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1.

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW AND RATIONALE

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

This Report sets out the findings of an open space stodgluctedd € wdzdoe . 2 NB dzaK
Development Strategy teamhat was concluded in December 2025.

The study aims to provid®bust evidence that camform the creation of a new local plan,
and particularly any policies or strategies relating to open space. To achieve this, the study
seeks to:

a) Summarise the latest nationpblicies andyuidance regarding open space;
b) Develop a clear understanding of the quantity, quality and accessibility of existing
open space provision in the Borough;
c) Formulate updated open space standardsg
d) Apply these standards to identify deficiencies and surpluses in provision within each
2F GKS . 2NRdZAKQE .AaAEGSSYy St SO02NIf 461 NRS3

The qualitative aspect of the study (auditing the quality of sites and recommending quality
standards) was conducted by The Environment Partnership on behalf of the Council. The full
findings of their audit are available in a separate repdibwever, they are also summarised
here (chapter six) for ease of reference.

There are three key reasons why the study has been conducted.

Firstly,the social and environmental benefits of open space are well documented, and, if these
are to be realised, it is important that the Council hadesmrunderstanding of the current
state of open space provision across the Borough.

Secondlythe National Planning Policy Framework (NPR&)iseplanning authorities to
implement policies that will accommodate the open space needs of their communities, as
measured through robust and tip-date assessments of existing provision.

CAYylLffex a GKS Y2ad NBOSyl afisiuRaly atidcadé 6l . 2
and considering that significant developments have occurred since that time, there is a clear
and pressing need for an ttp-date assessment.

1 The Environment Partnership (2025) Open Space Assessment, Rugby: Quality Audit Report
2MHCLG (2024) National Planning Policy Framework. Available online:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nationaplanningpolicy-framework-2 [Accessed 04/12/2025].

3 Nortoft (2015) Open Space, Playing Pitch and Sports Facilities Stailable online:
hitps://www.rugby.gov.uk/w/openspaceplayingpitch-and-sportsfacilitiesstudy-2015[Accesse®4/12/2025].
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SCOPE

1.8. The scope of this study is all open space within the Borough, definetl pablicly accessible
open space of public value, includilagnd andareas of water (such as riveaad canalsyvhich
offer important opportunities for sport and recreatiamr contribute tovisual amenity.

1.9. For the purposes of this study, open space is categorised Witlgtypologies:

Typology Definition
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Tablel: Definitions of typologies of open space.

1.10. Churchyards and cemeteries are identified and mapped in the study, but standards are not set
for them.

1.11. Playing pitches and sports facilities are recognised as vital areas of open space, however they
are excluded from the scope of this study given that they have already been assessed by a
separate study conducted in 282

4 KKP (2023) Rugby Borough Council Playing Pitch & Outdoor Sport Strategy Assessment Report, July 2023:




REPORT STRUCTURE

1.12. Following this introductionghapterone) the report provides an overview of the context in
which the study has been conductéchaptertwo). This includes thkeycharacteristics of the
study area (Rugby Borough), the relevant national p@alicy guidances determined by the
UK governmentandcurrent local policies

1.13.The report then proceeds to outline the methodology of the stuthapterthree). As the
current NPPF and corresponding Planning Practice Guidance does not mandate a specific
framework to follow, the chosen methodolodgyyoadlyfollows the approach outlined in the
superseded PPGXhd its companion guideThis isa tried and tested approach which remains
in-line with the principles of current government guidance and is widely applied by local
authorities when undertaking studies of open space.

1.14. Thenextfive chaptersof the report (four to eightproadlyfollow the stages of the
aforementioned methodology, namely:

a) ldentification of local needs

b) Audit of existing open space provision
c) Setting local standards

d) Applying local standards

1.15. After the concluding chapte¢nine)two appendicesare provided which contain maps showing
the open spacéor each electoral ward and access buffers applied to open space typologies.

5 ing Needs and Opportunities: A Companion Guide to PPG17 (20033$B2906




2.S5TUDY CONTEXT

STUDY AREA

2.1. The Borough of Rugby covers an area of 138 square miles located in central England, within the
County of Warwickshirdt ison the eastern edge of the West Midlands Regemg borders
the counties of Northamptonshire and Leicestershire, both of which are in the East Midlands
Region.The Borough is predominantly rural in character, with the bujitarea consisting of
only around 20% of the total land areajer halfof which is designated Green Belt.
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Figurel: Diagram of Rugby Borough.




2.2. Perthe 2021 CensfdRugby Borough I population of 114,357aroundtwo-thirds of which
reside intheB2 NP dzZ3 K Q& 2y fTBe reémaiminghird ofitdepa@palationreside in rural
areasincluding 34 designated rural settlementg Ay S 2F gKAOK | NS RSa
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2.3. The population of Rugby has grown significantly sincdasipen space study was completed
and a highrate ofgrowth is projected to continue over the coming yearbhistrend has been
accompanied by substantial residenttidvelopment, such as that seamCawston and
Houlton, as well as commercial development, primarily in the form of melustrial estates to
the north of the town.

2.4. Thegeographical areashosen for the purposes afalysisare theBorough itself and its
sixteen electoral wards, the boundariaad populations of which are shown in Figure 2 and
Table 2 below.

Electoral Ward Number on Map Population (2021) % of Total
Admirals and Cawston 1 9,847 8.6%
Benn 2 9,343 8.2%
Bilton 3 6,550 5.7%
Clifton, Newton and Churchover 4 2,946 2.6%
Coton and Boughton 5 8,108 7.1%
Dunsmore 6 8,591 7.5%
Eastlands 7 8,583 7.5%
Hillmorton 8 7,748 6.8%
Leam Valley 9 2,445 2.1%
New Bilton 10 8,166 7.1%
Newbold and Brownsover 11 9,276 8.1%
Paddox 12 7,358 6.4%
Revel and Binley Woods 13 6,407 5.6%
Rokeby and Overslade 14 7,700 6.7%
Wolston and the Lawfords 15 8,351 7.3%
Wolvey and Shilton 16 2,938 2.6%
Total NA 114,357 100.0%

Table2: Population of Rugby Borough by electoral ward.

6 Office for National Statistics (2025) Rugby Local Authority 2021 Census Area Profile. Available online:
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/localarea?compare=E07000220#sectigicéessed 04/12/2025].

7 Office for National Statistics (2025) Subnational population projections for Englandb262d. Available online:
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/query/construct/summary.asp?mode=construct&dataset=2006&versiphetessed

04/12/2025].
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Figure2: Electoral wards of Rugby Borough.




