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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

WHAT IS A PPG17 AUDIT?

1.1.1

As part of the evidence base for the Guildford Development Framework (GDF)
an audit of accessible open space, sport and recreational facilities within the
borough has been undertaken. This is required by government policy which is
set out in Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 – Planning for Open Space,
Sport and Recreation’ (PPG17). As well as following government guidance in
PPG17 any audit should follow guidelines laid down in PPG17’s, Companion
Guide, ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities: a Companion Guide to PPG17’.
“Assessments and audits will allow authorities to identify specific needs and
quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and
recreational facilities in their area. They form the starting point for establishing
an effective strategy for open space, sport and recreation at the local level
(tied into the local authority’s Community Strategy), and for effective planning
through the development of appropriate policies in plans.”

Littlefield Common

1.2

WHY HAS THE COUNCIL UNDERTAKEN AN AUDIT?

1.2.1

The findings of the audit will allow for the identification of quantitative or
qualitative deficits or surpluses of NPFA standard open space, sport and
recreational facilities at a borough and ward level. It will also provide evidence
into the accessibility of such sites. The results will provide an evidence base
that will guide the formulation of planning policies.

1.2.2

Well maintained open space, sport and recreational facilities contribute
towards successful places, where people are attracted to live, work, visit and
invest in. It is therefore essential to identify where open space and leisure
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facilities are located and whether they are of high quality, so that
improvements can be made in quantity and quality where necessary.
1.3

HOW WILL THE AUDIT BE USED?

1.3.1

The study will be used,
1. As an evidence base to inform the formulation of policy within the GDF
Core Strategy after wider public consultation into the issues and options.
2. To aid in the explanation of policy within the emerging Infrastructure
Supplementary Planning Document.
3. To aid in the determination of planning applications
4. To act as background for the negotiation of Section 106 agreements
5. To aid any future assessment by the Parks and Countryside Service Unit
into quantity, quality and potential improvement opportunities of open
space, sport and recreation.
6. To update the Open Space Survey (1997)

Burners Heath

Wisley Allotment Gardens

1.4

WHAT DOES THE AUDIT COVER?

1.4.1

For the purpose of this audit, open space should be taken to mean all open
space of public value not just land. Riverbanks, canals, lakes and reservoirs
can also be classified as open space.

1.4.2

PPG17, in its Annex (Paragraph 2), illustrates a broad range of typologies that
can be considered in a PPG17 audit.
1. Parks and gardens, including urban parks, country parks and formal
gardens
2. Natural and semi natural urban green spaces, including woodlands, urban
forests, scrub, grasslands, wetlands, open and running water, wastelands
and derelict open land
3. Green corridors, including river and canal banks, cycleway, and rights of
way
4. Outdoor sports facilities, including tennis courts, bowling greens, sports
pitches, golf courses, athletics tracks, and school/institutional fields
5. Amenity green space, including informal recreation spaces, green spaces,
domestic gardens and village greens.
6. Provision for children and teenagers, including play areas, skateboard
parks, outdoor basketball hoops and other informal areas.
7. Allotments, community gardens, and city farms
8. Cemeteries and churchyards
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9. Accessible countryside in the urban fringe
10. Civic spaces, including civic and market squares, and other hard surfaced
areas designed for pedestrians
1.4.3

PPG17 is not prescriptive about which typologies should be audited but does
require that local authorities undertake an audit of existing open space, sports
and recreational facilities. Audits should consider both the quantitative and the
qualitative elements of open space, sports and recreational facilities. Audits of
quality will be particularly important, as they will allow a local authority to
identify the potential for increased use through better design, management
and maintenance.

1.5

HOW DOES NATIONAL, REGIONAL, COUNTY AND LOCAL GUIDANCE
RELATE TO THE AUDIT?

1.5.1

It was essential that the audit was undertaken in a way that complemented
existing national, regional, county and borough planning policies and
strategies. Therefore relevant strategies were examined to identify the impact
such strategies, policies and documents have on the provision of open space,
sport and recreation and how they could guide the undertaking of the study; a
summary of the key areas within each document is in Appendix 1 of the full
PPG17 report (not attached to this report). The main points to bear in mind
are that PPG17 states the need for an audit of open space, sport and
recreational facilities. PPG17 does not prescribe national standards of
recreational provision but requires Local Planning Authorities to set standards
for their area based on an assessment.

