
 

 
 

IDENTIFYING VIABLE SITES FOR A PUBLIC SKATEPARK IN PETWORTH 
(OPTIONS APPRAISAL OVERVIEW) 

 
Date: 26th June 2016 
 
Appraisal of Potential sites - Various sites within the town were included in the PTC Need, Impact and 
Feasibility Report submitted to CDC in September 2015. When compiling this Options Appraisal PTC has 
applied the widely recognised The Public Skatepark Development Guide methodology for Site Selection, 
additionally all possible background research has been complied on the following sites: 
 

The Hebert Shiner School: Site is owned by WSCC and is located on the Southern edge of town and 
houses Petworth Primary School, and a regional base for West Sussex Music Academy.  Outside of 
school hours the site is largely unfrequented. Despite a few adjacent residential dwellings the site 
is isolated and on the periphery of habitation. WSCC have confirmed this site is earmarked for 
future development and no land is available for a skatepark facility. 
 
Herbert Shiner School 

 



 
South Grove: This is a small rectangular area of green space at the heart of a housing estate to the 
South of the town centre. It is bounded on four sides by service roads and flanked on three sides 
by residential properties. These properties are separated from the site by the width of the narrow 
service road. Children living in nearby homes use the site as a play area, the site also houses 20 
parking spaces for nearby residents. This site would be very tight for a skatepark and put the 
facility close to residential housing which would have a negative impact on nearby residents. The 
loss of green space represent a severe loss of amenity for local residents. The site has been owned 
by Hyde Martlet since 2001. 
 
South Grove 

 
 
Rosemary Gardens: An area of green space/gardens set close to the Town Centre. The gardens 
contains a young children’s play area which has been recently upgraded with new play surface, 
equipment and seating. This site is the only green space available for rest, recuperation and 
recreation in the Town Centre and hence is a valuable asset. The gardens are popular with local 
residents and visitors alike. The loss of space and public amenity due the placement of a skatepark 
on this site would be keenly felt. 
 



Rosemary Gardens

 
 
Hampers Common: This site is half a mile to the North of the Petworth town centre, it is adjacent 
to the A283 main road and opposite the main Public Entrance to the National Trust owned portion 
of Petworth House. The location is adjacent to two Leconfield Estate cottages on the Kirdford road 
and close to several residential properties on the Hampers Green estate, in both cases these 
properties are further away than two properties adjacent to the proposed Silvia Beaufoy Centre 
site. 
 
The vast majority of Petworth’s population reside in housing to the South of the Town Centre, this 
means the majority of skatepark users in the town catchment area would be required to walk 
along the narrow pavement running alongside the A272/North Street. There are several points 
where this road narrows significantly between the historic stone wall the row of residential 
properties houses opposite. This means the only walkway between the town centre and Hampers 
Common is less than 3-feet wide in places, when passing vehicles are forced tight into the curb and 
this causes the mirrors fitted to trucks, vans and cars to encroach over the pavement.  
 
The pavement between St Mary’s church and the potential skatepark site at Hampers Common 
runs on a downhill gradient, this may prove irresistibly tempting to some skateboarders heading to 
the skatepark and could riders at risk of collision with vehicles and pedestrians.  
 



The sites position at the apex of the A283 and Kirdford road means there is heavy traffic volume 
particularly at rush hour times. 
 
Lord Egremont and the Leconfield Estate have always been opposed to a skatepark being located 
on this site and have told PTC they would refuse to lift the covenant restricting land use if it was 
for a skatepark.  
 
Hampers Common 

 
 
Sylvia Beaufoy Car Park: The site is separated from nearby houses by an earth bank, solid fence 
and the properties’ gardens. It benefits from being an area with good footfall both from the 
adjacent car park and also local residents travelling on foot to and from the town centre. 
 
There is easy access and parking for parents and children driving to the site from nearby villages. 
The car park is covered by CCTV which is part funded by PTC and there is in place good lighting. 
The site is close to the town centre and the main residential areas. A pelican crossing provides a 
safe means for pedestrian access from the main car park and town centre. 
 
PTC and the Local PCSO are supportive of the provision of a facility at this location because it 
meets all the recognised criteria for a skatepark and is easily accessible by police patrols.  
 