NATIONAL POLICY

2.5. The National Planning Policy Framework (NFPE)F A y S & 2 Labopenspate Ofublicd a
value, including not just land, but also areas of water (such as rivers, canals, lakes and
reservoirs) which offer important opportunities for sport and recreation and can act as a visual
amenity¢ ¢ KS T Ndm¥rify adinddses the topic in the sehapteréOpen space and
recreatiorg, which is reproduced #ull below.

Promoting healthy and safe communitie€©pen space and recreatio(NPPF, p30)

102.Access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and physical g
is important for the health and webeing of communities, and can deliver wider benefits for natu
and support efforts to address climate change. Plannmigies should be based on robust and up
to-date assessments of the need for open space, sport and recreation facilities (including quan
or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and opportunities for new provision. Information gained from
assessmets should be used to determine what open space, sport and recreational provision is
needed, which plans should then seek to accommodate.

103. Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, s
not be built on unless:

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, building
land to be surplus to requirements; or

b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or b
provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or

c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of whig
clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.

104.Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and acce
including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links t
existing rights of way networks including National Trails.

105.The designation of land as Local Green Space through local and neighbourhood plans allg
communities to identify and protect green areas of particular importance to them. Designating |
as Local Green Space should be consistent with the local planisogtainable development and
complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. Local Green Sp
should only be designated when a plan is prepared or updated, and be capable of enduring be
the end of the plan period.

106. The Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green space is:

a) inreasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for
example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a f
field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and

¢) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.

107.Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent with
national policy for Green Belts set out in chapter 13 of this Framework.




2.6. ThisNPPBUbOK I LJGSNJ ' yR AdQa 02 YLX SY 8afelcleaddboutdhel yy A
importance of open space, the need for planning authorities to conduct assessments of their
open space provisigrandthe measuresecessaryor the protection of such provisiomut do
not provide any detailed guidance on h@m open space assessment should be carried Asit
such, there is a wide remit for the Council to design its assessment as it sees fit, to suit local
OANDdzyaidl yoSaz a f2y-®-RHa&SKEGLNSSIIRA 402 & NP 6 dz

LOCAL POLICY AND PRIOR STUDIES

27. wdz3o& . 2NRdzAK / 2dzyOAf Qa4 OdzNNBy d | LILINEZ I OK {2
HS4 othe local plafl. In brief, this policy specifies that:

a) residential developments of 10 dwellings and above shall provide or contribute towards the
attainment of open space;

b) that this open space shall meet quantitative standards (measured in hectares per 1,000
population) and a list of descriptive qualitative standards;

c) that contributions shall be sought where proposed developments shall increase an existing
deficit in provision or result in provision standards not being met;

d) that the provision of open space may be requiredsite, or may form part of a contribution
towards offsite provision;

e) that open space shall not be built upon unless it can be clearly shown to be surplus to
requirements, or the loss of open space shall be replaced by equivalent or better provision, or
the development is for alternative sports and recreational provisioa,rteeds of which
clearly outweigh the loss.

2.8. The primary evidence base for policy HS4 isojpen spacestudy undertakerby Nortoft on the
/ 2 dzy OA f pilishéd ;hAbverfber 2015 his study supersedes the comprehensive open
AL OS FdzZRAG GKFG g1 & dzy RSNIF | Sy puldtishedint A yOS
August 2008°.

2.9. The scope of the 2015 open space study was much reduced in comparison to the 2008 study. It
excluded certain spaces that had previously been assessed, spokiae landwith no public
accessand very small incidental open spaces such as road verges and roundaioaiZ015
study also excluded civic spaces, cemeteries and churchyards, all of which had previously been
given consideration, and made a clear distinction between open spaces, playing pitches and
sports facilities (each of which were assessgdeparate topics). This approach has been
further cemented by the Council in recent years2023 anassessment of playing pitches and
sports facilitiesvas conductedeparate from any assessmentasher typologies obpen
space.

2.10. Notably,policy HS4 of the adopted local plan does not fully align with the recommendations of
the 2015 study. Although H®4cludesthe recommended quantitative standards (hectarage

8 MHCLG (2014)ppen space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way and local green Apaitable online:
https://www.gov.uk/quidance/operspacesportsandrecreationfacilitiespublicrights-of-way-and-locatgreenspace
[Accesse®4/12/2025)].

9 Rugby Borough Coun¢019)Local Plan 2012031 Available onlinehttps://www.rugby.gov.uk/w/locaiplan-2011-
2031[Accessed4/12/2025.

10 Alliance Planning (2008) Rugby Open Space Audit. Available online:
https://www.rugby.gov.uk/documents/20124/6571478/Open_Space_Audit.péttcessed 04/12/2025].



https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://www.rugby.gov.uk/w/local-plan-2011-2031
https://www.rugby.gov.uk/w/local-plan-2011-2031
https://www.rugby.gov.uk/documents/20124/6571478/Open_Space_Audit.pdf/

per 1,000 residents), it does not include the recommended accessibility standards (metre
distances). Furthermore, policy HS4 only specifies that residential developments of 10
dwellings or above shall provide or contribute to open space, whereas the stadynmends
a threshold size of six dwellings or 0.2ha.

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANS

2.11. There are currently sevamadeneighbourhood plansvithin the Boroughlt isessentiakhat
the open space assessed in this study is inclusive of the Local Green Spaces designated by these
plans as listed in the table below.

Neighbourhood Date Adopted | Local Green Spaces
Brandon and Bretford| Jun 2019

Brandon War Memorial

The Crescent

The Playing Field

The Peace and Reconciliation Memorial
The Allotments

Field adjacent to the Tump

Church Field

Brinklow Cemetery

Brinklow Dec 2022

NooakwdE )PP

Land between Coton Park Drive and Lancut Hill
Copse Area/Stone Circles (behind Shortwheat H
Badger Sett (off Coton Park Drive)

Land to the East and West of Tuthill Furlong
Open space between Shortwhedill and Short
Fishers Walk

Coton Forward Dec 2015

GOhwbPRE

The Fishponds communipark

N -

1. {G [S2yl NRQa OKdzZNOKEe@ |
2. Steetley Meadows Conservation Area
Rytorron-Dunsmore | Jul 2021 3. Ryton Community Orchard
4. The Dell
Willoughby Dec 2019 None

1. St John the Baptist churchyard
Wolvey May 2022 2. Wetland Reserve
3. Anker meadows

Table3: Local Green Spaces designated in made Neighbourhood Plans.