Pit Farm Tennis Club

The Spectrum

1.6

HOW SUCCESSFUL HAS THE COUNCIL BEEN IN NEGOTIATING NEW
OPEN SPACE?

1.6.1

The Council are able to negotiate the provision or improvement of new open
space via Section 106 Agreements. As part of the preparatory work before
commencing the audit an analysis into the success of current planning policy
and the use of Section 106 agreements in negotiating new open space
provision, or open space enhancement, as part of new developments was
undertaken. This was essential as Section 106’s are a primary mechanism in
ensuring there is funding for upgrading or providing new open space when
developments increase populations, PPG17 states that,
“Planning obligations should be used as a means to remedy local deficiencies
in the quantity or quality of open space, sports and recreational provision.
Local authorities will be justified in seeking planning obligations where the
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quantity or quality of provision is inadequate or under threat, or where new
development increases local needs. It is essential that local authorities have
undertaken detailed assessments of needs and audits of existing facilities,
and set appropriate local standards in order to justify planning.”
1.6.2

The Open Space SPG adopted in 2002 has resulted in a real success in the
amount of financial contributions negotiated for open space from developers
(see Tables 8 and 9 in Appendix 2 of the full report, not attached in this
report). .

1.6.3

What has been more problematic is achieving open space on site as part of
the development and ensuring it is open to the public. From development
control officers experiences it is clear that developers rarely opt to integrate
small areas of publicly accessible open space into a development, particularly
if the development is itself relatively small. What this results in is a parcel of
land for the new resident’s to use (but not the public) and a financial
contribution that is used to improve surrounding sites. The money is often
used to improve existing sites instead of providing new sites. This is because
to ensure transparency the Council has to state where the money will be
spent when preparing a Section 106 agreement. Therefore it is unlikely that
Section 106 monies can be pooled for amenity open spaces. Although the
money is increasing the quality of provision, which enables the increased
usage of a site, it is not addressing the shortage of NPFA standard open
space identified as an issue in the 1997 Open Space Study.

Stoke Park
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2.

AUDIT METHODOLOGY

2.1

SCOPE OF THE AUDIT

2.1.1 Having regard to the advice in PPG17 the study has undertaken a quantitative
and qualitative assessment of sport, recreational and open space facilities
within the borough. The types of open space that the study sought to assess
were based on the typologies identified in PPG17. The study also assessed
schools and community halls, as this information would aid the preparation of
the Infrastructure SPD. The table below summarises the typology applied to
sites for the audit.
Table 1 – Types of Open Space and their Characteristics
Type

Characteristics

Accessible
Natural and
Semi-Natural
Green Space
(ANGS)

Outside of urban areas or on the urban fringe.
Nature Reserve
Managed accessible countryside with a car park or other facilities.
Space used predominately for walking
Country Parks
Often-large Sites (20ha plus)
Often woodland, common land or heath
Sites used for horticulture
Often comprising of numerous plots rented out to members of the
community
Often found in urban areas and settlements
Parcels of land that have the potential for multiple uses.
Such open space can perform a strategic role, or be used for
informal recreation e.g. a kick about area
Often includes a fixed equipment play area
Often village greens with no formal sports pitches
Includes formal gardens
Built sport facilities such as tennis courts, basket ball courts,
swimming pools, golf courses and leisure centres
Such sites perform a strategic role and provide areas for quite
contemplation and relaxation. Only sites that are large enough to
have some sort of recreational or strategic function will be audited.
Only urban cemeteries were audited.
Village halls and social clubs available for hire

Allotment

Amenity
Open Space
(AOS)

Built Sport
Facilities
Amenity
Urban
Cemetery
Community
Hall
Playing Field
or Park
School
Facility
Cultural
Facility

2.1.2

Sites that include a playing pitch for outdoor sports, defined by
Sports England as a playing field. Such sites are also often urban
parks or village recreation grounds
An educational facility such as a school hall for hire or built sports
facility open to the public in some capacity or used after school
hours, including school playing fields
Cultural facilities such as libraries, museums, theatres and cinemas
used for art, learning and recreational or as a tourism attraction.

