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1. Introduction

This report presents the main findings from our consultation on our proposals on the future
of Newcastle® parks and allotments. It presents the views of residents and stakeholders:
their priorities, concerns, and suggestions for how parks and allotments can be preserved
and maintained for the future. It also describes how many people and organisations took
part and how they did this.

Background

Over the past seven years, Newcastle City Councilé parks budget has reduced by over

90%, meaning that finding new ways of financi
This needs to be done whilst staying committed to improving how the parks service is

delivered, keeping parks in public ownership, ensuring they are safe and free to use, and

making sure that local people, community groups and partners are fully involved in the

future delivery of this service.

To help us find new ways of maintaining and improving our parks, Newcastle City Council
has been working with the National Trust. We wanted to benefit from their experience in
preserving national heritage across the country, to help us find a way forward for
Newcastle 6 s par ks service

We have researched the possibility of transferring the operation, delivery and maintenance
of a | arge pr opor fandpossidyfallotments, tca newRarks Chaaitabke s
Trust. The full details of what this would entail can be found in the full proposal which
accompanies this report. To summarise, we chose to explore the possibility of setting up a
parks charitable trust because we felt it could offer the following advantages:

i1 Independence from Newcastle City Council, and thus not being under the constraints
imposed on local authorities

i Legally protecting and preserving parks in Newcastle for public use

Enabling more active involvement of the community, partners, stakeholders and staff

1 Maximising opportunities for income generation to sustain the enterprise (not purely for
commercial gain), and

i Greater potential for trade and enterprise
9 Securing the best human, environmental and social outcomes
9 Unlocking new opportunities for accessing alternative funding sources.

=a

In light of the need for change described above, and having established that within the
current environment a parks charitable trust could be the best solution, Newcastle City
Council decided that this would be a change so fundamental to how parks are run that we
should immediately seek out the views of the public and other key stakeholders. Although
we have not yet fully developed a business case, we consulted on the principles of this
proposal as early as we possibly could, and the consultation which followed approached
the public on that basis.
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Core Principles
Our core principles for the future of parks are as follows:

1.

~

Council Priority: although parks are not a statutory service, their successful future is a
high priority for Newcastle City Council.

Existing Groups: existing groups will be integral to ensuring the future of parks in
Newcastle, and will be part and parcel of any new solutions.

Free Access for All: parks should be free to access and use, but we expect charging
for some facilities or activities to continue and grow.

No Privatisation: parks will not be transferred to a commercial entity, but rather to an

entity with charitable and community objectives, which will preserve parks and use

available income sources (including commercial sources), to run them.

One City: securing equality ofresour ces and vi sitorsteeinf wyFsnent
parks with no fsingle parkosolutions.

Public Ownership: parks should remain in Council ownership.
Safe and Clean: parks should be clean, and visitors should feel safe and be safe.

Your Parks: no decisions should be made without engaging, listening, problem-solving
together, and feeding back to people and organisations who use parks.

Our consultation approach

We needed to consult on this proposal because if it was accepted it would be a significant
change to the way we have provided public parks and allotments in the past. We needed
to give the public and our partners the opportunity to understand the proposal, reflect on it,
ask questions about it, raise their concerns and help shape the way forward.

Inspired by the budget consultation approach taken earlier in the year, which used a

fPe o p | e 6 sooBine digpudator to gather views, we adopted a mixed-methods

approach, combining online and offline methods to publicise the consultation and support

people to take part in it. Online methods included Twitter discussions, an online survey

using Letds talk Newcastle Onreama¢eedahet gsi dhl
website. Offline methods included having consultation forms available in parks, banners in

parks to publicise the consultation, drop-in discussion sessions and meetings with

stakeholders, and in-depth workshops organised by the Open Lab team at Newcastle

University. The advantages of the methods we chose were:

1.

Attendance at existing meetings: where we were invited, we went along to speak
directly with various groups such as the Elders Council and Allotments Forum, and
facilitate their giving feedback on the proposals.

Community drop-in sessions: these were held in local communities and allowed
people to have an opportunity to speak to council staff one-to-one, hear about the
proposal, and understand how they could get involved in shaping it.

Park drop-in sessions: these allowed people to access information about the
proposals and alsiknegaeatt i @ntsi meoftthat they cho
friendly setting. Past experience has shown that drop-in sessions can be a more

inclusive and informal means of engaging with the public, particularly for people who

are less comfortable participating in (or cannot attend) formal meetings or question-

and-answer sessions. Having drop-in sessions allows us to hear from a wider range of

people.
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4. Press and general communications helped us to spread the word and raise
awareness of the consultation, encouraging people to let others know. We also took
particular care in the developmentof abrand, L et 6 s Tsadndtagka: ihielp
shape t he future of Newcastle parkso.

5. Twitter Hour discussions run by the Open Labs team allowed people to take part in a
more focussed discussion online. Each Twitter Hour focused on a different question
and provided opportunities to take part in dynamic polls on possible alternative futures
for Newcastleds parks.

6. Workshops run by the Open Labs team at Newcastle University allowed more
focussed time for people to think through some of the challenges raised by the
proposal, and offer the opportunity to provide guidelines and ideas on how parks
services could be run in the future.

The full public consultation period ran from 13
February to 23 April 2017, and can be divided into
two phases:

1 Phase 11 Have Your Say Online, drop-in
sessions, and letters: The first phase,
beginning on 13 February, focussed on
publicising the proposals, and invited people to
take part via drop-in sessions, the quick polls
on the Letdos tahk PBat Bs
Newcastle Online. We also had meetings with g
stakeholders such as t
groups who look after local parks, allotment
holders, the Elders Council, Disability North,
and many others. People also sent in feedback
by letter and email.

1 Phase2i Let 6 s Tawdkslbps, ks
website and Twitter: In phase 1, we asked
people to give us their details if they wanted to
take part in a more in-depth consultation about
the future of parks and allotments. Phase 2
consisted of six workshops and f our
Hour o6 online discussior 1.Participa{ntsat'ai_et'stafl‘k n Lat
team, who al so talkParst ed Parks workshop
website. Phase 2 began on 23 March.