3.METHODOLOGY

OVERALL APPROACH

3.1. The starting point for this study is the NPRB-chapter LISy a LJ OS laydiRts NB ONB
FOO2YLJ yeAay3a LI |y yOpsh3patespoldsiahddesreafiaiziadlibe OB A BSy
that neither of these documents provide detailed guidance on how to conduct an open space
assessment, the overall methodology of the sturstead broadly follows that outlined in the
superseded®PG17 and its companion guide, the validity of wktelms from itdried and
testednature,andthe fact that itdoes not differsignificantly in principle from the new
guidance.

3.2. Given the abovgthe overall approach of this study is as follows:

Identify local needs

Audit local provision

Set provision standards
Apply provision standards

IDENTIFYING LOCAL NEED

3.3. Local need has been estimated througlreview of preexisting consultation data; an
FaasSaaySyd 2F (GKS . 2NRdAKQa OdzNNByd FyR F2NJ
relevant data, such as allotment waiting lists.

hPohPE

3.4. The data from these sources has bemtiected and analyseoly the Development Strategy
team with the assistance of other relevant Council officerh findingssummarised in
chapterfour of this report.

AUDIT OF LOCAL PROVISION

3.5. The audit of the current local open space provision consisted ostages, a quantitative
audit undertaken iFhouse, and a qualitative audit undertaken by a consultgiitye
Environment Partnership).

3.6. The quantitative audit was conducted as followsstly, updated maps of all open space in the
Borough were produced using QGIS software. Existing GIS open space data stemming from the
2015 study was reviewed, cleaned and amended as necess$argxample by correcting
miscategorised sites and excludimapped spaces that fall outside the scope of the new study.
Additional areas of open spadacluding sites thatvere missed during the mapping stage of
the prior study andsites that have been newly developed since 2015, were then identified and
mappedaccording to theiprimary typologies through a review of aerial photography, the
Ordnance Survey GreenspaséSayer, and other relevant datasets sourced from bodies such
as Natural England and Warwickshire County Council. The task of identifying the newly mapped
AaA0GSa 61a FARSR 0@ NBFSNBYyOS (2 GKS [/ 2dzy OAf
Council éficersregarding major developments.




3.7. Once current provision had been identified and mappethlysisf this data was undertaken
to determine the provision of open space (expressed in hectares, and hectares per 1,000
NEAARSyGao gA0GKAY SIOK 2F GKS . 2NRdAKQa ¢ NJ
compare the current provision with that identified by the prior 2015 study. flidings of this
guantitative audit can be found in chaptBve of this report while maps of open space
provision in each ward are attached Agpendixl.

3.8. The qualitative audit wasndertaken byThe Environment Partnership (TBRjween
November 2024 an&ebruary2025 Adopting a proportionate approach to evidence gathering,
a total of 279 sites were selected for TEP to visit and alidé.audits were carried out using a
O2yaAraidsSyd FyR aidlyRINRAASR YSGK2R2t 238 GKI |
Cf I 3 IThelfindiRgR df the qualitative audit are summarised in chagiveof this report,
and thefull quality audit report produced by TES @F Af | 6t S ASLI NI St & 2\
website'.

SETTING AND APPLYING PROVISION STANDARDS

3.9. Recommended open space provision standards have been set for the Borough which
encompass quantity, quality and accessibility.

3.10. These standards have been set through a consideration of: a) the findings of prior studies; b)
the needs of the local population; c) the existing quantity, quality and accessibility of provision
Fa RSUSNXYAYSR o6& (KAA & ladoardsas laid odepalidy HB49andi K S
e) the latest guidance and benchmarks provided by national bodies.

3.11. The recommended standards are then applieftt OK 2 F GKS . 2NRaBK Q& S
the findings presented in chapteight.

I TEP (2025) Open Space Assessment, Rugby: Quality Audit Report. Available online:
hitps://www.rugby.gov.uk/documents/20124/0/Open+Space+Quality+Audit+Report jfafcessed 04/12/2025].



https://www.rugby.gov.uk/documents/20124/0/Open+Space+Quality+Audit+Report.pdf/

4. IDENTIFYING LOCAL NEED
OVERALL NEED

4.1. The population of the Boroughcreased by 14.3% between the two most recent Censuses,
growing fromaround 100,100 in 2011 to 114,400 in 262 Furthermore, the populatiois
forecast to grow by further17.3% between 2025 and 2043 Should the Council wish to
ensure that current quantitative levels of provision are not diminished, then, at a minimum,
new areas of open space will need to be provided thatpaoportionatewith population
growth.

NEED FOR PROVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE

42. t SNJ GKS fradSad @At rofS hFFAOS F2NI bl A2y
population of children (those aged up to 18 years) is estimated to marginally increase from
34,600 in 2025 to 35,600 in 2043. However, as a proportion of thé pajaulation, the
. 2NRdzZaAKQa LR2LJzZ FGA2y 2F OKAfRNBY gAfft FI€f

4.3. Excluding other factors, this projected demographic shift would suggest that, although
population growth will necessitate an absolute increase in open space provision, the relative
need for the provision of open space for children and young people (agpafpion of new
open spacejnaylessen over the course of the emerging plan.

NEED FOR ALLOTMENTS

4.4. In January 2025,ime allotment associations in the Borough were asked to provide information
regarding their occupancy randwaiting lists. All were contacted by emailcext for the
Bilton Poor Lands Allotment Association who were contacted by phone.

4.5. Responses were received fromvenassociations (Bilton Poor Land&sien ParkiHillmorton
and Paddox, The Kent, Lansdowne, Whinfield, Wolston and Brargiooi whom provided
relevant information (Bilton Poor Landsgen Parkiillmorton and Paddox, Lansdowne,
Whinfield, Wolston and Brandon).

4.6. All those associations which provided information reported that tiveye fully occupied and
that there was ggreater demandor allotmentsthan they were able tesupply. Most reported
that they maintain waiting list&ranging from 5 to 55 peoplgalthough some reported thain
response to high demandhey had ceased to do so, in favouragferating on a firscome
first-served basis when plots aperiodicallyreleased.

4.7. This survey of allotments associations would suggestttiee is unmet demand for
allotments in the Borough

2 Office for National Statistics (2021) How life has changed in Rugby: Census 2021. Available online:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/visualisations/censusareachanges/E070002R6¢essed 04/12/2025)].