The Silvia Beaufoy Youth Centre located in this car park currently operates an outdoor sports court 
facility that has a fenced perimeter which is equipped with floodlighting, the youth centre and ball 
court are used during the evenings for youth football, basketball and other outdoor sporting 
activities. 
 



Sylvia Beaufoy Car Park

 
 

Pound Street Car Park: Good vehicular access from Saddlers Row and good pedestrian access via 
various footpaths, CCTV coverage and good lighting ae in place. The car park is subject to a high level 
of vehicle movements, car, van and HGV movements that are driven by parking charges, deliveries 
and Town Centre location.  WSCC operates a highly valued Bi-Weekly Waste disposal service in 
lower section of Pound Street car park. Many car park users and residents walk through the car park 
to and from town centre. 
 
This car park is at, or close to capacity during business hours 6-days a week and during special 
events such as monthly Famers Market and Music & Literary Festivals. Regular events held at 
Petworth House also put heavy demand on this car park. 
 
Pound Street Car Park 



 
 
BT Telephone Exchange: Telereal-Trillium is the owner of this site located on land adjacent to, and 
accessed via, Pound Street car park. A representative of PTC met with Paul Disley-Tindall on Wednesday 
20th April at their HQ in Barbican, London.  
 
The owner’s agent confirmed the following position - They have no interest in disposing or developing 
the Telephone Exchange site and they are not willing to consolidate services at the site to create space 
for other uses. 
 
PTC specifically asked if Telereal-Trillium would consider selling/leasing/licensing the unused areas of 
the site (i.e. the sloping grass areas to the north and east of the exchange building itself) in order to 
extend Rosemary Gardens or to install additional recreational facilities.  The answer to this request was 
no, furthermore the site owners did not want to allow a temporary change of usage that might affect 
future long term change of use.  Additionally, they want to retain all elements of the property for 
flexibility and to future-proof the technology service offered in Petworth.  
 
BT Telephone Exchange 



 
 
  



Garage Units at Wyndham Road: An area of single lock-up garages units just south of the town centre 
and east of the A285. The garages form a line to the south of a metaled turning area and are in a cul de 
sac overlooked by residential properties. Partly used for parking/storage purposes and providing a 
necessary amenity for local residents.  
 
Wyndham Road Garages 1-29 

 
 
  



Garages at Pound Close: Two rows of garages on the western edge of the housing estate, Low 
pedestrian and vehicular activity, these garages form a bifurcated cul de sac with the garage units at 
Park Rise.  
 
Pound Close Garages 1-20 

 
 
  



Pound Close Garages 21-40 

 
 
  



Woodpecker Road Garages: A line of single garages in a cul de sac abutting and to the west of the A285. 
This site suffers from low pedestrian and vehicular activity and poor visibility. 
 
Woodpecker Road Garages 1-20 

 
 
  



Woodpecker Road Garages 21-40 

 
 
  



Park Rise Garages: Two rows of single garages on the western edge of the housing estate. There is 
minimal pedestrian and vehicular activity at this site. The garages form a bifurcated cul de sac with the 
garage units at Pound Close Rise, it is also home to an electricity substation which presents Health & 
Safety issues. 
 
Park Rise Garages 17-26 
 

 
 
  



Northway Garages: Feasibility poor, site fails many of the minimum criteria for a skatepark, the 
comprises of garages that are in use for residents parking and storage. 
 
Northway Garages 1-20 

 
 

  



Willow Walk Garages: Several houses close this site, placement of a skatepark here would have a 
negative impact on residents. A high Voltage electricity substation is located on this site, this would be 
costly and complex to move, if left in place it would present health & safety problems.  
 
Willow Walk Garages 1-11:  

 
 
 
  



Meadow Way Garages: Site is privately owned and the feasibility for a skatepark is poor, this site fails 
most of the criteria for a skatepark. Public amenity would be lost because a footpath to western end of 
site would be compromised by a skatepark. Nearby residents own and use the garages. 
 