The two phases overlapped, with the Have Your Say online survey remaining open until
the end of the consultation period on 23 April. We received around 4,300 responses to
the consultation via various methods such as the online survey, workshops, letters, and so
forth. A full breakdown is available on p.4.

Publicity

We began by publicisingthe onlineL et 6 s t al kondlatog, which yaee people

the option to provide us with their contact details so that we could invite them to take part

in workshops where issues could be discussed in more detail. We promoted the online

Let 6s Tal ksuniy the diop-in kessions, Twitter Hours, Letdos Tal k Park
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and workshops widely on social media, using videos, Facebook posts and Twitter. In
addition to emailing stakeholder groups connected to parks, we also aimed to reach local
residents by putting banners in parks, sending out flyers and leaflets to households and
community buildings, and visiting events in parks to encourage people to give us their
views. Any questions about the content of this report should be addressed to Louise
Reeve, Policy and Communications Business Partner in the Policy and Communication
Team, telephone: 0191 277 7508 (internal ext. 27508), or email at:

louise.reeve @newcastle.gov.uk.

Feedback to people who took part

The Project Team will be feeding back to the public in late July and August on the outcome

oft he consultation, what we ar e dabineindgcisioniabdh t he
position, and the next steps we will be taking. These will be presentation-led and held in

locations and times to get the best coverage across the city. This will be accompanied with

press releases, web information and social media, and an email to people who took part

via Letbdés talk Newcastle online and the Letds
Information about this will be available via the Newcastle City Council website in due

course. We would like to thank all the individuals and organisations who took the time to

give us their views.

i

3. Ayoung person's thoughts about what they
wanted to see in parks.


mailto:louise.reeve@newcastle.gov.uk
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2. How many people took part?

We received just over 4,300 responses, including completedonl| i ne surveys on

Newcastle Online, emails, letters, formal responses from stakeholders, paper
guestionnaires, Twitter Hour participants, stakeholdergroupme et i ngs, and
Parks workshops run by OpenLab. We also know that many more individuals have viewed
information about the proposals online, but did not choose to comment. Part 6 of this
report describes how we publicised the consultation both online and off-line.

We received feedback from the following organisations: Armstrong Allotments Association,
Dinnington Parish Council, Disability North,t he EI| d e r theFre€oanofc i | |,
Newcastle, Friends of Jesmond Dene, Tyne and Wear Joint Local Access Forum,
Newcastle Parks Forum, Parklands Ward Councillors, Tyneside Croquet Club, Wingrove
Scouts, the Heaton Pavilion Border Group, and members of the Parks Forum including:
Tyne Riverside Group, Friends of Gosforth Central Park, Friends of Heaton and Armstrong
Parks, Friends of Havannah, Friends of Iris Brickfield Park, Friends of Sugley Dene,
Friends of Spital Tongues Green, Fountain Row, and Friends of Outer West Parks.

No of
Method of engagement responses
Twitter Hours i engagements 1,989
Letds talk WBas ks website 1,174
Letds talk Newcastle Online Sur\ 430
Drop-in sessions 307

A

Children and Young Peoplebds Ever 163

Letd6s Tal k Parks Workshops 143
Emails and letters, including stakeholder responses 46
Scouts meeting 30
Elders Council meeting 15
Disability North meeting 15
Totals 4,312

Please note that the total above is an indication of the complete number of responses, but
not necessarily the total number of people who provided them. This is because some
people will have taken part several. For example, someone could complete an online
survey, take part in a Twitter Hour discussion, and then attend a workshop. It is therefore
not possible to calculate the exact number of people and organisations who took part, but
if we were to assume that all participants took part using two different methods of
engagement (this is a very conservative approach), the total would be around 2,150
individuals. The total is probably higher, but cannot be definitively calculated.

Let O
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3. Summary of findings

These are the key themes from Phases 1 and 2 of the consultation.

Key Themes
No Theme Summary
1 Financial Whether the proposed charitable trust would be able to

Sustainability

generate enough income to maintain parks was an issue
people consistently raised during the consultation. Participants
recognised that the proposed charitable trust might be able to
access sources of funding not open to the Council, but this

was accompanied by uncertainty around the potential
sustainability of those funds. A common question raised was
Awhat woul d happen i Some felethatthe t
risk of this occurring was significant enough that they did not
want the proposal to be implemented for this reason.

2

Commercialisation
and Privatisation

Linked to the financial sustainability theme above, there were
queriesaboutwh et her a trust wo ethighlo
in its pursuit of funding, and not become dependent on
sponsorship from businesses which are not seen to be
compatible with an ethical approach (for example, tobacco and
alcohol companies). People are concerned that the pressure
to generate income could result in what some participants
described as i o vcemmercialisationoor fcreeping
privatisationoand that ecological conservation and preserving
public access could become less of a priority. They were also
concerned that this could lead to a decline in parks
maintenance. Participants made very detailed suggestions
about the need to set parameters for what is acceptable
regarding commercial activities and sponsorship, and to have
a robust process for assessing whether applications are
accepted or rejected.

3

The Ethos of Parks

Most participants expressed a general feeling which one
person ter med t hthatbaks fllfibvital red¢ds |
for city residents and visitors: socially, ecologically and
aesthetically. Respondents describe this in terms such as
Afescaping the city centreo, i
modern | ifed, and fAgetting cl
seen as a space which should be equally available to all, and
free from advertising and the pressure to spend money. Some
participants contrasted this with what they saw as the potential
negative consequences of the proposal, in which parks could
become commercial spaces, indistinguishable from the urban
environment. Children and young people commented that they
saw parks as being for play, for having fun, and as a space
especially for them.
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No

Theme

Summary

The Ethos of Parks
(continued)

Some people felt that the status of parks as a public good was
important enough that they did not want the proposal to be
implemented, but for the parks to continue to be run by the
council.

Equality

Two major concerns participants had are, firstly, that parks
must remain free to access for everyone. The cumulative
iImpact of public sector spending cuts among people in less
affluent or deprived areas and households was mentioned in
this context. People felt that parks are especially important for
the health and wellbeing of those affected by cuts, and
children and young people are often mentioned in this context.