13 Office for National Statistics (202Bppulation projections for local authorities by single year of age and sex, England
Available online:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/loca
lauthoritiesinenglandzJAccessed 04/12/2025].



https://www.ons.gov.uk/visualisations/censusareachanges/E07000220/
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/localauthoritiesinenglandz1
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/localauthoritiesinenglandz1

5. QUANTITATIVEUDIT OF OPEN SPACE
PROVISION ACROSS THE STUDY AREA

5.1. The existing provision of open space has been determined by desktop mapping undertaken
using QGIS mapping software. A full explanation of the approach taken can be found in the
methodology section of this report. Detailed maps showing the open space jpmwkeach
electoral ward are provided iAppendixl.

5.2. A total of 625 open spaces were identified and mapdeldspaces were subsequently deleted
as, upon visits, they were found to be inaccessible, thereby bringing the total number of
mappedopen spaces in the Borough down to461

5.3. As seen in the table below, the number of spaces counted increased for all typologies
compared with the 2015 studyrhe reason for these increases varies:

5.3.1. For allotments, some new sites (e.g. Eden Park Allotments) have been csgatedhe last
study, and some longtandingsitesthat were previously overlooked (e.g. Willoughby
Allotmentg have been recorded this time around.

5.3.2. The increase in the amenity space count is largely due to a difference in method between
the two studies. fie 2015 study only sought to map amenity space over 0.2ha, whereas this
study applied a smaller threshold of 0.05ha.

5.3.3. The increased count of natural and semaitural spacess partly because new spaces have
become accessible alongside contemporary developments (such as the space at Ansty Park
and Houlton), and partlgue to certain spaces being included in the 2024 study that were
excluded from or overlooked in the 2015 studlye largest of which is Cawston Spinney at
22.33ha)

5.3.4. The increased count of parks and recreation grounds is because a more inclusive typology
definition has been adopted, meaning that some spaces previously cosntetyas
amenity space have now been recorded as parks and recreation grounds.

5.3.5. The increased counts pfovision for children and young people are due to the creation of
spaces in newesidential developments, such as Houlton and Rugby Gateway.

2025 2015 2025 2015
AV AN Count Count Area(ha) Area (ha)
Allotments 42 35 42.6 38.6
Amenity space 250 105 145.0 137.6
Churchyards and cemeteries 65 NA 41.9 NA
Natural & semnatural space 77 55 1,009.3 761.3
Parks & recreation grounds 62 29 339.0 294.9
Provision for children and young peah/EAFNEAP 88 71 8.6 7.6
Provision for children and young peeg@her 30 19 1.4 1.0
Total 614 314 1,587.9 1,241.0

Table4: Counts of open space sites mapped in the 2025 and 2015 studies.




5.4. A more detailed summary of the existing open space provision for the Borough can be found in
the following table which includesite counts total hectarage (hapndhectares per 1000
population (ha/1000)as well agninimum, maximum and average sizes.

No. of

2025 Expanded Summary Sites Ha Ha/1000 Min Size Max Size Avg Size
Allotments 42 42.6 0.37 0.02 6.18 1.01
Amenity space 250 145.0 1.27 0.02 16.81 0.58
Churchyards and 65 41.9 0.37 005 1160 064
cemeteries

Natural & sernatural 77 10093 883 008 24504 1313
space

Parks & recreation ground: 62 339.0 2.96 0.04 199.10 5.47
Provision for children and

young people LEAINEAP 88 8.6 0.08 0.01 0.83 0.10
Provision for children and 30 14 0.01 0.01 0.26 0.05
young peopleOther

Table5: Quantitative summary of open space by typology as mapped in the 2025 study.

5.5. As may be expected, the site size range for the provision for children and young people
typologies is relatively tightyith no such spaces being over a hectare is Sibaverselythe
ranges for the other typologies are much larger, particularly so for the typologies of natural
andseminatural space and parkadrecreation grounds.

5.6. The largest sites for each typology are as follows:

5.6.1. Bilton Poor Lands Allotments (6.2ha) are the largdistment site in the Borough,
O2YLINRaAAY3I fyzald wmp:r 2F GKS . 2NRdAKQAa LINE

5.6.2. Cawston West AGS (16.8ha) is the largestnity greenspace site in the Borough,
O2YLINRA&AAY A ySIENIe& mMw: 2F GKS . 2NRddZAKQA LINE

5.6.3. Draycote Water reservoir and its surrounding grouads recorded as the largest site of
natural andsemi-natural space in the Borougf245ha) consisting ohlmost a quarter of the
total hectarageof this typology

5.6.4. Coombe Abbey country paik the largest park the Borough(199ha)and makes up close
G2 cm: 2F GKS byhttRegeK Qi LINRJAAAZ2Y

5.6.5. Cawston Grange Drive Play Area (0.8ha) is the largest single Provision for Children and Young
People site in the Borough. However, given that the boundaries of some sites of this type
are nebulous, this measurementrisore contestable.




PROVISION ACROSS THE WARDS

5.7. As shown in the tabland chartbelow, thereare significant inequalities between the
2NR dzAKQa St SO0 2 NI fuanitatiMdpiovisioK ddyen space 02 YSa (2

No. of Sites % of Sites Hectarage % of Hectarage
Dunsmore 64 10.1% 449.9 28.3%
Revel and Binley Woods 61 9.6% 379.5 23.9%
Wolston and the Lawfords 65 10.3% 204.2 12.9%
Newbold and Brownsover 71 11.2% 101.1 6.4%
Paddox 24 3.8% 99.5 6.3%
Coton and Boughton 31 4.9% 64.8 4.1%
Admirals and Cawston 41 6.5% 53.1 3.3%
Eastlands 38 6.0% 48.5 3.1%
Clifton, Newton and Churchove 38 6.0% 46.9 3.0%
Hillmorton 39 6.2% 33.3 2.1%
New Bilton 35 5.5% 25.1 1.6%
Wolvey and Shilton 26 4.1% 21.8 1.4%
Bilton 23 3.6% 21.3 1.3%
Rokeby and Overslade 28 4.4% 17.8 1.1%
Leam Valley 31 4.9% 13.8 0.9%
Benn 19 3.0% 7.3 0.5%

Table6: Counts and hectarage of open sppee electoral ward.

Hectares of Open Space by Ward

Clifton, Newton
and Churchover
3%
Eastlands

0,
Admirals aﬁé)
Cawston

3% Dunsmore
28%

Coton and
Boughton
4%
Paddox

6%

Newbold an
Brownsover Revel and
6% Wolston and Binley Woods
the Lawfords 24%

13%

Figure3: Hectares of open space by electoral ward.




