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FOR GENERAL RELEASE
1. SUMMARY AND POLICY CONTEXT:

1.1 The Level is an important historical park in the city centre which is well used by
residents. It includes a children’s play area, a skate park, an area used for ball
games and expanses of green space used for recreation. However parts of the
park are in a state of disrepair, the skate park will need to be removed or
replaced in the next few years and some of the children’s play facilities also need
upgrading. Many of the general and historic features of the park including
buildings, walls, and walk-ways are also in a poor condition and the park has a
reputation for anti-social behaviour.

1.2 Inthe Parks & Green Spaces Strategy Plan 2006 The Level received a quality
index score of -40; it was the only major park in the city with a negative rating. In
March 2011 the park was judged against the Green Flag judging criteria. Out of
26 categories, only 3 received a good rating with the remaining 8 a fairand 11 a
poor rating. None were very good or excellent.

1.3  The Level has a wide and diverse catchment which includes a Super Output
Area in the top 10% most deprived areas in England. It provides much needed
recreation and outdoor space in a very densely populated area. It is important to
the heritage of the city and is a gateway close to the city centre.

1.4  Proposals to improve The Level and redevelop the skatepark have been
discussed for some time, and various consultations have taken place prior to
2009, however funding was never secured to progress plans any further.

1.5  Wide scale consultation since 2009 has shown that The Level is very popular
with residents and there is consensus that it suffers from a range of issues
relating to community safety and maintenance. Over 50% of people surveyed
feel The Level is unsafe, with half of those considering it very unsafe. Concerns
relate to high numbers of street drinkers, drug dealing and taking, vandalism and
other crime. There is widespread support for its improvement.

1.6  For these reasons it is considered to be a priority for redevelopment.
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Funding sources for projects of this scale are very limited, but in 2009 the
Heritage Lottery Fund and Big Lottery Fund ‘Parks for People’ grant was
identified as a potential source. A pre-application enquiry and initial meetings
with them confirmed that The Level did meet its minimum criteria.

The skatepark on The Level falls outside of the HLF funding bid. Therefore in
parallel with the development of the bid, options and funding to replace the
existing skatepark have been explored.

In July 2009 the Cabinet Member for Environment endorsed the preparation of a
‘Parks for People’ funding bid which has been progressed successfully. The
application process consists of two stages. Our application was successful at
Stage 1 and the council was awarded £106,000 to prepare detailed plans
including a Masterplan for its redevelopment. This work has now nearly been
completed and will be ready for final submission by the 31%' August 2011.

The value of the bid is £2.8 million which will fund a complete transformation of
the park including a new café, new toilets, a new water feature as well as
significant improvements to the park’s fabric including planting, footpaths, seating
and lighting and improved accessibility for a wider range of users. A new
playground will be built with funding received via agreements made under s106
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. This has already been secured. A
decision on whether the bid has been successful is expected by the 1% January
2012. If the bid is unsuccessful the improvements that can be carried out with
existing resources will be very limited. The park will continue to decline, suffer
from anti-social behaviour and many people will be put off from going to it.

Development of the skatepark to its maximum size as set out in the Masterplan
requires capital investment of up to £400,000. £97,000 s106 money has been
allocated to the skatepark, and this report recommends a further £53,000 from
existing budgets is allocated to the project. Further grant funding and
sponsorship is being pursued and the actual size of the skatepark will depend on
the amount of additional funding secured.

The proposals for The Level are based on extensive and thorough consultation
the details of which are presented in this report.

An overview of the proposed Masterplan is attached as Appendix 1, and set out
in more detail in this report and the appendices.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the Cabinet Member for Environment & Sustainability endorses the
Masterplan for The Level and notes the extensive consultation undertaken.

That the Cabinet Member for Environment & Sustainability endorses the match
funding requirements for the HLF bid from existing budgets to a maximum value
of £200,000.

That the Cabinet Member for Environment & Sustainability endorses the
allocation of funding for the skatepark from existing budgets to a maximum of
£53,000.
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That the Cabinet Member for Environment & Sustainability delegates authority to
the Strategic Director, Place to oversee the completion of the final details of the
bid ready for submission by 31%' August 2011.

That the Cabinet Member for Environment & Sustainability agrees that, in the

event of the bid being unsuccessful, the Masterplan be used to inform the long
term development of the park, and notes that delivery would be dependent on
funding.

RELEVANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION/CHRONOLOGY OF KEY
EVENTS:

The funding awarded as part of our successful Stage 1 bid has been used to
progress the Masterplan and the final Stage 2 bid.

An extensive robust evidence base has been produced including:

= Consultation reports

= A Masterplan prepared to RIBA (Royal Institute for Built Architecture) Stage D
level (Summary presented in Appendix 1)

= Aten year fully costed Management & Maintenance Plan

= A Conservation Management Plan setting out how conservation issues will be
addressed in the park.

= An Activity Plan which sets out detailed proposals to increase the range and
number of people using the park

= A Community Safety Plan developed with partners with clear actions to
address community safety issues

= Background information including noise, environmental and geophysical
surveys

The main documents are in the process of being finalised in preparation for the
31% August deadline. Draft copies of key reports listed at the end of this report
are available in Members’ Rooms and will be available on-line as and when they
are finalised.

The design work has been led by Land Use Consultants, landscape architects
with a good track record in restoring heritage parks and working with local
authorities to submit successful ‘Parks for People’ bids.

The plans have been subject to extensive consultation and engagement. The
approach to the consultation and engagement is set out below; the remainder of
the report gives an indication as to how the consultation and engagement
informed the development of the plans. The various consultation reports are
available in Member’'s Rooms and on line.

CONSULTATION

Consultation for the ‘Parks for People’ bid commenced in 2009, and the main
elements of the consultation are summarised below:
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2009 Consultation (October & November)

Objectives:
e To understand people’s wishes and requirements for The Level.
e To understand people’s concerns and aspirations.
¢ Gain views on two concept designs, one with the skatepark in the
existing location and one with it in the north end of the park.
e Gain views on whether there was support for the restoration of the
1920’s design.

Methodology

e Data was gathered from consultees through questionnaires.

e Six consultation events were held in October/November 2009 where
members of the public could meet with members of the project team to
talk through the proposals.

e The events were advertised by a mail drop to 13,456 households within
a half mile radius of The Level and through 300 posters, the council
web site, City News and The Argus.

¢ Information and questionnaires were also sent out to residents in
response phone and email requests.

e Workshops were held with stakeholders with an interest in The Level
(e.g. police, conservation officers, rangers, community safety workers,
etc.).

Results

e 378 questionnaires were completed and the data analysed by the
council’'s Research Team.

e Valuable data was gathered on peoples views of The Level and what
they would like to see changed.

e The response indicated there was an overall preference to move the
skatepark out of the southern half.

e Under represented people and groups were identified who were

targeted in the next stage of consultation.

Based on the consultation designs were amended and a period of targeted,
detailed information sharing, consultation and engagement took place between
January 2010 and January 2011.

2010 Targeted Engagement, Consultation & Information Sharing

Objectives
e To gain more detailed views from specific stakeholders, in particular
underrepresented groups to help develop the proposals regarding
access, activities, design, conservation, safety, history and education.
e To further explore options surrounding the location of the skatepark.

Methodology

¢ As part of the development funding received from the Stage 1
application an officer was recruited on a temporary basis to lead this
work and to develop a clear plan of activities and ways in which the
park could be more accessible.

e Five focus groups were held between June 2010 and January 2011
looking at design options. The focus groups were mainly attended by
local residents, representatives of community groups including the
Friends of The Level and skate representatives.

e Over 75 meetings were held with community groups, schools and




minority groups. These included older people, people with disabilities
and their carers, children, parents, residents associations and
representatives from black and minority ethnic groups. A full list of
groups consulted is detailed in the Consultation Report. At each
meeting people were given the opportunity to discuss how they felt
about the park, any key barriers to using the park and what people felt
would make it better. Groups were then shown the proposals for the
new plans and given an opportunity to discuss and comment. Some of
the meetings took place on site so that specific issues could be looked
at on the ground. An Access Audit was completed with the Federation
of Disabled People.

e Numerous meetings were held with stakeholders including
conservation groups (The Brighton Society and The Regency Society),
the Play Service, the Police, the Substance Misuse Service.

Results
¢ A significant evidence base was produced which has had a strong
influence on the design of the park, the proposed activities and the
volunteer, learning and education plans. The evidence of the extent by
which this work informed the plans is evident from reading them.
e Two final design options were produced for the final consultation
carried out in March 2011.

2011Consultation (March)

Objectives:
¢ Identify which of two designs (with the skatepark location being the
main difference) people prefer and why.
e To find out which aspects of the proposals people will appreciate.
e To inform the final proposals for the Masterplan.

Methodology

e In December 2010 information leaflets were sent to 28,000 households
within a 15 minute walk of The Level summarising the proposals and
informing residents of the forthcoming consultation and other ways they
could become involved. This distance is based on the council’s
adopted accessibility standards for parks and open space in the city’s
Local Development Framework, which was informed by the findings of
a public consultation carried out for the Citywide Open Space, Sport
and Recreation Study in 2008/9. This study determined that 15
minutes was the maximum time people were willing to walk to their
local park. It is also the standard adopted by the Department for
Children Schools and Families (now Department of Education) Design
for Play Guidance where 15 minutes walk is the catchment for
Neighbourhood Equipped Areas for Play (NEAPS).

¢ In March 2011 the same households were sent details of public
consultation exhibitions, detailed plans of the two draft designs and a
questionnaire.

e The consultation was advertised on the council’'s website and residents
could complete the consultation on line if they wished.

e The consultation was advertised in The Argus, with posters and with
signs on The Level.

e Eight public exhibitions were held to give people the opportunity to
come and find out more about the plans.
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Results

e Approximately 3300 questionnaires were returned (>11%) of which
2735 responses came from within the 15 minute walk catchment
(people from outside the catchment could also respond). This
response is significantly better than the response to the 2009
consultation.

e The response to the main question in relation to the skatepark location
was that there was an overall preference to move the skatepark out of
the southern half. The percentages were very similar to the 2009
consultation.

The response to the consultation demonstrates The Level’s popularity and value
to the local community and citywide residents. The consultation results are
discussed in the sections below. Copies of the consultation reports are available.

