grassed areas were regarded as good or excellent by between 80% - 95% of respondents. This proportion dropped to 59% for lighting and 48% for toilet facilities. 

Ease of Access within the Parks

4% of respondents who visited parks reported that they found access within their main park as difficult or very difficult. A variety of reasons were given and certain features were identified as providing barriers to access. 

For many respondents who do not use parks, it was often the barriers they would encounter in reaching the park that made it inaccessible rather than the environment within the park itself.

Getting to the park

Most people walked to parks (85%) and for most of them it took less than 10 minutes to get to their main park. Only 3% used cars even though over 60% had access to a vehicle. Cycles were regularly used by 4% of park-users and cyclists were particularly attracted to parks with cycle lanes.

There is substantial variation in different parts of the borough on type of transport used. For wards such as College Park and Old Oak (8%) and Munster (5%), people need to travel further to reach parks and were more likely to use a car (if they have access to one) to reach an open space.

Public transport (almost exclusively bus) was used by 3% of respondents to reach an open space. (This proportion is higher for College Park and Old Oak (19%), Fulham Broadway (8%) and Wormholt and White City (5%) wards).

Safety Issues

93% of park-users claimed they felt safe or very safe in the park during the day. This dropped to 23% during hours of darkness.

Lack of presence of park keepers was mentioned as the largest single factor making people feel unsafe (60%). Other reasons given for feeling unsafe include lack of proper lighting.
Significantly higher proportions of certain user groups reported feeling unsafe, during the day. These groups include people taking short-cuts, people walking their dog and people bringing children to use the play area.

The most popular action identified to improve the feeling of security was to provide more park keepers. The least important action was seen as the introduction of surveillance cameras.

Most people who do not visit parks said that they chose not to due to the distance, fear for safety or the lack of suitable facilities.
About 1 in 4 non-park users said that they fear for their safety. This was particularly the case for many older people. About 1 in 3 non-park users said that parks close to them were not suitable for their use.

5% of non-park-users said that they were unable to use parks as they have reduced mobility due to a disability or poor health.

PROFILE OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Almost 67% of respondents were women. This is higher than the actual borough proportion of 52% women (2001 Census).

Respondents showed a similar age profile to the 2001 census for the middle aged group (25-40). When compared against the census breakdown of numbers for different age groups, very few young people under 25 years of age filled the questionnaire against an increase in the number of elderly people. 

Ethnic background was monitored for each respondent (23% of respondents did not complete this section). Proportions of ethnic minority groups were consistently less than the 2001 Census records. Whilst 23% of the population belongs to an ethnic minority group, according to the 2001 census, only 15% of respondents were from an ethnic minority group.

Whereas 13% of white respondents said they did not use parks, this fell to only 11% for ethnic minority respondents. There are differences when looking at park usage by ward. The most popular parks are located close to areas with low proportions of ethnic minority groups and it appears that this is a main reason for the discrepancies in ethnic minority representation. However, there is also some evidence that parks in areas of higher ethnic minority concentrations are not as popular for those groups as for white respondents.

13% of respondents said they had a disability and another 4% said they had a disabled person in their household.  While for most this did not affect their use of the park, a significantly high proportion was unable to visit parks even though many said they would if they were given the opportunity. Distance from home, health issues and safety concerns all were important factors affecting the likelihood of a person visiting. 

60% of respondents had access to a garden. In general this proportion increases in areas close to open spaces and decreases in areas further from open spaces.

Background

This report is based on a major postal survey of borough residents which took place in 2008. The purpose was to help the Council develop a long term strategy for the parks in the area and  to provide background evidence  to assist in the preparation of policies  which deal with parks and other open spaces in the Local Development Framework. The report responds to PPG17 Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation. This requires audits of provision and assessments of need and opportunities to be undertaken, to enable local authorities to understand the needs of their populations and to help plan for the provision of them with amenities that match these needs. 

The survey was designed to seek opinions and information from a cross section of residents, and to examine whether there were particular differences in the opinions and usage of parks amongst different sectors of the local community. Over 1600 survey questionnaires were returned, representing a response rate of 16% which is considered to be satisfactory for a survey of this type. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objective of the postal survey was to collect information enabling the Council to: 

· measure current levels of usage of parks and open space within the Borough; 

· determine a profile of visitors using the open spaces; 

· identify current travel patterns; 

· gauge current opinion of, and level of satisfaction with, park provision and facilities; 

· identify needs and expectations of park-users and potential park-users; 

· identify the reasons some residents do not use parks. 

· identify potential changes or introductions that users feel could be made to improve the service
· compare the findings of the 2008 survey with the previous survey in 1996 (published in 1998
). 

METHOD

Sample 

In order to attain an acceptable number of responses for each of the borough's main open spaces, it was necessary to take a sufficiently large sample. To achieve a reasonable representation from across the borough a random sample was taken from the council tax address list. 

10,000 of the borough’s households, making up approximately 13% of borough households, were sent a questionnaire (see Appendix 2). 
Postal Questionnaire

One questionnaire per household was distributed by post in June 2008. A reminder was sent eight weeks later. Each questionnaire was given a serial number which linked the form to the enumeration district of the relevant address allowing spatial analysis of the results to be undertaken. 

Analysis 

Overall analysis of the results was undertaken primarily using the database in Ms EXCEL. Spatial Analysis was undertaken with the aid of the Geographical Information System ArcGIS 9. Responses were grouped to allow comparison at a borough and individual park level. Individual comments and open ended questions which highlight important issues have been isolated and referred to in the text.
General results are summarised for each section of the questionnaire with an overall borough summary and statistically significant differences between parks are highlighted. Also provided at the end of each section are noticeable differences in trends when compared to the results from the previous survey conducted in 1996. Although the comparisons have been drawn in real terms it needs to be noted that the responses received for both the surveys vary in number (1623 in 2008 as opposed to 4675 in 1996) and therefore in some instances, where 2008 responses are low, it is not appropriate to draw meaningful conclusions. Where analysis for individual parks with sample sizes less than 10 has been carried out, numbers have been quoted along with percentages. Many of the sections are related and cross-references are provided where applicable. A profile of the main points arising for each of the five main parks is attached as Appendix 1.
Also, some results are subject to possible anomalies because of people incorrectly filling in answers to particular questions. This, when coupled with small sample sizes, ruled out the possibility of eliminating the corresponding entries allowing the representation of a variety of viewpoints of the maximum possible number of respondents in the sample. 
REPORT LAYOUT 
The format of this report largely follows the layout of the questionnaire (Appendix 2) which is organised into the following general subject areas. 

1. Parks and park use

2. Travel Patterns and Catchment Areas

3. Security and Safety

4. People not using Parks

5. Park-user Profiles

Parks and park use

a. PARK-USERS AND NON-PARK-USERS

Analysis of the 1623 responses indicated that 80% of respondents had visited a park in the borough in 2008; whereas 11% said that they had not, leaving the number who left the question unanswered at 9%. Assuming the survey returns are representative for the borough as a whole, this equates to one or more visits from at least one member from 60,350 of the borough's 75,438 (Census 2001) households.
The ratio of park-users to non-park users varies significantly across the borough. As might be expected, higher proportions of park-users live close to open spaces.

There is an argument that the proportion of residents visiting open space is due more to certain characteristics of the population in an area than the existence or lack of a suitable open space.
b. PARKS VISITED BY BOROUGH RESIDENTS
Respondents were asked which parks they had visited in the year (Ref Q1b). This question is intended to gain insight into the parks visited by borough residents, but does not show the frequency of visits. The question also asked people to rank the parks they had visited.
Tables 1 and 2 summarise the responses. As respondents were able to mention more than one park, the total number of responses exceeds total survey respondents.
i. The first part of the question specifically sought to identify the parks commonly visited by borough residents.

Table 1 : Parks visited by borough residents 2008
	 Park
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	% of respondents

	Bishops Park
	715
	16.4
	44.1

	Ravenscourt Park
	670
	15.3
	41.3

	Brook Green
	514
	11.8
	31.7

	Shepherd's Bush Green
	496
	11.4
	30.6

	Eel Brook Common
	365
	8.4
	22.5

	South Park
	278
	6.4
	17.1

	Hurlingham Park
	258
	5.9
	15.9

	Normand Park
	183
	4.2
	11.3

	Lillie Road Rec Ground
	200
	4.6
	12.3

	Hammersmith park
	160
	3.7
	9.9

	Wormwood Scrubs
	143
	3.3
	8.8

	Wormholt Park
	116
	2.7
	7.1

	Wendell Park
	120
	2.7
	7.4

	Cathnor Park
	75
	1.7
	4.6

	Little Wormwood Scrubs
	49
	1.1
	3

	William Parnell Park
	28
	0.6
	1.7

	 
	4370
	100.0
	269.3


Note 1: For % of cases, respondents may have filled in more than one category so total percent is greater than 100.
Bishops Park, Ravenscourt Park, Brook Green, Shepherd’s Bush Green and Eel Brook Common are the most commonly visited open spaces. However, although these are the parks usually visited by most respondents at least once, they are not necessarily those open spaces which are visited most often.

Around 44% of all park-users have visited Bishops Park and 41% have visited Ravenscourt Park. 

The location of Shepherds Bush Green and Eel Brook Common near major shopping and business areas may reflect their high level of occasional use (30% and 22% respectively).

Examples of open spaces visited by only small numbers of residents include Cathnor Park, William Parnell Park, Wormwood Scrubs and Wormholt Park. 

The second part of the question required respondents to rank the parks they had ‘visited’ (Ref Table 2).

Comparison shows that to a certain extent the parks most commonly visited are also the ones ranked highest. Key findings are:

· Bishop’s Park, Ravenscourt Park, Brook Green are the three parks which have received highest ranking (1-3), leaving William Parnell Park, Little Wormwood Scrubs and Cathnor Park the least rated.

· An overwhelming 618 out of 715 respondents who visited Bishops Park ranked it 1, 2 or 3. For Ravenscourt Park it was 486 of the total 670 respondents.

There are however some interesting variations in trends, highlighting the fact that the parks more commonly visited by residents are not necessarily the ones that are most liked. 

The ratio between the highest (1-3) and lowest (14-16) incidence of rankings reveals the general level of satisfaction for each of the parks (Ref Table 2). 

Table 2: Highest to lowest ranking order frequency ratio
	Parks


	No. of times
	Ratio

	
	ranked 1, 2 and 3
	ranked 14, 15 &16
	

	Hurlingham Park
	105
	1
	105

	Bishops Park
	618
	9
	69

	Eel Brook Common
	146
	3
	49

	Ravenscourt Park
	486
	17
	29

	Hammersmith park
	65
	5
	13

	Lillie Road Rec Ground
	76
	7
	11

	Cathnor Park
	21
	2
	11

	Wormwood Scrubs
	52
	5
	10

	Wendell Park
	48
	5
	10

	Brook Green
	284
	35
	8

	South Park
	127
	24
	5

	Normand Park
	96
	22
	4

	Wormholt Park
	37
	9
	4

	Little Wormwood Scrubs
	11
	3
	4

	Shepherd’s Bush Green
	126
	40
	3

	William Parnell Park
	6
	3
	2

	Total
	2304
	190
	12


It may be seen that Hurlingham Park has the highest level of satisfaction under this measure, with only 1 person placing it in the lowest three rankings compared to 105 placing it in the top three. However, whereas 126 people who visited Shepherds Bush Green ranked it high (1-3 ranks), there were 40 giving it a poor preference ranking (14-16 ranks), i.e. 1 dissatisfied visitor for every three highly satisfied visitors. Similar dissatisfaction is also revealed for Brook Green (1 in 8) and South Park (1 in 5). 

Overall, 2304 responses indicated that residents were highly satisfied with the parks in the borough and a comparatively small number -190 indicated otherwise. Therefore, there is only 1 unsatisfied respondent for every 12 highly satisfied park users in the borough. 

ii.   Respondents were asked in Q1c to indicate the factors that determined the ranking order they attributed to various parks. Six check boxes were provided allowing the respondents to tick all the relevant boxes that applied.

Table 3: Factors that determine the ranking order of the parks
	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	% of Respondents

	Location
	1089
	27.4
	80.1

	Character
	786
	19.8
	57.8

	Facilities
	680
	17.1
	50.0

	Security and safety
	670
	16.9
	49.3

	Size
	557
	14
	41.0

	Other
	194
	4.9
	14.3

	Total
	3976
	100
	292.5


Note 2: A total of 1359 respondents answered this question

Location seemed to be the prime criterion for most of the respondents in ranking the parks (80% said this). The next most important factor mentioned was the ‘Character’ of the park (57.8%), including landscaping, maintenance, cleanliness and natural features present in the park (Ref: Table 3). 

Facilities (50% of responses) and safety aspects (49.3%) were other significant factors that determined respondents’ preference for particular parks, whereas ‘Size’ was mentioned by only 41% of respondents.

Q1d asked respondents to mention any additional park not identified in the questionnaire (in or out of the borough, large or small) that they visited regularly (Ref: 
Table 4
).
Table 4:  Additional Parks visited by borough residents 2008
	Park
	number of responses
	% of responses

	Hyde Park
	265
	24

	Holland Park
	218
	19

	Richmond Park
	143
	13

	Kensington Gardens
	127
	11

	Parsons Green
	52
	5

	Chiswick House
	42
	4

	St James Park
	38
	3

	Regents Park
	36
	3

	Battersea Park
	35
	3

	Furnivall Gardens
	34
	3

	Green Park
	24
	2

	Fulham Palace
	22
	2

	Wimbledon
	18
	2

	Wandsworth
	17
	2

	Kew Gardens
	15
	1

	Hammersmith Cemetery
	14
	1

	Frank Banfield
	11
	1

	Putney
	7
	1

	Clapham Common
	3
	0

	Brompton Cemetery
	1
	0

	Total
	1122
	100


· 24% of park-users said they visited Hyde Park. Another 19% visited Holland Park in 2008.

· Richmond Park (13%) and Kensington Gardens (11%) were also visited by a significant number of borough residents.

· Other parks in the borough popular with the respondents were Parsons Green (5%- 52 respondents visited it in 2008) and Furnivall Gardens (3% - 34 respondents).

Respondents were asked if they had visited the Lea Valley Regional Park in 2008. Only 21 out of the total 1399 responses for this question said they had, with 98% saying they had not. 

Table 5: Parks visited by borough residents 1996- 2008 comparison
	Park visited
	Number of responses
	% of responses
	% of respondents

	
	2008
	1996
	2008
	1996
	2008
	1996

	Bishops Park
	715
	1790
	16.4
	15.2
	44.1
	45.1

	Ravenscourt Park
	670
	1712
	15.3
	14.5
	41.3
	43.1

	Brook Green
	514
	1112
	11.8
	9.4
	31.7
	28

	Shepherd's Bush Green
	496
	1106
	11.4
	9.4
	30.6
	27.9

	Eel Brook Common
	365
	767
	8.4
	6.5
	22.5
	19.3

	South Park
	278
	616
	6.4
	5.2
	17.1
	15.5

	Hurlingham Park
	258
	616
	5.9
	5.2
	15.9
	15.5

	Normand Park
	183
	514
	4.2
	4.4
	11.3
	12.9

	Lillie Road Rec Ground
	200
	499
	4.6
	4.2
	12.3
	12.6

	Hammersmith park
	160
	402
	3.7
	3.4
	9.9
	10.1

	Wormwood Scrubs
	143
	310
	3.3
	2.6
	8.8
	7.8

	Wormholt Park
	116
	299
	2.7
	2.5
	7.1
	7.5

	Wendell Park
	120
	214
	2.7
	1.8
	7.4
	5.4

	Cathnor Park
	75
	119
	1.7
	1
	4.6
	3

	Little Wormwood Scrubs
	49
	90
	1.1
	0.8
	3
	2.3

	William Parnell Park
	28
	62
	0.6
	0.5
	1.7
	1.6

	Total
	4370
	10228
	100.0
	86.6
	269.3
	257.6



c. PARKS VISITED MOST OFTEN

Respondents indicated which borough park they visit most often. In most cases respondents visit their main park frequently and so are likely to hold strong and specific views, both positive and negative on that park.

A person's most frequently visited park does not mean that it is also their favourite park as it may be visited because of its convenience only. 

Table 6 Most frequently visited parks
	Park
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	1996%

	Ravenscourt Park
	357
	26.0
	23.8

	Bishops Park
	337
	24.6
	24.3

	Brook Green
	127
	9.3
	8.4

	Eel Brook Common
	95
	6.9
	6.1

	South Park
	93
	6.8
	6.1

	Shepherd's Bush Green
	61
	4.4
	5.7

	Hammersmith Park
	42
	3.1
	4

	Normand Park
	34
	2.5
	4.3

	Hurlingham Park
	31
	2.3
	3.1

	Wendell Park
	26
	1.9
	1.4

	Wormwood Scrubs
	26
	1.9
	1.9

	Wormholt Park
	25
	1.8
	2.8

	Lillie Road Rec Ground
	24
	1.7
	2.1

	Margravine Cemetery
	20
	1.5
	0.3

	Parsons Green
	13
	0.9
	0.3

	Furnivall Gardens
	12
	0.9
	0.8

	St Peter's Square
	7
	0.5
	0.3

	William Parnell Park
	7
	0.5
	0.6

	Frank Banfield Park
	6
	0.4
	0.5

	Marcus Garvey Park
	6
	0.4
	0.2

	Cathnor Park
	4
	0.3
	0.5

	Fulham Palace Grounds
	4
	0.3
	0

	Brompton Cemetery 
	3
	0.2
	0

	Bayonne Park
	2
	0.1
	0

	Gwendwr Gardens
	2
	0.1
	0

	Little Wormwood Scrubs
	2
	0.1
	0.3

	Sands Wharf Open Space
	2
	0.1
	0

	Acton Park
	1
	0.1
	0

	Becklow Gardens
	1
	0.1
	0

	Godolphin Community Gardens
	1
	0.1
	0

	St Paul's Gardens
	1
	0.1
	0

	Total
	1372
	100
	100


The parks with the widest range of facilities, namely Ravenscourt and Bishops, are the most visited parks, visited by 26% and 24.6 % of park-users respectively. 
Brook Green was the main park for 9.3% of park-users. Eel Brook Common (6.9%), South Park (6.8%), Shepherd's Bush Common (4.4%) and Normand Park (3.1%) were the other parks visited most often in borough. 
No other single open space was the main park for more than 4% of all park-users.

However, the importance of the smaller open spaces was highlighted by the fact that for 25% of all park-users it was a smaller open space that was most frequently visited. 

d. FREQUENCY OF VISITS

Respondents were asked how often they visited their ‘main' (most frequently visited) park. The following points must be noted:

· the frequency of visits will have been guessed in some cases.

· people visiting over 99 times were coded as 99 visits (which leads to an underestimate of total visits).

· the number of visits given only accounts for visits by the survey respondent (although information is available about who normally accompanies the respondent).

· the figure only accounts for trips to the respondent's main park (which leads to an underestimate of total trips to parks).

Figure 1 shows the number of trips people said they had made over the year. 
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Figure 1: Frequency of park visits for year 2008

The following approximations can be made:

About 28% of users were frequent visitors, visiting from 2 and 3 times a week to once or twice a day. These frequent park users are often dog owners (63 out of total 112) and people taking short cuts (132 of 420). Many people with young children (143 of 475) are also frequent users. 

About 40% of users visit fairly often - from once or twice a week to once a month. 

About one quarter of people visit the park up to 10 times over the year, or less than once a month. 

In general, people whose main park is one of the smaller open spaces will visit it more often than people who use one of the larger open spaces (Bishops and Ravenscourt Parks). This is probably because of the closer proximity of the smaller open spaces to the homes of their users. 

Within the limits of the data on the number of trips made, an estimate can be made of around 7 million trips per year by 172,200 residents (ONS Mid Year Estimates, 2008)
 to their most frequently visited park. (This estimate does not include visits other than to a person’s most frequently used or visits by non-residents). 

e. REASONS FOR VISITING LOCAL PARKS

Respondents were asked: "For this park [most frequently visited] what are the two main reasons for visiting?" 

Eight alternative reasons were offered together with an open-ended section. Two main reasons for visiting were requested to prevent respondents ticking all boxes. For the few respondents who gave more than two reasons, all of their responses were included in the analysis as they did not alter significantly the results. In total, 1151 respondents filled in this section, providing a total of 2265 responses. The results for the borough are summarised in Table 7. 

In line with results of other parks surveys, one of the main reasons for visiting parks was to walk or sit quietly. Over half of park-users (54.4%) stated this as a main reason for visiting. 

Table 7: Main reasons for visiting a park

	Reason
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	% of respondents

	To walk or sit quietly
	762
	27
	54.4

	To bring children
	475
	17
	33.9

	To take a shortcut
	423
	15
	30.2

	To exercise (eg jog)
	396
	14
	28.2

	To use the play area
	300
	11
	21.4

	As a meeting place
	175
	6
	12.5

	Other
	158
	6
	11.3

	To walk the dog
	155
	5
	11.1

	Total
	2844
	100
	203


Bringing the children and/or using the play area was mentioned by one third of respondents. highlighting the importance of parks to young children and their carers. (For the Borough as a whole only 21.6 % (Census 2001) of households include dependant children). 