5.8. Together the three rural wards of Dunsmore, Revel and Binley Woods, and Wolston and the
Lawfords have over 30% of the recorded sites of open space in the Borough, and over 65% of
the hectarage of open space. Conversé€llfiton, Newton and Churchover has average
provision, whilethe remainingtwo rural wards of Leam Valley and Wolvey and Shilton have
relatively few sites, antbgether onlyaccountfor28: 2 F G KS . 2NR dzZZKQ&a 2 LJS

5.9. All of the urban wards have little open space relative toldeding rural wards, butetween
them, a further distinction can be made. With around 100ha each, Newbold and Brownsover
and Paddox have the begtbanprovision byhectarage Conversely, Benn stands out as having
by far the worst provision, both in terms of the number of sites and hectarage.

5.10. These ward assessments change slightly once population size is accounted for, as seen in the
table below which shows the hectares of opgpaceper 1,000residentsfor each typology.

O beople AY P,
0 people

> Ol'a al O <l <l > I' : I. =
Revel and Binley Woods 0.50/ 0.38 0.57 25.69 0.07 0.01
Dunsmore 045 0.63 0.34 467 0.2 0.01 52.37
Wolston and the Lawfords 062 0.74 031 2176 129 0.09]0.06 24.87

Clifton, Newton and Churchover 0.61 2.01 0.32 12.03 0.79 0.14 0.01 15.91

Paddox 049 042 158 9.14 181 0.08[0.00 1352

Newbold and Brownsover 0.22 214 0.13 7.44 0.88 0.07 0.02 10.90

Coton and Boughton 0.10 2.25 0.00 4.79 0.79- 0.00 7.99

Wolvey and Shilton 0.00 1.63 0.07 0.00 7.41

Eastlands 1 0.96 1.65 0.07/0.02 5.65
Leam Valley 055 0.92 101 194 103 0.6 0.03 5.64
Admirals and Cawston F 110 0.85 012 0.00 5.39
Hillmorton 133 035 173 078 0.7 0.00 4.30
Bilton 094 071 0.6 061 0.80 3.25
New Bilton 034 035 030 091 1.12 0.04 0.02
Rokeby and Overslade
Benn

Table7: Hectares of open space per 1,000 residents by electoral ward.




5.11. With the second highest population of any ward, the disadvantage of Benn is compounded.
The ward only has 0.79ha of open space per 1,000 people, around 75 times less than the ward
with the highest provision, Revel and Binley Woods.

5.12.The rural wards of Dunsmore, Revel and Binley Woods, and Wolston retain the three highest
rankings while the rankingof the other three rural wards all improve due to them having
small populations relative to the urban wards.

5.13. The only significant shift in ranking of the urban wailtlst occursoncepopulationsizeis
accounted for is that Admirals and Cawston falls several places, owing to the fact that it has the
largest population of any ward.

5.14.Broadly speaking, a trend can be identified whereby the urban wards closest to Rugby town
centre tend to have the least provision, with provision increasing for the urban wards that
stretch to the outer reaches of the town, and the rural wards outsidéheftown tending to
have the greatest provision.

5.15. Nevertheless, there are exceptions and caveats to this trend. For example, lacking the large
country parks or publicly accessible nature reserves that characterise the other rural wards,
Leam Valley and Wolvey and Shilton have levels of provision comeacatble typical urban
wards.Despite this, it is probable that, in these rural wards, some benefits similar to those of
public open space can be gleaned from access to public rights of way across countryside that is
otherwise private and inaccessible.

5.16. Furthermore, comparisons of total open space provision can be nuanced by examining
provision of specific typologies. For example, while the total provision relative to population
sizein Bilton is poor, the ward has the second highest level of provision of Allotments in the
Borough.




ELECTORAL WARD SUMMARIES

5.17. Admirals and Cawstoq Thisis an urban ward on theouthwesternedge of Rugby towwhich
KFra GKS fFNBSad L2 Lz I G Aldsyhagderided/ by largefswaihksDf . 2
amenity spacemostof which is concentrated in the newer Cawston housing developments to
GKS a2dziKgSaidaod bAsgiSembeddedvitiiNiBgs®aiead df amenitylspalel &
and the four parksind recreation groundg/hichlaywithin the ward,however only a single
site is present whickpecificallyprovides for the needs of older childrgoung people(Nelson
Way MUGA). A reasonakdenountof natural and semnatural space is availabtkieto the
/' gatG2y DNBSygl & gKAOK aLl ya iuw-ScalelothhBha y 2 N
are located in the ward, with the only provision of this sort being a very small community
garden at Ophelia Cresent.

5.18.Bennc This is an urban ward locatéa the centre of Rugby town in which there islaar
deficiency of all types of open spadeound 60% of the war@ provision is composed of
Caldecott Park, immediately to the north of the town centre, near to whighalsod KS 4 NR Q
only substantial areas of amenity space. The eastern half of the ward contains streets of dense
terraced housing where the only areas of open space are the Millennium Green Recreation
Ground and the recently constructétharolais GarderiBark(within the site of the former
cattle market).On the eastern boundarg sliver of the Great Central Walk protrudes into the
ward and asmallset ofunofficialallotments are to be found.

5.19.Bilton ¢ This is an urban ward located on the southern edge of Rugby tousihtime to the
largest single site of allotments in the Borough, the Bilton Poor Lands Allotnhecdsedclose
to the g I NJRe®Qtarn boundarypon Alwyn Road. Reasonably large paaikd recreation
grounds(Alwyn Road Recreation Grounaatural and semnatural spaces (Cock Robin Wood),
and amenity spaces (Deepmore Road) can also be founthe/&ital hectarageof these is
quite lowNB t I G A @S (2 { KBerhdpb iNdreatest Wékneksizif thelward ig that
it hasthe least open space provision for children and young people relative to its population.

5.20. Clifton, Newton and Churchoveg This is a rural ward with relatively good open space
provision acrossearlyall typologies. Around three quarters of the total provision in the ward
is composed of natural and seimatural space, mainly concentrated in the space between
Brownsover and Clifton upon Dunsmore, and the northern section of the Great Central Walk.
¢CKS 61 NRQ& Y XaylypgoSproyisiod torichildrén arid §aiing people. Substantial
sites can be found in Clifton upon Dunsmore, and aap#mall site (newly constructed since
the last study) is to be found in Newton. However, Churchover is completely lagking such
provision, as appears to also be the case for the dewelopment aroundCoton House.