Meadow Way Garages 20-27 

 
 
  



Martlett Road Garages: This site is not sufficiently large for the proposed skatepark and required 
parking space needed to accommodate skatepark visitors from surrounding villages. Some of the 
garages are used by residents. Owners of the site are not willing to release the site for use as a 
skatepark. 
 
Martlett Road Garages 1-23 

 
 
 
  



De Passé Family Land - Adjacent to Herbert Shiner School: This is an infeasible and wholly unsuitable 
site requiring massive investment in infrastructure including roadway, footpath and provision of 
electrical power. Site is isolated, inaccessible and impractical.   
 
De Passé Land Adjacent to Herbert Shiner School 

  
  
  



De Passé Family Land - Adjacent to Grove Street Allotments: No vehicular access, the pedestrian access 
is initially good to site via footpath and Grove Street, but thereafter the site must be accessed via a 
narrow grass median that runs through Grove Street Allotments. Access would be difficult and slippery 
when wet. This is an infeasible site that is isolated very inaccessible and basically quite impractical.   
 
De Passé Family Land - Adjacent to Grove Street Allotments 

 
 
  



 
This Options Appraisal is based upon the 'Public Skatepark Development Guide" methodology, we 
used this as a guideline when determining the suitability of potential sites for the location of 
Petworth’s Public Skatepark.  
 
Note: Although based on the Public Skatepark Development Guide when compiling this Options 
Appraisal the PTC working group elected to streamline the methodology scoring system and allocated a 
scoring range of 1 to 4 for each of the chosen criteria. 
 
For more on the underlying methodology used in this Options Appraisal please visit 
http://publicskateparkguide.org/advocacy/site-selection  

 
Public Skatepark Development Guide 
 
Site Selection  
The location of the skatepark is the most controversial part of skatepark development. It is also a major 
factor in the long-term success and health of the facility. For that reason, it’s strongly recommended 
that you DO NOT discuss where the skatepark will go until after you have broad community awareness 
and support for the project. It is when you begin to discuss locations that the skatepark opponents will 
emerge and try to prevent or delay the project.  
 
You must approach site selection conscientiously. A careless approach to recommending a site will 
activate the anti-skatepark members of your community and mire your progress in controversy. When 
an issue becomes controversial, your elected officials will lose their enthusiasm for the project, and all of 
your hard work will evaporate before your eyes. You can avoid a majority of this blow-back by 
approaching your site, or sites, using the same processes that other successful skateparks have used.  
Choosing a site for the skatepark is best approached by nominating a pool of possible locations and then 
prioritizing them based on their strengths and weaknesses. The end result is a list of best-to-worst 
candidate sites that the skatepark advisory committee can recommend to City Council and the Parks 
Board.  
 
When you have your final site recommendation, you will be able to use this process as “proof” that you 
took a methodical and thoughtful approach to identifying the ideal site. When people want to challenge 
that site for unreasonable reasons, the selection criteria can be a powerful tool in defending your 
recommendation. A terrific response to people rejecting the ideal location—usually because they live 
across the street and find skateboarders distasteful—is an invitation for them to adjust the criteria that 
you used to assess each site. They may propose an alternate site that they feel is more appropriate, 
often some place far away, and you can indicate that their proposal would not score well on several 
qualities that your group is looking for. This is much better than simply letting them put the skatepark 
where it will have the least chance of success.  
Those people in a community that don’t want the skatepark should be the last people to decide where it 
will go.  
 
Candidate Sites  
The easiest way to create a list of candidate sites is to start with those places that the core group feels 
would be most appropriate. You can do this during a core group meeting at your local skate shop or one 
of your homes. The question that should be put toward the group is simple: “Where should the 
skatepark go?” (Along with: “What other sites might be good?”) You may even have a “perfect location” 

http://publicskateparkguide.org/advocacy/site-selection


in mind already. That’s great! Hopefully this exercise will reinforce your impressions, but it also may 
reveal another location in the service area that’s even better.  
 
Write down every reasonable site you are aware of that seems intuitively good for a skatepark. Try not 
to get caught up in long discussions about the challenges associated with each location. (You will 
prioritize the sites in the next step.) Don’t worry about excluding sites because they are near other sites 
that seem better. Include them all, even if they’re next to each other.  
Start with the public parks in your service area. Google Maps and your Parks and Recreation website are 
terrific resources for finding park space that you may have forgotten about. Very small towns may not 
have any parks. Large cities may have more parks than you can write down. You’ll need to use your best 
judgment.  
 