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSALS

The aims of the ‘Parks for People’ grant and its required funding outcomes are
very well suited to The Level. Restoring heritage is essential to the bid, but of
equal importance is increasing the number and range of park users, having a
robust and funded management and maintenance plan and providing activities,
volunteering and learning opportunities, particularly relating to the history of the
park. All these criteria have to be met if the bid is to be successful.

The five essential project outcomes and their applicability to The Level are
summarised below as well as other improvements the proposals will deliver.

HLF Outcome 1: Increasing the range of park users

One of the main focuses of the consultation has been to gain people’s views of
The Level, what they like about it, what they don’t and it has involved both people
who use The Level and those who avoid it in order to find out what will make
more people use the park.

Feedback has been obtained from a very wide range of groups including:

= six schools;

= eight community groups; and

* nine minority groups (including groups representing the elderly, people with
disabilities and black and minority ethnic groups).

Feedback has also been obtained from specialist stakeholders, local residents
and park users as well as from the two consultation exercises from which a total
of 3600 response were received.

An Access Audit has been carried out with the Federation of Disabled People
and an Equalities Impact Assessment has been carried out on the proposals.

The results show that while The Level is well used by certain groups (eg young
people and families. students, office workers and dog walkers) many people feel:
» |tis unsafe;

* They are not welcome;

= |tis not accessible for them; and



5.8

5.9

5.10

5.1

5.12

5.13

5.14

= There is nothing for them to do or nowhere for them to sit.
These points are particularly relevant to older people and people with disabilities.

Based on the feedback the proposals seek to make The Level more welcoming
by restoring and improving facilities making it very welcoming and accessible for
visitors year round. Increasing park users, surveillance by on site staff and
improved lighting will help reduce anti social behaviour.

A detailed Community Safety Plan for The Level has been produced with
community safety partners. It will be submitted as part of the bid and
implemented with our partners. It will partly be resourced by the funding bid (eg
providing dog free areas, opening the park up and improving its general
condition) and partly through existing resources (eg better partnership working
between key organisations).

New features which will draw in a wide range of audiences (and reduce anti
social behaviour) include:

A new interactive water feature on the former foot print of the boating pond;
A new accessible café which will be open all year and in the evenings;

A sensory garden and grassed areas and seating;

Facilities for community groups, residents and schools to use; and

Events, volunteer and learning opportunities detailed below;

New DDA accessible toilets

Provision has also been made for a ‘Changing Places’ toilet which provides
facilities for severely disabled people and their carers. Funding for a toilet
attendant has yet to be secured.

The Level is already used for a range of events including the travelling fair and
various festivals. The Masterplan will ensure that the existing events can
continue to take place and opportunities for additional events requested by
respondents to the consultation (e.g. markets, music, etc) will also be created
attracting a wider range of people to the park.

Details of the types of activities which will be organised to attract more visitors to
The Level are set out in the Activity Plan.

HLF Outcome 2: Conserving and improving the heritage value

The current layout and design of The Level dates back to the 1800’s. Important

features include:

= The shape of the park, the stone wall along the northern boundary and the
alignment of the main pathways dating back to 1877. The stone wall is in a
state of disrepair as are the pathways, lighting and seating.

= The avenue of elms planted along the outer walkway planted in 1845.

= The layout of the southern part of The Level which was designed in the
1920’s with the aim of opening up vistas and creating a boulevard style park
for central Brighton. The design, which was symmetrical, included shelters,
pergolas, an ornamental boating pond and bridges which were all intended to
disguise play equipment and create a garden setting for other users.
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The Masterplan design has been led by Land Use Consultants who have
considerable expertise in restoring heritage parks and in developing successful
'Parks for People’ funding bids. Other specialists who have been consulted as
part of the design process include the council’s Conservation and Planning
Officer and Virginia Hinze who has completed a dissertation on the history of The
Level. Feedback has also been obtained from two conservation groups, The
Regency Society and The Brighton Society.

Feedback from the consultation has also strongly influenced the proposals for
conserving and enhancing the heritage on site (for example in relation to the
uses of the two pavilions).

As a result the Masterplan includes maintaining, enhancing and restoring key

heritage features such as:

= The original semicircular shelters, pergolas, columns, bridges and paved
areas

= Rose Walk and its flower beds

= The southern entrance and dolphin lights

= The original layout of pathways

Signage and interpretation boards will be installed to help explain the importance
of the heritage of The Level.

The boating pond, which was very prominent in the 1920’s layout will be replaced
with the water feature which will be the same shape as the original pond.

HLF Outcome 3: Increasing the range of volunteers involved

Volunteer opportunities provide a mechanism for local residents to play an active
role in their park and provide learning and social opportunities. Volunteers can
also be of significant support to the council, a good local example being the
Pavilion Gardens Volunteer Gardeners.

The consultation and engagement work has shown that there is a strong desire
from parts of the community for opportunities on The Level. For example
SCOPE (a charity for people who suffer from cerebral palsy) is interested in
organising accessible garden sessions.

We will work with and support residents and community groups keen to get
involved in The Level.

Volunteer opportunities will include:

= A gardening club to help maintain bedding displays to a high standard, a
similar scheme operates successfully in Pavilion Gardens;

= Delivering heritage and nature guided walks talks and exhibitions;

= Volunteer play and activity workers; and

= Health Walks training which would attract volunteers who are interested in
promoting the Healthy Living agenda.

Volunteer activities will be coordinated and supported by a dedicated officer
funded through the bid for a period of three years. Funding has also been
included in the bid to help establish volunteering opportunities and for training.
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Details of volunteering proposals are set out in the Activity Plan.

HLF Outcome 4: Improving skills and knowledge through learning &
training

The consultation has identified that a range of organisations are keen to explore
learning opportunities on The Level. Schools are keen to have opportunities for
learning outside of the class room, Rangers will provide a range of activities year
round and Brighton Technical College would like to work in partnership, for
example to provide students with volunteering opportunities to repair and
maintain the perimeter stone wall.

Learning and training activities are set out in the Activities Plan.

There will be learning and training activities in areas such as:
= Horticulture

= Wildlife and biodiversity monitoring

= Coaching and play worker skills

= Legislative requirements for volunteers

The training will be targeted at a wide range of people including minority groups,
children and young people and people looking for work experience. It will play a
key part in making The Level welcoming for a wider range of people.

HLF Outcome 5: Improving management & maintenance

The current poor state of the park is the result of lack of any significant
investment since the 1970’s which makes maintaining the infrastructure to the
right standard on the existing revenue budget impossible. The improvements to
the park will mean key infrastructure will need less maintenance for years to
come (e.g. paths, lighting, benches and planting will be replaced and key
buildings restored) and the park will be maintained to the highest standard within
existing budgets. (HLF require successful bids to achieve and maintain Green
Flag status for at least seven years).

A Garden Manager will be based on The Level, working closely with the Rangers
and other service providers and community groups.

A ten year fully costed management and maintenance plan will be submitted as
part of the bid.

Environmental Improvements

The council’s ecologist has fed in to the development of the Master Plan, and the

site has been subject to an ecological appraisal. The proposals provide

opportunities for improving the environment including:

» Increasing biodiversity, for example as a result of improving and extending
planting with native species;

= Preserving the habitat of the White Letter Hairstreak butterfly which depends
on the elm trees for its survival;

» Reducing hard surfacing and therefore improving flood capacity
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There will also be opportunities to help people learn more about the environment
and how to protect it.

The café building will have a low carbon footprint; it will be energy efficient and
include a ground source heat system.

SKATEPARK
Consultation on Skatepark Location

The existing skatepark is in a state of disrepair and will have to be replaced in the
short to medium term.

Throughout the consultation a number of different designs have been developed
and considered, the main difference between them being the location of the
skatepark.

The 2009 consultation, which had 387 responses showed that 57% of
respondents preferred moving the skatepark north of Rose Walk to a new
location along the northern boundary, 31% preferred it in its current location and
12% didn’t have a particular preference.

However some nearby residents, including representatives from Friends of The
Level, were very strongly against the proposals as a result of which further
engagement and design work was undertaken to try and come up with a design
that would better meet the criteria of the different groups.

Five focus groups were held as well as numerous meetings with Friends of The
Level and Park Crescent residents, primarily to look at options surrounding the
skatepark. The meetings were attended by between eight and 28 residents and
park users. Most, but not all people who attended these meetings were against
having a skatepark located in the northern part of The Level. Representatives of
Park Crescent residents have stated they would prefer the bid to be unsuccessful
rather than having the skatepark moved, and in their consultation response
Friends of The Level have stated they will only support a bid with the skatepark
south of Rose Walk. They have started a campaign to keep the skatepark in the
southern part of The Level.

The final designs were amended as a result of this. However given the response
to the initial consultation in favour of moving the skatepark it was not appropriate
to rule it out at the request of The Friends of The Level and Park Crescent
representatives without testing these views through further consultation with the
wider community. Prior to the consultation feedback was obtained from the
Friends of The Level and Park Crescent regarding the consultation documents
and where possible their suggestions were addressed in the final version of the
document.

The March 2011 consultation asked respondents which of two designs they
preferred, one with the skatepark in the existing location, the other with it located
just north of Rose Walk. 3,330 people responded to the consultation:

= 55% preferred moving the skatepark north of Rose Walk,

10
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= 33% preferred it in its current location and
= 12% had no particular preference.
The two designs are set out in the consultation document (Appendix 2).

The above results include all consultation responses, The table below breaks it
down into three catchments:

= All responses including those from outside the 15 minute catchment

=  Only responses from within the 15 minute catchment

= Only responses from roads immediately adjacent to The Level.

The results show that the response is similar whether all results are analysed, or
whether only those in the 15 minute catchment are assessed. Of the 138
residents closest to The Level (most of which were from Park Crescent and
Hanover Crescent) most prefer to keep the skatepark in the existing location.

Summary of Consultation Responses

Option All responses Results from Results from
(within 15 within 15 minute | streets
minute walk and | walk catchment | immediately
beyond) only surrounding The

Level

Number of 3,330 2,735 138

responses

Option 1- 34 33% 61%

Skatepark in
existing location

Option 2 - 55 54% 35%
Skatepark north

of Rose Walk

No preference / 11% 13% 4%
don’t know

6.10 The overall results are very similar to the 2009 consultation. The most recurring

six comments for both options are summarised with comments below. All the
comments are available in the Consultation Report.