5.21. Coton and Boughtorg Thisis an urbarward located on the northern edge of Rugby townisit
composed of the Coton Park residential area to the southeast, the partially completed Rugby
Gatewayestateto the southwest, and employment land across the no@ime of tte g | NR Q &
key strengths is its large expanses of amenity space spread across the southern residential
areas Another is its reasonably high level of natural and seatural spacealueto the
presence of the Swift Valley Nature ReseSeven childs y Q& LJt | 1dcatédNaBHe a | NB
ward, yet relative to the population, this provision is below average. The provisigeted at
older children is particularly poor, with the only site dedicated to this purpose being the MUGA
located off Central Park DrivAnother weakness of the ward is its low level of allotment

provision, despite the recent establishment of the Eden Park allotments.




5.22.Dunsmoreg This is a extensiverural wardcovering the main rural settlements of Dunchurch,
Rytonon-Dunsmore Stretton-on-Dunsmore and handful of small villaged he level of open
space provision is reasonably good across all typologies, but is exceptionally high in terms of
natural and semnatural space due to the presence of Draycote Water in the sagtof the
ward and Ryton Woods to the wesAt 245haDraycote Waters the largest single site of
natural and semnatural space in the BorougPRerhaps the only sigieint weakness of the
ward is itsminimalprovision for older children. A skatepark is located in Stretton and a MUGA
in Ryton, yet no provision of this sort is to be found in Dunchurch or any aintiadierrural
villages.

5.23. Eastlandg; This is a predominantly urban ward which covers parts of Rugby town centre, but
Ffa2 O2ydGFrAya I NHNIE FNBF G2 GKS az2dzik o6F f:
features is the presence of Whinfield Recreation Ground, which at 10ha is thdatgesbt park
and recreation ground in the Borough.y 2 1 KSNJ { S& &adNBy3diK Aa (KS
which is thethird highest relative to population amongst all of the Borough wards. However,
the ward is less well off when it comesdmenity space, which is largely absénthe areas of
high density terraced housingnd is also lackinig natural and semnatural space.

5.24. Hillmorton ¢ This ward is a composite of urban and rural areas, although the klttenent
has beerheavilyreduced by the Houlton housing developmeRelative to its population, the
hectarage of open space provision in the ward is quite low. One of the weaknesses
contributing to this is the relative paucity of parks and recreation grounds. The Featherbed
Lane recreation ground is the only sitegsEatsubstance within Hillmorton itself, and although
they appear to be well equipped, the newly developedtipand recreation ground in Houlton
are not expansive in ared he ward is also well below the Borough average in terms of
allotment provision, with the only site present being the relatively small Houlton Allotments.
Perhaps the only strength of the ward when it comes to the quantitative assessshepen
spaceis its provision of amenity space, of which a wide range of sites are distributed
throughout the builtup areas.

5.25.Leam Valley This is an expansive rural ward whitds the lowest populatio(2,445)of any of
w dz3 ceedib@alwards.The clearest strength of the ward when it comegjt@antities ofopen
space(relative to population)s its provision for children and young people. Bpacesn
Birdingbury Marton and Willoughby mean that the ward has the highest provision for children
and the second highest provision for older children/young pedpéam Valley alsloas high
quantitative provisiors of churchyards and cemeteries, and reasonably good levels of provision
when it comes to all other typologies of open spadevertheless, the ward is likely to perform
more poorly when it comes to accessibility sfiands given that all of the rural villages a&&ch
missing at least one typology of open space.

5.26. New Bilton¢ This is an almost exclusively urban waftie eastern section is residential and
borders Rugby town centre, whereas the western sectiamtaipied by employment usesd
alsofeatures a small rural area which sits outside the town boundseyv Bilton has the third
G2NBO ljdzk yGAGEFGA DS f SOSE 2 Tel2thdfwards ielati@So LINE .
their populations. The typologies where the ward performs particularly poorly are amenity
space, natural and semiatural space, and prasion for children. The lack of amenity space is
consistent with other areas of the town which primarily feature streets of historic terrace
housing. By contrast, the ward benefits from the presence of six parks and recreation grounds
that arewell distributed throughout the residential areas of the ward, three of which include




5.27.

5.28.

5.29.

5.30.

provision for older children/young people (MUGASs and a parkour area). As such, the ward
performs relatively well on both these typologies.

Newbold and Brownsoveg This ward contains a mix of urban and rural areas. To the

southeast are the residential areas of Brownsover and Technology Drive and to the southwest

is the residential area of Newbold on Avon (a former village). The centre of the ward is
dominated by he Swift Valleemploymentsitd- YR G KS 9ffA20Qa CAStR |
parks.Considerable amounts of open space have been identified across the ward, and, relative
to its population, the total quantity of provision is gooayKstrengths include the large

amounts of amenity space which are interspersed throughout Brownsover and Newbold, as

well as the provision of natural and sematural space, including the Newbold Quarry Nature
Reserve (8.7ha). Converselyth only two sets of allotments, both located close to Newbold,

0KS ¢ NRQa LINP@GAAARZ2Y 2F (GKA&a (eLkRfz23e Aa NB
churchyards and cemeteries (one in Newbold and one in the historic village of Brownsover) is
also relaively very low.

Paddoxc The northern half of te ward is urban and predominantly occupied by residential
properties, while the southern half is rural and contains the Rainsbrook cemetery and
crematorium and some agricultural land. The total quantity of open space relative to the

g1 NRQa LJ2 Ladeely gbdd 2A¢ide Arém hd\ii@ the highest level of churchyard &

cemetery space inthe BoroughRdzS (2 GKS &AT SIF6fS wlkAyaoNR2]
strength is its natural and sematural spaceincludingBluebell Wads to the far north of the

ward, and the Great Central Walk and Diamond Wood to the south. The two typologies where

the ward performs poorly are amenity space, for which there is only a smattering of small

spaces, and provision for older childrandyoung people

Revel and Binley Woods This is a large rural ward which includes the Main Rural Settlements
2F . AyfSe 222Ra YR . NAylt26> a ¢Sttt a yA
electoralwards, Revel and Binley Woods has the highest overall quantity of open space relative
to population.This is primary due to the presence of Coome Abbey Country Park on the
western boundary of the ward, which at 199ha is by far the largest park in the Borough. Revel
and Binley Woods also has the second highest quantity of natural anens¢unal space

relative to population, primaly accounted foby spinneys and woods located to the

southwest of the ward. The provision of all other typologiesrring amenity spaces

relatively good However, despite the high levels of quantitative provision, the ward is likely to
perform poorer in terms of accessibility standards, given that all of the rural villages are

missing at least one typologgachwithin their vicinities.