The assessment gathered the information around ward areas; a map of ward
areas in the borough is in Appendix 3 of the full report (not attached as part of
this report).

7

2.2

SITE SELECTION

2.2.1

Individual sites would have to meet certain criteria for inclusion in the audit,
the criteria are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

All sites need to be publicly accessible, regardless of whether payment is
needed;
Over 0.2 acre for open space – unless the site is of particular importance,
e.g. listed by organisations during the consultation;
Excluded if the primary use is agriculture;
Has to be a 'site' that is distinguishable from its surroundings therefore not
‘open’ countryside; and
It must have a recreational, amenity or sporting use.

Ockham and Wisley Common

Paper Court Sailing Lake

2.3

QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT

2.3.1

A full quantitative assessment of each of the sites audited was undertaken.
The quantitative information was gathered, where available, by site visits and
desk-based analysis using the Councils Geographical Information System
(GIS). The information gathered for each site was;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2.3.2

The type
Ward
Address
Ownership
Site Area
Date of Survey
Whether the site is protected through the Local Plan 2003
Whether there is fixed play equipment on site
Whether there is a cost to use or enter the site
What activities are undertaken on site
Recommendations for improvements
What facilities there are
Number of pitches/courts
Primary use

The quantitative information was inputted into a database, this gave each site
a unique reference number; this became the ‘Site Number’.
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2.4

DISTANCE THRESHOLDS

2.4.1

PPG17 advises on identifying accessibility thresholds for different typologies
to identify those areas not currently served by existing provision. Ensuring that
open space, sport and recreational facilities are close to the people who need
them is a core principle of sustainable development. Such facilities can
improve the quality of life of individuals and the community but they should not
be located in such a way that they increase the need to travel unsustainably
or, due to the location, are only accessible to certain members of the
community.
Table 2 – Distance Thresholds
Type
Distance Threshold
(straight line
distance)
Accessible
Natural and
Semi-Natural
Green Space

Allotment

Amenity Open
Space

Built sport
facilities
Amenity Urban
Cemetery
Community Hall

Playing Field or
Park
School Facility
Cultural
Facilities

2.4.2

At least one 20-100ha
site within 2km
At least one 100+ ha
site within 5km
At least one accessible
500ha site within 10km
1500m (30 minute
walk)

Rational

Theses standards are the
‘English Nature Accessible
Natural Greenspace Model’
and are considered best
practice.
The allotment strategy
showed that most users are
located within one mile of
the allotment they use.

400m (1-5min walk)

Residents should be within a
1 to 5 minute walk or within
400metres of an amenity
open space which can be
used as a Local Area of Play
(LAP) or Local Equipped
Area of Play (LEAP)
No threshold but an assessment was carried out to
identify who can access sites by a maximum walking
distance of 800m.
No threshold
No threshold, but an assessment will be carried out to
identify who can access sites by walking 800m (800m
is considered a reasonable walking distance)
800m (15 minute walk) 800m is considered a
reasonable walking
distance1.
No threshold, but an assessment will be carried out to
identify who can access sites by walking (800m).
No threshold.

Where a threshold had been identified a straight-line buffer (a point to point
buffer that does not take into account physical obstacles) was placed around
the site in the Councils Geographical Information System (GIS), that way it
was possible to identify areas that were under provided in terms lack of
access to the provision/site.

1

It is considered that such facilities are of borough wide significance, so residents will often
drive to these facilities.

9

2.5

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

2.5.1

PPG17 recommended that an assessment of quality is also undertaken to
identify sites that need improvement and areas where the population is served
by low or high quality provision. Such an assessment will also identify sites of
high quality that can be used as a benchmark. Understanding a sites quality is
an important element of assessing its value. For example, if a site is easily
located and scores high in quality then it is of high value, however, if the site is
hard to access and of poor quality it could be of little value. It is, however,
important to understand why a site is of poor quality or hard to access as
simple improvements can often increase the value of the site.

2.5.2

The assessment of quality followed a good practice example set out in
‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities: A Companion Guide to PPG17’. The
qualitative assessment set out to give each site a qualitative score by judging
the site against a set of benchmarks. No qualitative assessment was taken of
school facilities. Each site was visited and a score sheet completed. Examples
of the scoring and assessment sheets are located in Appendix 4.