Most Frequent Comments Supporting Option 1: Keep Skatepark in
Existing Location

Want to keep the area north of Rose Walk green/ open (309 respondents)
Moving the skatepark to the north will change the look and feel of the area,
and whether this is preferred to keeping it in its existing location is subjective.

Moving the skatepark will not result in a net loss of green space. The hard
surfaced area will be restored to grass, and is larger than the area given over
to the proposed skate park.

The aim is to still keep the area to the north open, with the skatepark being
sunken. Appropriate barrier planting will be introduced to separate the
skatepark and the grassed area.

Concerns about noise from the skatepark (47 respondents)
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Concerns about noise were raised by respondents both for and against
moving the skatepark.
The skatepark will generate some noise as it does at present.

There have been no recorded noise complaints from the skatepark in the
existing location and there is no evidence to suggest moving it will change
this.

The new skatepark will be of concrete construction which will be less noisy
than the current timber construction.

The north area should be kept free for events (34 respondents)
Maintaining existing events and establishing new ones is one of the objectives
of the bid.

The open area that will be retained in the north will provide sufficient space for
events including the Fun Fair. This has been confirmed both by the council’s
Events Manager and the Manager of the Fun Fair.

The changes to the south of the park provide new opportunities for events.
The flower garden area will be dog free and suitable for fitness sessions, art
classes and tai-chi. The water fountains can be switched off providing a
space which can be used for music and other performances.

Easier to supervise children if all activities in one area (33 respondents)
Keeping the skatepark where it is will mean it is in closer proximity to the play
areas. Whether this is an advantage or disadvantage is subjective, 95
respondents want bikers and skaters to be separated from small children’s
play areas (see below).

Concerned about alcohol use in the park (33 respondents)

Alcohol abuse has been raised as a concern by respondents in relation to
both options. There is no evidence to suggest the location of the skatepark
will have any effect on alcohol use.

Addressing alcohol use is a priority, together with addressing anti-social
behaviour irrespective of skatepark location.

Anti social behaviour would increase if skatepark in north area (24
respondents)

The majority of anti-social behaviour happens in the south end of the park and
is rarely associated with skate park or skatepark users. The data suggests
the main perpetrators are drug users, underage drinkers and young people
gathering before a night out.

The Brighton & Hove Skateparks Association would like the skatepark to be
graffiti free and will be promoting this amongst their members.

Addressing anti-social behaviour and safety throughout the park has been
identified as the priority through the consultation. The Masterplan and
Community Safety Plan seek to address this through a range of measures
and there is no evidence to suggest that skatepark location will have a
significant impact on antisocial behaviour.
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Most Frequent Comments Supporting Option 2: Move Skatepark North
of Rose Walk

The southern area will be more restful (397 respondents)

Moving the skatepark will free up more space in the southern area. It will still
accommodate the playground, water fountain and café which are all likely to
be popular and busy.

The total number of people using the area may increase as a result, but it is
likely to be a more diverse range of people and there will be an increase
green space for relaxation.

If the skatepark is not moved the southern area will be more crowded and
there will be no significant additional green space for relaxation.

Concerns about noise from the skatepark, north is best position for
skatepark (111 respondents)

Concerns about noise were raised by respondents both for and against
moving the skatepark.

The skatepark will generate some noise as it does at present.

There have been no recorded noise complaints from the skatepark in the
existing location and there is no evidence to suggest moving it will change
this.

The new skatepark will be of concrete construction which will be less noisy
than the current timber construction.

Want skaters and bikes to be separated from small children’s areas (95
respondents)

Moving the skatepark will separate the children’s play area from the
skatepark. In contrast 33 respondents wanted to keep the skatepark closer
to the play area to be able to supervise children in both areas.

Antisocial behaviour would decrease if skatepark in the north area (79
respondents)

The majority of anti-social behaviour happens in the south end of the park but
is rarely associated with skate park or skatepark users. The data suggests
the main perpetrators are drug users, underage drinkers and young people
gathering before a night out.

The Brighton & Hove Skateparks Association would like the skatepark to be
graffiti free and will be promoting this amongst their members.

Addressing anti-social behaviour and safety throughout the park has been
identified as the priority through the consultation. The Masterplan and
Community Safety Plan seek to address this through a range of measures
and there is no evidence to suggest that skatepark location will have a
significant impact on antisocial behaviour.

Concerns about alcohol consumption in the park (69)

Alcohol abuse has been raised as a concern by respondents in relation to
both options. There is no evidence to suggest the location of the skatepark
will have any effect on alcohol use.
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Addressing alcohol use is a priority, together with addressing anti-social
behaviour irrespective of skatepark location.

Based on the outcome of all the consultation and engagement work, it is
recommended that the skatepark is relocated as set in Option 2, just to the north
of Rose Walk.

A new skate-park will require planning permission and pre-application advice has
been sought on both options. Based on the information available, officer advice
at this stage is that no in principle objection would be raised. A copy of the pre-
application advice letter will be submitted as part of the ‘Parks for People HLF
bid.

The HLF as well as council’s Design and Conservation Manager have also
confirmed they have no objections to the skatepark moving to the north of Rose
Walk.

Skatepark Design & Development

The skatepark is very well used and is generally considered to be an integral part
of The Level. The HLF fully support a Masterplan which includes the skatepark.
It has not been included in the bid and therefore separate funding is being
pursued.

In the Masterplan, a maximum area of 1600 m? (including approximately 200m?
of buffer space) has been allocated for a new, sunken concrete skatepark
immediately to the north of Rose Walk. The concrete sunken construction will be
lower maintenance than the current wooden structure, it will provide a better
skate surface and by being sunken it will have a lower visual impact. It will also
be less noisy than the current timber structure.

The cost of a new skatepark as set out in the Masterplan is anticipated to be
approximately £400,000, which will be confirmed when a detailed design has
been completed.

The current funding available is:
= £97,000 s106 funding
= £53,000 proposed funding from existing parks budget.

This is £250,000 short of the amount required to build the maximum size
skatepark.

Other sources of funding being pursued include:
= Viridor grant funding (£30,000 - £50,000)

= Veolia grant funding (£40,000 - £100,000)

= Sponsorship £100,000

These avenues will be pursued further in partnership with the Brighton & Hove
Skateparks Association who will also be closely involved in the detailed design
once a decision on skatepark location has been finalised. It is anticipated that all
existing viable external funding routes will have been exhausted by January
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7.2

7.3

7.4

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

2012. At this stage the available budget will determine the maximum size and
complexity of the skatepark, and it may be smaller than shown on the
Masterplan.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE CITY

The bid will provide great benefits to the local community; it will also provide
benefits to the city as a whole. It will create a high quality green space in an area
of high deprivation where outdoor recreational space is very limited.

If successful it will bring in around £2.1 million worth of extra funding in to the city
and create a park which will also be a destination for other residents in the city
and visitors. It is easily accessible from the city centre and the North Laine area
which is very popular with tourists. It will also complement the plans to transform
the London Road area, including the Open Market.

The Level is situated between two main routes in to the city centre and its
redevelopment will improve the gateway into the city.

It is located at the north end of Valley Gardens and completion of the bid will be a
significant first step towards improving all the green spaces that make up this
area.

WHAT IF THE BID IS UNSUCCESSFUL?

Because of its poor state of repair The Level requires significant funding to be
brought up to standard.

The funding available if the bid is unsuccessful will only realise marginal

improvements to certain aspects of the park:

= S106 money will be used to improve the playground

= The skatepark will be replaced as per the Master Plan (size being dependent
on funding) and the foot print of the existing skatepark will have to be made
good and grassed over.

The council would have the option of still allocating the match funding elements
to The Level (£200,000) over two years for essential maintenance, but it would
not have the added benefit of securing £2.1 million of external funding.

Improvements would have to be prioritised on the reduced budget but elements
of the project which would definitely not be funded include:

= The new café

= New toilets

= The water feature

*= New infrastructure (walkways, lighting)

The Level would not be transformed into the welcoming accessible park as set
out in the Masterplan and the benefits associated with this (reducing anti-social
behaviour, increasing the range and number of people using the park,
volunteering and learning opportunities, a deliverable maintenance plan and
obtaining a Green Flag Award) would not be realised.

15



8.6

9.1

9.2

An important first step in realising the vision of Valley Gardens will have been
missed.

FUNDING

The overall value of the bid is summarised in tables below. The grant application
is for 86% of the total project value, the remainder being made up by match
funding. The total value finally submitted may vary slightly as details are finalised
but the cost to the council, through its match funding will not increase above the
figures detailed below.

The bid includes funding for a temporary Project Manager and Project Officer to
oversee the delivery of the scheme.

Summary of Total Bid
Total Value of Bid £2,810,000
HLF Grant Requested £2,177,000
Match Funding Requirement £633,000
Summary of Match Funding Elements
Source of Value Notes
Funding
Existing Parks | £200,000 Funding from existing budgets spread
Budgets over two years.

If bid were unsuccessful investment from
existing budgets would be needed to
carry out essential repairs. The bid has
the advantage that this same money can
be used to leverage in £2.1 million of
external funding.

The impact on the overall City Parks
budget will be similar whether the bid is
successful or not (because of some of
the essential works that will need to be
funded either way). Funding will still be
available to deliver front line
improvements in other parts of the city.

Developers £134,000 £288,000 of s106 funding has been
Contributions secured with £71,000 expected to be
(s106) allocated by the end of 2011. Of this

£97,000 is earmarked for the skatepark
and £128,000 for the playground. The
remainder will be used to matchfund the

bid.
Increased £162,000 These costs reflect the cost of employing
maintenance a full time Garden Manager for a period
over a period of of five years. The Garden Manager will
five years be employed by reorganising existing

staff resources.
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The financial value of this resource is
included in the costs to demonstrate the
council’'s commitment to maintaining the
park to the high standards required for
Green Flag and to satisfy the funding
terms and conditions. However, it can
also be used as part of our matched
funding so overall balances out and does
not impact our budgets.

Under the terms of the grant this funding
has to be ring fenced to the parks and
will go towards off setting increased
maintenance and any increases in utility
costs.

Volunteer Time | £137,000

Under the terms of the bid, volunteer
time contributes to match funding. The
volunteer contribution is made up of a
range of activities including the
gardening club.