Secondly, people were concerned that without a deliberate
attempt to avoid access to parks becoming unequal, the
proposal could mean that parks that are already doing well 7
for example, having large numbers of volunteers, a good
location and suitable facilities for income generation through
events and sponsorship 7 will get the most income under the
new proposals, whereas those in less affluent areas or in a
poorer state of repair will suffer.

5

Governance and
Decision-Making

People stressed the need for transparent decision-making,
having clear parameters for assessing whether applications for
events, sponsorship and so forth should be approve, and
balancing community interests with the need to generate
income to run the parks estate efficiently and sustainably.

Another question raised was how the community and existing
groups will fitinto this. When di scussing t he
val ues o s houprdo ppd saeyd icnh at bocet af b
directorsddecision-making, many people acknowledged the
difficulties of mapping these values, since Newcastle contains
many communities with different values that may conflict. They
suggested that the proposed charitable trust should involve
communities in a large-scale exercise to map out what matters
to them.

Many people raised questions about how to ensure that a new
trust is accountable to residents and other stakeholders. Some
appeared to be happy with a governance model resembling
the National Trust model (more ftop-downd d e cmaking) n
recognising that participatory decision-making can be lengthy
and could impede the proposed charitable trust in achieving its
objectives. Others saw the creation of a parks charitable trust
as an opportunity to revive democratic decision-making. They
wanted to see the running of parks structured in ways that put
volunteers and communities at the centre of decision making.
The decision-making process used by the Allotments Working
Group was suggested several times as a good potential
participatory model for the proposed charitable trust.
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No Theme

Summary

6 Conservation

Several participants stressed that not all parks are the same in
terms of the wildlife and different ecosystems they support,
that biodiversity is very important and that, conservation
should be a key priority for the proposed charitable trust.

7 Allotments

People were uncertain about whether the proposed charitable
trust should contain allotments, and why they were included
for consideration. Allotments were generally seen as quite
different to parks in that they are not free-to-access public
spaces. Many people thought that the proposals offered an
opportunity to promote include food-growing activities and
skills in parks, perhaps even repurposing some areas of
parkland, but they did not want implementation of the
proposals to have a negative impact on allotments and
allotment holders.

8 Public Health and
Wellbeing Benefits

People had a generally high level of recognition and respect
for parks as having significant health and wellbeing benefits.
Many people drew a direct link between prioritising wildlife,
aesthetic values and environmental conservation activities,
and protecting the public health benefits of parks.

9 Volunteers

Volunteers are seen as bringing a high added value to the
running and maintenance of parks. People recognised the
potential to increase their numbers by offering volunteering
opportunities to more diverse communities and individuals, as
well as providing opportunities to volunteer in different parks,
should volunteers want to do this. There were mixed views
about mobile volunteering and skills accreditation schemes.
People acknowledge that for some volunteers this could be
appealing, but for others it would be off-putting. They
suggested that such schemes should be provided on a
voluntary basis only.

10 Education

Participants saw educational opportunities and activities as
one of the benefits parks provide, including both formal and
informal education. These are seen as opportunities that
should be open and accessible to all. People were therefore
cautious about the idea of income generation of educational
activities in parks, feeling that these should not be profit-
making activities.
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Phase 17 Have Your Say Online, and stakeholder letters

We can summarise the findings fromtheL et 6 s T a | konliNeecansuétasian,lmeeting
notes and stakeholder letters as follows:

1 Their two main priorities for parks and allotments were to generate income to keep
them maintained (28% of those taking part said this), and for community groups to
have priority for usage (25%).

1 When asked to comment about future priorities for parks and allotments in
Newcastle, the following topics were mentioned most often: that parks should be free to
access, there is a need to generate income to maintain them, that protecting
biodiversity and wildlife should be a priority, and that community groups should have
priority for parks usage.

1 Children and young people said that the
mai n reason foapedpletoe x if N\ ¥
playi n t h e nhéy,alsoahouyht that r
this was the main reason why people in
general go to parks. When asked what the
most important aspects of parks were to
them, children and young people replied
Apl ay equi pment o, dig
Abeing abl e tTheypoughy f
that the following aspects of parks W
could be better: Aimor e edlep! 2 Oneyoungperson's illustration of

| i tared OAmai ntenanceo. what parks are for

Awhat coul d a otheamost dc . .. , o o.

common respogees more Mresh airo, nitiénds a pl e
and socialiseo

1 P e op Imeidsncern about the future of parks and allotments in Newcastle was that
all parks would fall into a state of disrepair and become unsafe: 39% of respondents
said this.

1 When asked to comment about their concerns for the future of parks and allotments,
the maintopicsf r om respondent so6 c omspaees arsimpordant®r t h at
physical and mental wellbeing and they were concerned that this could be lost, that
parks could decline and become "no-go" areas, and that all the issues listed in the
guestion are relevant concerns.

1 People made the following suggestions about possible positive outcomes from the
proposal to create a charitabl e tr uhatparkso r ur
could be kept clean and well-maintained, that they could be safeguarded for the future,
and that parks could have better facilities.

1 They said that they had the following additional concerns: that parks will become too
commercial in appearance, and whether the trust would be able to generate enough
income to sustain itself and preserve the parks.

1 Their suggestions for improving the proposal further included ensuring community
engagement at all stages if it is implemented, that there protect nature and biodiversity
must be a part of this, and that not everyone is clear about what exactly is being
proposed.
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Phase 27 L e g Talk Parks Website, Workshops and Twitter Hours

We can summarise the findings fromtheL et 6 s t &/brkshopseandKlwitter Hours as
follows:

1. Where should the money come from? Participants came up with a wide range of
suggestions for generating income, were concerned about ensuring that income
generation fitted what they called the fAethc
mechanism for scrutinising how income is generated, and full-time staff employed to
oversee it.