2.5.3

A number of descriptions regarding each attribute was set out and agreed by
the Steering Group. Each of the descriptions was assigned a score depending
on whether it was a positive or negative description. For example, the main
entrance attribute for open spaces had five descriptions (see Appendix 4 for
all attribute descriptions) listed below.
•
•
•
•
•

2.5.4

Easy to find, with a welcome/advisory sign, appropriate size, clear, clean,
tidy, well maintained and inviting (scores 5 points)
Appropriate size, clear, clean tidy, well maintained and inviting (scores 4
points)
Obvious, open inviting and clean (scores 3 points)
Apparent as an entrance and clean (scores 2 points)
Inappropriate location and poorly maintained (scores 1 point)

Individual scores for each attribute are awarded then totalled up, the potential
highest score for each of the typologies were;
•
•
•
•

Built Sports Facilities – 36
Community Halls and Cultural Facilities – 40
Open Spaces – 76
Allotments - 57

2.5.5

The scores that are recorded in Planweb (the Council’s GIS system) and on
the database are the percentage scores of the possible total e.g. if a Built
Sports Facility scored 25 out of the maximum possible of 36 then the
percentage score is 69%. It is therefore now possible to compare the
percentage scores for each site within each typology, within wards and to give
ward averages and a borough average for each typology.

2.5.6

For the qualitative assessment, Open Space refers to Accessible Natural and
Semi Natural Greenspace and Playing Fields or Park.

2.5.7

The following table shows which attribute each type of provision was
assessed against. For example the condition of grassed areas is only
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relevant to open spaces, and not for example a community hall that would
have no grassed areas.
Table 3 – Typologies and Qualitative Criteria
Attribute

Open
Space

Built Sport
Facilities

Allotments

Community
Halls

The location, condition and
situation of the main entrance
The ease of disabled
accessibility
The presence and condition of
toilets
The presence and volume of
parking
The presence and quality of on
site information
The cleanliness of the site
The presence of additional
facilities
The volume of internal seating
and tables
The impact of ambient noise
The number and condition of
bins
The condition of the site
boundaries
The condition of the facility
Appearance
The presence of a composting
bay and water facilities
The condition of internal roads
and paths
The range of habitats and areas
in the site
The condition of grassed areas

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*
*

*
*

*

*
*

The number and condition of
dog bins
The number and condition of
benches and seats
The impact of lighting
The presence and condition of
fixed equipment play facilities
Whether the site is part of a
sustainable transport network

*

*
*
*

*
*

*

*
*
*
*

*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*

*
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2.6

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

2.6.1

In undertaking an audit the guidance recommends public consultation, as it is
important to consider the views and opinions of the local community. The
public consultation was split into two stages; the first stage involved an
assessment of existing consultation to identify public perceptions and usage
of open space, sport and recreational facilities. The past public consultations
examined for this study were;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Citizen Panel Results
Visitor Surveys
GBC Citizen Service Review
Allotment Strategy
Residents Survey
Consultation for the Cultural Strategy
Guildford Development Framework
Consultation

(GDF)

Issues

and

Options

2.6.2

Key issues where identified from this analysis and it was possible to get an
overall impression of how residents of the borough regarded open space,
sport and recreational provision and how they felt about current provision.

2.6.3

The second stage of the consultation was a survey sent out to all parish
councils, resident associations, sports groups, leisure groups and schools
requesting them to identify sites, rate current provision and identify
improvements. Three hundred and thirty two letters were sent out and 135
were returned, a response rate of 40%. The responses were broken down by
ward and entered into SNAP (a computer software package) for analysis.
Further information on the consultation and consultation review, including a
detailed discussion of each consultation is available in Appendix 5 (not
attached to this GDF report).

