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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the findings of the consultation on a designated Outdoor Gym area in London Fields. 
The consultation was prompted by a number of enquiries that the Council received about the possibility of replacing/upgrading the current exercise equipment within the park’s southern play area. The existing equipment is outdated and in need of updating. The Council had also received a number of complaints about the inappropriateness of the exercise equipment being located within a play area. As a consequence, the Council sought to gauge people’s views on the possibility of installing new equipment at an alternative location within London Fields. The identified location was within the old paddling pool area at the southern end of the park.
Equipment in the new area would be comprised of fixed exercise equipment such as parallel and pull up bars, with all of the existing outdated equipment being removed. 
CONSULTATION APPROACH

The public consultation ran from 23 May to 1 July 2016.  

The public and stakeholder consultation was designed to enable the Council to understand local opinion (residents and parks users) about the proposal to create a designated exercise area in London Fields.  
The consultation was publicised with an article in the ‘Have Your Say’ section of the 23 May edition of Hackney Today, issue 379. Leaflets were also posted to households in the immediate vicinity.
The consultation was also publicised using the Council’s corporate Twitter account on 28/05/2016, 03/06/2016, 04/06/2016, 10/06/2016 and 19/06/2016. 
A questionnaire was produced summarising the key proposals. The questionnaire was available online throughout the consultation period and was available from the Council’s consultation web page: https://consultation.hackney.gov.uk   Details of the consultation (and links to the questionnaire) were also available at www.hackney.gov.uk/london-fields.   

Two drop-in events were held to attract further attention to the consultation and provide people with more opportunities to respond and to discuss the proposals with Council officers. The drop-in events were held adjacent to the proposed location for the new dedicated area and took place on: 

· Friday 3 June between 8:30am and 2pm

· Saturday 4 June between 11am and 4pm 
The drop-in events were timed to maximise the possibilities for engagement, with one session taking place during the week (at peak commuting time) and at the weekend.
The public consultation received 148 responses in total via the online and paper completion surveys.
There were 59 online responses to the consultation, and 89 paper responses.  
Interpretation of the data

Percentages in a particular chart will not always add up to 100%. This may be due to rounding. Differences between sub-groups will not always be statistically significant.  We need to exercise appropriate caution where a small group of self selected respondents has been analysed.  

The questionnaire consisted of 8 main questions, and an ‘about you’ section. Please see Appendix A at the end of the report for details of the questions asked.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The public consultation ran from 23 May to 1 July 2016, resulting in 148 responses in total via the online and paper completion surveys.
Proposal for a Dedicated Outdoor Gym Area

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the proposal to install gym equipment. 91.9% (136) of respondents either strongly agreed (64.9%; 96) or agreed (27%; 40) with the proposals. Only 5.4% (8) of respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the overall proposals (2.7% (4) strongly disagreed). 
Support for location of Dedicated Outdoor Gym Area

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the proposed location for the gym equipment. 77.1% (114) of respondents either strongly agreed (45.3%: 67) or agreed (31.8%: 47) with the proposals. Only 12.2% (18) of respondents either strongly disagreed (7.43%: 11) or disagreed (4.73%: 7) with the proposed location. Of those people strongly disagreeing, four respondents stated that they were residents of Darcy House (which is located adjacent to the proposed exercise area). The Council has also subsequently received two further written objections to the location from residents.
Comments

79 respondents provided written comments in relation to the question which asked for the extent to which they agreed with the proposals, and 28 comments were received in relation to the question which asked for the extent to which respondents agreed with the proposed location. A further 56 written comments were received in the ‘any other comments’ section.
The comments received for each question often did not relate exclusively to that question. For example, comments that related to the proposed location were found in the ‘any other comments’ area. For this reason, the following analysis groups all 163 comments together. Responses have then been thematically grouped to enable trends to be identified.
Comments on Overall Proposals

· Promotes Wellbeing and Fitness – 9 respondents specifically noted the capacity for the new space to help improve fitness levels amongst local people and tackle health issues.