30% of respondents mentioned that taking a short cut was a main reason for visiting a park and 10% of respondents gave this as their only reason for visiting the park. It is likely that some of these people walk through the park on their way to work. However, most people who use the park as a short cut (90%) also mention one or more other reasons for visiting - the main being to walk or sit quietly. 

Participating in a sport was the most given ‘other’ reason for visiting the Park (47 out of total 158 who ticked ‘other’).
Informal exercise, such as jogging was mentioned by 28.2 % of respondents as one of their main reasons for visiting. 

Dog walking was mentioned by 11% of respondents - which corresponds with the amount of dog-owners responding to the survey (almost all of whom stated that they visited the borough's parks). 

The different priorities people place on their main reasons for visiting clearly demonstrates the multi-functional nature of parks and open spaces. 
Differences between parks

Children

Bringing children and using play areas were particularly important activities in the following parks: Cathnor (76% - 6 of 8 responses), Wendell (52% -29 of 56 responses), Wormholt (46% - 24 of 53) and Hurlingham (45% - 28 of 62)
.

Ravenscourt Park is used by more people than Bishops Park for bringing children and using play facilities (28% as opposed to 23% of their respective responses). 

Relatively few respondents reported bringing children and/or using the play area as a main reason for visiting Wormwood Scrubs (14% - 6 of 42 responses) and Shepherds Bush Green (14% - 14 of 97). 

Walking and Sitting Quietly

Walking or sitting quietly is a relatively common reason for visiting parks: Wormwood Scrubs (31% - 13 of 42 responses) Bishops Park (30% - 207 of 685) and Ravenscourt Park (27% - 206 of 758). 

Almost all the smaller parks have ‘walking or sitting quietly’ identified as their main reason for visiting by their frequent visitors. 
Informal Exercise

Informal exercise is particularly popular in Wormwood Scrubs (31% - 13 of 42), Furnivall Gardens (22% - 5 of 12 responses), Hurlingham Park (21%- 13 out of 31), Bishops Park (21% - 145 of 685 responses) and South Park (18% - 39 of 221).

It is a relatively unpopular activity for users of Shepherd's Bush Common (3%- 3 of 97 responses) and Normand Park (6% - 4 of 70).

Short Cuts

The proportion of people identifying “Taking a shortcut” as the main reason for visiting varies from park to park. The highest proportions occur for William Parnell Park (50% - 4 of 8 responses), Margravine Cemetery (29%- 11 of 38), Shepherd's Bush Common (42% - 41 of 97) and Eel Brook Common (25% - 44 of 173)
The lowest percentages of users taking short cuts occur for Wormwood Scrubs (5% - 2 of 42), Bishops Park (8% - 55 of 685 responses) and Hurlingham Park (8% - 4 of 62).

Walking the dog

Walking the dog is a relatively common reason for visiting parks: Wormwood Scrubs (36%) and South Park (17%), St Peter’s Square (23% - 3 of 13), Brompton Cemetery (18% - 2 of 11). It is less popular in Hammersmith Park (2% - 2 of 91 responses), Wendell Park (2%), Brook Green (3% - 7 of 252), Shepherd's Bush Common (4% - 4 of 91) and Bishops Park (4% - 37 of 685). For Bishops and Ravenscourt Parks, the availability of other facilities diminishes the relative proportions of dog-owners, but in terms of numbers more dogs are walked in these two parks than any other. For Hammersmith Park (4%) and Shepherd's Bush Common (3%), the low figure may reflect the survey findings that fewer households own dogs in the catchment areas of these two open spaces.

f. WHAT PEOPLE LIKE ABOUT THE BOROUGH'S PARKS

Respondents were asked: "What do you like about this park?" The section was open ended and for coding purposes three separate points could be made. Because coding is intended to categorise and simplify responses, some of the detailed individual responses cannot be adequately represented in this part of the analysis. This is particularly important for those parks with low numbers of responses.  Table 8 summarises the responses received.
Table 8: What do you like about this park?
	Features
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	% of respondents
	1996%

	Convenience/proximity to home
	417
	16.2
	31.5
	15.8

	Peace and quiet/open space/fresh air
	250
	9.7
	18.9
	15.1

	general appearance/layout
	249
	9.7
	18.8
	13.0

	play facilities
	215
	8.3
	16.3
	9.1

	riverside location/walk
	186
	7.2
	14.1
	8.0

	trees/shrubs
	163
	6.3
	12.3
	

	size
	148
	5.7
	11.2
	3.8

	safety/well supervised
	120
	4.7
	9.1
	2.4

	clean and tidy
	100
	3.9
	7.6
	4.7

	sports facilities
	92
	3.6
	7
	6.6

	general maintenance
	91
	3.5
	6.9
	4.2

	café
	80
	3.1
	6
	2.3

	variety of activities
	56
	2.2
	4.2
	4.0

	dog free area/dog exercise area
	49
	1.9
	3.7
	2.7

	wildlife
	45
	1.7
	3.4
	

	lake/pond
	44
	1.7
	3.3
	2.1

	facilities
	40
	1.6
	3
	

	easy to get around/accessible
	33
	1.3
	2.5
	0.4

	surrounding architecture
	30
	1.2
	2.3
	0.2

	everything
	17
	0.7
	1.3
	

	scented garden
	16
	0.6
	1.2
	0.7

	sculpture/arts related
	16
	0.6
	1.2
	0

	negative
	15
	0.6
	1.1
	

	seating
	15
	0.6
	1.1
	0.7

	cycle lane/bike related
	13
	0.5
	1
	1.0

	enclosed space
	13
	0.5
	1
	0

	walled garden
	12
	0.5
	0.9
	0.7

	picnic area
	10
	0.4
	0.8
	0

	good park keepers
	9
	0.3
	0.7
	0.3

	n/a
	6
	0.2
	0.5
	

	water feature
	6
	0.2
	0.5
	0.1

	toilets
	5
	0.2
	0.4
	0.2

	events
	4
	0.2
	0.3
	0.6

	exercise circuit
	3
	0.1
	0.2
	0.1

	other
	3
	0.1
	0.2
	

	rollerblading related
	2
	0.1
	0.2
	0.2

	closing/opening times
	1
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1

	it's free
	1
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1

	Total
	2575
	100.0
	194.9
	


Proximity to home was the most frequently mentioned response as to why people liked a particular park (mentioned by 31.5% of respondents). This highlights the importance of having suitably located open spaces throughout the borough.

Peace and quiet, was the next important attribute of an open space (18.9% of respondents mentioned this).

The general appearance and layout of the park was seen as important by 18.8% of respondents.

The existence of play facilities was important to 16.3% of park-users and this rose to 23.2% for those who brought children between 5 and 16 years old and 21.6% for those with children under 5. 

The importance of Bishops Park was highlighted in this section with its location on the riverside.  23.8% of all responses whose main park was Bishops (162 of 681), said they visited it for its location on the riverfront. Furnival Gardens was another popular open space on the river and similarly its location was the main attraction, with 10 out of the total 12 respondents who frequently visit it mentioning this (however, it was the most frequently visited open space for less than 1% of residents, so does not feature strongly in this analysis) (Ref Annex 3).

Other important "likes" include presence of trees/shrubs (12.3%), size of the open space (11.2%), safety and supervision (9.1%), tidiness (7.6%) and sports facilities (7%).
Significant Differences between Parks

This section indicates - where relevant and significant – particular differences between the main borough’s parks. 
It is important to note that where a positive feature is only mentioned by a few respondents, this does not necessarily mean that people do not rate it highly. It may simply be that they have given a higher priority to including other features on their questionnaire.

The percentage of respondents indicating that they liked something in a particular park follows the park name. The number of responses received is based on the number of respondents who answered the relevant question along with Q2a (specifically mentioning their ‘most visited’ Park)
.  The “borough rating” figure indicates the overall satisfaction with a particular feature of the borough’s parks, for example 18.8% were satisfied with the general appearance/layout of parks. The ‘highest’ and ‘lowest’ ratings refer to responses from people who particularly used the identified parks, for example 32% of people who use Hammersmith Park were satisfied with its general appearance/layout. 
Convenience/Proximity to home

Borough Rating: 31.5%
Highest Rating: Parsons Green (69% - 9 of 13 respondents), Cathnor Park (67% - 2 of 3
), Frank Banfield Park (67% - 4 of 6), Wendell (63% - 15 of 24), and William Parnell (60% - 3 of 5).

These high figures are typical of the smaller open spaces with few facilities. Often, there is no reason to visit, unless you live close by.

Lowest Rating: Wormwood Scrubs (12% - 3 of 25), St Peter’s Square (14% - 1 of 7), Ravenscourt Park (18% - 61 of 334).

Conversely the low figures for parks such as Wormwood Scrubs demonstrate that people tend to travel further to visit them.

General Appearance/ Layout 
Borough Rating: 18.8% 

Highest Rating: Hammersmith (32% - 12 of 38 respondents), Ravenscourt (24% - 79 of 334), and Wendell Park (25% - 4 of 24). 

Lowest rating: Wormwood Scrubs (4% - 1 of 25), Shepherd’s Bush Green (5% - 3 of 57), Hurlingham Park (6% - 6 of 31). 
Play Facilities 

Borough Rating: 16.3% 

Highest Rating: Cathnor Park (33% - 1 of 3), South Park (26% - 23 of 89), and Hurlingham Park (26% - 8 of 31). 

Lowest rating: Wormwood Scrubs (4% - 1 of 25), Shepherd's Bush Green (4% - 2 of 57), and Hammersmith Park (8% - 3 of 38)  

Sport facilities

Borough rating: 7%
Highest rating: Hurlingham Park (26% - 8 of 31), Brook Green (13% - 16 of 122), Wormholt Park (13% - 3 of 23).
Lowest Rating: Wormwood Scrubs (4% - 1 of 25), Lillie Road Recreation Ground (5% - 1 of 22), Ravenscourt Park (6% - 20 of 334).

Clean and tidy 
Borough Rating: 7.6% 

Highest Rating: Brook Green (13% - 16 of 122), Eel Brook Common (12% - 10 of 86). 

Lowest Rating: Shepherd’s Bush Green (2% - 1 of 57), South Park (2% - 2 of 89)

Dog Exercise Areas 

Borough Rating: 3.7% 

Highest Rating: Wendell Park (13% - 3 of 24), Hammersmith Park (11% - 4 of 38). 

Lowest rating: Bishops Park (1% - 3 of 321), Eel Brook Common (2% - 2 of 86).
Other 

The size of Wormwood Scrubs is appealing to 48% (12 of 25) of respondents using the park. Cycle Lanes are mentioned by 4% (1 of 23) of Wormholt Park respondents. The riverside location of Bishops Park (50% - 162 of 321) and Furnivall Gardens (75% - 9 of 12) is important. 16% (20 of 122) of respondents using Brook Green said it felt safe, often due to the regular presence of park staff. 
g. WHAT PEOPLE DISLIKE ABOUT THE BOROUGH’S PARKS 

Respondents were asked "What do you dislike about this park”.

This was an open-ended question and up to three responses per form were coded. The results are summarised in Table 9. The most common dislike was dog related, with almost 20% of respondents describing issues with dogs. Dog mess in non-designated areas was the main 'bone of contention’. A significant proportion also said that unleashed dogs were an issue. 

Table 9: What do you dislike about this park?
	Dislikes
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	% of respondents
	1996% of responses

	dog related
	202
	14.3
	19.7
	20.1

	litter/dirty/glass
	106
	7.5
	10.3
	11.2

	personal safety related
	101
	7.1
	9.8
	2.6

	general appearance
	98
	6.9
	9.6
	4.8

	café/refreshment related
	85
	6.0
	8.3
	2.5

	general maintenance
	85
	6.0
	8.3
	5.5

	nothing
	75
	5.3
	7.3
	

	public drinking related
	73
	5.2
	7.1
	7.5

	poor quality grass
	69
	4.9
	6.7
	1.0

	dirty pond
	65
	4.6
	6.3
	2.2

	toilet related
	65
	4.6
	6.3
	5.1

	lack or poor child play areas
	63
	4.4
	6.1
	5.1

	transport noise/pollution
	51
	3.6
	5
	3.2

	troublesome youths
	51
	3.6
	5
	1.2

	other
	38
	2.7
	3.7
	6.3

	lack of poor sporting facilities
	31
	2.2
	3
	1.9

	size related
	31
	2.2
	3
	2.5

	seating
	30
	2.1
	2.9
	2.0

	lack of or poor park keepers
	18
	1.3
	1.8
	2.5

	poor lighting
	17
	1.2
	1.7
	1.4

	inconvenient opening/closing times
	16
	1.1
	1.6
	1.4

	n/a
	13
	0.9
	1.3
	

	vandalism/graffiti
	13
	0.9
	1.3
	3.2

	lack of facilities for 8-16 year olds
	12
	0.8
	1.2
	1.0

	older kids misusing play equipment
	6
	0.4
	0.6
	1.8

	lack of cycle lanes
	2
	0.1
	0.2
	1.5

	Total
	1416
	100.0
	138.1
	


Note 3:  1026 respondents responded to this question. For % of cases, respondents may have filled in more than one category so total percent is greater than 100.

The next most frequently mentioned dislike was litter or broken glass (10.3% of cases). Issues related to personal safety were mentioned by almost 10% of the respondents. 

8.3% of respondents were dissatisfied with cafes and general maintenance of parks. 
Other common dislikes included: issues with public drinkers (7.1%), poor quality grass (6.7%), and toilet related issues (6.3%).
Issues/ Dislikes Specific to Parks 
This section highlights issues which are greater for certain parks than other. 

· Traffic Noise and Pollution was reported as a dislike by 20% of Shepherds Bush Common’s visitors
· Dirty Ponds were mentioned for Ravenscourt Park (16.5%) and Hammersmith Park (16.1%) 
· Public drinkers caused particular issues at Furnivall Gardens (45.5%- 5 of 11 respondents), Shepherds Bush Green (30%) and Brook Green (22%).
· Run down or poorly provided Children's Play Areas were mentioned particularly for Wormholt Park (26.3% - 3 of 20 respondents), Wendell (26.6% - 4 of 15) and Cathnor (24% - 6 of 25) 
· Dog related issues were mentioned particularly for William Parnell Park (60%- 3 of 5 respondents), Cathnor Park (50%-2 of 4 respondents), Parsons Green (36.4%- 4 of 11), Eel Brook Common (30.7% - 24 of 78).

· Dislike of the General Appearance of borough’s parks was mentioned for Parsons Green (27.3% - 3 of 11 respondents) and Shepherds Bush Common (20.8%- 11 of 53). 

· Litter/glass or general mess was mentioned as an issue particularly for Margravine Cemetery (33.3%- 5 of 15), Wormholt Park (30%- 6 of 20 respondents), Parsons Green and Furnivall Gardens (27.3%- 3 of 11 for each).
· Issues with toilet facilities – Hurlingham Park (20% - 5 of 20 respondents) and South Park (12.3%- 9 of 73 respondents).  
· Personal safety issues were mentioned most often for Shepherd’s Bush Green (22.6%-12 of 53 respondents) and Eel Brook Common (19.2% - 15 of 78). However, respondents who visit parks such as Furnivall Gardens (18.2% - 2 of 11), William Parnell Park (20% – 1 of 5) and  Marcus Garvey Park (20%- 1 of 5) also expressed fear for personal safety (they were, however, the most frequently visited open spaces for less than 1% of residents each, so do not feature strongly in this analysis).
· Seating was mentioned as an issue in Lillie Road (10%- 2 of 20), Wendell Park (13.4% - 2 of 15), Shepherd’s Bush Green (5.7%- 3 of 53) and Eel Brook Common (5.1% - 4 of 78) than in other parks.

h. PARK FACILITIES
Respondents were asked to rate a range of facilities from excellent to very poor. They could also indicate whether they did not use a facility or whether they thought the park did not have it. Finally, they were asked what facilities that they would like to see introduced in the park they most often visited. 

The resulting information can be used in the following ways: 
· For the Borough as a whole, ratings for each facility can be noted and compared, and numbers of residents using the facilities can be estimated. Poor ratings may indicate that a facility may need to be considered for improvement or change at a borough level. 
· Differences between parks can be noted. Any significant differences may give some indication as to which parks and facilities should be given priority for improvement. 
· Consideration of facilities receiving high ratings in a particular park may indicate how facilities in other parks could be improved. 

Facilities- Borough Level 
Table 10 gives the breakdown of ratings for each type of facility for the borough as a whole. It is ordered by the proportion of respondents rating facilities excellent or very good. (The highest rated facilities are at the top of the list). In addition, the number of respondents rating each facility is given. The main points emerging from the rating of all borough facilities are summarised below: 
Table 10: Borough ratings of facilities
	Facilities
	Excellent  to good%
	Excellent       %
	Good             %
	Poor             %
	Very Poor        %
	poor  to very poor %
	Do not Use       %
	Park does not seem to have them %
	Total respondents

	Paved walkways
	71
	14
	57
	11
	4
	15
	7
	7
	1118

	Benches/seating
	68
	11
	57
	14
	4
	18
	12
	2
	1333

	Children’s Play Area
	58
	18
	40
	7
	2
	9
	30
	4
	1323

	Tennis courts
	34
	8
	26
	10
	5
	15
	33
	18
	1141

	Café/refreshments
	32
	9
	23
	9
	7
	16
	17
	35
	1192

	Wildlife/nature areas
	29
	7
	22
	9
	4
	13
	19
	39
	1233

	Sand Pits
	28
	6
	22
	6
	1
	7
	41
	25
	1081

	Dog exercise areas
	27
	7
	20
	8
	5
	13
	46
	14
	1237

	Adventure play areas
	23
	6
	17
	5
	4
	9
	33
	35
	1104

	Paddling Pools
	23
	6
	17
	5
	3
	8
	35
	34
	1080

	Football pitches
	18
	5
	13
	5
	3
	8
	38
	37
	1063

	Bowling greens
	16
	6
	10
	1
	1
	2
	40
	41
	1070

	Toilets
	15
	4
	11
	14
	11
	25
	29
	31
	1076

	Boating lakes
	14
	4
	10
	6
	6
	12
	24
	52
	1145

	Cricket pitches
	5
	1
	4
	2
	2
	4
	36
	54
	1052


General 

· The most widely used - and often most widely available - facilities were walkways, benches and seating, children's play areas, tennis courts and refreshment facilities respectively. The least used were bowling greens, football pitches and cricket pitches (NB Only one cricket pitch in the parks). 

· The facilities receiving the highest proportions of good/excellent ratings were paved walkways (71% said they were good or excellent), benches/seating (68%), and children’s play areas (58%).
· Those with the lowest proportions of good/excellent ratings were boating lakes (14%), cricket pitches (5%).

· A high proportion of respondents said that there were no toilets in the parks (31%). A similar proportion of respondents said that they do not use the toilets in the parks (29%). These percentages are greater when compared against the proportion of people who rated toilets poor or very poor (25%).

Dogs

· Dog exercise areas received a reasonable proportion of good/excellent ratings (27%). They were, however, considered to be poor or very poor by 13% of respondents. This can be explained by considering individual comments. For example, many dog-owners accept the need for exercise areas, but have specific complaints about the smell they create, other owners not picking up dog mess, the lack of dog bins and the lack of exercise space for their animals.

· Many people (1080) have commented on dog exercise areas, whether or not they used them. Cross tabulation between the questions 2f & 8j reveals that almost 89% of people responding to this question were not dog-owners. When comparing the response between dog and non-dog-owners, it is clear that dog-owners were more critical of the exercise areas - 28% of dog-owners said the areas were poor/very poor in comparison to only 10.6% of non-dog owners.

Paved walkways and seating

Although most people rated paved walkways and seating as good (57%), relatively few thought they were excellent (14%). One interpretation of this could be that although most people thought walkways and seating were reasonable there might be room for improvement - they served their purpose but no more than that. Some 15% thought walkways to be poor to very poor and 18% thought seating poor to very poor.
Groups of people giving ratings significantly different from the average

· Respondents who take young children to parks were significantly more critical about children’s play areas, sand pits, paddling pools and seating – especially in play areas, toilets and dog exercise areas.
· Women and men have expressed similar views on almost all facilities, except dog exercise areas where women were much less satisfied than men with existing facilities (39% of men classified dog exercise areas as poor or very poor – this rises to 46% for women). Satisfaction ratios for café/refreshment areas (men – 44.5% , women – 39.5%, children play areas (men- 35.8% , women- 27.7%) revealed more unsatisfied men than women.
· Age groupings reflect significant differences. In every case, the older age groups were less critical about facilities than the younger. The 35 - 59 age range was generally the most critical about most facilities. The 18 - 34 age group were more critical about children's facilities than the other groups: this probably reflects its increased likelihood of containing parents with young children.