2.6.4

The key findings of the public consultation are set out below;

2.6.5

Allotments

2.6.6

Most visitors used their allotment 3-4 times a week, and would travel mainly
by car or walk. Interestingly only 0.4% of visitors travelled more then 5 miles
and most travelled one mile. The consultation asked specific questions on
management issues regarding water supply, vandalism and management.
The consultation showed that most of the dissatisfaction was in the areas of
fencing and the condition of paths; these are addressed in the Allotment
Strategy which sets out what works will be undertaken in the next ten years.
An overall satisfaction rate of 76.5% was recorded.
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Down Road Allotment

2.6.7

Open Space (Accessible Natural and Semi Natural Greenspace, Amenity
Open Space, Amenity Urban Cemeteries)

2.6.8

The most popular leisure activity among residents is walking. Providing good
quality parks and gardens, having a wide range of facilities and improving the
attractiveness of parks and open spaces are the main aspirations of the
residents. Open spaces, parks and recreational facilities are also very
important to people visiting the borough and raise their satisfaction levels,
making such provision a priority benchmark. Availability and frequency of
toilets is important to visitors and residents as is the range, upkeep and
atmosphere of the park or open space. The public is not well informed in
regards to the location of certain sites. Satisfaction levels are high, but few
residents feel that provision is improving.

Johnston’s Green

Coachland’s Avenue
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2.6.9

Playing Fields and Built Sports Facilities

2.6.10 27% of residents are members of sports club but one in five of residents have
given up a leisure activity, the most common reasons for giving up leisure
activities is the cost and timing. Swimming, football, tennis, gymnastics, and
rugby were the sports that children participate the most in. Out of the facilities
used by the clubs consulted 29% of facilities had no allocated car park, 23.5%
no toilet, 30% no changing room, 42% no pavilion, and 84% no visitor stand.
This shows that many of the sites/facilities used by sports clubs in the
borough lack basic facilities such as a changing room.
2.6.11 74.2% of clubs stated that they require further facilities. Many clubs said that
current facilities were old and in a state of disrepair and increases in
membership were putting significant pressure on the facilities they use. Many
clubs felt that to increase participation in sport a choice should be provided,
therefore more or improved sports facilities are required, and existing sites
should diversify and increase the capacity of use. 70% of sporting activities
take place in the urban areas, mainly Guildford. There is scope therefore to
improve rural facilities and sites so that they can take some of the pressure off
of Guildford.
2.6.12 47.8% of respondents rated the quantity of sporting facilities as ‘Ok’ or less.
Access and affordability also scored poorly with 47% and 58% respectively
rating these indicators at ‘Ok’ or less. This trend is also reflected when clubs
were asked about the information about the site, the location, condition and
availability of facilities/sites, with most clubs rating provision/quality as ‘Ok’.
When asked why, most clubs stated that facilities were not keeping up with
membership increases and the range of sporting facilities reduced choice.
2.6.13 Community Halls and Cultural Facilities
2.6.14 The need for protection and enhancement of community facilities in the
villages is highlighted to avoid the need for transport to the town centre for
entertainment and to keep communities alive in villages. Support for facilities
for youth/teenagers both in suburban areas and villages are a key issue.
There was a perceived need for community infrastructure to expand in line
with the population increase and change. Facilities should be provided at the
same time as new residential development takes place. The need for
efficiency of use of facilities is emphasised. The efficiency of underused
facilities should be increased, e.g. dual use of school and University facilities
should be encouraged. Accessibility is a key issue. Facilities should be in
easily accessible locations.
2.6.15 Only 18% of respondents stated that the quantity of facilities provided is poor
or very poor and none of the respondents stated that the condition of facilities
was below ‘OK’. 25% of respondents felt that affordability is ‘Ok’ or below, with
the majority stating that it is ‘Good’. This is also reflected in the view of the
location of facilities, as 50% felt the locations were ‘Good’ and none felt they
were worse than ‘Ok’. Information about facilities was generally considered
‘Ok’ with 61% of respondents stating that or above. Availability is the only real
issue where concern is expressed, with only 37% of respondents stating that
availability is ‘Ok’ or above. 68% of the groups shared their facilities with one
or more other groups. Such as other leisure or recreational groups and
societies and sports groups.
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2.6.16 General Comments
2.6.17 26% of residents had children under the age of 15, giving the potential of a
large sector of the community with hidden needs; this view is expressed by
parents with teenagers. Residents agreed most strongly that in the future
there is a need to provide safe playgrounds, opportunities for learning and
informal places for teenagers. Providing good transport links to the sites is
important to residents. The preferred option of residents is to protect all
PPG17 sites. There is considerable support for the protection of existing
facilities, especially open space and recreation facilities.
2.6.18 The consultation enabled a vision to be prepared to guide the analysis and
formulate the questions for the quantitative and qualitative assessment. For
further information on the formulation of the vision please see Appendix 6.