Don’t overlook the undeveloped areas in the service area. Undeveloped tracts of land (often called 
“green belts,”) may provide a viable skatepark site. If an undeveloped patch of land seems perfect for a 
skatepark but doesn’t seem like a public park—and maybe seems more like just a chunk of land with 
nothing on it—go ahead and write it down. You can always remove it later.  
 
Don’t exclude any “perfect” locations because they seem too difficult. Unless you know that the perfect 
site is soon going to have a Walmart on it, you should go ahead and include it. Other people in your 
community are pushing for parks too, and it’s hard to keep track of what places other people are talking 
about putting playgrounds, bike paths, baseball diamonds, and so on. It’s best to throw the site on your 
list and sort it out later.  
 
Skateparks don’t need to be large, so even smaller plots can work for a skate spot. You don’t need to 
know who owns the land or what plans may exist for it yet. Focus on places that seem like a skatepark 
could succeed there without too much work.  
 
After you have a long list of candidate sites, choose the top 20 for your site prioritization exercise. (Keep 
the other sites as back-ups.) You may also conduct this exercise with a smaller number of candidate 
sites; adjust your rankings accordingly. When you have a good list of candidate sites, you can begin 
prioritizing them.  
 
Prioritizing Sites  
You’ll assess each of your top 20 sites based on 5 qualities. Each site will be ranked from 1 to 20 and the 
site or sites with the highest total scores should reveal themselves to be the most optimal sites. The four 
qualities are:  
 
Accessibility: How accessible is it?  
Visibility: How visible is it?  
Activity: How active is it?  
Comfort: How comfortable is it?  
 
And three factors that often trump even an outstanding candidate site:  
 
Feasibility: How practical would development be?  
Ownership: Who owns it? (Can you even build anything on that property?)  
Projection: What is planned for it (if anything)?  
 



You, along with members of your core group, will do your best to fill in each space with a number 
between 20, being best, to 1 (or however many sites are listed), for the worst. A site may be best in one 
way and worst in another. A good way to manage this is to go through each characteristic and ask the 
group, “of these site candidates, which one is most accessible?” Then continue to identify the least 
accessible, and fill in the ones in the middle in the same way.  
 
These seven characteristics should meet your needs, but you are welcome to add or remove any as you 
see fit. The first four, (Accessibility, Visibility, Activity, and Comfort), are critical for the skatepark’s long-
term health. The latter three, (Feasibility, Ownership, and Projection), focus principally on the likelihood 
that a skatepark could be developed on that property.  
 
Factor 1: Access  
A skatepark that is easy to get to will get used more often than one that is difficult to get to. The sole 
purpose of the skatepark is to attract skateboarders, and access is the most influential characteristic of a 
skatepark’s power to attract users.  
Site access describes how easy that location is to get to. The distance between the location and where 
most people live is the main concern, but the location’s proximity to a main road, public transit, and 
shopping is also relevant.  
Site by site, rank each of the 20 sites on your list in terms of how accessible it is. Keep these questions in 
mind while you rank the candidates.  
Can you walk there? Is it near a school or other places where teenagers and young adults often go? Is it 
on a bus line? Is it near someplace where lots of people go, like a shopping center? Are there any barriers 
near the site, such as freeways, train tracks, rivers, industrial centers, or steep hills? (Review section 1.4 
for more information on environmental barriers.)  
 
You can rate each site based on your impressions of that location, but you may also take a more 
technical approach by measuring each site on traffic patterns and pedestrian activity. To do this, you’ll 
need research data that may or may not exist. You should contact your local Public Works or local 
Department of Transportation to see if these statistics are available.  
The most accessible candidate site should be ranked 20, and the least accessible site ranked 1.  
 