Significant differences between Parks

Set out below is the borough rating for parks in general, together with the highest and lowest rated park for each facility identified in Q2f. The percentages show the proportions of people that rated the facility good or excellent. Parks with maximum and minimum values for each of the categories are mentioned, but those with less than two respondents have been omitted.
Children's Play Areas

Borough Rating: 58%

Highest rated: Wendell Park (84%), Frank Banfield Park (80%) and Normand Park (74%).
Lowest rated: Shepherd’s Bush Green (23%), Parsons Green (31%) and Marcus Garvey (34%)
Sand pits

Borough Rating: 28 %

Highest rated: Ravenscourt (45%), Normand Park (41%) and Bishops Park (39%)
Paddling Pools

Borough Rating: 23%

Highest rated: Ravenscourt (44%), and Bishops Park (36%),

Benches/Seating

Borough Rating: 68%

Highest rated: Fulham Palace (100% - 6 of 6), Wendell Park (88% - of 25) and St Peter’s Square (85%)
Lowest rated: Frank Banfield Park (20% - 1 of 6), Shepherd’s Bush Green (31%)  Parsons Green (45% – 6 of 13) and Hurlngham Park (50%).
Bowling Greens

Borough Rating: 16%

Highest rated: Normand Park (50% - 16 of 31), Ravenscourt Park (28% - 98 of 351) and Hammersmith Park (24% - 10 of 42), 

Tennis Courts

Borough Rating: 34%

Highest rated : Brook Green (55%), Ravenscourt Park ( 38%) and Bishops Park (37%)
Lowest rated: Shepherd's Bush Green (18%), Normand Park (26%) and Wormholt (27%)

Cricket Pitches 

Borough rating: 5%
Highest rated: South Park (37%) – the only park with a cricket pitch 
Football pitches 

Borough Rating: 18%

Highest rated: Hurlingham (43%), Lillie Road Recreation Ground (40%), South Park (39%) and Wormwood Scrubs (37%)
other parks: Ravenscourt Park (17%), Hammersmith (16%) 
Boating lakes/ponds

Borough rating: 14%
Highest rated:  Ravenscourt Park ( 37%) and Hammersmith (25%)

Toilets  

Borough Rating: 14%

Highest rated: Brook Green (55%), Ravenscourt Park (38%), Bishops Park (37%), South Park (34%), Hammersmith and Hurlingham Parks (32% each) 
Adventure Play Areas 

Borough Rating: 23%

Highest rated:  Frank Banfield Park (40%)

Wildlife/Nature Areas 

Borough Rating: 29%

Highest rated: Wormwood Scrubs (54%), Margravine Cemetery (53% - 11 of 20), Little Wormwood Scrubs (50%), 

Others: Ravenscourt Park (44%), Hammersmith Park (37%) and Bishops Park (35%).
Lowest rated: Shepherd’s Bush Green (9%) and South Park (15%)

Dogs exercise Areas

Borough Rating: 27%

Highest rated: Marcus Garvey (60%), Wendell Park (59%), Lillie Road Recreation Ground (47%), Furnival Gardens (44%) and Wormwood Scrubs (43%)

Other:  South Park (37%), Normand Park (33%) and Wormholt Park (28%)
Lowest rated: Brook Green (17%), Hurlingham Park (18%) and Hammersmith Park (20%)
Paved Walkways

Borough Rating: 71%

Highest rated: Ravenscourt Park (85%), Hammersmith Park (80%), Bishops Park (78%), Wendell Park (77%) and South Park (74%)
Lowest rated: Parson’s Green (36%), Hurlingham Park (42%), Wormwood Scrubs (43%) and Brook Green (47%). 
Cafes

Borough Rating: 32% Highest rated: Ravenscourt Park (65%), Bishops Park (38%), 

Normand Park (41%)
Suggestion for new or improved facilities 

Respondents were asked for suggestions for new or better facilities in the park they use most often. Table 11 summarises the responses. 
Table 11: Suggestions for new or improved facilities
	 Suggestions
	Number of Responses
	% of responses
	% of respondents

	Café/refreshments
	179
	23.3
	28

	Toilets
	130
	16.9
	20.3

	other
	55
	7.2
	8.6

	children’s play area
	40
	5.2
	6.3

	tennis courts
	34
	4.4
	5.3

	bench seating
	30
	3.9
	4.7

	adventure play areas
	26
	3.4
	4.1

	park keepers/supervisors
	26
	3.4
	4.1

	facilities for older children
	22
	2.9
	3.4

	more flowers/better layout
	22
	2.9
	3.4

	wildlife/nature areas
	22
	2.9
	3.4

	dog exercise areas
	19
	2.5
	3

	paddling pools
	19
	2.5
	3

	entertainment
	17
	2.2
	2.7

	boating lakes/ponds
	16
	2.1
	2.5

	sand pits
	14
	1.8
	2.2

	lido
	12
	1.6
	1.9

	putting greens
	10
	1.3
	1.6

	bins
	9
	1.2
	1.4

	basketball
	8
	1
	1.3

	roller skating rink
	8
	1
	1.3

	bandstand
	7
	0.9
	1.1

	cricket pitches
	7
	0.9
	1.1

	fountains
	7
	0.9
	1.1

	cycle facilities
	6
	0.8
	0.9

	dog free areas
	6
	0.8
	0.9

	floodlights
	6
	0.8
	0.9

	nothing
	6
	0.8
	0.9

	swings
	6
	0.8
	0.9

	Total
	769
	100
	120.3


Main suggestions for new/improved facilities 

· The introduction or upgrading of cafe facilities was requested by 28% of respondents. Requests that the cafes at Bishops and Ravenscourt Parks be improved were made by 35% and 16% of respondents, respectively. The introduction of cafes in most of the other larger parks was frequently requested, but particularly so for South Park (59%), Hurlingham Park (56%) and Lillie Road Recreation ground (42%).  
· The introduction of toilet facilities or the upgrading of existing facilities was requested by 20.3% of respondents. Bishops Park (7%) is the only park with requests for better toilets at less than 20%. For Ravenscourt Park, Brook Green, Normand Park and Eel Brook Common around 20 - 25% of respondents requested better toilet facilities, whereas for most of the other parks the rate was over 25%.
· Children's Play Areas refer specifically to toddlers play areas. 6.3% of respondents requested new or better facilities, however this proportion varied significantly from park to park. Bishops Park (5%), Eel Brook Common (7%),  Shepherd’s Bush Green (7%), South Park (2%) and Ravenscourt Park (3%) appear to have popular play areas and few suggestions for improvement were received (less than 10%), whereas for Marcus Garvey Park, 67% of respondents called for new and better facilities for young children. 
· Tennis courts were requested for improvement and introduction by 5.3% of respondents.

· More or better seating facilities were requested by 4.7% of respondents. This reflects the comments made earlier that present benches are satisfactory in most areas, but there could be more of them, and they should often be better located. Furnivall Gardens (40%), Hammersmith Park (13%) and Brook Green (12%) received significantly more requests for change than other parks. 

· Facilities for older children were called for by 3.4% of respondents. Significantly, this need was mentioned by 11% of Hurlingham Park users, 10% of Wendell Park users and by 7% of users of Bishops Park. 
· More and better adventure play areas, better presence and numbers of park keepers/supervisors, allotments and more wildlife and nature areas in the parks were requested by 4.1% of respondents for each category. 

i. APPEARANCE, MAINTENANCE AND UPKEEP 

This section explores what people think about the appearance, maintenance and upkeep of parks. Each topic, for example upkeep of shrubs, was coded from 1 (excellent) to 4 (very poor). 

Table 12 gives the breakdown of ratings for each topic for the borough as a whole. The table is ordered by the proportion of respondents rating facilities excellent or very good (the highest rated facilities are at the top of the list). In addition, the number of respondents rating each facility is given.

Table 12: Borough ratings of upkeep and maintenance of facilities

	TOPIC
	Excellent to good %
	Excellent %
	Good %
	Poor %
	Very Poor %
	Poor to very poor %
	Number of respondents

	Attractiveness of the trees
	94.3
	36.3
	58.0
	
	1.2
	5.7
	1265

	Upkeep of the trees
	91.5
	24.3
	67.2
	6.7
	1.8
	8.5
	1209

	Attractiveness of the lawns
	86.9
	26.4
	60.5
	10.6
	2.4
	13.1
	1279

	Upkeep of the lawns
	85.3
	22.6
	62.7
	12.6
	2.0
	14.7
	1269

	Upkeep of the shrubs
	81.6
	18.8
	62.9
	15.3
	3.1
	18.4
	1166

	Attractiveness of the shrubs
	80.6
	18.7
	61.9
	15.9
	3.5
	19.4
	1196

	Upkeep of the play equipment
	79.7
	13.7
	66.0
	15.8
	4.5
	20.3
	941

	Upkeep of the play surfaces
	78.5
	12.6
	66.0
	17.3
	4.2
	21.5
	937

	Upkeep of the park seating
	78.5
	11.0
	67.5
	18.5
	2.9
	21.5
	1154

	Litter bins
	77.2
	11.8
	65.4
	19.0
	3.8
	22.8
	1173

	Upkeep of the flower displays
	76.6
	19.6
	57.0
	18.5
	4.9
	23.4
	1161

	Attractiveness of the flower displays
	73.2
	21.4
	51.8
	20.5
	6.3
	26.8
	1217

	Keeping the park free from dog mess
	67.4
	9.7
	57.7
	23.4
	9.2
	32.6
	1136

	Lighting in the park
	59.1
	8.3
	50.8
	31.1
	9.8
	40.9
	975

	Keeping public toilets clean
	48.7
	6.8
	42.0
	32.0
	19.3
	51.3
	696


Presentation and upkeep of trees were both rated ‘excellent’ or ‘good ‘ by over 90% of respondents. High satisfaction levels were also expressed for lawn keeping and upkeep of shrubs (rated above 80% as excellent or good). 
Flower displays were rated as good or excellent by 76.6% of respondents. There is an interesting issue here, with a relatively high proportion classifying flower displays as excellent (21.4%) while at the same time a comparatively high proportion ( when compared against the ‘very poor’ ratings for other facilities) report them as very poor (6.3%). This may reflect a difference between parks or, equally a difference in taste: some prefer natural presentations, whereas some enjoy more formal displays. 

The provision and maintenance of litter bins is regarded as good or excellent by 77.2% of respondents. 

Keeping parks clear from dog mess is rated as good or excellent by 67.4% of respondents. A total of 948 responses were received for this question, 90% of which were from non-dog owners. There is a difference between dog and non-dog owners on this issue. Whereas 74.8% of the dog owners rated ‘keeping parks clear of dog mess’ as excellent or good, only 66.5% of non-dog owners gave it an excellent or good rating. The general perception of non-dog owners towards dogs might have also contributed to their decreased rating. For respondents with children, however, the proportion  that consider keeping parks clear from dog mess as good or excellent drops to 59%. 

Lighting in parks is not always an issue when the park has closing times between dusk and dawn. Nonetheless, from 975 responses on this issue, more than 60% reported lighting as being good or excellent. 

The level of cleanliness of public toilets was poor to very poor according to 51% of respondents. 
Reasons given for classifying maintenance and upkeep as poor. 

Table 13 summarises the responses given by respondents who found maintenance and upkeep of facilities poor or very poor. 642 respondents gave 887 replies. 
Table 13 : Reasons for classifying maintenance/upkeep as poor

	Reason
	Number of responses
	% of responses
	% of respondents

	too much dog mess
	114
	13
	18

	unclean public toilets
	106
	12
	17

	poor/lack of lighting
	104
	12
	16

	unattractive flower displays
	88
	10
	14

	unkempt lawns and grass
	58
	7
	9

	poor seating
	54
	6
	8

	poor general maintenance
	42
	5
	7

	other
	40
	5
	6

	n/a
	32
	4
	5

	lack of litter bins
	30
	3
	5

	dirty/unclean/litter
	29
	3
	5

	lack of toilets
	29
	3
	5

	litter bins overflowing
	29
	3
	5

	dogs roaming wild
	25
	3
	4

	unkempt play surfaces
	23
	3
	4

	unkempt play equipment
	19
	2
	3

	unattractive lawns and grass
	12
	1
	2

	feels unsafe
	11
	1
	2

	odd opening hours
	10
	1
	2

	unkempt trees and shrubs
	10
	1
	2

	lack of park keepers
	8
	1
	1

	outdated facilities
	7
	1
	1

	lack of facility
	5
	1
	1

	unattractive
	2
	0
	0

	Total
	887
	100
	138


642 respondents answered this question 

Significant differences between parks 

The following figures show the percentages of respondents who classified a facility as good or excellent. The borough rating for parks in general is given, together with the highest and lowest rated park.
Attractiveness of lawns

Borough Rating: 87% 

Highest Rating: Hammersmith Park, Fulham Palace, Furnivall Gardens and St Peter’s Square (100% each)
Others: Ravenscourt Park (97%), Wendell Park (96%), Eel Brook Common, Parsons Green and Wormwood Scrubs (92% each) 
Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (0% - 0 of 4), Shepherd’s Bush Green and Brompton Cemetery (50% each).
Attractiveness of the flower displays 

Borough Rating: 73% 

Highest Rating: Ravenscourt Park (91%), Bishops park (81%), Brompton Cemetery (100% - 3 of 3), Fulham Palace (100% - 4 of 4) and St Peter’s Square (100% - 7 of 7)

Others: Ravenscourt Park (93%), Hammersmith Park (92%), Margravine Cemetery (89%) and Bishop’s Park (81%). 

Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (0%- 4 of 4), Shepherd's Bush Green (16%), Frank Banfield Park and William Parnell (33%)
Attractiveness of the Shrubs 

Borough Rating: 81% 

Highest Rating: Fulham Palace (100% - 4 of 4), St Peter’s Square (100% - 7 of 7), Hammersmith Park (97%), Margravine Cemetery (95%) and Ravenscourt (94%)
Others: Bishops (88%), Wendell Park (86%), and South Park (84%). 

Lowest rated: Marcus Garvey Park (0% - 0 of 6), William Parnell Park (33% - 2 of 7), Shepherd’s Bush (37%) and Hurlingham Park (50%).
Attractiveness of the trees

Borough Rating: 94% 

Highest Rating: Fulham Palace, Marcus Garvey Park, St Peter’s Square and Wendell Park (100% each).

Others: Bishops Park, Ravenscourt and Hammersmith Parks (98% each). 

Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (33% 1.3 of 4 respondents), Shepherd’s Bush Green (77%), Hurlingham Park (79%).

Upkeep of Lawns

Borough Rating: 86%

Highest rated: Fulham palace, Furnivall Gardens, Parsons Green, St Peter’s Square (100% each).
Others: Hammersmith Park (98%), Wendell Park (96%), Ravenscourt (94%).

Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (50% - 2 of 4), Shepherd’s Bush, Brook Green (68%), 
Upkeep of Flower displays
Borough Rating: 77%
Highest rated: Fulham Palace Gardens, Furnivall Gardens (100% each), Hammersmith Park, Ravenscourt (93% each), Bishops Park (86%).

Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (25% - 1 of 4), Shepherd’s Bush (32%), Frank Banfield (33%)
Upkeep of Shrubs

Borough Rating: 82%

Highest rated: Fulham Palace, Furnivall Gardens (100% each), Ravenscourt (94%), Hammersmith (92%), Parsons Green (90%), Bishops Park (88%)
Lowest rated: William Parnell Park (40%), Shepherd’s Bush Green (44%), Marcus Garvey (50%).
Upkeep of Trees

Borough Rating: 92%
Highest rated: Fulham Palace, Hammersmith Park, Parson’s Green, Wendell Park (100% each).

Others: Ravenscourt (96%), Bishops (94%), South Park (93%), Wormwood Scrubs (92%).

Lowest rated: William Parnell Park (50%), Cathnor Park (50%), St Peter’s Square (58%).
Upkeep of Play Equipment

Borough Rating: 80%

Highest rated:  Frank Banfield Park, Fulham Palace Grounds (100% each), South Park (90%), Brook Green (87%), Ravenscourt (87%), Eel Brook Common (85%)
Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (0% - 0 of 4), William Parnell (25% - 2.8 of 7), St Peter’s Square (33%). 
Upkeep of Play Surfaces

Borough Rating: 79%

Highest rated: Frank Banfield Park, Fulham Palace, St Peter’s Square (100% each)

Others: Ravenscourt Park (87%), Normand Park (85%), Brook Green (84%).

Lowest rated: Furnivall Gardens, Cathnor Park (0% each), William Parnell (50%), Shepherd’s Bush Green (52%).
Upkeep of Seating

Borough Rating: 79%
Highest rated: Fulham Palace Gardens (100%), Parsons Green (91%), Furnivall Gardens (89%), Bishops Park (86%).

Lowest rated: William Parnell (25%), Cathnor Park (25% - 1 in 4), Wormholt Park (48%), Wormwood Scrubs (58%).

Provision/ Maintenance of Litter Bins 

Borough Rating: 77% 
Highest rated: Hammersmith (90%), Ravenscourt Park (84%), William Parnell (83%), South Park (82%). 

Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (25%), Margravine Cemetery (47%), Fulham Palace (50%).

Provision/Maintenance of lighting

Borough rating: 59%

Highest rated: Fulham Palace (100%), Furnivall Gardens (80%), Normand Park (74%). 
Lowest rated: Cathnor Park (0% - 0 of 4), Shepherd’s Bush, Hurlingham Park (38% each).
Keeping Park clear of dog mess
Borough rating: 67%

Highest rated: Fulham Palace Gardens, St Peter’s Square (100% each), Ravenscourt (76%)
Lowest rated: William Parnell Park, Cathnor (25% each), Wormholt (43%).

Keeping Public Toilets Clean

Borough Rating:49%
Highest rated: Fulham Palace (67%).
Lowest rated: William Parnell, Frank Banfield and Cathnor Parks (0%).

j. ACCESSIBILITY WITHIN PARKS

Table 14 shows that the vast majority of park-users (96%) found accessibility easy or very easy within their most frequently visited park.

Table 14: How easy is it to get around the park?

	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	1996%

	Very easy
	862
	63
	58.2

	Easy
	456
	33
	40.3

	Difficult
	37
	3
	1.4

	Very Difficult
	7
	1
	0.1

	Total
	1362
	100
	100


Altogether, 43 people reported having difficulty with access around the park (representing 3.2% of respondents). This figure rose to 9% for people stating they had a disability and there was little variability between parks.

Table 15 summarises reasons why people found some parks inaccessible. It is clear that for the borough as a whole, steps, and poor footpaths create the main obstacles to access.
Table 15: Reasons given for poor accessibility of park
	Category
	Total
	Percentage

	Steps/barriers
	14
	33

	other
	7
	16

	disabled/poor mobility
	5
	12

	no sign posting
	5
	12

	poor footpaths
	5
	12

	difficult to get in to the park
	3
	7

	more paved footpaths needed
	2
	5

	dogs mess
	1
	2

	lack of rails for guidance/aid
	1
	2

	Total
	43
	100


The actual numbers of park users mentioning accessibility issues is very low, so direct comparison between parks is not possible. However respondents’ comments, though few, are revealing. Bishops Park attracted most adverse comments (10) and included issues with steps, barriers, lack of sign posting and poor footpaths giving poor access for wheelchair users and those with push chairs – particularly near the duck pond. The need for the ramps and handrails is mentioned.  Steps and barriers have been mentioned as major issues to get around in Eel Brook Common with 5 respondents quoting them out of the total of 7 who mentioned accessibility issues in the park.
No other general conclusions can be drawn from any of the other individual parks as no specific park has been mentioned to have specific accessibility issues by more than two respondents. 

Travel patterns and catchment areas of parks 
a. GETTING TO THE PARK 

Respondents were asked How do you usually get to the Park?  and were given a range of options where they were asked to choose their main method of travel. Table 16  summarises the responses:
Table 16: Getting to the Park 
	Mode of transport
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	1996%

	Walk
	1170
	85
	76.2

	Other
	59
	4
	

	Bicycle
	54
	4
	8

	Bus
	38
	3
	5.1

	Car
	38
	3
	8.6

	Taxi
	17
	1
	0.1

	London Underground
	4
	0
	

	Motorcycle
	3
	0
	0

	British Rail
	1
	0
	

	Total
	1384
	100
	100


Note: 'Other’ category includes responses which indicated the use of multiple modes of transport to reach their favourite park
Mostly, people walk to parks. For all park-users, 85% usually walk to the park; and it takes less than 10 minutes to reach the park for most of these park-users (74%) (Ref: Table 17). This reflects the importance people place on visiting parks that are close to their home rather than travelling further a field. 
Table 17: Time taken to get to the local Park

	Time taken
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses
	1996%

	Less than 10 minutes
	1016
	74
	69.8

	10 minutes to 30 minutes
	268
	20
	27.2

	30 minutes to one hour
	84
	6
	2.6

	More than one hour
	3
	0
	0.3

	
	1371
	100
	100


Bicycles were used by 4% of respondents to get to parks on a regular basis. 
Only 3% of users travel by car even though over half of users (61.4%) have access to a car. Cars are usually used more by dog-owners and people who live in areas some distance from a popular open space. In areas close to popular open spaces, car use drops to half the borough average of 3%.

There are a number of differences in transport mode between wards. 

· Car use is greatest in College Park (8%) - perhaps reflecting the lack of popular parks in the ward. Only 64% walk to a park from this ward, in comparison to the Borough average of 85%.

· Bus usage is also greatest from College Park (18%), and Fulham Broadway (8%). These figures are comparatively much higher than the borough average of 3%. 
· Bus usage is least for Avonmore, Ravenscourt, Town, Parsons Green and Walham, Palace Riverside and Munster. Palace and Ravenscourt wards contain the borough’s two main parks -so walking is feasible for most people. 

· Cycling to parks is common with park-users in Fulham Broadway (10%), Askew, Hammersmith, North End and Avonmore and Brook Green (each 6%). 

Significant differences between parks 

A smaller proportion of people than average walk to Ravenscourt Park (80%), Bishops Park (82%), Wormwood Scrubs (79%) and Shepherd’s Bush Green (75%). The wide catchment area and nature of the open space may explain why a considerable number of users arrive by car for Bishops (5%) and Ravenscourt Parks (4%).