2. Car parks T When asked about the possibility of generating income from car parking
charges, p e o p Viewé were mixed, but most were against the idea of creating new
car parking spaces on existing park land. They suggested that charging for existing car
parking spaces and ring-fencing the resulting income for parks improvements would be
an acceptable alternative.

3. Eventsi When asked fAwould you ha,wanypeopiece events
commented that this could be an effective way of raising income, and that there were
already examples of this working well, such as the Mela and Heaton Community
Festival. However, there were also major concerns over the environmental implications
of events, such as noise and litter, and also whether generating income from events
meant that some parks would receive more income than others. Another concern was
whether havingt oo many commerci al events wowdad char
non-commercial space in Newcastle. People said that if this goes ahead, there should
be a system for effective events management, and for equitable distribution of income
from events among all the parks.

4. Sponsorship, leasing and licensing T People had mixed views when asked if raising
funds through increasing business sponsorship of parks facilities, and leasing
businesses to operate them, would be a good way forward. Some did think that
advertising and sponsorship, especially from local businesses, would be good way to
generate income. However, ethical and aesthetic issues were raised by many
participants. Some participants felt that this would spoil the experience of visiting the
parks and lead to partial privatisation. They commented that the proposed charitable
trust would need to have a robust system for assessing proposed advertising and
sponsorship, and for equitably distributing the resulting income.

5. Trading ¥ Wh e n a s dwendich diohyou think trading should be guided by

community values?0 r espondents generally strongly su
values, such as promoting health and wellbeing, should be the main guiding factor in
trading decisions. Sever al of them at4egnued tF

future, as if people felt that parks were not being run in accordance with these values

(including trading) they would be less willing to visit them. However, others were

concerned to strike a balance between this and the need to generate income. Another

issue was how to resolve a situation where community values might conflict with each

other, whether it would be possible to haveoneset of #Acommunity val ue:
the parks, and how to avoid making decision-making too unwieldy.

10
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Priorities

6. What activities parks should support, and health hubs i How could a Parks
Charitable Trust contribute to increasing community health, education and wellbeing,
and what should parks prioritise: health and wellbeing, or wildlife and conservation?
Many participants felt that both of these options should be priorities, that different parks
and areas within them vary in terms of how well they are suited to promoting these
priorities, and that contact with nature is very beneficial for health and wellbeing.
Several people made suggestions for how to promote both of these outcomes, such as
having Agreen gymso i n par late areasdedicatédzoo ni ng o t
different priorities.

7. Education 7 Views on whether parks should charge groups who use the park for
educational reasons were mixed. Some participants did favour this, but others were
strongly opposed to the idea. One view was that the creation of the proposed charitable
trust was an opportunity to emphasise the educational value of parks for people of all
ages, and think about how this could form part of a strategy for the future. People made
several suggestions about how educational activities could be funded, such as grant
applications, asking for donations, partnership working with schools and businesses,
and developing educational resources that could be charged for.

Structure

8. Decision-making and community values: We asked our respondents to think about
t hi s g uDedstons mm Parks Charitable Trust would be made by trustees and
directors, but how this works and howt h e t deais®ris ars made are very important
guestions. How closely should the proposed parks charitable trust stick to the values of
local communities?0Many participants commented that it was very important for the
proposedc har i t abl e tmakirg todeopen.aransparent and publicly
accountable. Some saw this as an opportunity to clearly articulate what people in
Newcastle value most about parks, and establish these value as a basis for decision-
making. Others were concerned to ensure that the views of all park stakeholders were
heard, and that groups with specialinte r e st s or t b e gsliddoodandnatet v o i
decisions.

9. Board of directors and prioritisation i When required, which should the board of
directors prioritise: income generation, or community ownership? Whilst most
respondents felt that community ownership should be the priority, people were realistic
about the need for some income generation to preserve the parks, and that sometimes
the board would need to strike a balance between the two. Accountability was a major
concern, who commented that Newcastle City Council, as the current parks manager,
can be held accountable through the electoral system, whereas a charitable trust could
not be. Having suitable representation on the board i for example, for local residents
and community organisations i and a robust process of engagement were suggested
as ways of ensur i ngnaking srikds tharight batancele ci si on

10.Allotments T Should allotments be included in the proposed charitable trust? Some
participants thought this could lead to greater income generation and opportunities for
skills-sharing. However, others were concerned that allotments could be seen as a
means of generating income for parks, and allotment holders would suffer rent rises.
They also felt that the allotment model of fpaid membershipoand the parks model of
ffree access for allowould not work well together. Many participants expressed the view
that allotments are not public land, are very different to parks, and have different

11
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interests. People suggested that affiliating allotments to the proposed charitable trust,
or the two working in partnership with allotments remaining independent, could be a
possible way forward.

11.Decision-making and community involvement T We asked people to consider the
g u e s t Onmme:hand, deep community involvement ensures parks reflect the wishes
of communities, but on the other, this can take time, money and be difficult to organise
across the city. How should communities be involved in decision-ma k i nPgdplée had
mixed views, with some favouring direct community involvement in all decisions, and
others saying fAit dependsimanyp@aplestrongypncer n was
supported this in principle, they were concerned about how to prevent decision-making
either jbeedknegd dihby some groups or iebteAootheri ng t o
issue is how the proposed charitable trust would resolve a situation where different
communities had conflicting values and priorities.

Volunteering

12.What role should volunteers play in parks? Some people took the view that creating
a charitable trust would be an opportunity to formally recognise the importance of
volunteers in maintaining and running parks, acknowledge their contribution, and
perhaps encourage more volunteers who are children and young people, students , or
on corporate volunteering scheme s . P a r t anaeinireclodedstize foowing:
whether volunteers actually wanted to be more involved in running parks than they
already are, that skilled paid staff would need to be involved, and that not all parks
attract volunteers equally.

