
Play Area 
There have been reports of youths entering the playground as discussed previously. The 
field to the East is owned by a farmer in Egleton and is used for arable farming so he has 
no reason to ensure the fence prevents access. To gain access youths have to cross 2 
hedges and part of a field. It is common for play provision to be completely enclosed by 
fencing usually to prevent dogs from entering and leaving doggie deposits. Fencing also 
makes it more difficult for younger children to leave the play space and wander off. For 
the Parish Council to secure the East boundary would be in my view an unnecessary 
expense unless the entrance is also gated.  Note many play areas locally are unsecured. 

When trying to find out who owned the field a local resident offered to fence with 
electric fencing and put sheep on the grassed area. It would keep the grass down and 
save on mowing. A PC decision but I feel steep droppings would be an unsuitable 
addition to a play area and hopefully the lockdown of play areas will be lifted soon. 

Clarity was sought from the  Insurance Broker to see if the play area could be used with 
16 cm of bark chipping. I have difficulty interpreting exactly the level of cover we would 
have now if we reopened and something went wrong. I have drawn together some 
background information and tried to find out why bark chipping was used originally.  It 
was all a long time ago and memories are fading but the following, even though vague, 
sets some context and clearly we are not the first to wrestle with the problem. 

1. It was the cheaper option, the alternative was a synthetic surface but it was 
more expensive.  

2. What about grass? Cannot remember the reasoning but it was not an option on 
the advice we were given. If it was a reasonable option it would have been 
welcome as it would allow more equipment to be bought. 

3. The Parish Council should have records, although MAGNET bought and 
installed the equipment it became the property of the PC as the playground is 
PC land and the PC always paid for the maintenance. 

4. I doubt we ever achieved 300 mm although we bought a large amount. I 
personally feel that 300 mm is unnecessary and unrealistic. 

5. The playing field (and, particularly, the bark requirement) was a real headache 

6. The bark level never reached anywhere near 300 mm (top of the wooden 
board) because the cost was felt to be prohibitive.  I did speak to the insurers 
at that time because of the concern that insurance might be invalidated in the 
event of a claim following an accident in the context of the PC having 
knowingly ignored the recommendations of the safety inspector re bark levels.  
Their response was partly helpful in the sense that they stressed the need to 



use common sense, though didn’t rule out the possibility that insurance cover 
might be invalidated in the circumstances. 

7. In February KMR reported back to the PC estimating the bark depth at 160 
mm and noting that the safety report says “fill usually to 300 mm”.  So 
assuming that means top up to 300 mm to allow for compaction and loss but 
ensuring the 200 mm minimum is always met. A Top up to 260 mm would 
require about 15 m3  at a cost of approx £1500.00 but all measurements need 
checking. 

8. RoSPA tells us: 

8.1. There is no legal requirement for protective surfacing to be provided on 
children's playgrounds. It is, however, recommended by safety organisations 
such as RoSPA, BSI, NPFA and CAPT.  

8.2. The Department of the Environment 'strongly recommended' its use in 
1978 while the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (currently the 
Government's lead body on playgrounds) advised its use in their 
Playground Safety Guidelines (1993) as one of the design elements of a safe 
playground. The Health and Safety Executive has also recommended it.  

8.3. It is fair to say that recent out-of-court settlements arising from playground 
accidents have suggested the courts recognise that the provision of suitable 
surfaces represents good practice, especially under new equipment.  

8.4. There is no doubt that head injuries to children are reduced in severity by 
the provision of protective surfaces but such falls are a rare occurrence for 
children over five. 

8.5. Grass is described as a good, all-purpose surface, but with little wear 
resistance or impact absorbency in dry conditions. Whereas Loose Fill is 
described as having good impact absorbency but disperse and break-down.  

8.6. The Health and Safety at Work etc. Act (1974) is the major legislation 
covering playgrounds. There is a duty under Sections 3 and 4 to ensure the 
health and safety of users, so far as is reasonably practicable. The Health 
and Safety Executive looks for a systems approach to safety and for 
playgrounds to meet relevant standards or guidance. 

8.7. The courts appear to look for compliance with a standard as evidence of 
good practice. Standards do not provide total protection against a claim for 
negligence; indeed the Standards now include the caveat 'compliance with 
a British Standard cannot confer immunity from legal obligations.' A risk 
assessment is an essential part of any safety system. Organisations such as 
RoSPA, CAPT, and Fields in Trust have published technical guidance, 



guidelines and 'good advice' which may be relevant in certain 
circumstances.  

9. Managing Risk in Play Provision: Implementation Guide from Play England 
tells us: 

9.1. Following representations from UK delegates, the section of BS EN 1176 on 
impact attenuating surfacing has been redrafted. In the 2008 version (BSI, 
2008a), the European Committee for Standardisation (CEN) decided that 
advice on the use of grass should be given at the national level. The UK, like 
some other EU countries, has deemed grass to be an acceptable surface 
underneath free falls of up to 1.5 metres, subject to a risk assessment.  

9.2. The primary procedural requirement is to carry out appropriate, written 
risk assessments. 

9.3. The key standards for play provision are BS EN 1176 (on fixed play 
equipment and surfacing), BS EN 1177 (on a method of testing for impact 
attenuating surfaces), BS EN 14974 (for wheeled sports facilities such as 
skate parks and BMX cycle tracks) and BS EN 15312 (for ball sports 
facilities such as ball games areas). 

9.4. Technical inspection is an important part of this assessment and 
contributes to the evidence managers need for decision-making. 

9.5. If the provider and inspector do not agree about a judgement, the provider 
may wish to seek further advice. 

9.6. Grass/topsoil may not be suitable in some situations where it will be 
eroded, such as under dynamic equipment. 

10. The RoSPA report made clear the need to top up loose fill. Previous inspection 
by Wicksteed Playscapes as far back as 2011 using BS EN 1176-1: 2008 also 
made clear need for top up.  “Loose fill levels are low, foundation exposed in 
places, recommend fresh material is added as soon as possible” 

Recommendations 

Unless there is strong support from local parents consider retaining loose fill. The 
change to BS EN 1176 on impact attenuating surfacing in 2008 provides a reason to 
review the PC position. Parents may consider the 2008 changes to standards and that 
reducing maintenance costs might allow the installation of more equipment, especially 
for younger children. Get opinion by calling a meeting, a Play Ground Friends Group 
could drive development of the area and bring fresh ideas to raising funds. Returning the 
area to grass would require a very thorough Risk Assessment with expert input. 
Managing Risk in Play Provision: Implementation Guide from Play England would be 
helpful in structuring the Assessment. I would be concerned by the description of grass 



as having little wear resistance or impact absorbency in dry conditions. Also grass may 
not be suitable in situations where it will be eroded, such as under dynamic equipment. 
We see with the loose fill that it is dragged away by feet beneath the swings. 

Actions 

a. Decision on increased fencing 

b. Decision on sheep 

c. Decision on returning to grass and how to inform and involve parents. 


	Play Area
	Recommendations