Factor 2: Visibility  
You may expect that visibility is important for skateparks because it will keep nuisance and delinquent 
behavior to a minimum. That is partially true, but visibility is important to protect the skateboarders 
from influences and activities that prefer remote, secluded environments. Visibility is also important 
because it will help elevate and expose skateboarding for what it is: a healthy, social, athletic activity.  
Skatepark visibility sends an important message to the youth that will use the facility and the broader 
public: skateboarders are people in our community that we are proud of. The skatepark buried in the 
secluded outfield of an unused baseball complex tells the skaters, and everyone else, that nobody wants 
to see the skateboarders. These skateparks frequently attract people that need a little seclusion to do 
what they’re interested in, and it’s not skating. Skateboarders sometimes refer to people that habitually 
hang out at a skatepark (but don’t skate) as “lurkers.” Lurkers can be a problem for the skatepark when 
they smoke marijuana or drink beer. All of that illicit activity is unfairly reflected on the skatepark and 
the skateboarders. Many communities that put their skateparks in remote, out of the way areas justified 
removing them just a few years later due to the nuisance activity it was attracting. This could easily have 
been prevented by putting the skatepark in a more visible location. The biggest victims in these 
situations are those skaters that worked for the skatepark. Don’t let this happen to yours!  



Good visibility allows non-skating pedestrians and motorists to see the skatepark well before they 
directly encounter it. Visible locations also tend to be more social. Skateparks benefit from lots of 
unplanned social interaction. In this way, visibility doesn’t just mean that one can literally see the 
skatepark from a distance but that people passing by can actually see into the park and talk to the 
skaters, if they choose. Being able to see the activities in an area helps people feel comfortable. 
Secluded or hard to see areas make people feel cautious and hesitant. Skateparks that are hard to see 
will be perceived as more suspicious than the same skatepark in a very visible location with lots of social 
interaction.  
Like before, the most visible site would be scored 20 and the least visible site scored 1. When ranking 
each candidate site for its visibility, keep in mind the following questions:  
Does the site have a sidewalk adjacent to it? Can you clearly see into the skatepark from the nearest 
road? Is the nearest road a two-lane city street (and not a park loop or parking lot)? Would other 
attractions in the vicinity lead people by the skatepark? Can the site been seen and approached from two 
or more opposite directions?  
 
If you would like to take a more technical approach to ranking each site’s relative visibility, you can 
measure the number of children and elderly people currently using each site. You can also measure 
what kinds of people are adjacent to the site in the early evening. (It’s a poor location if an average 
person wouldn’t feel comfortable walking around the site alone at night.)  
 
Factor 3: Activity  
Visibility and activity are related qualities. They are both important, so measuring them separately helps 
emphasize the value of very visible, very active sites.  
 
Activity is just what it suggests: the site has lots of stuff going on in and around it. The more people that 
come together to share a space, the healthier that space tends to be. In small towns, the most active 
social spaces tend to be downtown. There may even be a public square or park in the middle of town. 
These are excellent locations for skateparks because the broader public interacts with the 
skateboarders. It should be assumed that the skateboarding youth are capable of interacting with the 
broader public with courtesy.  
 
The broader community will also benefit from the skatepark located in an active place. More people will 
be exposed to the skatepark, including non-skateboarding youth, and be provided an option of exploring 
that activity. Skateparks in remote, inactive spaces provide very little exposure to non-skaters and do 
nothing to demystify skateboarding.  
 
Score the most active site with a 20, and the least active with a 1. When ranking each site according to 
its activity, keep in mind the following questions:  
 
How many different TYPES of activities occur there? (Not just how many people are in the area.)  
Do people of both genders visit or use the space?  
Does the location attract children?  
Does the location attract the elderly?  
Do people pass by or through the space while they’re on their way to someplace else?  
How many other attractions are in or near the site?  
Are there paths, benches, water fountains, and so on?  
Are there shopping opportunities nearby?  
 



An empirical approach to measuring the activity of a space can be found by looking at the site’s 
surrounding land values. (Active social spaces have higher commercial value than remote, inactive 
spaces.) You can also measure relative health of a site by the health of its nearby businesses; locations 
with lots of closed retail businesses near it, (or no retail businesses at all), will be less active than those 
in thriving retail areas.  
 