Pewley Down
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2.7

THE VISION

2.7.1

The PPG17 Audit Vision is proposed as follows;

2.7.2

The borough will be an area where all residents and visitors will have the
opportunity to enjoy quality, clean, safe and accessible open space, sport and
recreational facilities.
These facilities will be in close proximity to where they live and work, and will
be economically and environmentally sustainable.
These facilities will aid the cultural fabric of the borough in a context where the
public, developers and landowners have clear information on what, where and
how much is provided, and the standards that govern this.
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3.

ANALYSIS OF THE FINDINGS

3.1

INTERPRETATION

3.1.1

Accessibility

3.1.2

Accessibility was assessed by placing a straight-line buffer around the sites
audited. The residents in areas not covered by the buffer had poor
accessibility to that site. The analysis was broken down by type of provision
and then ward and type of provision. This analysis effectively shows the
catchment area for each site and areas where there is under provision due to
poor accessibility. The buffer distances used are those identified in Table 2 on
page 9. A breakdown by ward is available in Appendix 7 (of the full report).
Map 2 shows that there are very few areas of the borough where residents
are unable to access some sort of PPG17 provision. The ward analysis of
accessibility is in more detail but shows that most population centres are
covered by the buffers placed around each of the sites defined in each type of
provision.

3.1.3

A map has been developed with all PPG17 sites and cycling or walking routes
(rights of way) to show the accessibility by these modes of transport and
whether the PPG17 sites are linked by a sustainable transport network. The
analysis showed that a right of way but not a cycle route connected most
sites.

St Catherine’s Park
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3.1.4

Quantitative Data

3.1.5

The quantitative data gathered during the audit was used to give a borough
wide total by type of provision and then this data was broken down by ward.
The analysis included an assessment of provision of facilities per 1,000
people, the percentage of the ward covered by the typology and the number
of people per hectare of provision. These figures can be used as benchmarks
to assess and compare provision in different wards. For example, Lovelace
has 12 people per hectare of Accessible Natural and Semi natural
Greenspace (ANSNGS), whereas Send has 2463 people per hectare. This
shows that Send Ward has significantly less provision of ANSNGS. The
quantitative assessment findings also show the location of public and school
sports facilities by ward see Tables 26-29 in Appendix 8 (of the full report).
These results show that some sports have better provision than others, for
example there are more football facilities per 1000 population than there are
golf facilities. Further research is needed to ascertain whether demand for
specific sports facilities is being meet.

3.1.6

Assessment against NPFA Standards

3.1.7

The NPFA standards are used in Guildford Local Plan (2003) Policies R2 and
R3 and the Open Space SPG to ascertain the level of surplus and deficit of
Amenity Open Space and Playing Field or Park (meeting NPFA standards). It
is a nationally recognised benchmark to test provision. It is therefore essential
to assess whether the deficit has increased or decreased, and thefore the
relative success of Policies R2 and R3. An assessment of provision against
the NPFA standards includes a projection of need if the population were to
increase. The key findings are that the deficit has increased since 1997 and
that few new NPFA standard open spaces have been adopted.

3.1.8

Qualitative Assessment

3.1.9

The ‘quality’ of sites was assessed and the results are presented to give a
borough wide average score for each typology and a ward average score, the
scores can be found in Appendix 10 Table 32 (of the full report). This will allow
for sites to be assessed and compared against ward and borough averages
for corresponding types.

3.2

LINKING ACCESSIBILITY, QUANTITY AND QUALITY

3.2.1

Having regard to all PPG17 sites it is clear that when applying a distance
threshold of 400m then nearly the entire borough is covered. This shows that
most residents in the borough are within 400m or a short walk of a PPG17
site.