Total £633,000

10. TIME-SCALES

HLF Bid

10.1 The main time-scales for the HLF bid are summarised below.

Approval of Masterplan at Cabinet Member Meeting 5™ July 2011
Completion of final details of bid 5™ July — 30"
August 2011
Submission of HLF Bid 31% August 2011
Decision by HLF 1% January 2012
Project planning, tendering January 2012
Onwards
Start build Winter 2012/13
Complete main aspects of build Summer 2013

Skatepark

10.2 The main time-scales for the development of the skatepark are summarised

below.

Approval of skatepark location Cabinet Member 5™ July 2011

Meeting

Detailed design of skatepark to support external July 2011 — September
funding bids 2011

Submission of planning permission for skatepark September 2011
Completion/ submission of funding applications October 2011

Decision on funding bids January 2012

Finalise design March 2012

Start build

March 2012 onwards
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111

11.2

11.3

11.4

11.5

11.6

FINANCIAL & OTHER IMPLICATIONS:

Financial Implications:

The cost of producing the Masterplan has been met from existing Parks revenue
budgets. The estimated value of The Level capital project is £2.810 million, of
which £2.177 million is being sought via the Heritage Lottery Fund. In order to
meet match funding requirements, there will need to be a future contribution from
revenue budgets of £0.200 million and from Section106 capital receipts of £0.134
million. These are the only direct financial implications.

In addition however, the Heritage Lottery Fund values the provision of an on site
manager, created through a restructuring process, and maintenance costs as
£0.162 million, and attaches a value of £0.137 million to volunteer staff.

Finance Officer Consulted: Karen Brookshaw Date: 27/05/11

Legal Implications:

No legal implications arise directly from the Report. However, any infrastructure
to be provided as a result of funding received will be subject to the relevant
planning and procurement regulations. In addition any funding received will be
subject to stringent terms and conditions to which the Council must adhere.

Lawyer Consulted: Hilary Woodward Date: 02/06/11

Equalities Implications:

Many people, groups of people do not currently use The Level. Extensive
consultation has taken place with underrepresented groups to address these
issues. An Access Audit has been carried out with the Federation of Disabled
People to inform the Masterplan, and it has also been subject to a full Equalities
Impact Assessment. The EIA will be available on line.

Sustainability Implications:

Physical sustainability implications are summarised in paragraphs 5.38 — 5.41.
The proposals will help to create a more sustainable community by providing
opportunities for people to become involved with The Level, organise and attend
events, learning and volunteering opportunities. A significant part of the
proposals is to address anti social behaviour.

Crime & Disorder Implications:

Crime, disorder and anti-social behaviour have been identified as significant
issues preventing people from using The Level or affecting their enjoyment of
The Level. The Masterplan and the bid seek to transform the park to address
these issues and make the park welcoming for everyone.

Risk and Opportunity Management Implications:

The main risks associated with the next stages of the project are summarised
below.
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Description & Consequence (C) Control measures

All or part of match funding fails to
materialise

C: Unable to proceed forward with
the project

All matched funding is being
secured through council revenue
budget, s106 and value in kind
from volunteer contributions
increased management and
maintenance costs.

Secured matched funding will be
seen as strength in our bid.

Unsuccessful HLF bid

C: Limited improvements will be
made with existing budget. Overall
park will remain in poor condition
and is likely to continue to
deteriorate

Bid preparation has been thorough
to maximise chance of success.

Alternative sources of funding will
be explored.

Failure to obtain necessary planning
permission for buildings and
skatepark

C: Delay and alternation to
proposed buildings

Worked with Planning from the
start of the programme to ensure
we address any planning issues.

Confirmed Planning do not have
any issues with the proposals.

Rising costs/inflation

C: Reduction in works if extra
funding is not sought

QS have prepared fully costed
proposals and specialist work
checked with relevant
professionals.

Contingency and inflation costs
built in to budgets.

Strong budget controls will be in
place as part of Project
Management

Rising costs to maintenance
activities/utilities/resource

C: Unable to keep in budget

Careful consideration has been
given to quality of build

Careful consideration has been
given to sustainable solutions
during build

Income from Café will be ring-
fenced for park

Management and Maintenance
plan to be regularly reviewed

Failure to upkeep standards and
lose Green Flag award

C: Quality of park deteriorates and
council in breech of funding terms
and conditions.

C. Worse case scenario is that
funding body requests repayment of
funding bid

Fully costed 10 year Management
and Maintenance Plan has been
prepared

Site based Garden Manager will be
appointed

Regular review of training
requirements to be carried out

Continual development for staff

19




11.7

12.

121

13.

13.1

13.2

13.3

13.4

already in place

- Continual development for
volunteers to be put in place

Failure to manage anti-social - Worked with various community
behaviour safety partners including the police
C: People will feel unsafe at the to identify issues and develop
park action plan to reduce crime and

anti-social behaviour

- Dedicated on-site Garden Manager
and Ranger will provide natural

surveillance

Corporate / Citywide Implications:

These are outlined in section 7.
EVALUATION OF ANY ALTERNATIVE OPTION(S):

Throughout the development of the Master Plan and the development of the bid
various design options have been considered. Submission of the bid was
delayed to allow alternative options to be explored in further detail. The final
consultation considered two final design options, and the preferred option has
been recommended in light of this consultation, previous consultation and
engagement work.

REASONS FOR REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

The reasons for the recommendations are set out throughout the report. The
Level is in a very poor state of repair, suffers from antisocial behaviour and is not
considered to be a safe place by many residents. It is in an area of high housing
density where open space is limited. Without significant funding it will continue to
deteriorate.

This funding bid provides a potential opportunity to transform The Level
leveraging in £2.17 million worth of external funding. The requested match
funding from existing budgets will strengthen the bid.

The skatepark redevelopment is not included in the bid. Current funding is not
sufficient to build the skatepark to the size set out in the Masterplan and further
funding is being pursued. The funding requested from existing budgets will help
contribute to the funding shortfall.

The deadline for the submission of the bid is the 31 of August. Most of the
evidence base for the bid has been completed, but some detail has yet to be
finalised, and it is requested that the Director of Place has the authority to sign off
the final bid. There will be no changes significant changes to the Master Plan
and no increases to the council’s proposed financial contribution through match
funding.
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

Appendices:
1. Summary of Master Plan
2. March 2011 Consultation Document

Documents in Members’ Rooms

1. 2009 Consultation Report

2. Activity Plan (Draft)

3. Community Safety Plan (Draft)

4. Management & Maintenance Plan (Draft)
Background Documents

None
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Project

The Level is one of Brighton & Hove's community and destination parks
covering 8.05 hectares. It has a wide and diverse catchment covering
three wards, and is a popular venue for active and passive recreation.
Under-investment in the 1970’s lead to a decline of the fabric of the park,
and many of the original features were left to deteriorate or were
removed, and planting was cut back to keep costs down. The site now
suffers a high level of anfi-social behaviour, in particular as a hot-spot for
drug and alcohol related problem:s.

In the Parks & Green Spaces Strategy 2006, The Level received a poor
quality index scoring of -40, the only major park with a negative rating. It
was identified as a priority for re-development and this led to the current
work to improve The Level and make it more welcoming for people of all
ages and abilities to enjoy and to celebrate its cultural heritage.

1.2 Historic significance

The significance of The Level as an open green recreational space
commences from mid 18" Century when it was used as a cricket ground
for the Prince of Wales.

In 1822 it was formally laid out as a park, and in 1845 a grand avenue of
1,000 EIms were planted along the outer walkway as a gift from the Third
Earl of Chichester. Although many were destroyed in the 1987 storm,
today it has national importance as possibly the only double avenue of
Elms in the country.

Historic records show that the shape of The Level remained unchanged
from this period, and the next significant period was in the 1920’'s when
Captain Bertie Hubbard MaclLaren, the Superintendent of the Brighton
Parks Department developed a scheme for a new playground which was
arranged to obtain ‘as much of the picturesque as possible’.  His
symmetrical layout included features such as shelters, pergolas,
ornamental boating pond and bridges intended to disguise the play
equipment and create a garden setting for other users.

While some of these features are sfill evident, the remnants of the scheme
appear random and neglected.

Page |1
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1.3 Heritage Lottery Funding

Various consultations have taken place over the past ten years with the
aim of improving The Level and the skatepark. While some changes have
come about as a result of these consultations, sufficient funding has not
been available to bring about any major improvements.

At the start of 2009, the council identified the Heritage Lottery Fund and
Big Lottery Fund ‘Parks for People’ grant as one of the only sources of
funding available for a large scale project such as this. An inifial enquiry
confirmed we were eligible to apply.

Concept designs were then developed with the aim of restoring some of
the key heritage features of the park. These designs took into account
feedback from previous public consultations and workshops attended by
a wide range of service providers including council officers, third-sector
organisations and statutory bodies. The proposals included new features
such as a new café with indoor and outside seating, toilets, staff offices
and a new sunken concrete skatepark.

In 2009 a bid for ‘Parks for People’ funding was started and consultation
events held in October of that year showed a strong degree of support to
improve The Level. Included in the proposals were two opftions for the
location of a new sunken skatepark, one in its existing location south of
Rose Walk and the other in a new location at the north edge of the park.
In total 378 local residents completed questionnaires; a majority of 57%
preferred the option to move the skatepark to the north while 31%
preferred it in its existing location. The remaining liked neither, didn't have
a preference or like both.

A successful first round application was submitted in March 2010 with @
decision given in July. A development grant was awarded to enable the
full development of the Master Plan, Management and Maintenance
Plan, Conservation Management Plan and Activity Plan in preparation for
the competitive second and final round application.

During this development phase, local community groups had expressed
concerns about moving the skatepark and it was decided to launch a
more extensive consultation, with detailed plans, in order to gauge public
opinion more conclusively, and to support the second stage ‘Parks for
People’ bid in August 2011.

1.4 Purpose of this report

This report details the results from the public consultation held in March
2011, provides an analysis of the information and makes

Page | 2
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recommendations for the way ahead. Where relevant it refers to and
compares data from the 2009 consultation.

Page |3
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2 METHODOLOGY AND MATERIALS

2.1 Methodology

This consultation aimed to get people’s preferences on the location of the
skatepark within The Level. The survey also asked questions on what kind
of events and activities people would be interested in and what elements
of the new designs residents would appreciate the most. This differs from
the consultation carried out in 2009 which aimed to get people’s views
and suggestions on different aspects of the park and of two concept
designs.

The information gained from this research will be used to support a final
decision on the Master Plan and in particular skatepark location.