Hurlingham Park serves a local function with 83% walking, but is also important to people elsewhere in the borough for its sporting facilities. This is reflected in the high proportion of users arriving by car (10%). However, there seem to be no respondents using a bus to visit the park, and this may reflect the low Public Transport Accessibility (PTAL) score for this park. 

Shepherds Bush Green catchment area includes some important bus routes and the proportion of people arriving by bus reflects this (12%). It has the highest PTAL score of all the parks in the Borough. The shopping facilities will also influence visitors to this open space. Low car ownership in this area may partly account for almost nil proportion of car users. 

Wormwood Scrubs is reached on foot by only 79% of respondents. It is popular with cyclists (4%) and many people arrive by car (8%) reflecting its location, expanse and popularity with people from all over the borough. Very few people, however, arrive by public transport (4%), reflecting its low PTAL score. 
Fulham Palace (25%), Little Wormwood Scrubs (50%) and Lillie Road Rec (14%) attract more cyclists than the other parks in the borough. 
Most of the other parks serve localised catchment areas within which most people can walk easily.
b. CATCHMENT AREAS OF PARKS
Respondents were asked how long they usually took to get to their most frequently visited park or open space. 
Table 17 shows that 74% of park-users said that they took 10 minutes or less to reach their main park. Almost all of the remainder (20%) took between 10 and 30 minutes.

Most people do not travel to parks if it takes longer than 10 minutes. If the distribution of park-users taking longer than 10 minutes is considered then distinct patterns emerge. It is very clear that access to the nearest popular park for some residents is substantially worse in some parts of the borough than in others and it appears that both distance and barriers to walking have an effect. This is also illustrated in the Open Spaces Audit conducted in the year 2005.
In the Open Spaces Audit, a 400m buffer was marked for all the local, small local parks and other open spaces in the borough. An enlarged catchment area of 1200m was drawn for Ravenscourt and Bishops Park because of their popularity and designation as district parks. Areas with low accessibility to borough’s parks were identified to be on the eastern strip of the borough where it borders Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and towards the north of the borough in the College Park and Old Oak ward (MAP 1).

However, the above kind of spatial analysis fails to consider the demographics of different areas in the borough. For example, different areas in the borough exhibit varying levels of population density as well as built form density. 

Map 2, illustrating open space provision for every 1000 persons, gives a different picture of areas with reduced accessibility to the open spaces in the borough. Shepherd’s Bush, Askew, Town, North End and Hammersmith Broadway wards have less than 1000 sq m of public open space for every 1000 population, whereas College Park and Old Oak ward have more than 3 ha for every 1000 persons. However, College Park and Old Oak ward is also an area that has poor accessibility to borough’s parks, partly due to the barriers of road and rail surrounding Wormwood Scrubs. On the other hand, Askew and Town wards with less than 1000 sq m of open space for 1000 persons are in fact well served by Ravenscourt and Bishops Parks respectively, filling the deficiency in the extent of open space with high quality recreational facilities. This is supported by the evidence that for 60-70% of the respondents from Askew and Hammersmith Broadway wards, Ravenscourt Park is the main park, and that more than 57% of respondents from Town ward visit Bishop’s Park regularly. 
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Map 1: Access to Local Parks 2005 
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Map 2 Open space provision per 1000 population in 2005 
The wards with the highest proportions of people taking less than 10 minutes to reach their local park are Ravenscourt (91%), Palace Riverside (89%), Parsons Green and Walham (88%), Askew (83%), Avonmore and Brook Green (77%) and Munster (72%).

The wards with the highest proportions of people taking over 10 minutes to reach their local park are: North End (48%), Wormholt and White City (42%), Fulham Reach (41%), College Park & Old Oak and Fulham Broadway (35% each).  These wards are also the ones with most number of respondents who have not visited a park in the previous year.  The results from Table 18 below indicate the same. 
Table 18 Percentage of people having visited a Park

	
	Addison
	Askew
	Avonmore and Brook Green
	College Park and Old Oak
	Fulham Broadway
	Fulham Reach
	Hammersmith Broadway
	Munster
	North End
	Palace Riverside
	Parsons Green and Walham
	Ravenscourt Park
	Sands End
	Shepherd's Bush Green
	Town
	Wormholt and White City
	total

	yes
	91
	95
	84
	64
	75
	91
	91
	92
	75
	91
	96
	96
	91
	87
	93
	83
	88

	no
	9
	5
	16
	36
	25
	9
	9
	8
	25
	9
	4
	4
	9
	13
	7
	17
	12


Many areas within North End, Wormholt and White City, Fulham Reach, College Park & Old Oak and Fulham Broadway wards are relatively distant from a popular open space. There may be small open spaces close by, but they are not popular with many people and some will choose to travel further to reach an open space. This is highlighted by the fact that far more car owning households in these “remote areas” will use their vehicle to reach an open space. For example in College Park and Old Oak, 15% of households with access to a car will usually drive to the park. This figure is 11% for Fulham Broadway while it is 4.3% for the borough as a whole. Significantly less numbers (2%) of car owners drive to parks in Askew, Fulham Reach and Hammersmith Broadway, Sands End, Wormholt and White City wards. This is significant in that, for those with no access to a car or suitable public transport links, the opportunity of reaching a suitable open space is substantially reduced in some parts of the borough. 
According to the open space area availability analysis discussed earlier, wards like Hammersmith Broadway and Askew would be expected to be more reliant on car usage for visiting a park than represented by the figures from the above analysis. However, other factors to be considered are public transport accessibility, road congestion, figures for car ownership and pedestrian access facilities in these areas. For example, the 2001 Census indicates that 56% of households in Hammersmith Broadway ward have no access to a car, which is higher than the figures deduced from the survey: ward average (42%) and Borough average (39%). A high percentage of park users from the ward choosing to travel to their park by car either indicates that it is the easiest means of transport in the ward or that there is an absence of a suitable local park. 
Data on catchment areas was collected and compared for each of the 13 main parks identified in this survey by plotting the responses for each of these parks respectively. The catchment area of the larger parks for most visitors (about 80%) extends to 2 km from their boundaries with very little overlap between them. For the smaller parks, most visitors (90%) live within 1 km, again with little overlap, where 
parks are quite close together.
Security and safety in parks

a. PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY
Respondents were asked how safe they felt in their local park during the day, by providing a rating between very safe to very unsafe: 1380 responded. 

People were also asked to specify how safe they felt at night. Some of the borough parks are closed at night - a common municipal practice - so this question should have been ignored by some respondents. However, 1325 respondents still chose to answer this question, highlighting the fact that they hold a view. 

Table 19 shows the breakdown of how safe people feel during the day and night. It is encouraging to see that 93% of park-users feel safe or very safe. This drops, however, to only 23% for the night. These figures represent people who in the main have chosen to visit a park and exclude the views of non-park users.  These figures, when compared to the borough figures suggested by the study, “Assessing Hammersmith and Fulham’s performance: Results of the Place Survey 2008/09”,
 might help reveal the status of park safety in the borough. According to the study, 88% felt safe or very safe in the borough during the day and 49% felt so during the night. Upon comparison, the parks in the borough seem to be perceived more unsafe during the nights than the borough in general. This might be due to the lack of sufficient lighting and absence of any through traffic in the parks when compared to the other parts of the borough. 

Table 19: How safe people feel in the Park

	
	During the day Number of Responses
	During the day % of Responses
	During the night Number of Responses
	During the night % of Responses

	Very safe
	509
	37
	48
	4

	Safe
	766
	56
	255
	19

	Unsafe
	78
	6
	347
	26

	Very unsafe
	20
	1
	164
	12

	n/a
	7
	1
	511
	39

	Total
	1380
	100
	1325
	100


The survey also suggested that people who use the parks to walk their dog
 , bring their children
,or take short cuts are more likely to feel unsafe than other groups. Many dog-owners use the parks at the beginning and end of the day when less people are likely to be around - perhaps increasing their feeling of insecurity. Adults - often women - who bring children may do so because their children want to use the play facilities - even if many sometimes feel unsafe.

38% of respondents said that they felt unsafe using parks in the night. The largest single factor mentioned was the lack of park keepers (32% of respondents said this). This figure rises to 39% for park users who feel unsafe during the day because of the lack of park keepers. There is no general distinction between parks when the issue of respondents feeling unsafe after dark is considered across individual parks. 

27% of respondents mentioned better lighting as an important measure for improving security.  52% of those who felt unsafe in the parks during the night gave high priority to better lighting as opposed to 9% of respondents who felt unsafe in the day time. Lack of, or poor, lighting is mentioned as a concern for safety especially in Wormholt Park (65% - 15 of 23), Wormwood Scrubs (60% - 12 of 20) and Shepherd’s Bush Green (61% - 31 of 51) 
Significant differences between parks 

During the day most borough parks are regarded as safe or very safe by 92% of respondents. Fulham Palace (4 respondents), Lillie Road Rec (23 respondents), St Peter’s Square (7 respondents) have all been rated safe or very safe by all of their visitors. Ravenscourt Park is perceived as the next safest park (97% of respondents). 

During the day, significant proportions of users feel unsafe or very unsafe in Wormholt Park (32%) and Shepherd’s Bush Green (20% - 12 of 58). Hammersmith Park (16% - 8 of 40) and Wormwood Scrubs (16% - 4 of 25) are also parks that have lower than average proportions of users who feel safe during the day.

The open spaces where people say they feel significantly safer than average at night are Brook Green (38% - 45 of 119), Normand Park (35% - 11 of 31) and Hammersmith Park (32% - 13 of 41). There were other parks like Bayonne, Fulham Palace, Gwendwr Gardens and Sands End Open space with more than 50% mentioning they felt safe, but in each case the number of respondents was less than 10. 


b. OPTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN SECURITY 
Four options for improvements in security were provided in the questionnaire: 
more park keepers; security guards or police patrols; better lighting; and surveillance equipment. 

Respondents classified their relative importance between 1 (most important) and 4 (least important). 
Table 20 shows how many respondents classified each category as the most important measure to improve security. 
Table 20: Most important change to improve security in parks

	Security improvement
	Percentages

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	More park keepers
	32
	28
	19
	17

	Better lighting
	27
	24
	31
	16

	Security guards/police patrols
	26
	32
	26
	15

	Surveillance equipment
	16
	16
	24
	52

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100


Quite clearly it is the visible presence of more park keepers that most people think would be the best or preferable option in improving security. 32% of respondents rated this option as most important.  

Lighting is regarded as the most important improvement by 27% of respondents. 
Security guards or police patrols are a popular option, with 26% of respondents rating their introduction as the most important of the four options presented. 
Surveillance equipment is not a popular option, with only 16% believing that its introduction would provide the greatest improvement in security. 
Altogether, 58% believe that the most important change (from this list) would be to introduce more "officials” - whether security guards, police patrols or park keepers into the parks.

It is apparent from comments in other parts of this survey that people commonly believe that the presence of park keepers substantially increases their sense of safety and enjoyment of the park. Many have commented that they notice a general lack of keepers in many of the borough parks and would welcome an increase. Where park keepers are seen on a regular basis, many have commented on the “safe” and “secure” nature of the park (for example Hurlingham park). 
At the other extreme, the introduction of surveillance equipment would be the least popular measure. 52% of respondents felt that this was the least important security improvement. From comments made, the invasion of privacy in an informal and relaxing setting does not appear to be supported. 
Significant differences between parks 
There is a great deal of similarity in responses to this question in all parks. However, an interesting pattern is witnessed within the levels of significance attributed to each of the options. In general, small park respondents attributed high importance to all the four given options. 

Surveillance equipment is given the lowest priority in all parks, although relatively more Brook Green respondents (67%) rated this facility higher than average. 
More park keepers are seen as particularly important for Wormholt Park (67% - 14 of 21), Furnivall Gardens (57% - 4 of 7) and Ravenscourt Park (52% - 152 of 294). 

The introduction of security guards or police patrols are regarded as most important for William Parnell Park (80% - 4 of 5) and Wormholt Park (65% - 15 of 23). 

Better lighting is seen as most important for Frank Banfield Park (100% - 4 out of 4), Cathnor Park (67% - 2 of 3), Wormholt Park (65% - 15 of 23), Shepherd’s Bush Green (61% - 31 of 51) and Wormwood Scrubs (60% - 12 of 20). 

People not using parks 
For the borough as a whole, 393 respondents provided 470 reasons as to why they did not visit any borough parks in the year of the survey. Of the 393 respondents, 366 completed this section even though they had visited a park occasionally. Table 21 groups the responses into 7 general categories and Table 22 groups the responses provided in the open ended box towards the end of the question. 
Table 21 : Reasons given for not visiting a Park

	Reason
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Too far away
	136
	29

	I do not feel safe
	107
	23

	Does not offer suitable facilities
	60
	13

	Public transport inconvenient
	35
	7

	Difficult to get to
	39
	8

	Other
	93
	20

	Total
	470
	100


The total number of responses (158) mentioned in Table 22 do not match the number of ‘other’ reasons in Table 21. This is because there were a number of respondents who completed the open ended box provided at the end of the question, even if they did not tick the option ‘other’ in the list of check boxes provided. 

Table 22: Other reasons given for not visiting a park

	Reasons
	Number of Responses

	no time/too busy
	29

	not interested/no need
	26

	other
	25

	housebound/poor health
	23

	use none borough parks
	13

	have own garden
	8

	new resident
	8

	not attractive
	8

	not aware/no publicity
	6

	access issues
	5

	safety related
	4

	lack of facilities
	2

	parks not suitable
	1

	Total
	158


Clearly most people responding to this section chose not to visit borough parks because they say these are too far away (29%)
.  Some 23% said they did not feel safe, whilst 13% considered the parks did not offer suitable facilities. Other reasons for not visiting include having no time/too busy (29 respondents), have a garden (8), do not want to (26), or normally visit out of borough parks (13 respondents). 
Around 46% of residents not using parks claim they find access difficult. This is because the parks are too far away (29%), they are difficult to get to (9% - 44 respondents of which 5 mentioned it in the open ended text box), public transport is inconvenient (7%), or they do not know where parks are (1%). 
Around 24% said they do not use parks because of fear for their personal safety. A large proportion of these are older people, often with mobility issues. 

Around 13% say they do not visit parks because they are not suitable for their use. 

Around 5% of non-park-users say they are unable to use parks because they have a disability or are housebound. 

Almost 2% are new residents and claimed not to have visited parks yet. 
Significant differences between Wards 
As in other parts of this survey, significant differences occur in different parts of the borough. It is obviously not possible to compare differences between parks.  Instead, a breakdown by ward is provided. 

Suitable park at a far away distance
Borough rating: 29%

Highest Rating: Parsons Green (50% - 7 of 14 respondents), Town (45% - 10 of 22), Ravenscourt Park (39% - 7 of 18) and Askew (36% - 10 of 28). Lowest rating: College Park and Old Oak (8% - 2 of 26), North End and Fulham Broadway (22%- 6 of 27 each).

People in the fear of their safety

Borough rating: 23%

Highest rating: College Park and Old Oak (35%- 9 of 26), Askew (32% - 9 of 28) and Shepherd’s Bush Green (28% - 11 of 40). 

Lowest rating: Parsons Green and Walham (0%- 0 of 14), Fulham Broadway (11% - 3 of 27) and Ravenscourt Park (11% - 2 of 18)

Local parks not suitable

Borough rating: 13%

Highest rating: Avonmore and Brook Green (19% - 6 of 32), Addison (18% - 7 of 38) and Town (18% - 4 of 22) 

Lowest rating: Fulham Reach (3% - 1 of 29), Munster (4% - 1 of 28), Palace Riverside (5% - 1 of 21).

Public transport inconvenient

Borough rating: 7%
Highest rating: Parsons Green and Walham (14% - 2 of 14), College Park and Old Oak (12% - 3 of 26), Askew (3 of 28), Addison (4 of 38) and North End (3 of 27)(11% each)

Lowest rating: Town (0% - 0 of 22), Avonmore and Brook Green (0% - 0 of 32), Ravenscourt Park (0% - 0 of 18).

Difficult to get to 

Borough rating: 8%
Highest rating: Munster (21% - 6 of 28), Fulham Broadway (19% - 5 of 27) and Parsons Green and Walham (14% - 2 of 14)

Lowest rating: North End (0% - 0 of 27), Sands End (3%- 1 of 31) and Addison (3% - 1 of 38).

A total of 459 responses were received when non-park users were asked if any further changes and improvements would motivate them to visit borough’s parks. An encouraging number (36%) said they would, but 64% expressed no inclination in visiting parks even if any changes and improvements were to be made. 


Friends and committee groups 
The 2008 survey sought to understand the level of involvement of borough residents in the open spaces and parks of the borough. Respondents were asked if they were currently involved in their local park’s Friends committee or group and if they were interested in joining a group if they were not already involved.

Of the total 1294 responses received for this question, only 53 said that they were already involved in their local park’s Friends committee or group. Table 23 lists those parks that were identified as having resident involvement. 

Table 23: Membership in local park's Friends or Committee groups
	Park
	yes
	no
	yes %
	no%

	Becklow Gardens
	1
	 0
	100
	0

	Bishops Park
	10
	306
	3
	97

	Brook Green
	5
	117
	4
	96

	Eel Brook Common
	1
	91
	1
	99

	Hammersmith Park
	1
	36
	3
	97

	Little Wormwood Scrubs
	1
	1
	50
	50

	Margravine Cemetery
	2
	17
	11
	89

	Normand Park
	2
	31
	6
	94

	Ravenscourt Park
	15
	321
	4
	96

	Shepherd's Bush Green
	3
	54
	5
	95

	South Park
	3
	82
	4
	96

	St Peter's Square
	4
	2
	67
	33

	Wendell Park
	3
	23
	12
	88

	Wormholt Park
	1
	23
	4
	96

	Wormwood Scrubs
	1
	25
	4
	96

	Total
	53
	1241
	18.53
	81.47


A number of respondents expressed an interest in joining a local park’s friends group and were willing to be contacted in this regard. However, out of 1193 responses to this question it was only 22% that expressed an interest in joining a friends committee or group. This low figure implies that more could be done to raise awareness among the public regarding the functions and benefits of joining park’s friends and committee groups in the borough. 
Anything else?

The survey enabled respondents to add any other comments they might wish to make. They were asked: Is there anything else you wish to say about parks in your area? Up to three responses per applicant were coded and the results are summarised in Table 24.
There were 633 responses to this question.  Each response was categorised to identify major concerns. Allotment related comments were mentioned in 49 responses (8% of respondents) and the lack of wildlife/nature areas was another concern voiced by 40 responses (6% of respondents). 

Table 24: Other comments

	Category
	Number of responses
	% of respondents

	positive comments overall
	59
	9

	allotments
	49
	8

	N/A
	47
	7

	lack of wildlife/nature areas
	40
	6

	dog related
	33
	5

	other
	32
	5

	miscellaneous
	27
	4

	recycling facilities
	27
	4

	security related
	27
	4

	lack of park keepers
	21
	3

	poor layout landscaping
	19
	3

	lack of sport facilities
	17
	3

	lack of facilities for young children
	15
	2

	toilet related
	14
	2

	good maintenance
	13
	2

	lack of facilities for older children
	13
	2

	need for overall improvement
	13
	2

	café/need for improvement
	12
	2

	use vacant sites as green spaces
	12
	2

	positive comments about other parks
	11
	2

	lack of general maintenance
	10
	2

	lack of variety of play facilities
	10
	2

	lack of entertainment
	9
	1

	litter/dirty/broken glass
	9
	1

	play leaders/organised activities
	9
	1

	troublesome youths
	8
	1

	lack of publicity i.e. location/facilities
	7
	1

	public drinking
	7
	1

	more seating needed
	6
	1

	transport noise/pollution
	6
	1

	cycle lanes needed 
	5
	1

	good layout/design
	5
	1

	pools related
	5
	1

	inconvenient closing times
	4
	1

	lack of cultural activities
	4
	1

	park too small
	4
	1

	difficult to get to
	3
	0

	lack of facilities for older people
	3
	0

	poor lighting
	3
	0

	better layout for disabled people
	2
	0

	booking facilities
	2
	0

	good play facilities
	2
	0

	overpriced facilities
	2
	0

	adverse comments about other parks
	1
	0

	attractive flowers/trees/shrubs
	1
	0

	good refreshment facilities
	1
	0

	graffiti/vandalism
	1
	0

	parking spaces inadequate
	1
	0

	positive comments re children’s clubs
	1
	0

	safety barriers around play equipment
	1
	0

	Total
	633
	100



Parks user profiles

This section sets out to achieve a number of objectives. Firstly it provides an indication of who actually uses the parks, what are the age ranges, whether users go singly or in a group and whether they own a dog. Secondly, by cross-referencing categories from this section with responses elsewhere in the questionnaire it is possible to obtain indications of the level of satisfaction with parks from different groups of people. Equal opportunities monitoring can therefore be undertaken.
a. GENDER

Table 25 shows that women account for almost 67% of all those filling in the questionnaire. Comedia reported a similar proportion for surveys carried out in Southwark and Cardiff
. The 2001 Census reveals that is just above 52% of the population is female, so it appears that in general more women have returned the questionnaire than would be expected by chance. This may mean either that more women use the parks than men or that women are more likely to have filled in the questionnaire. This is likely as the breakdown of park-users and non park- users by gender is identical for this survey.