Rokeby and Overslade This is an urban ward located to the southwest of Rugby town which
features severamnodernhousing estates. Rokeby and Overslade has the second lowest
guantitative provision of open space relative to ward population in the Borough. The ward has
no allotments churchyards or cemeteries. The only park is the one located on Buchanan Road
in the centre of the BorouglOnestrength of the ward when it comes to the quantitative
provision of open space is its relatively high levels of ampespace, notably the Burnside

(6.3ha) and Shakespeare Gardens (2.5ha) amenity spaces, both of which are amongst the top
ten largest amenity spaces in the Borough.




5.31. Wolston and the Lawfordg, This is a rural ward located directly to the west of Rugby town
which includes the Main Rural Settlements of Long Lawford and Wolston, as well as a handful
of small rural villages. Wolvey and the Law®inds the third highest total quantity of open
space relative to populatiosizeamongst the 1@lectoralwards of Rugby. One of the wards
key strengths is its provision for older children/young people (for which it is the best ward),
and its provision of natural and sematural spacdfor which it is tte third best ward). The
latter isconcentrated irthe far west of the ward, where Brandon Woods and Brandon Marsh
Nature Reserve arecated in close proximity to eachotier hy | £ f 20 KSNJ G @& L2
provision is relatively good. However, similar to other rural wards, Wolston and the Laadord
likely to be judged less favourably in terms of accessibility, duéattteof provision in close
proximity to some of the smaller rural villages.

5.32. Wolvey and Shiltorg This is a rural ward located to the far north of the Borough which
includes the Main Rural Settlement of Wolvey, as well as a handful of small rural \élfebes
the militarybarracksat Bramcote (which is exempted from this studyhe total quantitative
provision of open space relative to population is level with the median for Rugby Boasuah
whole, however, Wolvey and Shiltas notable for havinghe lowest provision amongst the six
rural wards. This is because, opposed to thetber rural wards, Wolvey and Shilton does not
have any large areas ptiblicly accessibleatural and semnatural spacer a country park.
Neverthelessthere aresomestrengths The ward hathe highest quantitative provision of
allotments relative to population, almost exclusively due to the presence of a 5.2ha site on
{KAEf G2y [FyS FodzidAy3a GKS g+ NRQA & halsécknaS & (
highest quantitative provision of amenity space relative to population in Rugby Borough, again,
largely thanks to a single siteéhich is designated as Local Green SpAoker Meadows
(7.8ha) to the north of WolveyAside fromthe aforementioned deficiency of (accessible)
natural and seni-natural space, perhaps the most obvious weakness is the lack of any provision
for older children/young peoples(ich asVilUGAspr skateparks).




6. QUALITATIVEUDIT OF OPEN SPACE
BACKGROUND

6.1. An Open Space Quality Assessment was concluded by The Environment Partnership on behalf
of the Council in February 2025. This assessment comprised an audit of 267 sites of open
space, the development of recommended open space quality standards, a revexustig
provision based on these standards, ardommendations for improvements to open space
quality and value.

62. ¢KAA laaSaavyYSyid Aa F@LFLAftlFLotS Ay FdAZf 2y GKS
key findings are also summarised here.

KEY FINDINGS

6.3. Across all typologies, 164 of the audited sites (61%) achieved a quality score of good or above.
Only nine sits (3%) received a quality score of poor, however 94 (34%) received a score of fair,
indicating ample opportunity for improvement.

Quiality by Typology

Provision for children and young peo
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Natural and semi-natural green spa

I

Parks and garden

Amenity green spac
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Figure4: Quality of audited sites by typology.

6.4. Sites were also assessed on their value, with 147 (55%) recorded as having lownalisgon
for children and young people performed particularly poorly in this regard, with 93 audited
sites (79%) being assigned a low value score.




6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

Value by Typology
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Figure5: Value of audited sites by typology.

The Assessment recommended that the Council adopt the following standards for all
typologies of open space:

1 Good quality score (based on Green Flag Award Criteria)
1 Medium value score (based on Assessing Needs and Opportunities: A Companion
Guide to Planning Policy Guidance 17)

Judged against these recommended standards, the Assessment found that 61% of audited sites
meet the quality standard, with average quality audit scores indicating that five electoral wards
fall shortof the standard (Admirals and Cawston; Clifton, Newton and Churchover; Coton and
Boughton; New Bilton; and Newbold and Brownsover).

The Assessment found that 45% of audited sites meet the value standard, with average value
audit scores indicating that nine electoral wards fall short of the standard (Admirals and
Cawston; Benn; Bilton; Eastlands; Hillmorton; Leam Valley; New Biltoto@ahd Rokeby

and Overslade).

Identified opportunities to upflift quality included:

Installing lighting, benches and litter bins;

Improving signage and navigational aids;

Undertaking litter picking; and

General cleaning and maintenance of walkways and play equipment.
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Identified opportunities to upflift value included:

1 Introducing wildflower meadows;
1 Clearing glades within woodland; and
1 Installing natural play.




/. SETTIN@GPEN SPACE STANDARDS
OVERVIEW

7.1. Following the completion of the audit of local open space provision, new standards of
provision for open space have been betow. This section explains how the standards for the
study area have been developed and provides specific information and justification for each of
the typologies where standards have been developed.

7.2. Standards comprise the following components:

7.3. Quantity standardsThese are determined by the analysigioK S . 2 NP dzAK Q& |j dzI y i
provision consideration of existing local and national standards and benchparisevidence
gathered from the local needs assessment. It is important that quantity standards are locally
appropriateand are realistic and achievable. The recommended standards need to be robust,
evidence based and deliverable througbntributions fn-site or oftsite provision made by
new developments.

7.4. Accessibility standardsThese reflect the needs of all potential users including those with
physical or sensory disabilitieeydyounger and older people alike. Spaces likely to be used on
a frequent and regular basis need to be within easy walking distance and have safe access.
Other facilities where visits atgpicallylongerin durationbut less frequentan be further
away. Consideration is also given to existing local or national standards and benchmarks.

7.5. Quality standards These are as recommended by The Environment Partnership (TEP), based
on the quality audits conducted on behalf of the Council, as well as existing best practice and
national guidelines.

OVERALBROVISION COMPARED TO CURRENT STANDARDS

Typology Bzrgzg;]ogé:] 1th0eOO Current RBC Felds in Trust
S Standards Standard!4
population
Allotments 0.37 0.65/0.8 NA
Amenity Space 1.27 1.1/0.5 0.6
Natural and SerdANatural Space 8.83 2.5 1.8
Parks and Recreation Grounds 2.96 1.5/1 0.8
Play Space 0.09 0.2 0.55

Table8: Open space provision in the Borough compared to current standards.