Other information collated in the build up to this consultation and used to
inform the Master Plan includes previous consultation results; data from
workshops and meetings held with service providers (council officers,
statutory bodies and third sector organisations), local residents,
community group representatives and minority groups; historic maps,
images and written documents; heritage park design professionals; and
parks staff. This information is not included in this report, instead has been
incorporated in to the relevant supporting documents, e.g. the
Conservation Management Plan, Activity Plan and Community Safety
Plan.

The source of this data was gathered from Consultees through
questionnaires. They were designed with closed questions in order to
provide comparative analysis of responses although there was space for
respondents to add comments and clarify certain answers.

Consultation packs which included an information leaflet, questionnaire
and a pre-paid envelope were sent to 27,291 households within a 15
minute walking distance catchment of the park.

Consultation packs which included an information leaflet, questionnaire
and a pre-paid envelope were sent to 27,291 households within a 15
minute walking distance catchment of the park. Examples of these can
be founding in appendices A and B.

The 15 minute walk catchment is based on the council’'s adopted
accessibility standards for parks and open space in the city's Local
Development Framework, which was informed by the findings of a public
consultation carried out for the Citywide Open Space, Sport and
Recreation Study in 2008/9. This study determined that 15 minutes was the

Page | 4
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maximum time people were willing to walk to their local park. It is also in
line with guidance from the Department for Children Schools and Families
(now Department of Education) Design for Play Guidance where 15
minutes walk is the catchment area for Neighbourhood Equipped Areas
for Play (NEAPs).

Questionnaires were also available on the Brighton & Hove City Council’s
consultation portal and at five staffed consultation exhibitions throughout
March. These exhibitions were held at Churchill Square, Phoenix Gallery
opposite St Peter’'s Church and in the old Co-op building on the corner of
Baker Street and London Road.

Information was also available at three unstaffed exhibitions during March
at the Jubilee Library and at the old Co-op building on the corner of Baker
Street and London Road.

At each exhibition displays included the two design options, an artist
impression of the two designs, background information on the project, the
history of the park and further details of the skatepark, water feature and
café layout. Members of the project tfeam were in attendance at the
staffed exhibitions to provide information and answer questions.

In order to raise awareness prior to the consultation, the same households
within the 15 minutes walk catchment of The Level were sent a newsletter
in December 2010 to inform them of the forthcoming consultation and
other ways they can become involved. The newsletter told the story so far
and gave details of two draft designs. Posters to raise awareness and six
Al sized boards were also put up around The Level at the same time
providing similar information.

Web updates, update emails to residents on The Level mailing list and
press releases also were used to raise awareness. A double page spread
was published in The Argus on 20 January 2011 which provided
information on the history of the project, the proposals for the park and
information on the forthcoming consultations.

In the weeks leading up the consultation period in March, posters
advertising the consultation and exhibitions were distributed by hand to
local businesses around the park and mailed out to libraries, council
offices, neighbouring resident associations, community groups and were
displayed at the park. The consultation dates were advertised on the
council's website, on the council’s social media sites and in The Argus.
The six Al size information boards around The Level were changed in
March to advertise the consultation and give information about the
designs being consulted on. Examples of the poster and boards used can
be found in appendices C and D.

Page | 5
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2.2 Responses

A total of 3,330 completed questionnaires were received. Over 80%
(2,735) of these were from respondents who returned the questionnaire
they received as part of the direct mail-out to households within a 15
minute walk catchment of the park, 436 questionnaires were completed
on the online portal and the remaining 169 were requested or obtained at
one of the exhibitions. Almost all (99%) responses were received from
households within the boundary of Brighton & Hove.

Source of completed questionnaires

3000

2500 -

2000 -

1500 -

1000 -

Number of questionnaires

500 -

- ‘ .

Sent to 15 minute catchment  Online Consultation Portal Requested by post or
of The Lewel obtained at exhibitions

Figure 1 Source of completed questionnaires

Of these, 57% of respondents were female, 38% male, 1% were
transgender and 4% did not answer this question. Over a fifth (22%) of
respondents in the consultation were aged between 35 and 44 and 12%
of the total respondents stated they had a disability.

Page | 6
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Age
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Figure 2 Age range of respondents

In comparison with the respondents in the 2009 consultation double the
amount of responses were received from people of 65 years and over and
a higher response from people with disabilities. However, over 12% less
completed surveys were received from young people under the age of
18.

Comparison of respondents ages in 2009 and 2011
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Figure 3 Comparison of respondent ages in 2009 and 2011
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Ethnicity of respondents
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Figure 4 Ethnicity of respondents

The majority of respondents were of White ethnicity. This is similar to the

2009 consultation responses.

However, as illustrated in Figure 5 below, a

wider range of responses from minority ethnical backgrounds were

received in the 2011 consultation.

Comparison of responses from ethnic minorities in 2009 and

2011
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Figure 5 Comparison of responses from ethnic minorities in 2009 and 2011
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2.3 Questionnaire Structure

The questionnaire was divided intfo three main sections. The first section
gathered information about the make up of the household and why
people use The Level.

The second section gathered views on the park design proposals. Two
options were drawn up, with the main difference being the location of the
skatepark. This section also gathered information about the areas of the
park and activities that respondents would be interested in. The final
section gathered demographic information.
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3 RESULTS

3.1 About your household

3.1.1 Question 1T - What is the make-up of your household?

The majority of households to complete a questionnaire were made up of
couples, couples with children and sole occupants.

Household composition

Business / Charity Other
2% 3%

Student / shared
house
9%

Couple
%/o

Sole occupant
32%

Y’ Couple with children
22%

Single parent
7%

Figure 6 Respondents household make up

3.1.2 Question 2 - For households with children, please indicate age
range and number of children?

Over two thirds of households with children who responded have one
child, of these respondents 68% of the children were aged 16 and over.
Over a third of the households with two children have children aged five
and under.

No. of children 1 2 3 4 5

| aged
under 5 317 101 2 3 0
5to11 271 99 15 1 1
12to15 190 33 1 0 0
16+ 1700 79 12 4 3
Total 2478 312 30 8 4

Table 1 Number and age of children of respondents with children
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3.1.3 Question 3 - What are the main reasons members from your
household visit The Level?

Main reasons for visiting The Level

Other

Don't normally visit The Level
Partof myjob

Dog walking

Skatepark

Paddling Pool

Jogging/ running

Informal leisure
Picnics

Enjoying nature
Playground

Through route (cyclist)
Socialising with friends

Attending event / activities
Walking
Relaxing
Through route (pedestrian)

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
Number of responses

Figure 7 Main reasons respondents use The Level

Respondents could choose more than one optfion. The majority of
respondents said they use The Level as a pedestrian or cycle through-
route and many people use it as a place to walk, relax, socialise and
aftend events and activities. The playground, enjoying nature and picnics
were also popular and 320 respondents said they didn't normally use the
park.

Respondents also stated they use The Level for the café, Tai Chi, cycling,
petanqué and for visiting the funfair, and informal activities such as circus

skills and playing music were also mentioned as activities that the park is
used for.
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3.2 Your views on the park design proposals

3.2.1 Question 4 - Which design option does your household prefere

Preferred design option

2000
1800
1600
1400
1200
1000
800
600 -
400 -

|
0 ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘ | ‘ —

Number of households

Option 1 Option 2 Don’t know Have no Household  No response
(skatepark (skatepark preference / does notagree
south of Rose north of Rose like both
Walk) Walk)

Figure 8 Preferred design option

The most popular choice for the site of the new skatepark by 55% of all
respondents is to move it to the north of the Rose Walk. 33.5% preferred it
to remain where it was and the remaining 11.5% did not have a
preference.

Of those households who made a choice, 62% would like it to be moved
to north of the Rose Walk and 38% keep it to the south of Rose Walk.

Of the respondents who preferred to relocate the skatepark to the north
of the Rose Walk, nearly 400 people commented on how ‘it would be
good to keep the area south of The Level as a franquil space and the
north area a space for all activities including the skate park’ whereas
option 1 was felt to be ‘too congested with too many things in a small
space’.

Of the respondents that chose optfion 1, over 300 comments were
received on keeping the green area in the north of the park green
including ‘prefer to have a clear green space rather than option 2. Glad
for improvements though' and ‘we like the fact that The Level has a big
open green space’. With the northern end of the park open, it was felt
that there would be more space ‘for flexible provision of a wide range of
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occasional/short term activities and events’ and that ‘locating the

skatepark here (north of the Rose Walk) will limit this.’

The noise generated from the skatepark was also one of the main

concerns respondents had about relocating the skatepark to

north of the

Rose Walk, one respondent felt that ‘(skateparks) are loud - the continual
noise of boards landing is best tucked away behind high hedges, as in

option 1'. In opposition to this, some respondents felt that by

moving the

skatepark the noise would be lesser than in the current location. It was felt
that if located to the north of the Rose Walk ‘users of skatepark should be
able to make a noise without disturbing others’ and it ‘would be better

placed north of Rose Walk in terms of noise for local residents’.

For both of the preferred locations of the skatepark, concerns

were raised

about the use of alcohol and drug use at The Level; respondents have
said they would ‘like to see all public drinking of alcohol banned in all
areas’'. Reservations were also made about the park improvements and
‘how renovating it (rather than addressing the drug/alcohol problem) will

change this (the drug and alcohol problems)e’.

A summary of the kind of comments respondents made to s
choice can be found in appendix F.

upport their

3.2.2 Question 5 - Which areas you think individuals in your household

would appreciate?

Elements of The Level that household members would
appreciate
3000
(7]
8 2500
5
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Figure 9 Elements of the park respondents would appreciate
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Respondents could choose more than one option and the majority said
they would appreciate the new proposed café with indoor seating, public
toilets, water fountains and Rose Walk elements within the park. There was
significant interest in all the features.

Other suggestions included designated dog walking area, dog free areas,
Tai Chi area and cycle paths; there was not a high demand for any one
suggestion.

3.2.3 Question 6 - What activities individuals in your household would
appreciate?

Activities households would appreciate at The Level

2500

2000

Number of respondents

salAloe Buiiods
SelIAIIO. 8S1049X]
So|q.] sewen)
yred ayi ul sby
SENTEN

Buiuses
Buriaajunjop
SUEYE]

Sjuane Ajie) [leuOSEOS
[eAnse4 uoybug
Jreyuny

JBylo

selIAlo. S,uaJp|iyo pasiuebio

Figure 10 What respondents would like to see held at The Level

Many respondents were interested in events (e.g. music in the park, dog
shows) being held in the park along with markets and events linked to the
Brighton Festival. Other activities that people were interested in were art
in the park (e.g. exhibition and classes), sporting activities such as football
and Frisbee and seasonal family events including Halloween and
Christmas events. There was significant interest in all other activities.