· Additional Equipment – The largest number of written comments received related to calls for the amount of equipment to be expanded within the new dedicated area. 17 respondents wrote comments to this effect, noting that the existing area was over-subscribed and couldn’t cope with demand. Additional pull-up bars were one requested form of equipment. Stall bars and rings were also requested.
· Alternative Equipment – 11 respondents used the comments section to request equipment that was a departure from the existing types provided, requesting equipment with moving parts that aid cardiovascular exercise such as that provided in Mabley Green and Mile End Park. This equipment was seen by respondents as providing opportunities for users of all ages.
· Removal from Play Area - The second highest number of written comments received related to the separation of the exercise area from the children’s play area, with 15 respondents writing to emphasise the fact that this should go ahead as a matter of priority. However, 2 respondents also commented that the mixing of the two activities was a good idea, as it promoted an understanding of physical exercise amongst young people.
· Retain Existing Equipment – 6 respondents requested that the existing equipment be left in situ when the new dedicated area is installed. One respondent requested that the equipment, when remove, be replaced with additional play equipment.
Comments on Location

· Proximity to Darcy House - Of the respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposed location, four respondents stated that they were residents of Darcy House. The Council has also subsequently received two further written objections to the location from residents at this location. Concerns raised by residents of Darcy House are focussed on the possibility for increased noise, a reduction in privacy for tenants, and the potential for an increase in anti-social behaviour within the locality.
· Impact on Wheels/Skate Area – 3 respondents asked that there be no impact on the wheels/skate area to the south of the old paddling pool.
· Privacy – 3 respondents raised concerns relating to the privacy of those working out in the park, and that this could be compromised by the proximity of the proposed area to the main cycle and foot path which runs on a north-south axis through the park. 

· Alternative Locations – 6 respondents (non-residents of Darcy House) suggested alternative locations for the gym area, with 4 respondents requesting that the site be moved to be adjacent to the MUGA at the centre of the park, and 2 suggesting it be moved to a site close to the Lido.
 

Any Other Comments

· One respondent stated that no evidence had been provided as to why the gym was necessary.
· Two respondents felt that the map supplied with the questionnaire was not accurate enough to judge the impacts of the scheme.
Overview of Responses
58.8% (87) of the respondents indicated that they were daily visitors to London Fields, with a further 30.41% (45) stating that they visited more than once a week.  
80.4% (119) of the respondents stated that they used London Fields to undertake a form of exercise.
56% (83) of the respondents indicated that the proposed equipment would make them more likely to use London Fields for physical recreation.
56.08% (83) of the respondents were male compared to females 40.54% (60).
63.5% (94) of the respondents said they were heterosexual, 28.4% (42) declined to answer, with 6% (9), 1.4% (2) and 0.7% (1) indicating they were a gay man, lesbian woman or bisexual respectively.  

68.24% (101) of the respondents gave their ethnicity as White British; followed by Mixed Background 6.8% (10). The remaining respondents are from various ethnic minorities. 19.6% (29) declined to answer. 

85.8% (127) of the respondents said they did not have a disability, whilst 6.1% (9) respondents answered ‘yes’ to having a disability.  

The highest proportion of respondents (49.3% - 73) stated that they either had no religious beliefs or were atheist, whilst 15.5% (23) chose ‘Christian’. 27.7% (41) of respondents chose not to answer this question.
What does this mean for the proposals?

Proximity to Darcy House - Whilst the Council feels that results of the consultation demonstrate very strong public support for the proposed site, we are also keen to listen to the concerns of the residents of Darcy House. To minimise any potential impact from noise, it is therefore proposed that the final location for the gym be confirmed on the western edge of the old paddling pool area, as far from Darcy house as is possible without disturbing the wheels/skate park. 
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Alternative locations will not be pursued, primarily because they will require the Council to reduce the amount of grassed space within the park (instead of utilising existing hardstanding).
Equipment – The Council recognises the need for additional capacity within the area and will try and provide this within the available project budget, or enable the space to be expanded at a future date. Whilst some respondents have expressed a desire for equipment with moving parts suitable for cardiovascular exercise, this type of equipment is beyond current budget parameters because of initial installation costs and ongoing maintenance fees. Equipment to be installed is likely to mirror that already in situ, meaning the new space will consist of pull-up bars, parallel bars (for dips) and a floor-based exercise area. The Council will also explore the possibility of incorporating stall bars and rings.

Removal of Existing Equipment – The existing equipment will be removed from the play area. This was one of the original motivations behind the scheme, enabling those exercising to do so in a dedicated area. Responses show that the mixing of activities continues to cause concern amongst users.

Next Steps 

The Council feels that the consultation illustrates strong support for the proposals, both for the creation of a dedicated gym area and for the proposed location (with final positioning moved as far away from Darcy House as possible – see above). 