13.Should volunteering be mobile across the city? This suggestion divided opinion.
Some people thought that this could help to solve the problem that not all parks attract
equal levels of volunteering, and that it could allow volunteers a chance to see other
parts of the city and learn new skills. Others commented that it could put people off
volunteering as many people feel a connection to their local park and want to only
volunteer in it, and whether the complexities of co-ordinating mobile volunteering would
cause more work than it would save. One suggestion was that incentives for
volunteering could helptoat t ract more fAmobil ed volunteers

14.Should volunteers earn accreditation and qualifications for learning skills? Again,
views were mixed. Some people were in favour of this, citing how it could provide
training and development opportunities, and help people in the city improve their
employability. Another possible advantage was that it could increase the skills available
to maintain parks. However, other people thought that this could put volunteers off, as
some people do not want to do this and want
a c h i elkeg thaught that both skills accreditation and mobile volunteering should be
optional.

15.0rganising T We asked whether people thought that the proposed charitable trust
should coordinate all parks volunteers across the city. Some people were in favour of
this idea, seeing it as a way to maximise efficient use of volunteering hours and that it
would help to solve the issue that not all parks attract equal levels of volunteering.
However, other participants thought that this would be too bureaucratic, and that local
organisationss uc h as A Fr i ewerk dettd placedgorrespond $o local
needs.

12
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4. Phase 11 Have Your Say Online, and
stakeholder letters

During this phase of the consultation we explored more general issues relating to the

future of Newcastleds parks and all otments, a
could affectthis. Weas ked about peopleds main concerns a
could be a positive outcome if the proposals were implemented, and how they thought the

proposals could be improved.

416peopl e took part in the onl i lne 163uahildveegand on L e
young people took part in several events held especially for them, and we received 47

emails and stakeholder letters during Phase 1 of the consultation. This section presents

what we learned from Phase 1.

1. What do you think should be the main priority for how parks and
allotments are run in future?

We asked people to consider what their main priority for parks and allotments

would be, asking them to choose only one. As is shown in the chart, the most

common answerwasii g e nercaotme itro keep parks and all ot me
(28% of everyone who answered this question), f ol |l owed by fAENnsure th
community groups, not commercial organisations, have priority for using the

p ar Ikdsdpeople answered this question (note that not everyone who took part

in the online survey answered every question).

1. What should be the main priority for parks and
allotments?
50%
@ 45%
3 40%
o}
E 35%
S 30% 28%
3 i 25% yon
0
g 2% u 20%
E 20%
5 15%
= 10%
504 4%
0% [
Generate income  Community Increase Maintain parks in Maintain parks
groups to have available facilities current state  without increase
priority in car parks,
advertising, etc.
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2. What do you want to tell us about what the main priority, or

priorities, should bef or Ne wc a s tancalamenpta? k s

We asked whether people had comments about this, or found it difficult to choose just one
priority. 246 people made comments. T h e  foaradigpics they raised were:

1 Parks should be free to access (31 people)

1 Need to generate income to maintain the parks (26 people)

9 Prioritise protecting biodiversity and wildlife (25 people)

1 Community groups should have priority for parks usage (25 people)

The main topics from their comments i those mentioned by more than five people i are
shown in the table below. Another 230 topicswerer ai sed i n pe o mhngdfs

which were related to the main topics. For example, in addition to the 25 people who
prioritised fprotectingbiodi ver sity and wil dlif d@®Ancatemdar s r a

woodl and must be preservedo (three
shoudhave been included as Adullistofal doronments ahd n e

topics is available on request.

2. What do you want to tell us about your main priorities for Number of
Newcastlebdbs Parks and All ot ment s? people
Parks should be free to access 31
There is a need to generate income to maintain parks 26
We should prioritise protecting biodiversity and wildlife 25
Community groups should have priority for parks usage 25
There is a need to balance income generation and prioritisSing community 19
groups

We should generate income by holding events, or asking for sponsorship 16

I do not want to see advertising in parks 13
People's health will suffer without parks 10
The current state of repair of parks is not good enough, this should be 10
improved

Parks should not be exploited for commercial gain 9
Parks should be an escape from the urban landscape 7

| cannot choose just one priority, there is a need to balance all of them 7
We must ensure that events do not limit access to areas of the parks 6
The parks need better facilities 6
Commercial sponsorship should be in line with the ethos of parks 6
Other topics (mentioned by 5 or fewer people) 230

Comments included:

fSeveral of the options are important, but the main thing is to keep the parks open
and free to residents. If money-making concerns have to be introduced, so be it. But
then it's up to the public whether or not to purchase the goods or services on offer.o

14
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What are children and young peoplebds pr
Consultation with young .
peop|e took p|ace on a Ch"dren and young people: the
number of days until 22 main reasons parks exist (%)
April 2017, at the following 100
locations:
i Farndale Park 90
1 Walker Park 80
1 Gosforth Park *2 70
1 Elswick Park _5 60
1 Nundés Moor Pg g 950 38
1 Newcastle School for 8 40
Girls. = 30
163 children and young 20 13 10
people aged between 3-16 10
years old took park; the
largest number were aged 0 .
between 8-10 (51 out of 163 To play For children To have fun
i 31%).
The most common
responses from children and young people atte

Parks Consultation said that the main reasons parks existi s At o ¢hildranyand ( 6 2
Afor childrd3 @ahd mMe opdhrayves f

young people said this i 38%) |,

responses i 10%). They also thought that these were the main reasons why people in
general go to parks. Some young people illustrated their thoughts about parks, as shown

below!

When asked what the most

Important aspects of

parks were to them,

children and young people

replied:

1 Play equipment (41
responses)

i Grass and plants (31
responses)

i Being able to play
football (19 responses).

The percentages are shown
in the chart on the right.

% of respondents

Children and young people: Which aspects
of parks are most important to you?

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%

44%

25%

25%
20% 19%
15% 12%
10%
B
0%

Play Grass and Being able  Other
equipment plants to play
football

15
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They thought that the following
aspects of parks could be
better (percentages shown in the
chart):

1  more equipment (39
responses)

less litter (16 responses)

maintenance (13 responses).

T
T

Wh e n a svkaé abuldia park
doforyou? 6, t he most
responses are (percentages

shown in the chart):

i Get more fresh air (27
responses)

T I'tés a pl7race to
responses)

1 To make friends and socialise

(15 people).

Oneyoung personbs
what they liked about parks is
shown below.