Other suggestions included holding activities to encourage people to get
involved with nature, outdoor gym equipment similar to the facilities in
Hove Park and Vale Park and a place where people can hold political
rallies.

Although nearly 900 respondents said they would like the funfair to
continue to be held at The Level, opposition was also put forward against
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it with one respondent stating that ‘(the funfair) is a horrible time for users
of the Level. It is ugly, messy, smelly & noisy. Please STOP funfair coming to
The Level'. Responses also included ‘I hate the funfair’ and ‘Funfair — No!".

3.3 Breakdown of choice of design options

3.3.1 Households within 15 minutes walk x whole sample

Postcodes had to be provided to validate the completed questionnaires.
From this data it is possible to identify the locations of the respondents
around the city, including the numbers of completed surveys from
households within the 15 minute walking catchment area.

The percentages of respondents within the 15 minute catchment were
very similar to overall percentage of respondents choosing option 1 or
option 2 as shown in the graph below. The geographic spread of
respondents’ preferences can be seen in appendices E.

Options 1 and 2: Households within 15 minutes walk
compared to whole sample of responses

Percentage (%)

Option 1 Whole Option 2 Whole
Option 1 households Sample Option 2 households Sample
w ithin 15 min w alk within 15 min w alk

Figure 11 Design options for respondents within 15 minute catchment against whole
sample

3.3.2 Household type x choice of park design

The data indicates that the highest percentages of respondents in favour
of moving the skatepark to the north of the Rose Walk are households with
children. Those who prefer the option to keep it south of Rose Walk
include couples, shared occupancy and sole occupants.
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Household type against the design choice
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Figure 12 Design choice against household type

3.3.3 Main reason to visit The Level x choice of park design

Those in favour of keeping the skatepark at the southern end of the park
currently use it for tranquil activities such as relaxing and enjoying nature
but also include those who use the northern end of the park for activities
like Frisbee, running and walking.

Households who currently use the southern end of the park e.g. skatepark
users, users of the paddling pool and playground are those who want to
see the skatepark moved out of this area.
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Reasons to visit The Level against design choice
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Figure 13 Design choice against the respondents reasons to visit The Level
3.3.4 Areas you would appreciate x choice of park design
Elements of the park households would appreciate against
design option
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Figure 14 Design choice against the elements of the park respondents would appreciate

This question asked people about the physical layout of the park. 45% of
households who prefer that the skatepark stay in the southern end of the
park say they would appreciate the north lawns. The play areas and
skatepark are further down in their list of priorities.
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Conversely those who want the skatepark to the north of the rose gardens
see the north lawns area as lower on their wish list and chose areas which
are more action-packed such as petanque, skatepark and play areas
and also the sensory areas such as the fountains and sensory garden.

3.3.5 Activities your household would appreciate x choice of park design

The most popular activity for those who chose option 1 is the funfair which
takes place on the north lawns of The Level. Households who choose
option 1 tend not to prioritise family type activities whereas the converse is
true for households who choose option 2 who prioritised organised
children’s activities, games tables and seasonal family events.

Activities households would enjoy against design choice
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Figure 15 Design choice against the activities respondents would enjoy

3.3.6 Age of respondent x choice of park design

Where respondents selected option 1, a higher percentage were of older
age ranges while those who selected option 2 were made up of younger
age ranges. The aged 75+ group have a much high proportion of people
who have no preference or like both designs (23%) compared to the
whole sample (11.5%).
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Respondent age against design choice
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Percentage (%)
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Figure 16 Design choice against the age of the respondent

3.3.7 Gender x choice of park design
A higher proportion of the sample choosing option 2 is women.

Gender against design choice
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Figure 17 Design choice against gender
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3.3.8 Disability x choice of park design

Do you have a disability against design option
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Figure 18 Design choice against disability

The percentage of people who say that they have a disability and choose
option 1 is only 0.8% less than the whole sample who choose option 1,
whereas for option 2 the percentage is 7.5% less. This group have a much
high proportion of people who have no preference or like both designs
(19%) compared to the whole sample (11.5%).
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4 SUMMARY

4.1 Response to the questionnaire

A total of 3,330 questionnaires were completed, considerably more than
the consultation carried out in autumn 2009 when 379 questionnaires were
completed. The majority of respondents were from households within the
15 minute catchment who were sent questionnaires by direct mail. Of the
27,291 sent out, 2735 questionnaires were returned from this mail out, a
10% return rate. The overall majority of respondents used the paper
questionnaires even though they were encouraged to submit using the
on-line portal.

The data for this survey identify that over 50% of respondents were female,
in comparison with the consultation in 2009 where over 50% of the
respondents were male. A higher percentage of respondents (12%
compared to 10% in 2009) stated they had a long-standing illness,
disability or infirmary.

Responses to this consultation were received from a wider spread of

people from different ethnic backgrounds and a higher response from
LGBT groups compared to the responses received in 2009.

4.2 Use of the park

In comparison with the previous consultation that have been carried out
on the project (2006 and 2009), this consultation focussed on primarily
identifying respondents preferred skatepark location and what areas and
activities the household would appreciate.

The data from the completed surveys indicated that the park is a popular
place for people to meet, relax and socialise and attending
events/activities that are held in the park. As previously identified in past
consultation, the majority of respondents use the park as a walking or
cycling through route. A visitor count held in March 2011 reflects this
where 70% of people counted at the park were tfraversing through the
area. However, the summer count in August 2010 identified more people
stationary within the park (54%).

10% (328) of the respondents do not currently use The Level which is twice
the amount of non-park users sampled in the 2009 consultation.

The comments received on the questionnaires demonstrate that people
have concerns about the noise from the skatepark and anti-social
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behaviour at The Level. A need for improved ftoilet facilities has been
identified as a priority improvement for the park and is backed up by 60%
of respondents stating that it would be one of the areas that would be
appreciated.

In the past there has been much anecdotal evidence that many consider
The Level unsafe, especially at night, and also it has a reputation of drug
and alcohol abuse. This has been reiterated in this consultation as well as
the 2009 consultation as respondents have commented that the park
currently feels unsafe.

Along with the toilets, the proposal for a new café with indoor seating, the
water fountain and the Rose Walk have been indenfified as the main
elements that would be appreciated at the park. Positive feedback
about having a café with indoor and outdoor seating was also received in
the 2009 consultation. All other elements of the new designs received
significant interest.

The majority of the activities that households have commented that they
would enjoy are organised events such as performances as part of the
Brighton Festival. Smaller events, similar to those currently organised by the
City Parks Rangers and Friends of The Level also received positive
feedback, as well as the range of other activities respondents could
select.

4.3 Designs

Of the two designs shown at the consultations, the majority of respondents
(55%) preferred option 2, which showed the skatepark to the north of the
Rose Walk. 48% of the respondents felt that the southern area of the park
would be more restful, more family orientated and less congested if the
skatepark was moved to the north side of the Rose Walk. The results were
very similar for households within the 15 minute walk catchment.

The results from this consultation reflect those from the 2009 consultation
where 57% of the households that responded preferred the design with
the skatepark in the northern end of the park and 31% preferred the
skatepark to remain where it was.

The responses for each option and for areas and activities which would
interest them most were polarised showing how different households
responded according to how they currently use the park and the activities
they enjoying taking part in.

For those who were in favour of the skatepark moving, the highest
percentage was households with children, younger age groups (35 — 44)
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and females. Their main reason to visit involved using the playground,
skatepark and paddling pool. The areas they said they would appreciate
most were the sensory garden, petanqué area and skatepark and the
activities they were most interested in were children’s activities, games
tables and seasonal family events.

The highest percentage of respondents who chose this option prioritised
family type interests and activities suggesting that they felt this would be
better for families. However, contradicting this one of the main reason
why households preferred keeping the skatepark in the southern end was
that they felt it would be better for families.

For those in favour of keeping the skatepark where is currently is, the
highest percentage were couples, shared occupancy and sole
occupants, older age ranges (45 — 75) and males. Their main reason to
visit was to enjoy nature, playing informal sports and jogging/running. The
areas they said they would appreciate most were the north lawns,
perimeter path and Rose Walk and they were interested in the funfair,
exercise and learning about the history of the park.

Over half of these respondents felt that this design preserved the green
space in the north end of the park and some were concerned that anti-
social behaviour would increase if the skatepark moved to the northern
end of the park.

Respondents aged over 75 years and those with disabilities had a higher
proportion of liking both of the designs.

The majority of respondents supported the proposal for a new skatepark
facility within the park and only 28 residents stated that they preferred
there not to be a skatepark at The Level.

Although there was a small percentage of residents (1%) who were
concerned about the cost of the project and felt it could be a waste of

money, the overall feeling about improving The Level was positive and
supportive.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Overall concept

It can be concluded from the past two consultations in October 2009 and
March 2011 that there is strong support for improving The Level as a park
which people of all ages and abilities can enjoy. In this consultation over
3.000 households took the time to respond to this consultation indicating a
high level of interest in the park’s future and a desire to have their views
taken into consideration.

5.2 Position of skatepark

It can be concluded from the results of the two public consultations held
in the past 2 years that the majority of park users have a desire to relocate
the skatepark to the northern end of the park. This does not however
mean that individuals don't feel strongly about the skatepark moving,
which has been apparent from the meetings and workshops held for local
residents and representatives from community groups.

During the consultation in 2009, some residents expressed strong concerns
about moving the skatepark. During the development stage of the
project, workshops and meetings were held with representatives from
local community groups, groups who were under-represented in the
previous consultation, those with special needs and interests and relevant
service providers (council officers, statutory bodies and third-sector
organisations) in order to consider alternatives and solutions to mitigate
the main concerns and find a compromise.

Some changes were made to the Master Plan as a result of this work and
a decision was made 1o seek the views of a larger number of residents to
check whether the views given at the 2009 represented a larger
percentage of the local residents.

This consultation carried out in March 2011 has shown that the original
consultation did represent the views of the wider community, with both
results coming out very similar. This is a consistent response over the two
years and reflects anecdotal evidence going back to 2005 when moving
the skatepark was first considered.