3.2.2

However, it is clear that there are different types of PPG17 sites, and when
the data is broken down by type then it becomes evident that there are certain
areas of the borough where accessibility to certain typologies is limited. This is
also clear with the quantitative assessment, where there might be significant
provision borough wide of a typology but it could be centred on an individual
ward making accessibility difficult from other parts of the borough. Again if a
ward is on the surface well provided in regard to a certain type it may be that
the quality of these facilities is low, therefore under used resulting in residents
of that particular ward travelling elsewhere to access a quality site. Therefore
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when analysing the findings it is difficult to singularly look at just accessibility,
quantity or quality. A ward should be analysed bearing in mind the
connectivity between the three types of assessment.
3.3

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

3.3.1

Accessible Natural and Semi Natural Greenspace

3.3.2

Sites defined as this typology are well distributed around the borough with
many sites on the urban fringes. The qualitative scores are generally low
when compared to other types of provision but this is due to the nature of the
provision being often hard to access with few facilities. The quality could be
improved by providing more and improved facilities at central locations such
as car parks, toilets, signs, maps as well as detailed information available
before visits. It is considered that the quantity is sufficient at present as there
are only 45 people per hectare of provision.

3.3.3

Built Sports Facilities

3.3.4

Most residents in the borough live close to a built sports facility. However
different sports have different demands. This study only identified the location
of such facilities and did not assess the demand for such facilities and the
demand for facilities related to specific sports. This information is likely to be
gathered by an assessment in 2006 by consultants working for Sports
England. The quality of Built Sports Facilities is generally high, averaging
67%, the highest for any typology. The score is high because the facilities are
usually accompanied by a toilet and changing rooms and are accessible. Due
to the fact these facilities often charge and are public facilities they are usually
clean and well maintained. The consultation did however show that many
facilities are over used and old.

Effingham Golf Course
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3.3.5

Allotments

3.3.6

A comprehensive quantitative and qualitative assessment of allotments was
undertaken for the Allotment Strategy 2004-2014. The audit identified that
between Guildford Borough Council and Parish Councils, there are 26
allotments sites giving approximately 925 plots. The Best Value Review
Consultation in 2002 identified that 0.61% of the population use GBC
allotments on average visiting 2.8 times a week. The average occupancy rate
for GBC allotments is 65% where as it is 75% for rural allotments. Therefore
supply is higher than demand so at present there is no need to increase the
provision of allotments in the borough, but a need to improve the quality was
identified through the consultation and site assessments.

3.3.7

The PPG17 Audit supports these findings, however it must be noted that there
are wards that do not have access to an allotment when applying a 1,600m (1
mile) buffer recommended in the Allotment Strategy. Clandon and Horsley,
The Pilgrims, Pirbright and Ash Vale have no allotments and the residents are
nearly all excluded from the buffers. The Guildford and Ash urban areas are,
however well provided for with the majority of sites.

3.3.8

Community Halls

3.3.9

There is approximately 1271 people per community hall in the borough.
Wards with the fewest halls are Stoughton and Pirbright. When adding an
800m buffer around the community halls it is clear that most settlements have
a hall, and that the urban areas are well provided for being almost completely
covered by the buffer. Many of the halls audited were not running at capacity
so this would point towards an over supply. The quality of halls fluctuated
significantly with the average score for the highest and lowest ward averages
differing by 27%. This shows that the overall average is pulled down by a
number of poor scoring halls.