Other evidence is conflicting. Comedia observation exercises showed that the actual breakdown of male and female in parks is 60:40 respectively (Comedia, 1995). However observation work undertaken by schools in this borough suggests that the breakdown is closer to 60% women (LBHF, 1998) 
. The main difference between Comedia and Hammersmith exercises was the time of year and day of the week they were undertaken. Comedia observations were taken on a hot Sunday in Summer, Hurlingham and Chelsea and Peterborough schools observed users in winter during the week.
Table 25: Break down of park users by gender

	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Male
	436
	33.1

	Female
	880
	66.9

	Total
	1316
	100.0


The key point is that at different times of year and days of the week the breakdown of males and females using parks is likely to vary considerably. A higher proportion of males would be expected to use parks at weekends and a higher proportion of females, often with young children, to use the park during the week.

Women with young children are likely to make up a significant proportion of park-users and this appears to be confirmed by figures in this section. For the borough as a whole, households with 1 or more children between 0 -15 years old made up 21.6% of all households in the 2001 Census. For the survey, 24.8
% of park-users (of which 76.6%
 were women) said that they usually took children with them. This confirms that women with children make up a large and important group of park users. When considering respondents who do not take children to parks, the ratio of 33.4% male to 66.6% female is closer to the borough average break down. 

While this is the case with users accompanying young children, the opposite proves true in the case of those accompanying adults. 53% of male park users seem to be accompanied by another adult as compared to 47% of female visitors. 


b. AGE

Respondents were asked for the age range into which they fell. Table 26 shows the breakdown. The low response (less than 0.5%) from the under 18 group confirms the expectation that the survey forms would have been completed by an older person in the household. Therefore the views of this age group are likely to be underrepresented in this survey. 

Table 26: Park users by age
	Age group
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	16-17
	5
	0.4

	18-24
	38
	2.9

	25-29
	137
	10.4

	30-39
	380
	28.8

	40-49
	264
	20.0

	50-59
	179
	13.6

	60-64
	106
	8.0

	65-74
	120
	9.1

	75+
	90
	6.8

	Total
	1319
	100.0


Two age groups made up the vast majority of responses. 42.1% of all respondents fell into the 18-39 age range and 33.6% fell into the 40-60 age range. Many of these respondents were regular park-users often with children - hence the high response.

The 60-74 age group made up 17.1%, and the over 74 age group made up 6.8%, of all respondents.

Reasons for not visiting by age
There are some interesting differences between park-users and non-park-users when considering age. 
For age ranges from 18- 59 years, almost nine out of ten (88%) said they had visited a park in the past year. This drops to 86% for the 60 to 74 age group and rises to 94% for those 75 and over. 

It might be expected that the older age groups are less likely to bring children to the park and this is confirmed for this survey, with only 11% of those over 75 years old bringing children, in comparison to 43% of those between 30 and 59 years old. 
When reasons given for not visiting parks are considered for different age ranges, further differences emerge: for the older age groups poor health and disability are the main reasons given - 24% of those aged 75 and over mentioned this, compared to only 2% for the 30-59 year age group. 
For the 18-29years age group, the most common responses were that they had no time (9%), were new residents (7%) or suitable parks were too far away (24%). 

For the 30- 59 years age groups, main reasons for not visiting were given as: too far away (29%), they would not feel safe (20%) or the parks offered no suitable facilities (13%).
For the 60-75 age range: fear for safety and prohibitive distance from park (21% each) were the most frequently mentioned reasons for not visiting. 

As age increases, so does the proportion of respondents classifying themselves as disabled. Although it cannot be concluded that the disability will affect the persons access to or enjoyment of a park, it could be expected that the chance of this occurring will increase when larger proportions of respondents state they have a disability. 

For all age groups, the incidence of a disability was an average of 14.5%. 

This varied from only 0.8% of respondents in the 18-34 age groups, 15% for 40-60 and 28.3% for 60-74. For those over 74 years - 42% classified themselves as having a disability. 
4.1% respondents said they had a disabled member in their household; this varied from 3.5% for the 18-59 age group and 7% for the over 60 age group.   

Mobility impairment is the most commonly mentioned disability (32%).  Some 30% of the respondents live with someone with a mobility impairment and another 24% of the respondents said their movement is limited by physical impairment. This figure drops to 14% for their household members.
Both the above mentioned disabilities could result in reduced usage of parks and other outdoor recreation for these groups.  

How long it takes to reach the Park by age 

For the borough as a whole, 74% of park-users reach their park within ten minutes. However, for the youngest age range (16-17 years old), only 60% (2 of 5) reported reaching their park within 10 minutes. The proportion rises to over 70% for the 18 and above age groups and drops to 60% (38 of 63) for the ‘75 years and over’ age group.  For people aged 60 or above, over 20% take between 10 and 30 minutes to each their park. 
Table 27: Time of travel by age
	Age groups
	Numbers
	Percentages

	
	Less than 10
	30 min-1 hr
	10 min-30 min
	More than 1 hr
	Total
	Less than 10
	30 min-1 hr
	10 min-30 min
	More than 1 hr
	Total

	16-17
	3
	0
	2
	0
	5
	60
	0
	40
	0
	100

	18-24
	23
	3
	6
	1
	33
	70
	9
	18
	3
	100

	25-29
	92
	8
	20
	0
	120
	77
	7
	17
	0
	100

	30-39
	262
	15
	69
	0
	346
	76
	4
	20
	0
	100

	40-49
	174
	9
	48
	1
	232
	75
	4
	21
	0
	100

	50-59
	120
	7
	27
	0
	154
	78
	5
	18
	0
	100

	60-64
	64
	5
	17
	1
	87
	74
	6
	20
	1
	100

	65-74
	62
	10
	20
	0
	92
	67
	11
	22
	0
	100

	75+
	38
	9
	16
	0
	63
	60
	14
	25
	0
	100


The critical point is that, often, as age increases, the more difficult a journey to a park (or anywhere) will become and it will take longer. Ultimately, a park which is acceptably close for some people will be too far away to consider for others, even though the distance is the same. 
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c. ETHNIC ORIGIN - CENSUS CATEGORIES

Table 28 shows the ethnic breakdown of the survey respondents and is based on the 2001 census categories to allow comparison.

Table 28: Ethnic breakdown (all respondents)
	Ethnic group
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	White British
	807
	64.4

	White Irish
	47
	3.7

	White Any other White background
	225
	17.9

	Mixed White and Black Caribbean
	3
	0.2

	Mixed White and Black African
	10
	0.8

	Mixed White and Asian
	7
	0.6

	Mixed Any other Mixed background
	10
	0.8

	Asian or Asian British Indian
	20
	1.6

	Asian or Asian British Pakistani
	7
	0.6

	Asian or Asian British Bangladeshi
	2
	0.2

	Asian or Asian British Any other Asian background
	20
	1.6

	Black or Black British Caribbean
	35
	2.8

	Black or Black British African
	33
	2.6

	Black or Black British Any other Black background
	4
	0.3

	Chinese or other ethnic group Chinese
	8
	0.6

	Chinese or other ethnic group Any other
	16
	1.3

	Total
	1254
	100.0


White groups as a whole make up 86% of respondents in comparison to a Census figure of 77.8% of the population as a whole. All other groups are under-represented in the survey. It should be noted that 22.7 % of respondents (369 out of 1623) did not complete this section. 

As a whole, ethnic minorities other than white are under represented when compared to the actual borough breakdown with only 15% of all respondents classified into groups other than White. The Census indicates that ethnic minorities actually make up 23% of the population. 

Some of the variation can be explained by the fact that large sections of the catchment areas of the most popular parks fall into areas with higher than average proportions of white residents. Even so it is clear that ward by ward, there is a consistent under representation of ethnic minority groups, with on average about a third less respondents than would be expected from the census returns. 

The shortfall may be due to one or more of the following factors: The majority of those 

· not completing the ethnic monitoring section of the questionnaire fell within ethnic minority groups 

· ethnic minority groups as a whole are less likely to use parks and therefore are less likely to respond.
By taking account of the differences in the ethnic breakdown between the survey and the census, responses can be weighted accordingly to reflect the actual Borough population. However, because of the relatively low number of responses, it is difficult - other than for the Borough as a whole – to break the analysis down to anything less than "ethnic minority" groups without losing the significance of the results.
Table 29: Park use by ethnic group
	Ethnicity code
	Ethnicity
	Yes
	No
	Total
	Yes %
	No %

	1
	British
	625
	94
	719
	87
	13

	2
	Irish
	40
	5
	45
	89
	11

	3
	Any other White background
	183
	24
	207
	88
	12

	White group 
	848
	123
	971
	87
	13

	4
	White and Black Caribbean
	2
	0
	2
	100
	0

	5
	White and Black African
	9
	0
	9
	100
	0

	6
	White and Asian
	5
	2
	7
	71
	29

	7
	Any other Mixed background
	9
	1
	10
	90
	10

	8
	Indian
	15
	2
	17
	88
	12

	9
	Pakistani
	6
	1
	7
	86
	14

	10
	Bangladeshi
	2
	0
	2
	100
	0

	11
	Any other Asian background
	16
	1
	17
	94
	6

	12
	Caribbean
	32
	2
	34
	94
	6

	13
	African
	27
	5
	32
	84
	16

	14
	Any other Black background
	3
	1
	4
	75
	25

	15
	Chinese
	6
	2
	8
	75
	25

	16
	Any other
	15
	1
	16
	94
	6

	Ethnic group: Average
	147
	18
	165
	89
	11

	Total
	995
	141
	1136
	87.5
	12.5


If the percentage of respondents using parks are classified by ward it would be expected – all else being equal- that the percentages of respondents using parks would be similar to the borough figures whatever ethnic group. However, a high degree of variation is noticed in the number of people visiting parks based on their ethnic background. While 93% of white respondents in Fulham Reach visited a park in the previous year, only 73% from an ethnic minority visited one. A similar situation exists with respondents from Munster ward (white group: 94%, ethnic minority group: 67%). However, one has to consider the low representation of ethnic minority groups in the survey responses which might lead to this variation.   

Table 30: Ethnic breakdown by wards

	Wards
	White group
	Ethnic minority group

	
	Numbers
	Percentages
	Numbers
	Percentages

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes%
	No%
	Yes
	No
	Yes%
	No%

	Addison
	64
	7
	90
	10
	7
	1
	88
	13

	Askew
	78
	2
	98
	3
	9
	1
	90
	10

	Avonmore and Brook Green
	57
	8
	88
	12
	9
	7
	56
	44

	College Park and Old Oak
	15
	5
	75
	25
	9
	6
	60
	40

	Fulham Broadway
	39
	12
	76
	24
	6
	1
	86
	14

	Fulham Reach
	65
	5
	93
	7
	8
	3
	73
	27

	Hammersmith Broadway
	59
	7
	89
	11
	10
	2
	83
	17

	Munster
	75
	5
	94
	6
	4
	2
	67
	33

	North End
	30
	11
	73
	27
	5
	8
	38
	62

	Palace Riverside
	49
	6
	89
	11
	5
	1
	83
	17

	Parsons Green and Walham
	66
	3
	96
	4
	1
	1
	50
	50

	Ravenscourt Park
	72
	2
	97
	3
	7
	1
	88
	13

	Sands End
	73
	7
	91
	9
	11
	4
	73
	27

	Shepherd's Bush Green
	55
	9
	86
	14
	14
	2
	88
	13

	Town
	59
	3
	95
	5
	3
	0
	100
	0

	Wormholt and White City
	46
	4
	92
	8
	14
	9
	61
	39

	Total
	902
	96
	90
	10
	122
	49
	71
	29


Because it is likely that the main park used by most residents in each ward would be the same, it is possible that it is the park and its facilities, as well as its location, that has an effect on which groups are most likely to use it.  From this survey it appears that in some wards people falling in the majority group are more likely to use parks than people belonging to minority groups. Although the response from the Irish population was slightly (but not significantly) lower than the Census would suggest - Survey 3.7% and Census 4.8% - the level of usage, and opinions of the parks by people within this group is not significantly different to the white population as a whole.

Reasons given for not using parks
Significant differences in the level of responses between ethnic groups for why parks are not used are listed below: 
· 31% of Ethnic Minority respondents said that parks were too far away or difficult to get to with only 25% of white non-users giving the same reasons. 
· 8.7% of white non-users said they choose not to visit open spaces due to lack of time, having a garden, or not wanting to visit. This is similar to that of the Ethnic Minority non-users

From these responses and the different levels of use between minority ethnic groups and the white population as a whole, it appears that the existence of a suitable park nearby is one of the key factors in determining whether local residents visit. It appears that members of ethnic minority groups are more likely to live in areas without a suitable park nearby (Ref: Map 3). 
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Map 3 : Ethnic group population distribution according to 2001 Census (Source: 2001 Census LBHF)
Other factors 
For visitors of parks, there are significant differences in the numbers of people accompanying the respondent on a regular basis depending on ethnic group. 

People falling within the Indian/ Pakistani/ Bangladeshi grouping are less likely to visit the park alone and will visit in larger numbers than other groups. For example, only 47% of responses given by the White ethnic group indicated that they regularly visit with more than one companion, whereas this rises to 75.4% for the responses received from the Indian/Pakistani/Bangladeshi grouping. Social and Cultural differences or fear for safety may explain this pattern.

d. DISABLED PEOPLE 
Respondents were asked ‘Do you or anyone in your household have any long term illness, health issue or disability which limits your daily activities or the work you can do? ’. Table 31 shows that nearly 13% of respondents considered they had a disability. Another 4% mentioned the presence of someone in their household with disability. 

Table 31: People saying they have a disability
	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Yes, you
	164
	12.8

	Yes, someone in your household
	53
	4.1

	No, no-one in your household
	1067
	83.1

	Total
	1284
	100.0


A large proportion of older people fall into this category and all respondents saying they have a disability are significantly less likely to visit a park than other respondents. 

· While 88% of respondents indicating they did not have a disability had visited parks in the last year this percentage slightly falls to 86% of those stating they did have a disability. 

· Non-park-users gave reasons for not visiting and when these reasons are split between whether or not a person has a disability, the differences are significant. 

· The highest mentioned categories for disabled people not choosing to visit parks were: too far away (18%), health issues (18%) and safety concerns (16%). This suggests that many disabled people would in fact visit a park if they were provided with the opportunity and nearby facilities. 

Access to parks is a key issue for disabled people. Only 33% of people saying they have a disability also have access to a car, and whilst most walk to open spaces , the increased importance of accessible public transport for disabled people is clear. 

Walking is the main way of reaching a park. While 86% of people without a disability who use parks walk there, this drops to 77% for disabled people. 

Public transport is essential for many disabled people. While only 1% of people without a disability arrive by bus, underground or taxi, this rises to 10% for disabled people. 

Distance to a park is a deterrent to many people with disabilities and if public transport and the location of bus stops is poor, the deterrent is compounded. 

e. SIZE AND MAKE-UP OF GROUPS VISITING PARKS
Respondents in households containing children are more likely to use parks than those without.  For all park-users, 31% said that they attended with one or more toddlers, 33% arrived with children aged 5-16 years and  62% arrived with another adult.  
There are some interesting differences in group size when considering ethnic origin. (Due to the small sample in each of the Ethnic Origin categories this comparison was between "White" and "ethnic minority”).
As discussed earlier, ethnic minority respondents are more likely to visit a park as part of a group and that group is likely to be larger than groups accompanying white respondents.
Although sample sizes cannot provide significant results, it is evident that larger groups of park visitors are common for Indian, Bangladeshi, Pakistani and Black - African respondents.
f. HOUSING

This section is intended to be used in conjunction with other indicators to build up a profile of park users. For example, the private rented sector tends to have a relatively high turnover of residents who are also quite likely to be single or without children.
Table 32 shows that the majority of respondents of this survey are owner occupiers (60%). This percentage is higher than the 2001 Census figure of 44%. Both local authority and private rented sectors are underrepresented in the survey. Almost 12 % of respondents have a Housing Association property.
The differences largely reflect the location of the most popular open spaces. Owner occupied property is often close to open space. Private rented property, in particular, is often located in areas with less open space. As other parts of this report have demonstrated, people were significantly more likely to respond to this survey if they were close to and regularly used open space.

Table 32: Housing tenure

	Type
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Owner occupied
	768
	60.1

	Private rented
	213
	16.7

	Local authority
	135
	10.6

	Housing association
	148
	11.6

	Other
	13
	1.0

	Total
	1277
	100.0


A much higher proportion of respondents from Housing Association and Council housing (52% each) regularly take children to a park. 
48% of Owner Occupiers take children and only 30% of respondents living in private rented property regularly take children to parks. 
g. ACCESS TO A CAR 
This question was included to analyse travel patterns and also to act as an indicator of deprivation (although in London, access to a car on its own is a relatively poor indicator as many people choose not to have cars). 
Table 33 shows that for all respondents, 61.4% said they had access to a car. This is slightly higher than the 2001 census indicates (40.4%), but may be closer to the current level of car access with the increase in ownership over the past 9 years. 
If the percentage of people with no access to a car is compared ward by ward, a similar pattern emerges across the borough with consistently less people having no access than the 2001 census would indicate. For example, for Shepherd's Bush and College Park and Old Oak wards the 2001 census indicated that 57% of households had no access, whereas the corresponding figures for this survey were 51% and 53% respectively.

Table 33: Access to a car

	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Yes
	802
	61.4

	No
	505
	38.6

	Total
	1307
	100.0


Almost 87% of people with access to a car reported visiting a park, whereas the percentage for those without access to a car rose slightly to 88%. These figures are different from the 1996 survey results which were 88% and 81% respectively.  The 2008 survey results show that no specific relationship between car ownership and park usage exists. This could indicate increased level of accessibility to the parks via other modes of transport. 
For those with access to a car, only 3.5 % say they normally use their vehicle to get to a park, which is considerably lower than the 1996 figure of 14%. Differences exist between different wards.  It appears that that as long as a suitable park is close by, levels of car usage will remain low, for example Palace Riverside, Parsons Green & Walham, Ravenscourt Park and Sands End have some of the highest car ownership levels in the borough (respectively 34.6%, 35.9%, 43.2% and 42.3%), but only 3% of car owners drive to their local park.

However, for other wards, including College Park and Old Oak and Fulham Broadway, the proportion of respondents using their cars rises substantially to nearer 13%. This appears to reflect the fact that no suitable open spaces are close-by and that car owners will drive to reach suitable open spaces. Unless there are also suitable public transport links, many non-car owners will be disadvantaged in wards such as College Park and Old Oak. 

h. ACCESS TO GARDENS 

In common with other inner London boroughs, a significant proportion of residents in Hammersmith and Fulham have no access to a garden. Table 34 shows that 40.2% of all respondents have no access to a garden. 
A garden, however small, gives easy and unlimited access to an open space. Furthermore, people in households with gardens have the choice of using their own garden or visiting a local park. In fact, for those not using parks, one of the more common reasons given for not visiting was that the respondent had a garden and had no need or desire to visit a park. This choice is not enjoyed by those with no access and so the existence of suitable open space nearby assumes more importance.
Table 34: Households with access to a garden

	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Yes
	784
	59.8

	No
	527
	40.2

	Total
	1311
	100.0


It might be expected that those with no access to a garden would be more likely to use an open space than people with gardens. However it appears that those with and without gardens are equally as likely to visit parks on a regular basis (88% of people without a garden visited a nearby park compared to 87% with a garden). 

If it is accepted that the proximity of a park is one of the key factors determining the likelihood of its usage, then the number of households in an area without access to a garden is important.
Areas with high proportions of households with no access to a private gardens and poor accessibility to parks should be an important consideration. This becomes increasingly significant when these households include children. There were significant differences between wards in the proportion of households without access to a garden: Palace (15%), Ravenscourt Park (27%) and Munster wards (27%) had less than 30% of respondents without access to gardens, whereas this proportion rises to over 60% for North End (71%) and Addison (62%) wards.


i. DOG-OWNERS

Dog-owners form a large park-user group and are often the most frequent visitors to a local park. The issue of dogs and parks is, however, one of the most contentious and frequently raised concerns of park users, as highlighted in other sections of this report.

Table 35 shows that almost one in ten visitors to parks own a dog, the vast majority of whom regularly bring their dog to their local park, often twice a day.

Table 35: Percentage of dog owners

	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	Yes
	112
	8.5

	No
	1198
	91.5

	Total
	1310
	100.0


The number of female respondents who have a dog and bring it regularly for a walk in a park is almost the same as for male respondents (19% and 18% respectively). 

The importance of parks to dog-owners as a place to exercise their animals was highlighted in the 1996 survey when 96% of dog-owners reported visiting a park. However, in 2008 this figure had dropped, with only 85% of dog-owners reporting that they visited park in the last year.  This could indicate dissatisfaction among the dog-owners group regarding the facilities being offered to them. 