Although one of the aims was to open up the park so individuals feel they
could use elements within the whole park and were not excluded from

any one area, the analysis of the choice respondents made indicated
that they were primarily influenced by how they currently use The Level.
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5.3 Areas people would appreciate

The choices people made showed that the most popular elements in the
proposed Master Plan include the new features such as the café with
indoor and terrace seating, public toilets, water fountains and sensory
gardens. The Rose Walk was also high on the list which along with flower
gardens and fountain does indicate that park users would welcome into
the park more attractive and sensory elements of floral displays and
moving water. All the other elements were well supported with all getting
more than 600 households selecting them. There were 187 other
suggestions with no one element mentioned more than seven times.
Overall the data does suggest that the most important elements have
been identified and included into the Master Plan.

5.4 Activities people are interested in

The Level has had a long association as a venue for events and activities
and it is not surprising that the activities people were most interested in
included local community events, Festival events and Markets. Artin the
Park was also popular as a new activity and the learning and volunteering
activities which need to be included for the ‘Parks for People’ bid were
well supported. All activities received over 700 responses which overall
does indicate that any events and activities planned would be well
attended and welcomed by the local community. There were 196 other
suggestions with no one element mentioned more than six times; however
they give an interesting mix of ideas which would satisfy a diverse range of
park users and so should be taken into consideration.

5.5 Balanced representation and response rate

The breakdown of the composition of the respondents for this consultation
has demonstrated that a wider demographic sample of people have
given their feedback on the proposed plans for The Level than the 2009
consultation.

It was recommended in the 2009 Consultation Report that separate focus
groups were set up with minority and under-represented groups and
during the development phase this has been undertaken. It is possible
that this was partly responsible for the raising the profile of the project to
these groups and so encouraging them and their members to take part in
the public consultation. It is also likely that the direct mailing of the
questionnaires to all the households in the area was more effective in
reaching those groups rather than relying on them to come along to a
consultation event or responding to posters and advertising alone.
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In comparison to the 2009 consultation, this one carried out in March 2011
has been more successful in terms of raising awareness and allowing a
significantly higher number of residents to get involved in giving their views
and therefore influencing the decision making process. The fact that so
many responded does imply that this was appreciated and one of the
emails received saying ‘... thank you - it's a very clearly written and
inclusive document and | welcome the opportunity to have ‘my say’ re:
the two options’ does back this up.

It has also shown that the views gathered in 2009 were of sufficient
quantity to represent the wider views. This along with some of the other
findings, including that people are often influenced by how they use an
existing space and that direct mail outs are more successful, should be
considered when developing future park consultations.

Page | 26

74



Item 11 Appendix 2

The Level Consultation Report March 2011

6 APPENDICIES
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Appendix A - Example of questionnaire information booklet

Improving The Level

Following a public consultation in
2009, we have been working with a
range of different user groups, third-
sector organisations, service providers,

The Level

consultation =i
March 2011

Level as a high quality, well used and
vibrant urban city centre park which
celebrates its cultural heritage and
provides activities and facilities to meet
the needs of today's park users.

It includes the restoration of the
original 1920s design layout and a new
playground, skatepark, café, public
toilets and park’s staff and volunteer
facilities.

Have your say

Brighton & Hove City Council has
been working on proposals to

You can find out more about the
proposals by logging on to our website
www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/thelevel or
by visiting one of our exhibitions:

improve The Level. We have come
up with two designs and we would
like your views on what you think
is the best option.

Please take time to read this
information and complete the
questionnaire on-line at

http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/
portal or return the enclosed paper
questionnaire by SO
that your views can be considered.
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The proposals

The proposals include a new water
feature, café building and skatepark.
The information below gives an idea
of how they would look.

The original boating pond will be
restored as a modern water feature
using water jets. This will create an
attractive focal point for all park users
to play in and enjoy.

Two rows of water jets in the central

areas will provide fun for all ageswhile use new green technologies to make

the ones on the outside will be gentler
and suitable for younger children.
With water on both sides, the bridges
will once again have a purpose,
although you will still be able to walk
through the water feature without
getting wet.

The columns and pergolas with
climbing flowering plants around the
water feature will be restored.

3473 The Level consUItatcn inkarmation bocklet ARTWORKING 4-6
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A new building will feature a café,
public toilets and staff facilities. It will

it as carbon-neutral as possible and
will be designed to make the best use
of natural light. The two pavilions on
either side of the water fountain will
be restored to provide community
space for exhibitions, meetings, events
and volunteer activities.

The skatepark will be replaced with
a concrete sunken facility of a similar
size (dependent on funding), and
designed to be integrated with the
rest of the park. It will
include a multi-use plaza
area which other park
users will be welcome to
enjoy and where younger
children can practice
with parents or guardians
sitting nearby.

This artist impression shows
how the new skatepark might
look. However it is not the
actual design; this will be
developed once a decision is
reached on the location.
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The Rose \Walk flower borders will be
rejuvenated with a mix of roses, other
perennials, bulbs and evergreens to
provide year round interest.

New gardens and lawns in the south will

provide an intimate and sensory space.
It will have shady areas and will be good
for picnics, enjoying flowers and just
relaxing near the water fountains.

A combination of sunny open areas
in the north and a sensory garden in
the south will provide greater variety
and help open up the whole parkto a

diverse mix of users.

The new playground will use
both sand and grass with a
range of equipment to provide
more challenge and interest for
children of all ages and abilities.
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Option2 - Skatepark
North of Rose Walk

Themain benefit of this
option is thatthe restored
heritage layout in the
south haslargersens ory
gardens and picnic lawns
around the ecaféand water
fountaing, However,
moving the skatepark

will reduce the amount of
openspaceinthenorth
and change the open look
and feelofthisarea.

1721 1810
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Funding

We have already secured £256,000

to improve the playground and
skatepark. This is not sufficient to
carry out all the work needed to
improve the rest of the park. 5o last
year we submitted a successful first-
round Heritage Lottery Fund and Big
Lottery Fund ‘Parks for People’ grant
application. This meant we were
awarded funding to develop detailed
proposals which will be used in our
second-round application. This second
stage is also competitive and therefore
the funding is not guaranteed. We are
also seeking additional funding for
the skatepark, which is not currently
included in the ‘Parks for People’ bid.

Improving management
& maintenance

Our proposals include a 10 year
Management & Maintenance Plan
and the recruitment of a full-time site
based Park Manager.

Improving safety

The aim is to create a park which

is safe and welcoming. Restoring

and maintaining the park to a high
standard, better lighting and improved
visibility will all help achieve this. The
café, increased visitor numbers and the
presence of a site based Park Manager
will increase the natural surveillance
and improve security. Working with
various community safety partners, we
are also looking at what enforcement
and intervention measures are needed.

Increasing users

We will have an Activity Plan which
will ensure the park is accessible and
inviting to park visitors. This will
include improved visitor facilities such
as a new café, toilets, seating and
information. A programme of activities
for visitors to enjoy, get involved
through volunteering and increase
their learing is also being developed.
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What the new park will look like

These two artist impressions give an idea
of what the park will look like if we are
successtul in our ‘Parks for People’ bid
and are able to carry out all the proposed
improvements.
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Contact us

# Fill out the questionnaire on-line on
http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/
portal

* Find out more by visiting
www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/thelevel

* Join the mailing list to get regular
updates about the project by emailing
us on parkprojects@brighton-hove.
gov.uk

= |f you do not have access to the
internet, please write to us at
Brighton & Hove City Council, City
Parks Projects, Hollingdean Depot,
Upper Hollingdean Road, Brighton,
BN1 7GA or call us on 01273 292929.

Thank you for your time and

don‘t forget to fill in the on-line
questionnaire or complete and return
the enclosed paper guestionnaire

Translation? Tick this box and take to any council office.
dsaldl _._._ieJ Lais, L.J.l ) dade LH_'I--L-J_\J Arabic
W’?ﬂﬁhﬁﬁ%@m@"ﬁﬁmﬁﬂa%ma Bmg‘aliu

E B TF? A LA e Bl - B I s dE 4 #0M F A - Cantonese L before 31 March 2011.
A A ) g 3 el s TRy gy ol ged el g JBLNE 1 e o ikl o 2 Farﬁiu
Traduction? Veuillez cocher la case et apporte au counil, french L1
R E e RS Rokchk X E - & 4 - Mandorin

Humaczame? zaznacz to uklenko i rwlél( |:In kidregokolwiek Polish
biura samorzadu lokalnego (council office).

Tradugio? Coloque um visto na quadricula e leve a uma

qualguer repanticdo de poder local {council office). Portuguese Q
Tercimesd icin kareyi isaretleyiniz ve bir semt belediye
burosuna veriniz Turkish

other (please state) I |

This can also be made available in large
print, Braille, or on CD or audio tape
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Appendix B - Example of questionnaire form

The Level
consultation

March 2011
Qu

Br

estionnaire

& Hove City

of The Level.

The information provided in the
enclosed leaflet describes the changes
and the options for the park.

To make sure your views are considered,
please return your completed
questionnaire in the Freepost envelope
provided by at the latest.
No stamp is required.

Or you could save time by completing
this questionnaire online at
http:/consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal
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Your address and post code

In order to prevent multiple submissions of forms by individuals, we will only accept one questionnaire
per household. To monitor this, we need to ask for your address and postcode. The information received
will be treated in strictest confidence and it will not be used individually or for any other purposes outside

this survey.

Your Full Address*

Your Full Post Code*

*These fields are mandatory. If you don't fill them in we won't be able to process your response.

Tell us about your household

1. What is the make up of your household? (tick one box)
Couple Couple with children

Sole occupant Student / shared household

Other (please state)

Single parent
Business / Charity

2. For households with children, please indicate age range and number of children?
Number of children under 5 MNumber of children 12 to 15
Number of children 510 11 Number of children 16+

3. What are the main reasons members from your household visit The Level?

(tick one or mare boxes)

Relaxing Picnics

Walking Playground

Dog Walking Paddling pool
Socialising with friends Skate park
Informal leisure eg Frisbes Jogging/Running

Don't normally visit The Level Other (please state)

82

Enjoying nature

Attending events / activities
Through route (pedestrian)
Through route {cyclist)

Part of my job
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Your views on the park design proposals

Two options are being considered. There are benefits and compromises with each option, and these
shiould be considered befare answering this question. Please read the information provided in the
enclosed leaflet which describes these differences.