The Council will now draw up and submit a Common Land application to gain permission from the Planning inspectorate for the gym area. This consent is required because London Fields is classified as Common Land and is, therefore, protected by specific legislation. This application will be submitted in October, with works potentially being carried out in early 2017, subject to approval being received from the Planning Inspectorate.
OVERALL RESULTS ANALYSIS
Question 1: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to install gym equipment?
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Pie Chart 1
As pie chart 1 shows, 91.9% (136) of respondents either strongly agreed (64.9%; 96) or agreed (27%; 40) with the proposals. Only 5.4% (8) of respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the overall proposals (2.7% (4) strongly disagreed). 
Comments - 79 respondents provided written comments in relation to this question. Please note that respondents used comment boxes throughout the survey to raise a variety of issues. As a consequence, all 163 written responses to questions 1, 2 and the ‘any other comments’ section have been combined and analysed thematically. The following themes have been identified in relation to this question:
· Promotes Wellbeing and Fitness – 9 respondents specifically noted the capacity for the new space to help improve fitness levels amongst local people and tackle health issues.

· Additional Equipment – The largest number of written comments received related to calls for the amount of equipment to be expanded within the new dedicated area. 17 respondents wrote comments to this effect, noting that the existing area was over-subscribed and couldn’t cope with demand. Additional pull-up bars were one requested form of equipment. Stall bars and rings were also requested.

· Alternative Equipment – 11 respondents used the comments section to request equipment that was a departure from the existing types provided, requesting equipment with moving parts that aid cardiovascular exercise such as that provided in Mabley Green and Mile End Park. This equipment was seen by respondents as providing opportunities for users of all ages.

· Removal from Play Area - The second highest number of written comments received related to the separation of the exercise area from the children’s play area, with 15 respondents writing to emphasise the fact that this should go ahead as a matter of priority. However, 2 respondents also commented that the mixing of the two activities was a good idea, as it promoted an understanding of physical exercise amongst young people.

· Retain Existing Equipment – 6 respondents requested that the existing equipment be left in situ when the new dedicated area is installed. One respondent requested that the equipment, when remove, be replaced with additional play equipment.

Question 2: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to install gym equipment?
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Pie Chart 2
As pie chart 2 shows, 77.1% (114) of respondents either strongly agreed (45.3%: 67) or agreed (31.8%: 47) with the proposals. Only 12.2% (18) of respondents either strongly disagreed (7.43%: 11) or disagreed (4.73%: 7) with the proposed location. Of those people strongly disagreeing, four respondents stated that they were residents of Darcy House (which is located adjacent to the proposed exercise area). The Council has also subsequently received two further written objections to the location from residents.
Comments - 28 respondents provided written comments in relation to this question. Please note that respondents used comment boxes throughout the survey to raise a variety of issues. As a consequence, all 163 written responses to questions 1, 2 and the ‘any other comments’ section have been combined and analysed thematically. The following themes have been identified in relation to this question:

· Proximity to Darcy House - Of the respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposed location, four respondents stated that they were residents of Darcy House. The Council has also subsequently received two further written objections to the location from residents at this location. Concerns raised by residents of Darcy House are focussed on the possibility for increased noise, a reduction in privacy for tenants, and the potential for an increase in anti-social behaviour within the locality.
· Impact on Wheels/Skate Area – 3 respondents asked that there be no impact on the wheels/skate area to the south of the old paddling pool.

· Privacy – 3 respondents raised concerns relating to the privacy of those working out in the park, and that this could be compromised by the proximity of the proposed area to the main cycle and foot path which runs on a north-south axis through the park. 

· Alternative Locations – 6 respondents (non-residents of Darcy House) suggested alternative locations for the gym area, with 4 respondents requesting that the site be moved to be adjacent to the MUGA at the centre of the park, and 2 suggesting it be moved to a site close to the Lido.

Question 3: How often do you visit London Fields?
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Pie Chart 3
Over half (59%: 87) of all the respondents visited London Fields on a daily basis, with a further 30% (45) visiting more than once a week. 7% (10) visited once every two or three weeks, whilst 2% (3) visited every few months. 1% (1) visited monthly.
Question 4: Do you currently use London Fields to undertake any form of exercise?
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Pie Chart 4
The majority of respondents (80%: 119) already use London Fields to undertake physical exercise, whilst 18% (26) do not. 2% of respondents (3) declined to answer this question.
112 respondents indicated the type of physical activity that they currently undertake within the park. The most popular activities are listed in the table below (please note that some respondents identified more than one activity):
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Table 1
Question 6: Would the creation of a new 'gym' area make you more or less likely to use the park for physical recreation?
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Pie Chart 5
Although, as stated above, 80% (119) of respondents already use the park for some form of exercise, 35% (52) of respondents said the proposed gym equipment would make them ‘much more likely’ to use the park for physical recreation, and 21% (31) ‘more likely’. 39% (57) of respondents felt that the equipment would make their use of the park ‘about the same’, whilst only 3% (5) stated that it would make them less likely (1%: 2) or much less likely (2%: 3) to use the park for physical recreation. Responses suggest that the gym equipment could produce a significant uplift in physical activity.
Question 7: what is the best thing about London Fields? And Question 8: what is the worst thing about London Fields? 