P a i RossulatiomRegpbnseo t me nt s May 2017

% participants

Children and young people: which
aspects of parks could be
improved? (%)

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15

24

10

-

Less litter

8

o

Better
maintenace

(4]

More
equipment

% of respondents

Children and young people: Which
aspects of parks are most important to
you?

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

64%

(1)
17% 10%

D

Getmore It'sa To make
fresh air place to friends
go and
socialise

9%

Other
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3. What is your main concern about the future of parks and allotments?

We asked people to consider what their main concern about the future of parks and
allotments is, asking them to choose only one. As shown below, the most common
answer was fthat all parks will fall into a state of disrepair and become unsafe0
(38% of respondents said this).

Again, 414 people answered this question.

3. Which of these options would you say is your main
concern about the future of parks and allotments?
50%
45%
8
S 35%
0,
'g 30% 29%
§ 25%
0,
% 20% 19%
0,
< 15% 14%
10%
5%
0%
That all parks will fall That people's health That some parks will That increasing
into a state of and wellbeing will ~ fall into a worse state  income by having
disrepair and become suffer without access  of disrepair than more commercial
unsafe to park facilities others events will change the
park environment

We asked people taking part in the consultation to give us their comments about their
concerns. An analysis is shown on the next page; some example of their comments are
shown below:

APar ks ar e citydweleerds somegregn spaee, space for kids to run
around and for people to enjoy. 0

i | haneems that parkland will be built on for commercial gain, that existing
parks will not be maintained, and that this will be detrimental to the community. ©

\_ f/

=y

17
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4. What do you want to tell us about your main concern or concerns?

We asked whether people had comments about this, or found it difficult to choose just one

concern. 217 people made comments. The main topics they raised were:

i Green spaces are important for physical and mental wellbeing (29 people said this)
9 I'am concerned that parks will decline and become "no-go" areas (22 people)

9 All the issues listed in the question are relevant concerns (16 people)

The main topics from their comments T those mentioned by more than five people i are
shown in the table below. Another 178 topicswerer ai sed i n peomhngds
which were related to the main topics. For example, in addition to people s a y i Gregn
spaces are important for physical and mental wellbeingd , & taiseel the issues of
fiMaintaining parks indirectly pays for itself by improving health and community cohesiono

(one person). A full list of all comments and topics is available on request.

Number of
4. What do you want to tell us about your concerns? people
Green spaces are important for p e o p phgsical and mental wellbeing 29
| am concerned that parks will decline and become "no-go" areas 22
All the issues listed in the question are relevant concerns 16
Some parks are already in a better state of repair than others 13
People's health and wellbeing will suffer without access to parks 12
| am concerned that commercial events could change the nature of the 11
parks
The parks must remain free to access 10
I am concerned that the consultation questions do not allow people to 8
choose more than one priority or concern
There is a need to generate income to keep parks maintained 8
I am concerned that some parks will end up in a worse state of repair than 8
others
All the parks must receive equal resources 6
| am concerned that people on low incomes or living in deprived areas will 6
not have access to good park facilities
We must encourage people to use sustainable transport to visit parks 6
My local park has declined 6
Some parks have been saved by volunteers 6
Other topics (mentioned by 5 or fewer people) 178

18
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5. What do you think could be a positive outcome or outcomes from
this proposal?

We asked what people thought could be a positive outcome or outcomes from the proposal

tocreateachartabl e trust to run Newc alddniaiea @Ecsfpomr ks an
their comments were:

9 The parks could be kept clean and well-maintained (53 people said this)

9 The parks could be safeguarded for the future (48 people)

i The parks could have better facilities (29 people)

The main topics from their comments i those mentioned by more than eight people i are

shown in the table below. Another 230 topicswerer ai sed i n peombhngds comrm

which were related to the main topics. For example, in addition to people s a y i Pargs f
could have better facilitiesd , ot her ¢ o mmmprdved faciliies foruckiléreho fivé
people). A full list of all comments and topics is available on request.

5. What do you think could be a positive outcome or outcomes from Number of
this proposal? people
The parks could be kept clean and well-maintained 53
The parks could be safeguarded for the future 48
The parks could have better facilities 29
The ability to be innovative when generating income 25
Communities being more involved in running parks 21
An increased use of parks 20
Continuing free access to the parks 18
The parks could protect and nurture wildlife 16
Increasing people's health and wellbeing 15
The parks could be safer places 13
More events could be held in parks 12
Communities to be more engaged with how parks are used 11
There could be more volunteering in parks 10
There would be the option to develop and improve the parks 9
The parks would be kept in council ownership 9
Other comments (topics mentioned by 8 or fewer people) 230

Comments included:

( fA positive outcome would be for parks to be clean, well-maintained and have \
facilities such as toilets, play equipment, etc. without driving out the existing users
via rent increases or other financial penalties.o

A We n e aisk awareness that parks and landscapes don't look after
themselves, they cost money to preserve i and we need to really value them for

\ now and invest for future generations.o

19
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6. Do you have any other concerns about this proposal?

We asked if people had other concerns about the proposal to create a charitable trust to
runNewcastle 6 s par ks and all ot ments. #hémanpopicsml e ga\
their comments were:

9 Iam concerned that parks will become too commercial in appearance (38 people)
9 Will the trust be able to generate enough income to sustain itself? (13 people)

The main topics from their comments 1 those mentioned by more than four people i are

shown in the table below. Another 291 topicswerer ai sed i n peomhngds comm
which were related to the main topics. For example, in addition to people saying AVill the
trust be able to generate enough income to sustainitself?6 , ot her commkent s i n

the trust fails, will there be arrangements to transfer the running of parks back to the
Council?0 three people). A full list of all comments and topics is available on request.