3.3.10 Cultural, Amenity Cemetery and School Facilities
3.3.11 These sites were audited mainly to identify basic quantitative data for the
Infrastructure SPD. Qualitative analysis was not undertaken for schools.
Cultural facilities scored very highly in terms of quality averaging 80%. The
sites identified can be found in Appendix 13 (of the full report).
3.3.12 Amenity Open Space and Playing Fields or Parks
3.3.13 The sites are well distributed around the borough with most settlements
having access to playing fields. The urban areas are nearly all covered by the
buffer, as are most of the rural settlements, which often have a village
recreation ground. However when analysed in terms of the National Playing
Field Association requirement, which forms the basis of Policies R2 and R3
and the Open Space SPG, then there is still a significant deficit in provision
and little improvement since the 1997 Open Space Audit.
3.3.14 The deficit has risen in the urban areas since 1997 as no new, large open
spaces have been established that off set the population increase since the
1991 Census, which provided the population data for the 1997 Open Space
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assessment that formed the evidence for Policies R1 to R5. In the urban
areas the deficit is now 109 ha.
3.3.15 The PPG17 audit expanded on the 1997 Open Space study by included the
rural areas. There was some fluctuation between deficits and surpluses
depending on the ward. Overall the rural areas are in surplus by 13.7ha. This
is due in part to the large provision in Lovelace leading to a surplus in this
ward of 17.26 ha. The rural surplus can be used to offset the urban surplus
leading to a borough wide deficit of 97 ha which works out at 4.3ha per ward.
3.3.16 The population forecast set out in the Census Profile for the borough is that by
2021 the population would have increased by 23,449 people. This would lead
to the borough wide deficit of 167ha if no new NPFA open space is provided,
a deficit increase of 42.5%. Therefore new sites that meet NPFA criteria will
be needed, particularly where they will be accessible to the urban area.
Effectively 71ha of new provision will be needed in the next 15 years (4.7ha a
year) just to keep current levels of provision (at the current deficit of 96ha).
Between 1997 and 2005, however, there has been no significant increase in
provision.

Silent Pool

3.4

IMPLICATIONS

3.4.1

It may be unrealistic to be able to reduce the deficit to zero, or keep it static at
its current level, due to the vast amount of land required to do this, as the
167ha that would be required by 2021 is approximately the size of
Westborough Ward. It is more realistic to increase the quality and diversity of
current sites so as to increase their carrying capacity, improving the quality of
under used or poorly accessed sites, improving knowledge about sites around
the borough, and where possible provide new open space that will be
accessible to all residents in the urban areas.
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3.4.2

Therefore it is recommended that open space policy in the GDF should look to
alter the current Policies as it is failing to provide open space on site. Open
space should be required on sites that can accommodate open space of a
sufficient size to enable it to be useful and economic – the minimum should be
an Local Equipped Area of Play (with a buffer) of 3,600sq m - with at least 5
types of play equipment and seating for accompanying adults the, provision of
LEAP and Neighbourhood Equipped Areas of Play (following NPFA
standards) will effectively be the new standards these are further outlined in
Appendix 12 (of the full report). Where sites are too small then a financial
contribution should be sort, per unit, to improve existing provision and a
further sum to be ‘pooled’ to provide and up grade playing pitches. This
approach would provide flexibility enabling some on site open space to be
achieved in larger sites and clarity to applicants.

3.4.3

Financial contributions should still be sort in wards where there is a surplus of
provision, as the money could be used to improve the quality and accessibility
of the sites or to provide new sites. This will enable the Council to maintain the
surplus at the level prior to the development. All residential developments will
impact on open space, sport and recreational facilities so it is reasonable to
expect developers to mitigate the impact. It is important to note that facilities
or enhancement will reduce borough wide deficits, which is the primary aim of
such an approach, even if a ward is in surplus, new open space will benefit
the borough by increasing capacity and relieving pressure on established
sites.

Puttenham Common

Westborough Woods

22

3.5

CONCLUSIONS

3.5.1

The amount and location of Accessible Natural and Semi Natural Greenspace
is sufficient in the borough at present and generally complies with the English
Nature Accessible Natural Greenspace Model.

3.5.2

There is sufficient provision of allotments, community halls and built sports
facilities at present. However, the provision of such facilities should increase
with the population, and the current level of the quality of some sites should
also increase to accommodate more, and improve current, usage.

3.5.3

There is an overall deficit in amenity open space, playing field and parks and
children’s playgrounds complaint with the NPFA standards in the Borough.

3.5.4

The Open Space SPG 2002 has resulted in more Section 106 agreements
regarding open space and therefore more financial contributions. However,
new developments rarely provide public open spaces on site.

3.5.5

Useful and economically viable open space is unlikely to be provided on sites
of 25 units or 0.4 ha as indicated in Policy R2. A different threshold should be
investigated. Therefore Policies R1 to R5 of the Local Plan should be
reviewed to identify ways of improving and raising quality and quantity of
provision in line with population increases.

3.5.6

The study recommends that sites identified in this audit should be protected
due to their recreational, visual, strategic or wildlife value and where possible
diversified to increase the sites capacity in terms of open space, sport and
recreational use.

Hatchland Park
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