Factor 4: Comfort (This Factor was not used in Petworth Town Council Options Appraisal). 
Just like everyone else, skateboarders enjoy comfortable recreational spaces. Comfort is important for 
the active park patrons and visitors alike. Spaces that are too hot, too cold, dirty, or unattractive will put 
people off. The less comfortable a place is, the fewer people will be attracted to it. Those that use it 
anyway won’t stay as long as they might if the place were more comfortable.  
 
Comfort is a measure of a site’s ability to accommodate basic human biological and aesthetic needs.  
Biological comfort questions might include:  
Does the site have access to a restroom?  
Is there a water fountain?  
Is there shade (in hot areas), or enough sun (in cooler areas)?  
Are there places to sit and rest?  
Does the space have access to a “safe place” nearby?  
Is there clear separation between skating and vehicular areas?  
 
Aesthetic questions include:  
Can non-skaters approach the skating area without being “in the way”?  
Does the space feature natural elements like trees, shrubs, and rocks? Is the space absent of devices that 
constrict access (like fences)?  
Does the space have easy, secure places to leave a jacket, backpack, and bottled drink?  
 
As with the other characteristics, you will rank the most comfortable site with a 20 score and the least 
comfortable with a 1 score, then fill in the others as appropriate.  
 
If you would like to quantify comfort for a site, you can look at police activity in the area, how 
“desirable” the neighborhood is considered by the broader community, environmental conditions, and 
degree by which nearby public facilities are maintained.  
 
The following three factors measure the availability of the candidate site for skatepark development and 
have no significant impact on the skatepark’s long-term health or operation. These are developmental 
factors that can be measured with a simple “yes/no” metric.  
 
Factor 5: Feasibility  
Some locations are simply more feasible than others. This is a “catch-all” category that can reflect 
extenuating circumstances. Feasibility may reflect positive or negative qualities about a site that simply 
don’t fit elsewhere. Feasibility, and the other factors to follow, are optional. Some examples of 
feasibility include:  
Was the location recently the center of public controversy?  
Is the public vocal about the property being used for active recreation?  
Are the owner(s) of the property vocal opponents of skateboarders?  
Are the owner(s) of the property prepared to donate the land for the skatepark?  
Is the property likely to change ownership?  



Would the site be prohibitively expensive to develop (wetlands, toxicity, etc.)?  
 
The most feasible sites should be scored “yes” and the least feasible sites scored “no.” If the site’s 
feasibility is unknown, simply leave it blank.  
 
 
Factor 6: Ownership  
Knowing who owns the site you’re considering for a skatepark will have a major influence on the 
feasibility of the park being developed there. Some agencies are easy to work with and are prepared to 
facilitate the creation of the park, and have the resources for maintaining it when it’s open. Other 
agencies won’t be willing to even entertain the idea, and will quickly dismiss your proposal. Your group 
won’t want to spend its valuable time pursuing a site that isn’t feasible, so knowing who you may be 
dealing with can eliminate a lot of sites that seem optimal but really aren’t.  
 
You may not be able to find who owns every property on your list. Start with the easy ones and 
investigate the difficult ones only if they seem especially appealing. The resources you have for 
discovering who owns a property are mostly on the web. If you live in a larger city, it may take several 
sources. If you live in a small town you may be able to find out who owns all the properties on your list 
from a single source.  
 
You may already know who owns some of the properties on your list. For those you don’t, you can use 
Google Maps, Wikimapia.org, or any number of governmental websites. A good place to start is with 
your county assessor. A web search for “(your county) assessor” should provide some leads. If you live in 
a smaller town, your city clerk or county auditor should be able to help you out. You can contact your 
assessor via email or even in person.  
 
Here are some of the typical landowners you might find in your town. Some agencies will be easier to 
work with than others. Properties marked with one star are traditionally difficult to work with, while 
those with three stars are usually easiest. There are exceptions to every rule, but this will give you an 
idea about what kind of work each property will require in pursuit of a skatepark.  
City lands  

City parks *** (best!)  