Number of
6. Do you have any other concerns about this proposal? people
| am concerned that parks will become too commercial in appearance 38
Will the trust be able to generate enough income to sustain itself? 13
I am concerned that commercialisation of parks will lead to people on low 9
incomes being less able to access them
| am concerned that biodiversity and wildlife will suffer 9
| am concerned that park space will be sold to developers 9
There is not enough detail provided about how this would work 8
| am concerned that some parks will be less able than others to generate 7
income
| am concerned that park rangers and existing parks staff will not keep their 6
jobs
| feel that the Council is trying to avoid its responsibility for parks 6
That parks in deprived areas will decline 6
That all the parks will decline 6
| do not want to see any park space used for car parking 6
| fear that the proposals are part of a privatisation agenda 5
| fear the proposed charitable trust will be less accountable than the 5
Council
| am concerned that parks would no longer be free to access 5
Other comments (topics mentioned by 4 or fewer people) 291

Comments included:

(" il do not feel that enough emphasis is placed in your 'core values' on the
importance of wildlife in the parks. All our parks, even those embedded in high-
density population centres, act as vital wildlife corridors and reserves.o
AWhat 1 f the trust ¢ ahWhowilneok afteréhesevatalr unf t he
\ faci | i ti es?o0

—
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7. Do you have any suggestions about how we could improve the
proposal?

When asked if they had any suggestions about how we could improve the proposal, 217

people gave their views. The main topics in their comments were:

i The proposed charitable trust must ensure community engagement (16 people said this)

1 We need to protect nature and biodiversity (13 people)

9 Iam not clear about what is being proposed (9 people)

The main topics from their comments i those mentioned by more than three people 1 are
shown in the table below. Another 279 topicswerer ai sed i n peomhngds
which were related to the main topics. For example, in addition to people saying fit is not
clear what is being proposeddo , ot her ¢ o mm\eadttosprovide mérer d e d A
information alongside consultation questionso three people). A full list of all comments and
topics is available on request.

7. Do you have any suggestions about how we could improve the Number of
proposal? people

The proposed charitable trust must ensure community engagement 16
Need to protect nature and biodiversity

It is not clear what is being proposed

We should have a council tax parks precept

Parks are necessary for people's health and wellbeing

Provide more information about the proposals

Use public health budget to help fund parks

Promote events to raise funds and increase parks usage

All stakeholders should be represented on the board

Council should cut senior staff salaries and use savings for parks
Encourage people to volunteer

Make sure fFriends Ofogroups are involved in this

Take action to prevent vandalism

Other comments (topics mentioned by 3 or fewer people) 279

[
w

A A NN DNOGIOO O ~N ©

Comments included:

/ﬁYou need to find ways of including difficult to engage communities; you need to find \
avenues of communication which enable greater understanding of the resources
available. I'm concerned that people without smart phones or internet access or email
accounts are notgoingtobeable t o take part in th

fParks are a natural environment. They provide green space for people and wildlife.
More care needs to be taken of wildlife by leaving much more space as meadowland
so that wild flowers can grow and butterflies and other creatures flourish.o

21
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5,Let 0s T aWdarksPkPops, Website and
Twitter Hours

Let 6s T aank engageniests

Let 6 s TsadakvayPfeengkging with city residents and park users to hear their ideas
andconcernsf or the future of Nedalbtaentslinelddmgtipew bl i ¢ p a
maintenance and service delivery. To do this we used workshops, Twitter Hour

discussions and a web platform.

DevelopingtheL et 6 s T a préacesB and katent

The Letds Tal k Parks process involved the dev
through a number of initial workshops delivered between March and December 2016.

These workshops involved park rangers, park managers, parks volunteers, the Newcastle

City Council Parks project team, local councilors and external organisations (the London-

based Social Finance consultancy and the National Trust), who were tasked with helping

the Newcastle City Council Parks Team develop a possible model for a future parks

services delivery. From these initial workshops, and in collaboration with the Newcastle

City Council Parks Team, four broad questions were selected:

1. Where should the money come from?

2. What activities should parks support?

3. How should decisions be made?

4. What role should volunteers play in parks?

The selection criteria for the four broad questions and the three related scenarios were as
follows:

1. Questions inviting critical and constructive discussions around issues that presently
concern public parks.

2. Questions reflecting the Parks Teamd surrent thinking and unresolved questions in
respect to what a possible Parks Charitable Trust could look like in practice.

3. Questions that would provide people with the opportunity to feed in constructive and
feasible directions for a possible Parks Charitable Trust.

These questions and scenarios formed the basisfor al | the Letds Tal k P

engagements that formed Phase 2 of the consultation: the workshops, Twitter Hours and
the Let 6s wabsitt. k Par ks

22
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Let 6s Tal dksthopsrakdskit w

TheLet 6 s T aNolkkshdpavaskdesigned as a ; P
board game- style process to support the structuring T
of discussions around the four broad questions within ; :
teams of five people.

As part of the Letds Talk
teams were first invited to do a team-building activity
that involved constructing a park bench, and sharing
their personal values relating to public parks (an

imageof the fApark bencho t

Then each team was invited to examine a
guestion of their choice at a time, share personal
ideas in response to the question, and then
formulate a collective response. Each team was
invited to include differences of opinions in a
collective response. Each team was encouraged
to examine between four to six question cards
during the workshop. At the end of the
workshop, each team was invited to share their
main ideas and these were discussed with the

rest of the teams.

Ten workshops, hosting a maximum of 25 people
each, were delivered in different locations in the city.
Images of the kit used to guide discussions are
shown on the right.

Let s Tal k Parks Twi't

Held on Wednesdays at 7pm between 15 March and
5 April, these four hour-long debates were hosted by
@NCLTalkParks and used the hashtag
#NewcastleParks. Each Twitter discussion focused
on a different question and provided opportunities to
take part in polls which posed questions about

proce

alternative futures for Newcastleds parKks.

Designed to provoke discussion and debate around questions around income
generation, volunteering, park activities and governance, each Twitter hour was
divided into smaller questions that focussed in more detail upon specific aspects of one of
the larger questions.

These questions were supported by live polls, where members of the public could vote on
possible park futures. At the end of each Twitter hour, the results of the polls were tallied,
and summarised in the form of a closing statement. In this way, the decisions made by
participants in the hour were reflected back to those who had taken part and observed the
online discussion, to provoke further debate.