Table 36: Parks visited by dog owners and non dog owners

	Dog owners
	Visited park

	
	Numbers
	Percentages

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes%
	No%

	yes
	83
	15
	85
	15

	no
	958
	131
	88
	12


Dog-owners with children provide some interesting comments as they encompass two often conflicting groups. Almost 60% of dog-owners bring their children along while visiting a park. The importance of dog exercise areas is highlighted as is the need for other dog-owners not to allow their dogs to foul in non-designated areas. Also, respondents said that more dog bins should be provided and owners should clear up their animals’ mess in exercise areas and that stricter enforcement should be introduced. Some owners with children complained that they cannot take their dogs into some areas where their children may wish to go.
In general, people are supportive of dog exercise areas, but dog-owners highlight a number of issues with these facilities, for example they smell, are not large enough for exercise and that other owners do not clean up after their animals. However, 55% of dog owners report that the dog exercise areas in their main parks are good or excellent. This figure decreases to 22% for non-dog-owners. Only 28% of dog-owners rate the dog exercise facilities as poor or very poor, whereas only 11% of non-dog owners rate them low. It is important to note here that park-users who make use of dog exercise areas are not only more critical, but are also more appreciative of them than those who do not use the areas. This possibly points towards non-dog owners’ relative lack of interest in the efficiency of dog exercise areas apart from their effectiveness in keeping the rest of the areas in restricted dog use. 

A large proportion of complaints/dislikes are dog related (20%). However people who bring dogs to parks are less likely to complain and the nature of their complaints are more likely to relate to issues with dog exercise areas.

Although most dog-owners walk to the park (92%), almost 5% reported using their car on a regular basis. This is in comparison to non- dog-owners of whom only 2% regularly travel by car. Car owners are more likely to have dogs than non-car owners, and when all car owners are considered those with dogs are more likely to use their vehicle than non-dog owners. 
When considering safety in parks, people with dogs rate themselves significantly less safe than those without - both at day and night. This may be because dog-owners are more likely to be in the park alone and also take their dogs at quieter times. COMEDIA note in observation exercises that people bring dogs into parks generally early in the morning or last thing at night.
Dog-owners are much more likely to have access to a garden than non dog-owners. 12% of park-users with gardens also own dogs. This is in comparison to only 4% of park-users who do not have access to a garden. 

Variations between Parks 

There is a wide variation between parks: some are substantially more popular with dog-owners than others. The borough figure of 8.5% dog-owners varies from 6% for Bishops Park to 29% for Wormholt Park (the sample size for a few other parks with greater or lower proportion of visitors with dogs is very small and these parks are excluded from the results discussed here). 

In general, parks with low percentages of dog owners include Bishops, Ravenscourt, Brook Green (6% each), Normand Park (10%), and Eel Brook Common (13%). 

Those parks with high proportions of dog-owners visiting include Wormwood Scrubs (18%), South Park (19%), Hurlingham Park (21%), Lillie Road (24%) and Wormholt Park (29%).
Other parks are close to the average for the borough, or the samples are too small to be statistically significant. Dog-owners are much more likely to use their cars to get to the park, but this again varies between parks (5% use their cars in comparison to only 2% for non-dog-owners).
 
j. RELIGION OR FAITH

Respondents were asked their religion or faith to understand the possible correlation that existed between users’ tendency towards visiting parks and open spaces and in catering to meet their specific concerns and needs. This question was not asked in 1996.
Table 37: Religion/ faith based breakdown

	
	Number of Responses
	% of Responses

	None
	316
	25.6

	Christian
	804
	65.2

	Buddhist
	13
	1.1

	Hindu
	19
	1.5

	Jewish
	9
	0.7

	Muslim
	45
	3.6

	Sikh
	3
	0.2

	other
	24
	1.9

	Total
	1233
	100.0


A number of respondents chose the option ‘none’ as their answer (25%).
Christians make up the majority of the respondents, with 65.2% of the total. This is slightly higher than the borough average according to the 2001 census (63.6%). All the rest of the religions have more or less the same survey representation as in the census, except in case of Muslims and Hindus. 

Whereas, according to the 2001 census, Muslims represent 6.8% of the borough’s population, they make up only 3.6% of the total survey respondents. Hindus on the other hand are represented more (1.5%) in the survey sample than compared to the borough figures (0.1%). This under representation and over representation may be for two reasons. Firstly, it could indicate that the breakdown between specific religious groups has changed since the 2001 census. Secondly, it could indicate that most of the parks in the borough are located close to an area with high or low concentrations of respective religious groups. 
Table 38: Park users by religion/faith

	 

 Religion
	Visited park
	Total
	% visited park

	
	Yes
	No
	
	Yes
	No

	None
	241
	40
	281
	86
	14

	Christian
	645
	86
	731
	88
	12

	Buddhist
	11
	2
	13
	85
	15

	Hindu
	15
	0
	15
	100
	0

	Jewish
	9
	0
	9
	100
	0

	Muslim
	33
	8
	41
	80
	20

	Sikh
	2
	0
	2
	100
	0

	other
	21
	3
	24
	88
	13


Table 39 depicts data related to religious groups and their use of parks. The borough average for people who have visited a borough park or open space in the last year is around 80%. All the religious groups, except for the Muslim group, show figures higher than the borough average. 80% of the Muslim respondents said they had visited a park in the previous year. All the Hindu, Sikh and Jewish respondents to the survey visited a park in 2008. 
One has to remember that the survey sample for these groups are very small and may not be suitable for generalisation.  

Conclusions
a. Location and catchment areas
Bishops Park and Ravenscourt Park are by far the most popular open spaces in the borough, with almost 50% of respondents referring to one or the other as their most frequently visited open space. In general, they are recognised as having the most popular, the widest variety and best maintained facilities of all the parks.

Although the catchment areas of these two parks are the largest, they do not overlap significantly. Ravenscourt Park serves the north west of the borough and Bishops Park serves the south west. Their influence is however significantly less in the east and north of the borough. 
It is in the east and centre of the borough where the percentage of park-users as a proportion of all residents is at its lowest. Particular wards with lower numbers of park users include College Park and Old Oak, Fulham Broadway and North End. It appears that this is largely due to the lack of any convenient and popular open spaces in these areas. This scenario is very similar to the one in 1996. Also, a number of respondents from these wards seem to be visiting out-of-borough parks. 
b. Uses, likes and dislikes of parks and open spaces

Most people use the parks to walk or sit quietly, bring their children to use the play areas, or to take a short cut. Convenience and proximity are the main attraction of the smaller parks, but are mentioned less as an attraction of the larger parks where the layout and general appearance takes on greater significance.  Hammersmith Park has the highest proportion of users for all parks who mention the layout and appearance as being an important attraction.
The main dislikes of parks are dog-related, litter and concerns with personal safety, although these issues vary significantly between parks.

In general, most facilities are highly rated with paved walkways and benches/seating scoring particularly highly. The lowest rated facilities are toilets and cafes, and suggestions for new or improved facilities in parks are mainly for cafes, toilets, children's play areas and tennis courts. However, there is wide variation between parks and each one needs to be separately considered and to build up an accurate picture.

For the borough as a whole, it is trees, shrubs, lawns and grassed areas that are rated as being the best maintained features of open spaces.
Keeping toilets clean, lighting in the parks, removal of dog mess and flower displays, are regarded as being the worst maintained elements of parks.

Over 98% of park-users say that they find getting around the parks as easy or very easy. Certain features are identified as providing barriers to access.
The reasons mentioned for visiting the borough’s parks and their main attractions have varied little between the two surveys. However, the 2008 survey points to some improvements in certain aspects of the parks, especially regarding the maintenance of ponds and public drinking related issues. Lighting in the parks and maintenance of tennis courts, were mentioned to be in need of more attention in the 1996 survey. 
c. Getting to the park
Most people walk to parks (85%), and for most it takes less than 10 minutes to get to their main park. Cycles are regularly used by 4% of park-users and cyclists are particularly attracted to parks with cycle lanes. Only 3% use cars even though over 60% have access to a vehicle. 
There is variation in different parts of the borough on method of transport used to get to a park. In Avonmore and Brook Green, North End and Fulham Broadway, people need to travel further to reach parks and are more likely to use cars if they have access to these.

Public transport (almost exclusively bus) is used by 3% of respondents to reach an open space. (This proportion increases for Old Oak and College Park (19%) and Fulham Broadway (8%) wards).
Walking continues be the most frequent mode of travel to parks according to both the 1996 and 2008 surveys. In the 2008 survey there is a decrease, compared to 1996, in the number of people who use other modes of transport such as cars and public transport.

d. Safety and Security

93% of park-users claimed they felt safe or very safe in the park during the day. This drops to 23% during hours of darkness.
Lack of park keepers was mentioned as the largest single factor (32%) making people feel unsafe (this applies to areas not closed at night). Other reasons given for feeling unsafe include lack of, or poor, lighting and feeling uneasy in the presence of people loitering or drinking.

Significantly higher proportions of certain groups of people report feeling unsafe during the day. These are people taking shortcuts, people walking their dog and people bringing children to use the play area.

The most popular single option for improving the feeling of security is to provide more park keepers. 
The least popular single option is the introduction of surveillance cameras. 
An almost equal proportion of respondents said they felt safe or very safe in the borough’s parks during day time in both the 1996 and 2008 surveys, but a further 10% reported feeling unsafe or very unsafe at night in the 2008 survey when compared to the 1996 results. 

e. Non-Park users
Most people who do not visit parks say that they choose not to because of lack of time, they have no inclination or because they are housebound. 
Almost 33% mentioned distance as the main reason for their inability to visit a park. About 25% of non-park users say that they fear for their safety. This is particularly the case for many older people and women. 

Around 13% felt that the parks close to them are not suitable for their use. 
f. Respondent Profile 

Almost 67% of respondents were women. This is higher than the 2001 Census figure of 52% of the borough population being women. 
Respondents showed a similar age profile to the 2001 census, except that very few respondents were under 18 years old. There are also smaller proportions of older respondents. 
Ethnic background was monitored for each respondent (22.7% of respondents did not complete this section). Proportions of ethnic minority groups are consistently less than the 2001 Census suggests for the borough. Whereas 22% of the population belongs to an ethnic minority group according to the to the 2001 census, this proportion drops to only 15% for this survey. 
There is a slightly higher representation of women, ethnic minority groups and disabled respondents in the 2008 survey when compared to the 1996 survey. 

Whereas 12% of white respondents said they did not use parks, the figure rises to 14% for ethnic minority respondents. The most popular parks are located close to areas with low proportions of ethnic minority groups and it appears that this is a main reason for the discrepancies in ethnic minority representation. There is also evidence that parks in areas of higher ethnic minority concentrations are not as popular for those groups as for white respondents. 
13% of respondents said they had a disability, and whilst for most this did not affect their use of the park, a significantly higher proportion are unable to visit parks even though many would if they were given the opportunity. Distance from home, public transport provision and the accessibility of a park are important factors affecting the likelihood of a person visiting. 
59% of respondents have access to a garden, but most respondents with a garden live close to a popular open space. Conversely, it is the areas that are deficient in open space provision that have significantly lower proportions of residents with access to a garden.

8.5% of park visitors own a dog.  

Appendix 1

PROFILES OF THE FIVE MOST POPULAR PARKS
RAVENSCOURT PARK

PARK USERS

The 357 users of Ravenscourt Park account for 22% of all survey respondents that said they had visited a park in the borough.

REASONS FOR VISITING

65% of the visitors to Ravenscourt Park visit it frequently (more than 99 visits a year) or moderately frequently (11-99 visits a year). Almost 1 in 4 (26%) said they visited over 100 times.

The main reasons for visiting the park is to walk or sit quietly (27.2 %), to bring the children (17%) and to use the play area (10.7%). About 15% also said they used the park as a short cut. Exercise (13.2%) and play areas (10.7%) are the other important factors for people to visit the park. 

WHAT PEOPLE LIKE ABOUT THE PARK

The following are the percentage of responses received when the respondents were asked what they liked about the park. Also provided are borough responses.
10.8% liked the general layout (borough – 9.7%).

9.5% said they liked the play facilities (borough – 8.3%).

8.4% said the convenience/proximity to home was a major bonus. This is much lower than the overall borough figure of 16.2% and may be explained by the fact that people come further to visit this park when compared to most other parks in the borough.

8.4% said they liked the presence of trees and shrubs in the park (borough - 6.3%)

7.8% liked the peace and quiet and fresh air (borough - 9.7%).

7.7% like the size of the park (borough – 5.7%).

6.4% mentioned the cafe (borough – 3.1%).

5.3% also said they liked the lake (borough – 1.7%).

WHAT PEOPLE DISLIKE ABOUT THE PARK

12.2% said the pond is dirty (borough – 4.6%).

11% mentioned dogs and dogs mess as an issue (borough – 14.3%).

8.2% mentioned safety related concerns (borough – 7.1%)

7.6% mention litter as an issue (borough – 7.5%).

6.4 % of people completing this section mentioned issues with the café (borough- 6%).

6.4 % mentioned public drinking as an issue. This is higher than the borough average (borough – 5.2%).

5.8% mentioned a dislike for the general appearance of the park (borough- 6.9%). 

GENERAL FACILITIES
Children's play areas

The play areas in Ravenscourt Park are highly regarded. They are mentioned by 24% of users as excellent and by another 44% as good (borough rating – excellent 18% and good - 40%). Upkeep of the play areas has been classified as poor or very poor by only 2% of the total visitors to Ravenscourt Park. A substantial number of people said they do not use these facilities (102 respondents or 30%) indicating that the park serves different user groups with varying needs. 
Sand Pits

52% of park-users gave sand pits a rating. Of these people 86% said they were good or excellent.

Paddling pools

55% of Ravenscourt Park-users gave paddling pools a rating. Of these people 81% said they were good or excellent.
Boating Lake/ Pond

57% of users gave a rating for this facility. Of them 64% rated it as good or excellent.

Cafe

While only a few park users mention use of the café as a main reason for visiting the park, it is mentioned as an attraction of the park by 6.4% of visitors. A further 6.4% called for the cafe to be improved or replaced in comparison with 8.3% for the borough as a whole. However, almost 2 out of 3 users said the café was good or excellent. 246 users gave a rating to the cafe - this represents more than two thirds of all Ravenscourt Park users responding to the survey and gives some indication as to its level of use. 
Toilets 
While 62% of park users gave a rating for the toilets, a further 33% said they did not use them. 24% said they were good or excellent (borough rating- 15%) and a third said they were very poor (borough rating-11%). 
Adventure Playground 
51% of park users rated this facility and of these, 82% gave it a rating of good or excellent. A high proportion of respondents said they did not use the adventure playground facilities in the park.
Wildlife/Nature Areas 
62% of users gave a rating and of these, 71% said the facility was good or excellent. 14% of park users said that the park did not have a wildlife/ nature area. 
Dog exercise areas 

51% of park users gave the dog exercise areas a rating and of these, 66% said they were good or excellent. 
Seating 
94% of park users commented on the seating in this park and 89% rated these. 78% said they were good or excellent (borough rating 68%). 
Paved walkways 
80% of park users commented on the walkways in this park.  84% said they were good or excellent (borough rating 71%). 
SPORTS FACILITIES 

More than half of respondents who are users of Ravenscourt Park gave a rating for the tennis courts. 37% rated them as good or excellent (borough average - 34%). 
55% of park users commented on football pitches and 16% of these gave these a rating of good or excellent (borough average 18%).

Bowling greens were given a rating by 81% of park users and were rated good or excellent by 79% of these people. 
SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW OR IMPROVED FACILITIES 
166 suggestions were received from Ravenscourt Park users. The main requests were for new/improved toilets (19% of suggestions); improved cafe (14% of suggestions); entertainment and lido (4% of suggestions each). 
Other comments from more than 15 users included improvements/ relocation of the swings, need for more park keepers, cricket pitches and the need for a better wildlife/ nature area.
MAINTENANCE AND APPEARANCE OF FACILITIES

In general maintenance is particularly highly regarded for this park, particularly: 

Trees

Around 91% of users gave trees a rating and of these, 99% said they thought the attractiveness of the trees was good or excellent, and 97% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating – appearance 94% and upkeep 92%)

Shrubs 

Around 90% of users gave shrubs a rating and of these 94% said they thought the attractiveness of the shrubs was good or excellent, and 93% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 81% and upkeep 82%).

Flowers 

Around 92% of users gave flowers a rating and of these, 99%said they thought the attractiveness of the flowers was good or excellent, and 93% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 73% and upkeep 77%).

Lawns and grassed areas

Around 92% of users gave grass a rating and of these, 97% said they thought the attractiveness of the grass was good or excellent and 93% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 87% and upkeep 77%).

Litter bins

86% of users commented on the upkeep of the litter bins. Of these people, 85% said this was good or very good (borough rating 77%).

Seating

84% of users commented on the upkeep of the seating. Of these, 84% said this was good or very good (borough rating 79%).

Toilets

63% of park-users gave a rating for the upkeep of the toilets. Of these people, 53% said it was poor or very poor (borough rating - 49%).

Dog mess
83% of users gave a rating as to how well the Park is kept clear of dog mess. Of those who commented, 76% said this was good or excellent (borough rating - 67%).

GETTING TO THE PARK

Transport

Because of the larger catchment area of Ravenscourt Park one would expect less people to walk. However 81% of the users arrive by foot which is only slightly less than the borough figure of 85%. 5% arrive by bike (borough 4%), 3% by car (borough 3%) and 2% by bus (borough 3%).

CATCHMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Ravenscourt Park has the largest catchment area of all the Borough parks and also attracts the largest numbers of frequent visitors. The concentrations of users do not drop off evenly with distance, rather they are staggered. Barriers, impeding access from some areas, such as busy roads, railways, large buildings tend to reduce numbers of visitors. Good links, such as roads radiating outwards form the park increasing incidences of park users. This is particularly pronounced if that road does not need to be crossed. 

There are a number of obvious barriers to the users of the park:

· To the east, the existence of the West London Line railway arches clearly dissuades people from visiting the park.

· Goldhawk Road acts as a partial barrier, particularly west of Askew Road.

· Uxbridge Road also acts a barrier

· Higher concentrations of park users extend north along Askew Road.
· Changes in catchment area from that of 1996 could be witnessed in North End and Avonmore wards. 

SAFETY IN THE PARK

96% of users rated how safe they felt in this Park during the day and of them 97% said they felt safe or very safe.

48% of users rated how safe they felt in this park at night (when open) 36% said they felt safe or very safe at this time.

What could be introduced to improve security?

1145 responses were received rating four security options from best to worst: The results very much reflect the borough average - with an increase in park keepers seen as the best option.

37% said that more park keepers was the best option (borough - 32%).

25% said that more lighting was the best option (borough - 27%).

24% said that police patrols or security guards was the best option (borough - 26%).

14% said that surveillance equipment was the best option (borough - 16%).
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BISHOPS PARK 

PARK USERS 

The 337 users of Bishops Park account for 24% of all survey respondents that said they had visited a park in the borough. 

REASONS FOR VISITING

48% of the total responses indicated that they visited the park 11-99 times in the previous year. A considerable number of responses (20%) said they visited the park more than 100 times in 2007-2008. 28% paid occasional visits to the parks. The main reasons for visiting the parks are to walk or sit quietly (30% responses) (borough -27%); to bring the children (15%) (borough 17%); use the play area  9% (borough-11%); 8% use the park as a short cut (borough -15%); 9% said they visited to play a sport (borough 11%); 5% to walk their dog (borough 5%). 

WHAT PEOPLE LIKE ABOUT THE PARK

681 responses were received when asked what things they like about the park. 
A majority of responses (24%) indicated that riverside location of the park interests them (bough- 7%).

11% (responses) mentioned convenience/proximity to home (borough- 16%).

8% liked the general layout (borough -10%). 
8% liked the peace & quiet and fresh air (borough -10%). 
6% said they liked the appearance of trees and shrubs (borough -6%). 
6% said they came here for the park’s play facilities (borough -8%). 
6% said they find the size of the Park appealing (borough -6%). 
4% said they liked the park’s cafe (borough 3%). 
WHAT PEOPLE DISLIKE ABOUT THE PARK 
370 responses were received when respondents were asked what they dislike about the park (borough -1416).

20% of the responses mentioned that they disliked disturbance from transport noise and pollution (borough - 4%)  

12% mentioned dogs and dogs mess as an issue (borough-14%). 
10% mentioned unhappiness with the park’s café (borough - 6%). 

9% mentioned poor general maintenance (borough-6%). 
6% mentioned poor general appearance (borough - 7%)

5% thought the pond was an issue area (borough - 5%). 

GENERAL FACILITIES 

Of the total 4470 responses received for this question, only 2068 gave the facilities a rating. More than 50% of the responses either thought the park does not have the facility or preferred not to use them, this limited the performance ratings. 

Children's play areas 
93% of park users commented on the park’s play areas. Of these people 48% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 58%).

Sand Pits 

92% of park-users commented on the sand pits in the park. Of these people 39% said they were good or excellent (borough rating – 28%).

Paddling pools. 

93% of Bishops Park-users commented on the paddling pools. Of these people 36% said they were good or excellent (borough rating – 24%).. 

Cafe 

89% of users gave a comment for this facility. Of them 38% rated it as good or excellent. 24% of park users said they do not use the café (borough rating – 32%). 
Toilets 

While 86% of park users gave a comment on the toilets, 37% of them said they did not use them. 19% of the rest said they were good or excellent (borough rating -15%) and 17% said they were very poor (borough rating -11%). 
Adventure Playground 

76% of park users commented on this facility and of them 15% gave it a rating of good or excellent (borough rating – 23%). 
Wildlife/ Nature Areas 

Of the 78% of users who commented on wildlife and nature areas, 35% said the facility was good or excellent (borough rating -29%). 19% of park users said that the park did not have a wildlife/ nature area. 
Dog exercise areas 

78% of park users responded to this question and of them 26% said they were good or excellent (borough rating – 27%). 61% of the responses mentioned that they do not use the park’s dog exercise areas. 