School yards *  

Preservation areas (wetlands, habitat areas) *  

Some transportation beltways **  

Yards and green belts around governmental buildings **  

County lands  

County parks ***  

Undeveloped green space ***  

Under major power lines *  

Dumps *  

State lands  



Beaches **  

State parks **  

Federal lands  

Government installations *  

National parks *  

Nature preserves *  

Forests *  

Under bridges **  

Green belts near highways **  

Private lands (includes land owned by nonprofit organizations)  

Vacant lots **  

Green belts next to railroad lines *  

Parking lots **  

Derelict or vacant plots **  

Green belts around zoos, theme parks, fairgrounds **  

Landscaped areas around stores and shopping centers **  
 
Your list of nominated sites should now show the name of the location and who owns it. Just because a 
plot of land looks empty doesn’t mean that a skatepark can be immediately put there.  
It can be difficult to assess how appropriate a skatepark might be received by a property owner until you 
have an opportunity to discuss the project with them directly. If you’re unsure whether the property is 
owned by an individual or agency that would be open to skatepark development, simply leave it blank.  
You can “pencil in” your “yes/no” impression of each site according to how well-received a skatepark 
project is likely to be to the property owner. You can revise your rankings for this, or any other, 
characteristic as new information is discovered.  
 
Factor 7: Projection  
Every site on your list has a person, group, or company that either plans on doing something with it, or 
plans on making no changes to it. Their desire to keep it exactly the way it is (i.e., without a skatepark) is 
a real possibility. Other groups might be open to the idea. Knowing what their desires are for that 
property will tell you and your core group a lot about the chances they might seriously consider your 
proposal of a skatepark at their site.  
 
Introducing a plan to build a skatepark in the exact spot where there are currently plans to develop 
something can be a problem. On the other hand, proposing a skatepark at a location where plans are 
being developed to create a recreational attraction is excellent. Keep your eyes on your local news for 
development opportunities. A solid opportunity might even be worth including a location that wasn’t on 
the list.  
 



“Projection” is the least important aspect of a candidate site. You should have a sense of whether the 
candidate site is appropriate for skatepark development. If it’s not, it probably didn’t make your list of 
candidates in the first place. Still, you may find a site that seems perfect in every way only to find out 
that there are big plans for that site. That doesn’t mean that a skatepark can’t be a part of those plans. It 
just means that the projection for that site might lead to complications.  
 
Where to look for plans:  
Local newspaper (and news website)  

Town/City website  

Contacts within your skatepark advisory group  

Direct queries to the property owner  
 
When you contact someone regarding a specific property, avoid mentioning a skatepark. (Skateparks 
can lead to all sorts of concerns, but “recreational attraction” is probably all they need to know at this 
point.) You are looking for what, if anything, is going to happen with that patch of land.  
(To name and address) (date) 
To Whom It May Concern, I am writing on behalf of a local community group in search of a location for 
an athletic attraction.  
A location of interest is 1234 Main Street, a property that we believe you own or manage.  
 
Are you at liberty to share what your intentions are for that parcel?  
And do you feel that a public recreational attraction is something that might be worth considering for 
that space?  
Thank you, Joe Smith (phone) (email)  
 
When you look at your city website, search for “plans” and “community input.” These terms should each 
yield mostly irrelevant results. Look for results that are promoting upcoming public planning meetings. 
Parks planning meetings are particularly important and you should mark those on your SAC calendar in 
bold type.  
 
Rank the sites with the best opportunity for a skatepark development with a “yes” and the site with the 
least opportunity with a “no,” and fill in the rest as appropriate. Like the other categories, you can revise 
your rankings later as new information is discovered.  
 
Concluding the Exercise  
Add up all the scores for each of your 20 candidate sites. The site with the highest score should reinforce 
your intuition about that location.  
Remember that you can revise your rankings at any time to correctly reflect new information as it 
arrives. The site-scoring worksheet should be considered a living document until the final site is 
approved.  
 
The finished site-selection worksheet, and the logic behind it, is your best tool for defending your 
optimal location from people that don’t support the skatepark at that spot. 
 



Skaters for Public Skateparks is a non-profit skatepark advocacy organization, international in reach, 
accessible skateparks are available to all skateboarders, dedicated to providing the information 
necessary to ensure safe, rewarding, freely available access to skatepark facilities. 