4. Overall, which option does your household prefer? (tick one box)
Option 1 (skatepark south of Rose Walk) Option 2 (skatepark north of Rose Walk)
Don't know Have no preference / like both
Household does not agree (provide details below)

Do you have any further comments about your choice? Please explain.

5. Please indicate which areas you think individuals in your household would appreciate?
(tick one or more boxes)

North lawns Toddlers play Cafe with indoor seating

Art work at crossroads in north Juniors play Community Space in Pavilions
Rose Walk Skatepark Skatepark (as a spectator)
Sensory gardens/ lawns in south Pétanque Paths around the perimeter
Water fountains Toilets

Other (please specify)

6. Please indicate what activities individuals in your household would appreciate?
(Please tick one or more boxes)

Sporting activities (eg football, frisbee) Learning (eqg history trail, conservation)
Exercise activities (eqg tai chi, health walks) Volunteering (eg gardening club)
Garmes tables (eg table tennis, chess) Events (eg music in the park, dog shows)
Organised children’s activities Seasonal family events (eg halloween)
(eg junior rangers club, games)

Art in the park (eg exhibitions, classes) Brighton Festival

Markets Funfair

Other (please specify)
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Brighton & Hove City Council values and respects the diversity of all people living and waorking in
Brighton & Hove. The council has an equalities policy to ensure that all people are treated fairly when
accessing our services, irrespective of race, or sexual orientation, disability, religion or belief or age.

The information contained within this form will be used for monitoring purposes only and no individual
will be identifiable. In compliance with the Data Protection Act 1998 all details are kept in strict
confidence at all times.

Sex (ick onebox) | |Male | |Female If you also identify as
transgender please tick here |:|

Age (tickonebox) | |Under18 | ]25-34 [ ]a5-54 [ ]es-74

| ]18-24 | [35-44 | |s5-64 75+

Disability (tick one box)

Do you have any long-standing illness, disability or infirmity? |:| Yes |:| No
Ethnicity (tick one box)
Asian & Asian British Black & Black British Chinese or other

| |indian | |Black British || south-East Asian
| |pakistani | |Black Caribbean [ |chinese

[ |Bangladeshi | |Black African || other ethnic background
| | Other Asian background | |other Black background | |Don't know

Mixed White

[ |White & Black Caribbean | | White British

| |White & Black African | |White Irish

| |White & Asian | |other White background

|:| Other mixed background

Religion/faith (tick one box)

| INome [ |cnrisan | [Jewish [ |Hindu | |Musim [ [sikh | |Buddhist

|:| Other (please state)

Are you (tick one box)

|:| Heterosexual |:| Gay |:| Leshian I:I Bisexual |:| Unsure

|:| Other (please state)

Thank you for taking your time to complete this questionnaire. Your views will
be used to inform the decision on which option is chosen for The Level.
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Appendix C - Example of poster

The Level

consultation
1to 31 March2011

Final chance to have your say on how
The Level will look in the future

The proposals include a new water feature,

café and public toilets, skatepark and

playground. For the whole park there will be

an improvement of green space, new paths, staffed exhibitions

lighting, signage and benches will be provided TR R B B
and the stone walls repaired. Two options NESEay <hnd ko BD
. . at Churchill Square by H&M Adults
have been developed for this consultation,
h in difference being the location of the Thasdsy, S Nameh | lampm
the main 9 at Phoenix Gallery opposite 5t Peters Church

skatepark. Monday 14 March 9am — 2pm old Co-op

‘ Building, corner Baker Street & London Road
Tell us which design you think is best for the Thursday 24 March 12noon — 4pm old Co-op
future of The Level Building, corner Baker Street & London Road
o Tuesday 29 March 2pm — 5pm at Phoenix
You can do this in a number of ways ... Gallery, opposite St Peter’s Church
¢ |f you live within 15 minutes walk of The Un-staffed exhibitions

Level you should received a consultation Monday 7 March to Fri 11 March
pack through the post at the Jubilee Library Foyer

* You can log onto the council’s consultation Menday 14 March to Sat 26 March old Co-op
portal http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/ Building, corner Baker Street & London Road
portal to find out more about the proposals Monday 28 March to Thu 31 March
and complete the questionnaire at the Jubilee Library Foyer

* Call 01273 292929 for a consultation pack
s Come along to one of the exhibitions.
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Appendix D - Example of A1 board
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Appendix F - Comments on Design Choice

When identifying the location of the skatepark they preferred, 1538 (46%)
of the respondents made further comments about their decision.

Some people made more than one point in their response, giving a total
of 1931 comments in total. Due to the amount received, the comments
have been themed and tabulated against those who chose the two
different options.

Option 1 - Skatepark to the south of the Rose Walk No. %
Want to keep the area north of the rose walk green/ open 309 44
Concerns about noise from the skate park 47 7
Want north area kept free for events 34 5
Easier to supervise children if all activities in one area 33 5
Concerned about alcohol abuse in park 33 5
Anti-social behaviour would increase if skatepark in north area 24 3.5
Don't want the funfair 19 3
This is a waste of money / concerned about costs 19 3
Don't want a skatepark at all 17 2.5
Opposed to Option 2 16 2.5
Need dog free areas, ensure adequate dog waste bins 16 2.5
Level is unsafe at the moment 16 2.5
Concerned about drug use in the park 14 2
Want to keep the pool 10 1.5
The Level needs improved lighting 9 1
Positive comments about this skate park location 9 1
Must have a park keeper 9 1
This is a better option for families 8 1
The park needs a lot of seating 6 1
Concerns about dogs near skateboarding area 3
Don't want petanque 3
Want café to be open to dog walkers 3
Café needs to provide healthy food 3
Want area for dogs 3
Need to stop cyclists diagonally crossing The Level 2
The Level needs better drainage 2
Want skate park at southern end of park 2
Need areas for different skating abilities 2
Toilets are essential 2
Concerned about Frisbee, footballs, dogs, children walking onto 2
skatepark
Rose Walk/ entrances need to be opened up 2
Want half pipes 2
Skatepark needs to be behind screens 1
Separate bikes and skate boards from small children ]
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Other one-off comments: 17
Animals, wildlife, fauna: want puppy park,

Sport and exercise: don't remove football pitch, want adult outdoor
gym, cricket pitch, basketball court

Art, theatre: stage for live events

Skatepark: concerned about higher rates of injury, want skate park
to be made of wood, boxes, round grind rails

General: | am disabled and am concerned about skate boarders
whizzing about, don't need another café, lock central area at night,
teenagers need to have an area that is theirs, want café near
tfoddler area, make south end more accessible, rename The Level as
Cenftral Park

Total 698 100

Option 2 - Skatepark to the north of the Rose Walk No %

If skatepark in north area the southern area will be more restful/ more 397 32
traditional/ more family orientated/ less congested

~O

Concerns about noise, north is the best position for skatepark 111

o
o

General positive comments about new skatepark 104

el
o
[o¢]

Want skaters and bikes separated from small children’s areas

N
~O
o~
(@]

Less anti-social behaviour if skatepark in the north area

(O
~O
(&)
(@]

Concerns about alcohol consumption in the park

[6,]
[6,]
e
~

Concerns about drug use in the park

w
o
w

Want dog free area and/ or dog waste bins

w
[&,]

Will be able to watch the skaters more easily

N
~O

Option 2 allows for more features in the park

N
N

The Level is unsafe at the moment

Don't want the funfair

N
N

Sensory garden will be better

N

The Level needs improved lighting

N

Must have a park keeper

N
N
— = (= (INININN|W

J—
J—

Don't want a skatepark at all

~O

Want to keep the pool

o
o

Screen off skatepark

o
o

Want a lot of seating in the Park

o
o

Concerns about noise from the skate park

Want north area kept green/ open

The Level needs better drainage

Need areas in the skatepark for different abilities

Toilets are essential

Want outdoor table tennis

It's easier to supervise children if they are all in one area

Want north area kept free for events

This is a waste of money/ concerned about costs

Open up the Rose Walk

Wildfowl lake, duck pond

Like the idea of petanque

Would like outdoor chess

Want disabled access

Want adult outdoor gym

NINININININDININININDW[W W|W|M~|Oo~|OoN|On

Want bandstand
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Other one-off comments: 34
Animals, wildlife, fauna: area for dogs, fish pond, bee hives, fruit
trees, more trees

Sport and exercise: Tai chi areq, cricket nets at north, football
pitches, basketball hoops, sprung wooden flooring for dance with
removable tent ceiling

Art, theatre: fountains to be as art and tendered for by local
colleges, sundial, outdoor film screen, keep the surreal trainer tree,
lights on trees, graffiti art walls

Skatepark: coloured materials for skatepark to blend in with grass,
concerned about skate park users territorial behaviour, skate park in
NW corner, want unrestricted view of skatepark to keep eye on kids,
want skate boarding events, grind rails and steps noft just bowls,
make sure design is by experienced skatepark designer,
skateboarders need to be included in design, need mix of terrain for
skateboard, BMX and scooters. Half pipes and concrete bowils in
various sizes are essential

General: A-board showing activities, markets good, feenage
seating/ hangout area, want railing around outside of park, want
picnic area in sunny area not shady, join up cycle routes, need more
cycle parking, café needs to provide healthy food

Total 1233 100

Don’t know

27 comments were received from respondents who did not know which design they
preferred.

Comments were focussed on keeping as much green in the park as possible, don’t
mind where the skatepark goes, it is a waste of money and included ‘the most
important this is that the improvements are actually done’, ‘make sure that skaters are
involved in the design of the new skatepark’ and ‘good idea needs more things like this
in Brighton'.

Household does not agree

A total of 37 comments were received from households who did not agree on the
design they preferred.

Two respondents did not like either of the two designs, four would like to see the
skatepark somewhere else in Brighton other than at The Level and many felt that the
anti-social behaviour within the park had to be addressed first.

Other comments included ‘may have had more opinions had | been younger’, ‘do not
visit the park’ and ‘please stop the fairgrounds coming and taking over The Level'.

Have no preference / like both of the designs

A total of 97 comments were received from households who did not agree on the
design they preferred.

Comments were focussed around having the skatepark at another location in Brighton,
leaving The Level as it is, the anti-social behaviour needs to be addressed and included
‘The Level needs to be improved so we believe any investment & development will
help’, ‘the ramps look foo small for the BMX riders to use so where will they go2' and ‘no
real preference however it would be good to increase visibility into cafe/play parts’.
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