Seating

97% of park users commented on the seating in this park. Of them 75% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 68%).

Paved walkways

81% of park users commented on the walkways in this park. Of them 78% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 71%).
SPORTS FACILITIES

81% of respondents who are users of Bishops Park commented on the tennis courts. Of these people 37% rated them as good or excellent (borough - 34%). and 15% felt that they were poor or very poor
77% of park users commented on football pitches and 19% of these gave them a rating of good or excellent (borough - 18%).

Bowling greens were given a rating by 19% of Park users and were rated good or excellent by 95% of these people.

It is to be noted that poor ratings for sports facilities are a result of a number of respondents who do not use them.
SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW OR IMPROVED FACILITIES

50% of Bishops Park users gave suggestions for new or improved facilities for this park. The main requests were for improvements to the cafe (29%), adventure play areas (9%), tennis courts (8%) and facilities for older kids (6%). 

MAINTENANCE AND APPEARANCE OF FACILITIES

Trees

Around 91% of users gave trees a rating and of these people 97% said they thought the attractiveness of the trees was good or excellent, and 94% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 94%; upkeep 92%).

Shrubs

Around 90% of users gave shrubs a rating and of these people 89% said they thought the attractiveness of the shrubs was good or excellent, and 86% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 81%; upkeep 82%).

Flowers
Around 91% of users gave flowers a rating and of these people 81 % said they thought the attractiveness of the flowers was good or excellent, and 85% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 73%; upkeep 77%).

Lawns and grassed areas

Around 91% of users gave grass a rating and of these people 89% said they thought the attractiveness of the grass was good or excellent, and 79% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating - appearance 87%; upkeep 85%).
Litter bins

79% of users commented on the upkeep of the litter bins. Of these people 79% said this was good or very good (borough rating 77%). 

Seating
81% of users commented on the upkeep of the seating. Of these people 86% said this was good or very good (borough rating 79%).

Toilets

65% of park-users gave a rating for the upkeep of the toilets. Of these people 51% said it was excellent or good (borough rating - 49%).

Dog mess
82% of users gave a rating as to how well the Park is kept clear of dog mess. Of those who commented, 68% said this was good or excellent (borough rating -67%).

GETTING TO THE PARK

82% of the users arrive by foot (borough - 85%). 

5% arrive by bike (borough 4%).

4% arrive by car (borough 3%).

2% arrive by bus (borough 3%).

SAFETY IN THE PARK

98% of users rated how safe they felt in this Park during the day and of them 96% said they felt safe or very safe.

93% of users rated how safe they felt in this park at night (when open) 63% said they felt safe or very safe at this time.

What could be introduced to improve security? 

35% said that more park keepers was the best option (borough -32%). 
28% said that police patrols or security guards was the best option (borough -26%). 26% said that more lighting was the best option (borough - 27%). 
11% said that surveillance equipment was the best option (borough -16%).




BROOK GREEN

GREEN-USERS

Brook Green is the most visited Park for 9 % (127) of all survey respondents. 

REASONS FOR VISITING

Around 24% of its visitors visited the park frequently and about 38% visited it between 11 and 99 times in the year 2008. This, when compared to the borough average (28%) figures, indicates rather a high percentage of people who only visit the park occasionally (35%). 

The main reasons for visiting the Greens are to: 

· walk or sit quietly (25% ) (borough - 27%);
· bring the children (21% ) (borough - 17%);
· use the play area ( 13% ) (borough - 11%).

17% use the Green as a short cut (borough - 15%).

16 % said they visited to play a sport (borough - 11%).

3% visit to walk their dog (borough - 5%).

WHAT PEOPLE LIKE ABOUT THE GREEN

222 responses were received from respondents mentioning things they like about the Green. 

11% liked the general layout (borough - 10%).

8% liked the peace & quiet and fresh air (borough - 10%).

13% said they liked the play facilities (borough -8%).

26% said the convenience and proximity to home was a major bonus (borough -16%).

2% said that the variety of activities was good (borough - 2%).

9% said they thought the Green is safe and well supervised (borough - 5%).

7% said the Green is clean and tidy (borough - 4%).

7% like the sports facilities (borough - 4%).

WHAT PEOPLE DISLIKE ABOUT THE GREEN

140 responses were received from respondents mentioning things they dislike about the Green. 
16% mentioned public drinking as an issue (borough - 5%).

10% mentioned dogs and dogs mess as an issue (borough - 14%).

9% expressed concern regarding personal safety (borough - 7%). 

9% mentioned size related discontent (borough – 2%)

9% mentioned toilet related issues (borough – 5%)

8% said they did not like the general appearance (borough - 7%)
8% mentioned poor quality grass as another factor their disliked about the Green (borough – 5%)  
5% mention litter as an issue (borough - 8%).

4% mentioned poor general maintenance (borough - 6%).

GENERAL FACILITIES

Children's play areas

96% of Green-users commented on the play areas. Of these people 67% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 58%).

Sand Pits

91% of Green-users gave a comment on the sand pits. Of these people 37% said they were good or excellent.

Dog exercise areas

82% of Green-users gave the dog exercise areas a rating and of them 17% said they were good or excellent. 57% said they do not use the facility, while another 16% said they are not aware of the facility in the park. 
Seating

94% of Green-users commented on the seating in this Green. Of them 61% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 68%).

Walkways

81% of Green-users commented on the walkways on this Green. Of them 47% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 71%).

SPORTS FACILITIES

89% of respondents who are users of Brook Green commented on the tennis courts. Of these people 55% rated them as good or excellent (Borough - 34% ).
SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW OR IMPROVED FAClLlTlES

85 responses were received giving suggestions for new or improved facilities for this Green. The main requests were for a cafe (22%), toilets (16%), seating (9%), improved play areas (7%) and paddling pools (6%).

MAINTENANCE AND APPEARANCE OF FACILITIES

Trees

Around 82% of users commented on the park’s trees and of these people, 89% said they thought the attractiveness of the trees was good or excellent, and 84% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating -appearance 94%; upkeep 92%).

Shrubs 
Around 65% of users commented on the shrubs and of these people, 53% said they thought the attractiveness of the shrubs was good or excellent, and 62% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 81%; upkeep 82%). 
Flowers 
Around 65% of users commented on the flowers in the park. Of these people 40% said they thought the attractiveness of the flowers was good or excellent, and 48% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 73%; upkeep 77%). 

Lawns and grassed areas 
Around 87% of users commented on the grass in the park and of these people 80% said they thought the attractiveness of the grass was good or excellent, and 68% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 87%; upkeep 85%). 

Litter bins 
80% of users commented on the upkeep of the litter bins. Of these people 77% said this was good or very good (borough rating 77%). 

Seating 
80% of users commented on the upkeep of the seating. Of these people 70% said this was good or very good (borough rating 79%). 

Dog mess 
74% of users commented on the effectiveness in keeping the park free from dog mess. Of those who commented, 63% said this was good or excellent (borough rating 67%).

GETTING TO THE GREEN 

Transport 
92% of the users arrived by foot (borough 85%). 
2% arrived by car (borough 3%). 
1% arrived by bike (borough 4%). 
1% arrived by bus (borough 3%). 

SAFETY ON THE GREEN 
99% of users rated how safe they felt in this Green during the day and of them 94% said they felt safe or very safe. 
94% of users rated how safe they felt on this Green at night 38% said they felt safe or very safe at this time. 
What could be introduced to improve security? 
30% said that more park keepers was the best option (borough -32%). 
20% said that police patrols or security guards was the best option (borough 26%). 35% said that more lighting was the best option (borough-27%). 
15% said that surveillance equipment was the best option (borough – 16%).




EEL BROOK COMMON

EEL BROOK COMMON USERS

The 95 users of Eel Brook Common account for 7% of all survey respondents.
REASONS FOR VISITING

Around 27% of its visitors visited the park frequently and about 42% visited it between 11 and 99 times in the year 2008. And another 25% mentioned that they visited the park only occasionally (less than 10 visits in a year). 

The main reasons for visiting the common are to:

· walk or sit quietly (26%) (borough - 27%).

· bring the children (17 %) (borough - 17%).

· use the play area (10%) (borough - 11%).

25% use the common as a short cut (borough - 15%).

10 % said they visited to play a sport (borough - 11%).

6% visit to walk their dog (borough - 5%).

WHAT PEOPLE LIKE ABOUT THE COMMON

157 responses were received from 95 users mentioning things they like about the common. 

10% liked the general layout (borough - 10%).

17% liked the peace & quiet and fresh air (borough - 10%).

10% said they liked the play facilities (borough - 8%).

26% said the convenience/proximity to home was a major bonus. (borough - 16%).

8% said they liked the size of the park (borough - 9%).

5% said they liked the maintenance and appearance of trees and shrubs in the park (borough - 6%).

6% said the common is clean and tidy (borough - 4%).

5% liked the sports facilities in the park (borough – 4%)  
WHAT PEOPLE DISLIKE ABOUT THE COMMON

110 responses were received from 95 users of this common. 
22% mentioned dogs and dogs mess as an issue (borough - 14%).

14% expressed concern regarding personal safety (borough - 7%). 

10% mention litter as an issue (borough - 8%). 

9% said they did not like the general appearance (borough - 7%).

8% mentioned presence of troublesome youths as a factor discouraging them from visiting the common more often (borough – 4%).

6% felt discouraged to visit the park more often due to high levels of transport noise and pollution (borough – 4%). 
5% said there was a lack of or poor play facilities (borough - 4%).

4% mentioned poor seating facilities (borough - 4%).

GENERAL FACILITIES

Children's play areas

95% of users of the common commented on the play areas. Of these people 53% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 58%).

Toilets

While 78% of users of the common commented on the toilets, of these, 23% said they did not use them and 42% said the common does not have any.

Only 6% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 15%) and 3% said they were poor or very poor (borough rating - 25%).

Dog-exercise areas

72% of users of the common gave the dog-exercise areas a comment and of them 18% said they were good or excellent. 20% said the common does not have dog-exercise areas.

Seating

95% of users of the common commented on the seating in this common. Of them 55% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 55%).

Paved walkways

 79% of users of the common commented on the walkways in this common. Of them 54% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 86%).

Sports Facilities

78% of respondents who are users of Eel Brook Common gave a rating for the tennis courts. Of these people 26% rated them as good or excellent (borough - 26%).

SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW OR IMPROVED FAClLlTlES

61 responses were received giving suggestions for new or improved facilities for the common. The main requests were for a cafe (13%), toilets (16%), sand pits (10%), seating (7%), more flowers (7 %) and paddling pools (7%).

MAINTENANCE AND APPEARANCE OF FACILITIES

Trees

Around 88% of users commented on the park’s  trees, and of these people 85% said they thought the attractiveness of the trees was good or excellent, and 98% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating -appearance 94%; upkeep 92%).

Shrubs 
Around 79% of users commented on the shrubs, and of these people 66% said they thought the attractiveness of the shrubs was good or excellent, and 69% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 81%; upkeep 82%). 
Flowers 
Around 67% of users commented on the flowers in the park. Of these people 40% said they thought the attractiveness of the flowers was good or excellent, and 48% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 73%; upkeep 77%). 

Lawns and grassed areas 
Around 93% of users commented on the grass in the park and of these people 92% said they thought the attractiveness of the grass was good or excellent, and 89% said their upkeep was good or excellent. (borough rating appearance 87%; upkeep 85%). 

Litter bins 
81% of users commented on the upkeep of the litter bins. Of these people 71% said this was good or very good (borough rating 77%). 

Seating 
85% of users commented on the upkeep of the seating. Of these people 59% said this was good or very good (borough rating 79%). 

Dog mess 
82% of users commented on the effectiveness in keeping the park free from dog mess. Of those who commented, 50% said this was good or excellent (borough rating 67%).

GETTING TO THE COMMON
Transport 
92% of the users arrive by foot (borough 85%). 
1% arrived by bike (borough 4%). 
3% arrived by bus (borough 3%). 
2% arrived by taxi (borough 1%).

SAFETY ON THE COMMON
97% of users rated how safe they felt in this common during the day and of them 86% said they felt safe or very safe. 
96% of users rated how safe they felt on this common at night 21% said they felt safe or very safe at this time. 
What could be introduced to improve security? 
23% said that more park keepers was the best option (borough -32%). 
43% said that police patrols or security guards was the best option (borough 26%). 36% said that more lighting was the best option (borough-27%).
27% said that surveillance equipment was the best option (borough – 16%).
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SOUTH PARK

PARK USERS

The 93 users of South Park account for 7% of all survey respondents.
REASONS FOR VISITING

Around 38% of its visitors visited the park frequently and about 39% visited it between 11 and 99 times in the year 2008. And another 20% mentioned that they visited the park only occasionally (less than 10 visits in the year). 

The main reasons for visiting the commons are to:

· walk or sit quietly (20%) (borough - 27%).

· bring the children (20 %) (borough - 17%).

· use the play area (13%) (borough - 11%).

10% use the park as a short cut (borough - 15%).

13 % said they visited to play a sport (borough - 11%).

12% visit to walk their dog (borough - 5%).
18% said they visited the park to exercise (borough – 14%)
WHAT PEOPLE LIKE ABOUT THE COMMON

159 responses were received from 93 users mentioning things they like about the park. 

23% said the convenience/proximity to home was a major bonus (borough - 16%).

15% said they liked the play facilities (borough - 8%).

11% liked the general appearance (borough - 10%).

8% said they thought the park is safe and well supervised (borough - 5%).

6% liked the peace & quiet and fresh air (borough - 10%).

6% said they liked the size of the park (borough - 9%).

6% liked the sports facilities in the park (borough – 4%)  
5% liked the way in which the park was generally maintained (borough - 10%).
WHAT PEOPLE DISLIKE ABOUT THE COMMON

96 responses were received from 93 users of the park mentioning things that they dislike about it. 

18% mentioned dogs and dogs mess as an issue (borough - 14%).

9% felt that the toilets were neglected and not attended to (borough – 5%).

7% expressed concern regarding personal safety (borough - 7%). 

7% felt that the park’s in needs of a more thorough maintenance (borough – 4%).

6% said they did not like the general appearance (borough - 7%).

6% said there was a lack of or poor sporting facilities (borough - 6%).
4% mention litter as an issue (borough - 8%). 

GENERAL FACILITIES

Children's play areas

90% of users of the park commented on the play areas. Of these people 70% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 58%).

Toilets

While 83% of users of the park commented on the toilets, of these, 30% said they did not use them and 47% said the park does not have any.

Only 4% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 15%) and 20% said they were poor or very poor (borough rating - 25%).

Dog-exercise areas

80% of users of the park gave the dog-exercise areas a comment and of them 36% said they were good or excellent. 20% said the park does not have dog-exercise areas.

Seating

94% of users of the park commented on the seating in this park. Of them 55% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 55%).

Paved walkways

 76% of users of the park commented on the walkways in this park. Of them 75% said they were good or excellent (borough rating - 86%).

Sports Facilities

83% of respondents who are users of South Park gave a rating for the tennis courts. Of these people 33% rated them as good or excellent (borough - 26%).

SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW OR IMPROVED FAClLlTlES

90 responses were received giving suggestions for new or improved facilities for this park. The main requests were for a cafe (41%), toilets (19%), tennis courts (4%), sand pits (3%) and swings (3%). 
MAINTENANCE AND APPEARANCE OF FACILITIES

Trees

Around 91% of users commented on the park’s trees and all 100% said they thought the attractiveness of the trees was good or excellent, and 100% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating -appearance 94%; upkeep 92%).

Shrubs 
Around 89% of users commented on the shrubs and of these people 91% said they thought the attractiveness of the shrubs was good or excellent, and 92% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 81%; upkeep 82%). 
Flowers 
Around 93% of users commented on the flowers in the park. Of these people 92% said they thought the attractiveness of the flowers was good or excellent, and 91% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 73%; upkeep 77%). 

Lawns and grassed areas 
Around 95% of users commented on the grass in the park and of these people 98% said they thought the attractiveness of the grass was good or excellent, and 93% said their upkeep was good or excellent (borough rating appearance 87%; upkeep 85%). 

Litter bins 
86% of users commented on the upkeep of the litter bins. Of these people 90% said this was good or excellent (borough rating 77%). 

Seating 
86% of users commented on the upkeep of the seating. Of these people 80% said this was good or excellent (borough rating 79%). 

Dog mess 
82% of users commented on the effectiveness in keeping the park free from dog mess. Of those who commented, 74% said this was good or excellent (borough rating 67%).

GETTING TO THE PARK
Transport 
91% of the users arrive by foot (borough 85%). 
3% arrive by bike (borough 4%). 
3% arrive by car (borough 1%).

SAFETY IN THE PARK
99% of users rated how safe they felt in the park during the day and of them 86% said they felt safe or very safe. 
97% of users rated how safe they felt on the park at night 17% said they felt safe or very safe at this time. 
What could be introduced to improve security? 
33% said that more park keepers was the best option (borough -32%). 
24% said that police patrols or security guards was the best option (borough 26%). 25% said that more lighting was the best option (borough-27%). 
18% said that surveillance equipment was the best option (borough – 16%).
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1996 -2008 Survey Comparison


 


There is a big difference in the response rate received for the 1996 survey and for the 2008 survey. The response decreased by almost a third in the 2008 survey (4675 in 1996, 1623 in 2008), significantly affecting the overall statistical strength of the survey and the ability to compare 1996 with 2008 figures. There has also been a slight decrease in the number of people indicating that they had visited a park in the borough (83% in 1996, 80% in 2008). 9% of people left the question unanswered in the 2008 survey.





1996 - 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There is little difference between 1996 and 2008 in terms of those parks that had been visited by borough residents, with Bishops Park and Ravenscourt Park remaining the two parks visited by the majority of respondents. In the case of the popularity of ‘out of borough’ parks, Hyde Park had more visitors than Holland Park from the borough in 2008. Chiswick House Park, St James Park and Regents Park seem to have increased in popularity since the previous survey.





1996 - 2008 Survey Comparison


 


Bishops Park was the most visited park in 1996, with Ravenscourt Park being second. However, in 2008 the positions were reversed.   





The rest of the borough’s parks display little change between 1996 and 2008, although Brook Green, Eel Brook Common and South Park have registered a slight increase in popularity. This is also the case with the less often visited parks such as Wendell Park, Parsons Green, Margravine Cemetery, Furnivall Gardens and Marcus Garvey Park.  Those parks which registered a decline in numbers of visits are Shepherd’s Bush Green, Hammersmith Park, Normand Park, Hurlingham Park and Wormholt Park along with Lillie Road, William Parnell Park, Frank Banfield Park and Cathnor Park.  








1996 - 2008 Survey Comparison


 


The 2008 survey reveals a significant increase in the number of people who frequently visit parks (2-3 times a week to once or twice in a day). In the 1996 survey, this was the case with only 25% of the survey respondents, whilst it was almost 30% of the respondents in the 2008 survey. The percentage of users who visited a park between once or twice in a week to once in a month in 2008 is the same as the 1996 percentage (40%).





There is an increase in the estimated total number of trips made by all the borough residents by about 2 million from the 1996 survey. Whilst the percentage of people who visited a park in the respective survey years is similar (1996: 83%, 2008: 80%), there has been an increase in the population to 172500 as well as in the percentage of people who visited a park more than 99 times (by 5%). These factors put together are likely to have contributed to the overall increase in the estimated number of total trips made to the borough parks from 5 million in 1996 to 7 million in 2008.





1996 -2008 Survey Comparison


 


‘To walk or to sit quietly’ remains the most quoted reason for visiting a park, mentioned by over 50% of respondents in both the 1996 and 2008 surveys. 





The next most frequently given reason to visit a park in the 2008 survey is ‘to bring children’, whereas in the 1996 survey the second most frequently given reason was ‘to take a shortcut’.  Exercising was mentioned in more responses than using the play areas in the 2008 survey, unlike in the 1996 survey.





There have also been some changes in the performance of different parks in catering to particular needs of users. Cathnor Park and Wendell Park have joined Wormholt and Hurlingham Parks in being particularly important for bringing children and using play areas. In the 1996 survey, it was noted that Wormholt Park rated poorly in respect of existing play facilities, with only 17% of respondents naming the play areas as the main reason for visiting. However, subsequent refurbishment undertaken by the Council appears to have led to a significant improvement in its use.








1996 -2008 Survey Comparison


 


In general, the features that attracted people most to the borough’s parks were the same in both the surveys. Convenience/proximity to home, peace and quiet/fresh air, general appearance and layout, and available play facilities have all retained their importance as factors that people like about their park. However, there seems to be some variation as one goes down the list of less mentioned factors (Ref � REF _Ref239573545 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �Table 8�). Safety, easy accessibility, trees and shrubs seem to have become more important matters that people take into account, whereas aspects of maintenance, such as cleanliness and tidiness of the park, maintenance of sports facilities, variety of activities offered and maintenance of ponds were all mentioned more in the 1996 survey than in 2008. (However, this variation could be due to the fact that this open ended question received more categories of responses in 2008 than in 1996 and that the distribution of responses across more categories has resulted in an overall decrease of percentage rates for all categories).   