The Council plans to incorporate information from these questions within the 2017 update of the London Fields Management Plan.
Question 9: Please let us know if you have any further comments about this consultation, or about the parks service in general. 

Comments - 56 respondents provided written comments in relation to this question. Please note that respondents used comment boxes throughout the survey to raise a variety of issues. As a consequence, all 163 written responses to questions 1, 2 and the ‘any other comments’ section have been combined and analysed thematically. The following notable comments have been received in relation to this question:

· One respondent stated that no evidence had been provided as to why the gym was necessary.

· Two respondents felt that the map supplied with the questionnaire was not accurate enough to judge the impacts of the scheme.
· ‘I think there should be more park rangers looking after it specially on the weekends.’ 

· ‘Hackney Parks Services do an excellent job in Hackney, keeping parks and walkways clean and safe. Especially dealing with dog mess and the owners. In other nearby boroughs, parks not clean and don't feel so safe to use.’
· ‘I think the park should be gated and locked at night to keep it quiet for local residents as it used to be.’
· ‘Hackney Council has improved its parks dramatically in the last decade. It is one of the important features which enables us to live in a densely populated borough. Please continue to invest at all costs even if it means increasing the Council Tax - it's well worth it.’
· ‘As mentioned above the cleanliness, visibility of wardens and park staff, and allowing people to BBQ in a specified area are fantastic, positive elements. The wish to add new gym equipment can only be a positive move for health and fitness. Any park services staff I have engaged with have always been friendly and helpful.’
· ‘Gym equipment should be installed in all Hackney parks.’
· ‘Can be overcrowded and full of rubbish after a warm weekend.’
· ‘London Fields has always been a great place to take my children before the hipsters have taken over the BBQ area and the cyclists think they are at the Velodrome. Now it is unsafe in my eyes and my grandchildren are losing out on the benefits of our local London Fields. I have been a resident for over 40 years and it has changed and not for the better. Why should the tax paying residents of Hackney be paying for the BBQ facility which is costing approx. £150K a year (FOI) for everyone who lives outside of Hackney and thinks it’s good to come and trash the place. Hackney Council get a grip.’
· ‘Provision of accessible services to older and disabled people does not appear to have the priority it deserves. Encouragement of cycling through parks actively and demonstrably discourages older and disabled people from using the parks.’
· ‘We love London Fields.’
· ‘I love London Fields and I am not a littering hipster.’
· ‘Update the kids’ playground. PLEASE more temporary toilets in the summer.’
· ‘Keep up the good work.’
· ‘Parks service is fab in difficult circumstances.’
· ‘Great meadow.’
· ‘We need more Rangers to enforce the regulations.’
· ‘love the wild flower fields, but it needs weeding.’
· ‘We have lived here for 10 years and are super happy with progress.’
· ‘On the whole the improvements to limit anti-social activity has been beneficial to local residents - but rubbish is a big issue and late night drinking.’
PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS

Gender analysis
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Pie Chart 6
As shown in pie chart 6, 56% (83) of the respondents were male compared to females 41% (60).
Sexuality analysis
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Pie Chart 7
As pie chart 7 shows, 64% (94) of the respondents said they were heterosexual, followed by 28% (42) who declined to answer the questions. 6% (9) stated they were gay men, with 1% (2) stating they were either a lesbian or gay woman or that they were bisexual. 
Ethnicity analysis
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Pie Chart 8
68% (101) of the respondents gave their ethnicity as white or white British, followed by 7% (10) who identified themselves as having a mixed background. 20% (29) of respondents declined to answer this question. 3% (5) stated that they were black or black British, with 2% (3) stating that they were Asian or Asian British.
Disability analysis
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Pie Chart 9
86% (127) of the respondents said they did not have a disability, whilst 6% (9) of respondents answered ‘yes’ to having a disability.  

Religion analysis
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Table 2
The highest proportion of respondents (49%: 73) stated that they either had no religious beliefs or defined themselves as atheists, whilst 28% (41) of respondents declined to answer the question. 16% (23) of respondents defined themselves as Christian.  

Age analysis
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Pie Chart 10
27% (40) of respondents were drawn from the 25-34-year-old age group, followed by 26% (38) from the 35-44-year-old age band. These were the largest age groupings, with the next largest being the 45-54-year-old age band at 19% (29). 14% (21) of respondents were drawn from the 55-64-year-old age range. 5% (7) were drawn from the 18-24-year-old age group, 4% (6) from the 65-74 bracket and 1% (1) from the 16-17 bracket. 4% (6) of respondents declined to answer this question.
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