23
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Letds Tal k Par ks Website

The &xploreés ect i on of the Letds Tal k Parks website
public to contribute further responses, ideas and concerns around the topics as well as act

as a repository for opinions and ideas gathered across Twitter discussions and workshops.

The platform also provided the opportunity to cast votes on each of the questions posed as

well as vote up or down peopleds comments, id
platform. We asked people attending the workshops to think about the following topics:

f  Funding and income

9 Activities and priorities

i Governance and structure
1 Volunteering

Funding and income

We asked workshop and Twitter Hour participants to comment on the following issues in
relation to the funding of parks, and income generation:

i Where should the money come from?

9 Should car parking be used as a source of income?

i Should events be used as a source of income?
1

Should business sponsorship, advertising and leasing facilities be used as a source of
income?
9 How much do you think trading should be guided by community values?

The outcome of the Twitter Hour discussion on funding is shown below:

You have made several decisions for a new parks
charity, and have found some of the income needed to
maintain and keep Newcastle parks free to everyone.
= However, without larger sources of income parks will
’ fall into disrepair.

What do you think of this result?
What would you do differently, and why?

24
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1. Where should the money come from?

We asked attendees at workshops to consider the following question: A Rarks Charitable
Trust would need new sources of income, which would be reinvested in our parks and
allotments. But there are many ways it could do this. How do you think a parks
charitable trust should generate income?6Workshops on this topic took place at:

City Library

Civic Centre (two workshops)

Gosforth Trinity Church

Leazes Park

Jesmond Dene (two workshops), and

Staff working at Jesmond Dene

E

The workshop attendees considered this question, as did people commenting viathe L et 6 s
talk Parks website and Twitter discussions. Around 160 people in total gave their views.
Their thoughts were:

What people thought could be a positive outcome of the proposals, including
Ideas for sources of income: Several attendees commented that funding would need
to come from a mixture of sources. They suggested:

i Car park charges: Whilst increasing car parking space is controversial, charging for
existing car parking spaces was mentioned by a few participants as a possible
source of income for parks.

i Charging for use of parks: It was suggested that we could charge for the use of
parks for the following activities: conferences, exhibitions, green gyms, fund-raising
events, dog training, building hire, Forest Schools, fitness activities such as
bootcamps, ¢ h i | slholiday play schemes, pop-up shops, and weddings.

i Corporate social responsibility: One suggestion for how parks could generate
income was by setting up a scheme to enable larger businesses to offset their
carbon emissions by funding planting in parks.

1 Donations and legacies: Staff suggested asking for donations, perhaps even
legacies. Memorial trees were also suggested.

1 Endowments: Attendees suggested that a core amount of finance could come from
an endowment from Newcastle City Council.

i Events: Festivals and food markets were suggested as ways to generate income.

i Facilities: Cafes and restaurants were suggested as ways of increasing both income
and visitor numbers.Pet 6 s Corner i n Jesmond Dene
people be encouraged to sponsor animals? Another question was whether
hydroelectric power could be generated in some parks with suitable geography.

i Fines: One suggestion was that fines from companies who pollute the environment
or dump rubbish could be used to maintain parks.

i Grants and Heritage Lottery funding: Some participants felt that a charitable trust
might be more successful in applying for grants and Heritage Lottery funding to keep
parks maintained.

i Holiday lets: Jesmond Dene staff mentioned this as a source of income.

1 Jesmond Dene Nurseries: Reinvesting the proceeds of the sale of Jesmond Dene
Nurseries into parks was a suggestion made by some participants.
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)l

Lottery and Membership schemes: People suggested setting up a lottery to fund
parks, or having a membership scheme where members would pay an annual
subscription to support the parks.

Public funds: Some people asked if parks could be at least partly funded through a
council tax precept, local authority contracts, or Council subsidy?

Sponsorship: Seeking sponsorship from local and national businesses. One
member of staff c offerup space fbr spomsership tolotad o
businesses, have @escoPet 6 s @onmwesr only a name! 0

Trading: Selling products and plants to raise income was suggested.

T

T

What people do not want to see:

Charging for parks access:Par ks being fAfree t peopel | 0
expressed support for.

Exclusion: Related to the topic above, many people did not want to see forms of
income generationt h areatefsocial segregation or excl u
Health charging: Several people also said that they did not want to see not-for-profit
health and well-being- related events being charged for using the parks.

Schools or other educational organisations should not be charged for using the
parks, in the eyes of many people who took part.

Sponsorship from companies whose values and ethics are not thought to be in line
with the 0 e.tinhthissontext, companids sedling tobacco, alcohol and soft
drinks were mentioned.

)l

How this could work: Participants made the following suggestions:

A mechanism for assessing sponsorship applications. Participants wanted this to be
able to exclude any applications felt
to be robust enough to exclude the possibility of legal challenge to the outcomes of
decisions.

Employing full-time staff with all the necessary skills to assess funding applications

and income generation proposals, such as fund-raising, facilities management, and
events management.
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2. Car Parks

We asked attt_endees at workshopg to consider the Car Parks

foll owing question: ACar p way
securing a reliable source of income for a future parks _ .

charitable trust. Car parking could be expanded on I Increasing car parks and charges a

- . ?
selected sites and charges implemented. What would FOOC WA [Or el

y 0 u A&VorRsbops on this topic took place at:

The City Library

Civic Centre (two workshops)
Gosforth Trinity Church
Leazes Park

Newburn

Jesmond Dene (two workshops) (4) ] think so... (11) Not really...
Staff working at Jesmond Dene.

e e

The workshop attendees considered this question, as , .
did people commenting via 3. Fifteen people_tookpartlnthls Par k
and Twitter discussions. Around 177 people in total quick online poll

gave their views. Their thoughts are shown in the table

on the next page.

The results of the Twitter Hour quick poll (six participants) are shown below, where the

largest number of respondents said that we should change for current spaces. The chart

above shows theresultsofaquickpol I on t he Let 6aboutganertingPar ks v
income through car parks, which 15 people took part in.

4. Six people took part in this quick Twitter poll.
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