Those parks that received the highest borough ratings were similar for both 1996 and 2008. Variations are most marked when looking at play and sports facilities, for example whereas Hammersmith Park received the highest rating for its play facilities in 1996 survey, it does not figure in the top three in the 2008 survey. In the case of sporting facilities, South Park received the second highest rating in 1996 but is superseded by Wormholt Park in 2008 (lowest rated for sports facilities in 1996 survey).  








1996 - 2008 Survey Comparison


 


Dog related concerns were the most mentioned topics for the borough’s parks in both the 1996 and 2008 surveys. Other factors, such as toilet related issues, uneasiness with public drinking, litter, traffic noise and pollution do not appear to be as strong factors of dislike in the 2008 survey. However, increased concerns in the 2008 survey included personal safety, troublesome youths, café and refreshment issues, poor quality grass, dirty ponds and lack of park keepers.





There is little difference in specific issues and dislikes attributed to individual parks in the two surveys. However, exceptions include parks with complaints specific to litter/glass and general mess. Shepherd’s Bush Green and Hammersmith Park seem to have improved in these areas whereas Margravine Cemetery, Wormholt Park and Parsons Green seem to have fallen back since the 1996 survey. Seating issues in Hurlingham Park appear to have been addressed since 1996, but seating appears to have become more of an issue in Shepherd’s Bush Green, Wendell Park and Eel Brook Common.  








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


Some noticeable differences in the ratings of park facilities exist between the 2008 and 1996 surveys. Seating, paddling pools and toilets registered an increase in ratings, whereas bowling greens, paved walkways, dog exercise areas, tennis courts and adventure play areas received lower ratings.  Football pitches have not changed their ratings. It should also be noted that between 1996 and 2008, changes carried out in parks have resulted in the introduction, but in some cases the removal, of facilities, thereby impacting on the comparison of the two surveys. 





A number of parks which scored poorly in the 1996 survey have improved their ratings. Among these are Hurlingham, Hammersmith and Normand Parks which have been the subject of a number of improvements undertaken by the council. Bishops and Ravenscourt Parks registered fairly consistent user satisfaction figures for 1996 and 2008. 





A number of respondents answering the question about rating facilities ticked the columns ‘do not use’ and ‘Park does not seem to have them’. This could infer a general lack of awareness or reluctance to use specific facilities and requires further consideration. 





1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There is some minor variation between the 1996 and 2008 surveys in the order of suggested new or improved facilities for parks, possibly because some of the concerns raised in the previous survey have been attended to over the past ten years. However, cafes, children’s play areas, toilets and seating continue to rank high, suggesting that these remain key areas of concern.  Facilities that received increased requests for improvement in the 2008 survey included tennis courts and more flowers/better layout. 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


On the whole, the upkeep and maintenance of facilities in parks received higher ratings in the 2008 survey than the 1996 survey. The figures were specifically high in the cases of attractiveness and upkeep of shrubs and lawns. Even though a general dislike was expressed in other sections of the 2008 survey regarding the maintenance of toilets in parks, they received around 9% more excellent or good ratings than in the 1996 survey. 





Reasons given for classifying maintenance and upkeep as poor were similar in both surveys, with dog related issues, unclean public toilets and unsatisfactory lighting receiving the highest number of responses. All other reasons showed similar percentage figures in both 1996 and 2008. 





In the case of performance of individual parks, there are a number of differences between the parks that received highest and lowest ratings in 1996 and 2008. Ravenscourt Park is the only park with consistently high ratings for attractiveness and upkeep of flower displays, play equipment, shrubs and trees and keeping the park free from dog mess.








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


Interestingly, a higher percentage (98%) of responses from the 2008 survey found accessibility easy or very easy within their most frequently visited park when compared to the 1996 figures (93%).  The percentage of respondents who mentioned accessibility to the park as difficult or very difficult was more in 2008 (4%) than in 1996 (1.5%). Steps/barriers were the most mentioned reason for poor accessibility of parks in both the surveys. Poor footpaths received a higher response rate in the 1996 survey when compared to the 2008 survey. Dog mess was mentioned by only 2% of the 2008 responses as a reason for poor accessibility, but by 6% of the 1996’s responses.











1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


The 2008 survey shows an increase in the number of people who walk to their most visited park compared to 1996. While only 76% said they walked to their favourite park in 1996, 85% said so in 2008. This in turn has resulted in a decrease in the number of people who arrive by car, bus or bike to their park. 





Also, there has been an increase in the number of people who take less than 10 minutes to reach their most visited park - 74% in 2008, compared to 70% in 1996. In 2008, the percentage of respondents who travelled between 10 to 30 minutes to a Park (20%) was less than that of 1996 (27%), whereas there has been an increase from 2.6% to 6% in the number of people who travel between half an hour to one hour to reach their most visited park.





Catchment areas for all the parks seem to have shrunk from the 1996 areas except in cases of Ravenscourt Park and Bishops Park. Also there is a reduction in the spread of catchment areas in the 2008 maps, although this is probably a result of  the small sample size, with often no respondents from a given output area, and needs to be considered accordingly.





1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


In 1996, 91% of responses mentioned feeling safe or very safe in the parks during the day time, whereas 93% said so in 2008.  Sense of safety during night time in the parks seems to have decreased since the 1996 survey, and whereas 42% said they felt safe or very safe during the night in 1996, only 23% said so in 2008.  However, when 2008 survey responses of ‘N/A – Not applicable’ are factored out, the 2008 figure is 37%.  The 39% of responses saying ‘N/A – Not applicable’ may reflect a lack of inclination to visit a park in the night or that their most visited park is not open for night time use. 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


Options considered as the most important to improve security in parks were ranked in the same order in 1996 and 2008. Presence of more park keepers was suggested as the most important change for security improvement by a majority of respondents. Surveillance equipment was the least mentioned option in both the surveys, but 6% more respondents mentioned this change in 2008 than in 1996.





Hammersmith Park was referred to in many instances as requiring improvement in security measures in the 1996 survey. Efforts on this front seem to have been effective as no high priority concerns were expressed for this park in 2008. More park keepers, security guards and patrols, and better lighting were all requested for Wormholt Park in the 2008 survey indicating the need for due consideration in this regard. 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


21% of responses mentioned access issues (‘too far away’, ‘inconvenient public transportation’ and ‘difficult to get to’) in the 1996 survey, whereas this figure was 46% in 2008. Safety related issues appear to have discouraged more non park-users from visiting an open space in 2008 than in 1996 (1996 – 17% of responses, compared with    2008 - 23%). Around 13% of responses in 2008 said they did not visit any parks as they were not suitable for their use, whereas this figure stood at 20% in 1996. 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


Dog areas and lack of park keepers received most comments in the 1996 survey. In 2008, a number of responses were appreciative of the overall nature and maintenance of parks in the borough. Also, frequently mentioned in 2008 were requests for more allotments and more wildlife and nature areas in the borough. 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There is an increase in the proportion of women responding to the survey, with 67% of 2008 respondents being women compared to 60% in 1996. There is a decrease in the number of park-users who usually take children with them to the parks (28% in 1996 and nearly 25% in 2008). In both surveys, women take greater responsibility in taking children to parks (77% in 2008 and 76% in 1996). The percentage of women who do not take children to parks has increased considerably, from 55% in 1996 to 67% in 2008. Similarly, there has been a fall in the percentage of men who do not take children to parks (33% in 2008 compared to 45% in 1996). 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


The under 18 and above 60 years old age groups have more or less similar proportions in the 1996 and 2008 surveys. The only groups with a slight variation are 18 to 35 and 35 to 59 year olds. While 34% of respondents in 1996 fell into the 18 to 35 age group, it was only 25% in 2008. On the other hand, the 35 – 59 age group was represented by 42% of survey respondents in 1996, which is 9% less than the 2008 figures. 


There is an increase in the number of people visiting a park from the 75 and above age group (94% in 2008, 60% in 1996). The percentage of people with a disability in the different age groups has varied little across the surveys. 





Although 70% of people took less than 10 minutes to reach their park in both  surveys, the 2008 survey indicates that fewer people in the youngest age range reach their park within 10 minutes when compared to the 1996 figures (60% in 2008, 84% in 1996). On the other hand, a smaller number of respondents from older age groups took more than 10 minutes to travel to their park in 2008 (22%) than in 1996 (33%). 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There was a fall in the representation of white groups from 90% in 1996 to 86% in 2008.  This was accompanied by an increase in the representation of ethnic minorities in the 2008 survey (14%) compared to 10% in 1996. 





Whereas the 1996 survey strongly suggested that “people falling within some or all of the borough’s ethnic minority groups are less likely to visit parks than the white population”, there seems to be an increase in the number of ethnic minority group respondents visiting the borough parks in 2008  (ethnic minorities: 89%, white group: 87% Ref: � REF _Ref239576380 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �Table 29�). Although the 2008 survey saw that parks were being increasingly used by the ethnic minority groups when compared to the 1996 survey, an issue of concern remains their poor representation rate in the survey returns. 





When the reasons given for not visiting a park are compared for both the surveys, there appears to be a drop in the number of people who cited the availability of  a garden, lack of time or not wanting to visit as main reasons for not visiting a park (40% - 1996, 9% - 2008). 








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There is an increase in the representation of disabled people or households with a disabled person in the 2008 survey from the 1996 survey (17% - 2008, 12% - 1996). Also, there is an increase in the proportion of respondents who said they have a disability (2008 – 86%, 1996 – 73%). Distance to the park has been mentioned as the major deterrent in both the surveys. 





1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


As in the 1996 survey, owner occupied households were the most represented housing type in the 2008 survey, although their representation was slightly greater in proportion in 2008 than in 1996 (60% in 2008, 55% in 1996). Also, in 2008 there was a greater proportion of people from Housing Association and Council housing who regularly take their children to park (52% each) when compared to 1996 (44% and 42% respectively).








1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There has been a small increase in the percentage of respondents with access to a car: 61% in 2008, compared to 59% in 1996. This modest increase can be compared to census figures for levels of car accessibility in 1991 (49%) and 2001 (51%). 





A similar proportion of respondents in both the surveys who had access to a car reported visiting a park (88% in 1996 and 87% in 2008). However, for those without access to a car, the percentage of respondents who visited a park in 1996 was 81% whereas the 2008 survey results registered an increase to 87%. 





For those people with access to a car, only 3.5% said they normally used their vehicle to get to the park in 2008 compared to 14% in 1996.





1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


The surveys reveal a decrease in the level of accessibility to a garden from 44% in 1996 to 40% in 2008.  This level of change needs to be treated cautiously: it may reflect differences in survey response rates rather changes in the borough’s housing stock. 





1996 – 2008 Survey Comparison


 


There is a decrease in the percentage of dog owners visiting a park in 2008 (85%) compared to the 1996 figure (96%) and an increase in the percentage of non-dog owners visiting a park from 84% in 1996 to 88% in 2008. Fewer dog-owners in the 2008 survey (55%) seemed to be satisfied with the dog exercise areas than the 1996 survey (65%).





74% of non-dog owners thought dog exercise areas to be good or very good when compared to 65% of the dog owners in the 1996 survey. This is reversed in 2008 with only 22% non-dog owners giving the exercise areas a good or very good rating (dog owners 55%), a fall from the high 74% in 1996. Also there is an increase in the percentage of dog owners who walk to the park in 2008 (92%), up from 76% in 1996. 





1996- 2008 Survey Comparison


A similar proportion of Ravenscourt Park users account for the overall survey responses of both the 1996 and 2008 surveys (22% - 2008, 24% - 1996). A higher percentage of people (26%) said they visited the park more than 99 times in the survey year of 2008 compared to 1996 (19%).  To walk or sit quietly, to bring children to the park are the most frequently mentioned reasons for visiting Ravenscourt Park according to both the surveys.  





The park is mostly popular for its layout, play facilities and convenience/proximity to home.  There is a drop in the percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey who mentioned peace and quiet and fresh air as the element they liked the most in the park.   While toilet facilities and vandalism/graffiti in the park were largely disliked by the 1996 survey respondents, a few mentioned them in the 2008 survey. More concerns were expressed regarding personal safety and maintenance of the pond in the 2008 survey when compared to 1996.  





Most of the general facilities and their maintenance and upkeep in the park received an overall higher rating in the 2008 survey than in 1996. Suggestions for new or improved facilities were largely for toilets and cafes in both the surveys. As in the overall borough average results for modes of travel in the 2008 survey, the percentage of respondents who usually walked to Ravenscourt Park is higher than the 1996 figures. Also less than half the percentage of respondents who travelled by a car or bus in 1996, did so in 2008. 





In general, a similar percentage of respondents mentioned feeling safe or very safe in the borough parks during the day time in both the surveys. This varies for the night time use with most of the 2008 respondents feeling more unsafe during night time in the borough’s parks when compared to the 1996 figures. “More Park keepers” was regarded as the best option for improving security in 2008 and 1996. Surveillance equipment was the least preferred option of all.  








1996 - 2008 Survey Comparison


An equal proportion (24%) of Bishops Park users account for the overall survey responses of both the surveys. A higher percentage of people said they visited the park more than 99 times in 2008 (20%) compared with 1996 (15%).  To walk or sit quietly and to bring children to the park are the most frequently mentioned reasons for visiting Bishops Park according to both the 1996 and 2008 surveys.  





Bishops Park is mostly popular for its layout, play facilities and convenience/proximity to home.  There is a drop in the percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey who mentioned peace and quiet and fresh air as the elements they liked the most in the park. A significant percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey mentioned that they liked the size of Bishop’s Park; this was not a major criterion in the 1996 survey. While dog related issues and littering in the park was largely disliked by the 1996 survey respondents, only a few mentioned these in the 2008 survey. A high percentage of 2008 survey respondents disliked the disturbance from transport noise and pollution; this was not one of the major concerns expressed in 1996. 











Most of the general facilities and their maintenance and upkeep in the park received an overall higher rating in the 2008 survey than the 1996 figures. Suggestions for new or improved facilities were for cafes and play facilities in both the surveys. As in the overall borough average results for modes of travel in the 2008 survey, percentage of respondents who usually walked to Bishops Park  was higher than the 1996 figures. Also less than half the percentage of respondents who travelled by a car or bus in 1996, did so in 2008. 





In general, a similar percentage of respondents mentioned feeling safe or very safe in the borough parks during the day time in both surveys. This varies for the night time use with most of the 2008 respondents feeling unsafe during night times in the borough’s parks when compared to the 1996 figures. However, this proved to be opposite in Bishops Park with more respondents mentioning feeling safe or very safe in the park during the night time in 2008 than in 1996. More park keepers was regarded as the best option for improving security in 2008 and 1996, Surveillance equipment was the least preferred option of all.  





1996- 2008 Survey Comparison


A similar proportion of Brook Green users account for the overall survey responses of both the 1996 and 2008 surveys. A slightly higher percentage (24%) of people said they visited the park more than 99 times in the survey year of 2008 than in 1996 (22%).  To walk or sit quietly and to bring children to the park are the most frequently mentioned reasons for visiting Brook Green according to both the surveys.  





Brook Green is mostly popular for its convenience/proximity, play facilities and its layout.  There is a drop in the percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey who liked the sports facilities in the park.   A significant percentage of 2008 survey users said they liked the fact that the Green felt safe and was well supervised, but this was not a major criteria in the 1996 survey. While dog related issues and littering in the park was largely disliked by the 1996 survey respondents, only a few mentioned these in the 2008 survey. A high percentage of both 2008 and 1996 survey respondents mentioned public drinking in the Green as the major factor of dislike.











Most of the general facilities and their maintenance and upkeep in the park received an overall higher rating in the 2008 survey than the 1996 figures. Suggestions for new or improved facilities were for cafes, toilets, seating and play facilities in both the survey years. As in the overall borough average results for modes of travel in the 2008 survey, the percentage of respondents who usually walked to Brook Green is higher than the 1996 figures. Also, less than half the percentage of respondents who travelled by a bike, car or bus in 1996, did so in 2008.


In general, a similar percentage of respondents mentioned feeling safe or very safe in the borough’s parks during the day time in both the 1996 and 2008 surveys. This varies for the night time use with most of the 2008 respondents feeling more unsafe during night times in the borough’s parks than compared to the 1996 figures. More park keepers was regarded as the best option for improving security in 2008 and 1996. Surveillance equipment was the least preferred option.  





1996- 2008 Survey Comparison


A similar proportion of Eel Brook Common users account for the overall survey responses of both the surveys. A slightly lower percentage (27%) of people said they visited the park more than 99 times in the survey year of 2008 than in 1996 (30%).  To walk or sit quietly, to use as a shortcut and to bring children to the park were the most frequently mentioned reasons for visiting the Common according to both the surveys.  





Eel Brook Common is mostly popular for its convenience/proximity, peace/quiet and fresh air.  There is a drop in the percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey who liked the sports facilities in the park.   A considerable percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey mentioned that they liked the size of the Common, but this was not a major criterion in the 1996 survey. While the Common was largely disliked for its dog related issues by most of the 1996 survey respondents, only a few mentioned them in the 2008 survey. 





A high percentage of 2008 survey respondents mentioned fear for personal safety in the Common in 2008, but this was not one of the major concerns expressed in 1996. 





Most of the general facilities and their maintenance and upkeep in the park received an overall higher rating in the 2008 survey than the 1996 figures. Suggestions for new or improved facilities were for cafes, toilets, seating and play facilities in both the 1996 and 2008 surveys. Another suggestion frequently given in the 2008 survey was the provision of more flowering plants in the Common. As in the overall borough average results for modes of travel in the 2008 survey, the percentage of respondents who usually walked to Eel Brook Common is higher than the 1996 figures. Also less than half the percentage of respondents who travelled by a bike, car or bus in 1996, did so in 2008.





In general, about similar percentage of respondents mentioned feeling safe or very safe in the borough parks during the day time in both the surveys. This varies for the night time use with most of the 2008 respondents feeling more unsafe during night times in the borough’s parks when compared to the 1996 figures. More park keepers was regarded as the best option for improving security in 2008 and 1996. Surveillance equipment was the least preferred option of all.  





1996- 2008 Survey Comparison


A similar proportion of South Park users account for the overall survey responses of both the surveys. A much higher percentage (38%) of people said they visited the park more than 99 times in the survey year of 2008 than in 1996 (26%).  To walk or sit quietly, to use the play area and to bring children to the park are the most frequently mentioned reasons for visiting the park according to both the surveys.  A significantly less number of users mentioned using the park for shortcuts in the 2008 survey. 





South Park is mostly popular for its convenience/proximity, play facilities and the general appearance.  A significant percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey mentioned that they used the park as a shortcut, but this was not the case in the 1996 survey. There is a drop in the percentage of respondents in the 2008 survey who liked the sports facilities in the park. The park was largely disliked for its dog related issues as in case of most of the other parks, in both the 1996 and 2008 surveys.





Most of the general facilities and their maintenance and upkeep in the park received an overall higher rating in the 2008 survey than in 1996. Suggestions for new or improved facilities were for cafes, paddling pools and seating in the 1996 survey, whereas, the main requests were for café, toilets, tennis courts and swings in the 2008 survey. As in the overall borough average results for modes of travel in the 2008 survey, the percentage of respondents who usually walked to South Park was higher than the 1996 figures. Also, less than half the percentage of respondents who travelled by a bike, car or bus in 1996, did so in 2008.





In general, a similar percentage of respondents mentioned feeling safe or very safe in the borough parks during the day time in both the surveys. This varies for the night time use, with most of the 2008 respondents feeling more unsafe during night times in the borough’s parks when compared to the 1996 figures. “More park keepers” was regarded as the best option for improving security in 2008 and 1996. Surveillance equipment was the least preferred option .  








� Parks and Open Spaces: A survey of residents in Hammersmith and Fulham was published in 1998 based on the results of the borough wide survey conducted in 1996. Survey years – 1996 and 2008 have been quoted for the convenience of the report.


� Based on estimate of one or more members from 81% of borough households visiting parks in one year within a confidence interval of 2%.


�Bringing children and using play areas have also been noted as the most important activities in Becklow Gardens, St Paul’s Gardens and Little Wormwood Scrubs (50% each). However the low response rate for these parks means that conclusions cannot accurately be drawn   


4 & 5 Whereas the summary table of the ‘Parks visited most often’ indicates a total number of 4 respondents for Cathnor Park who said they visited it most often, in this section only a total of 3 has been taken into account.  This is due to the fact that only 3 out of 4 of Cathnor Park’s ‘most often’ visiting respondents chose to answer the relevant question (2d).








� IPSOS MORI, Assessing Hammersmith and Fulham’s performance: Results of the Place Survey 2008/09, July 2009


� 63 of the total 112 respondents who own dogs, i.e 56%.


� 220 of the total 543 who said they bring their children to the Park, i.e 40.5%.


� A total of 470 responded to this question of the total 1623 survey respondents.


� Park Life: Urban parks and Social Renewal; Comedia 1995





� Young People speak out!: Views on local parks in Hammersmith and Fulham; Policy Group, London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 1998


� Of  the total 1623 respondents, 1307 said they visited the borough’s Park, of which 325 took their children (0-15 yrs) to a Park. 


� 249 female Park users went to the Park along with their children of the total 325 who said they took their children to the parks. 


� Note: Though figures have been mentioned in real value percentages, it has to be noted that the percentage of ethnic minorities wherever mentioned have very low corresponding sample sizes, often rendering the percentages unreliable for comparison. 