Fields in Trust (2024) Fields in Trust Standards: Creating great spaces for all. Available online:
https://fieldsintrust.org/content/images/FIIStandards2024-Accessibleversion.pdffAccessed 04/12/2025].



https://fieldsintrust.org/content/images/FIT-Standards-2024-Accessible-version.pdf

ALLOTMENTS

Existing National and Local Standards

7.6. Per the Small Holdings and Allotments Act 2908cal authorities are duty bound to provide
allotments for use by their residents if they consider there to be a demand.
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7.8. The current Rugby Borough local plan sets out a standard of 0.65ha of allotments per 1,000
residents for urban areas and a standard of 0.8ha of allotments per 1,000 residents for rural

areas.

7.9. The standards adopted by the other Warwickshire local authorities are as follows

, Quantity Standard
Local Authority (ha per 1’0360 population) Access Standard
North Warwickshire 0.4 Straight line distance 1km
Nuneaton & Bedworth 0.244 NA
Stratford-on-Avon 0.4 NA
Warwick 0.38/0.42 NA

Justification of a New Quantity Standard for Allotments

7.10. The audit revealed that the current average level of provision across the Borough is 0.37ha per
1,000 residentg, well below the current standards of 0.65ha and 0.8Reovision varies
considerably across the wards, with Rokeby and Overslade having no provision at all, and
Wolvey and Shilton having 1.87ha per 1,000 residents.

7.11. Only two wards (Bilton and Wolvey and Shilton) meet the higher local standard of 0.8ha per
1,000 residents, and only three meet the lower local standard of 0.65ha per 1,000 residents.
Furthermore, the current local standards are much higher than those of other Warwickshire
authorities.

7.12. Allotment associations in the Borough have reported that they have waiting lists or are
receiving regular requests for plots which they cannot fulfill, which would suggest that there is
unmet demand.
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through providing opportunities for outdoor recreation/physical activdgmmunity cohesion
and theprodudion of healthy locally grown foad

7.14. The propensity for new housirig have relatively smadt gardengsonly likely to increase
demand.

5 The National Allotment Society (2025) Are There Laws Governing Allotments? Available online:
https://thenas.org.uk/AllotmentL aws[Accessed 04/12/2025].

16 National Allotment Association (2018)place to grow: a supplementary document to Growing in the community:



https://thenas.org.uk/Allotment-Laws

7.15. With the above in mind, aew Boroughwide standard of0.65 ha per 1,000 residentgi.e. the
lower existing standardis proposedA standard above the existing level of provision (0.37ha)
is justified given the likelihood that there is existing unmet demand, the potential for such
demand to grow as new housing delivered, and pinepensity for allotment use to support the
| 2dzy OAf Qa LI FYyyAy3a LINA2NRAGASa®

Justification of a New Access Standard for Allotments

7.16.1t is considered that the availability of allotments is more important than having them very
close to home, nevertheless facilities should be relatively nearby.

7.17.The current local plan does not set an access standard, however, the previous open space
study recommended one of 70Qrti this standard is applied to current provision, then large
swathes of Rugby town are below standard, as are 14 out of the 34 designated rural
settlements.

7.18. Achieving an access standard of 700m seamanrealistic goal and is far more ambitious than
the only other allotment access standard applied within Warwickshire (1km in North
Warwickshire).

7.19. Given the above poinis slightly higheBoroughwide accesstandard of800mis proposed
for Allotments.

AMENITY SPACE
Existing National and Local Standards

7.20.Fields in Trust (previouslie National Playing Fields Associatimgommend that a minimum
of 0.6ha of amenity green space should be provided per 1p@ople

7.21.The current Rugby Borough local plan sets out a standard of 1.1ha of amenity green space per
1,000 residents for urban areas and a standard of 0.5ha of amenity green space per 1,000
residents for rural areas.

7.22. The standards adopted by the other Warwickshire local authorities are as follows:

Quantity Standard

(ha per 1,000 population) Access Standard

Local Authority

North Warwickshire 0.5 100m
Nuneaton & Bedworth 0.6 NA
Stratford-on-Avon NA* NA
Warwick 0.93 NA

*A standard of 1.15ha per 1,000 people is set for parks & gardens and amenity space combined.




Justification of a New Quantity Standard foAmenity Space

7.23.The audit revealed that the current average level of provision across the Borough is 1.27ha per
1,000 residentg, above both the current standards of 1.1ha and 0.5ha. Provision varies
considerably across the wards, with Benn having only 0.13ha per 1,8i@d@mes, and Admirals
and Cawston having 3.31ha per 1,000 residents.

7.24.0nly four wards (Benn, New Bilton, Revel and Binley Woods, and Paddox) fail to meet the
lower standard of 0.5ha, whereas nine fail to meet the higher standard of 1.1ha.

7.25. A new Borougtwide minimum standard of.27haper 1,000 residentss proposed. This would
mean that the minimum standard expected of new developments would be no less than the
existing average provision across the Borough.

Justification of a New Access Standard for Amenity Space

7.26.1t is considerd to beimportant that amenity space is located close to homes, given its role in
providing open space that can be used frequently on atdayay basis fomformal recreation.

7.27. Amenity green space is likely to be play an essential role in meeting the Fields in Trust
recommendation that all homes be within 2@D0m walking distance of open space.

7.28.The current local plan does not set an access standard for amenity space, however, the
previous open space study recommended one of 50@this standard is applied to current
provision, therthere are only a very small number of homes within settlement boundaries that
are substandard:c.3ha centred on Murray Road in Rugby town, and the villages of Flecknoe,
Harborough Magna, Leamington Hastings, Stretioner-Fosse, and Thurlaston.

7.29. Given the above points, a more ambitious Borowgte access standard 800mis
recommended for amenity space.

NATURAL AND SEMATURAL SPACE

Existing National and Local Standards

7.30. Fields in Trust recommend that a minimum of 1.8ha of natural and-sataral space should
be provided per 1,000 people.

7.31.The current Rugby Borough local plan sets out a standard of 2.5ha of natural andateral
space per 1,000 residents for both urban and rural areas.

7.32.The standards adopted by the other Warwickshire local authorities are as follows:

Quantity Standard

(ha per 1,000 population) Access Standard

Local Authority

North Warwickshire 0.5 450m
Nuneaton & Bedworth 1.8 NA
Stratford-on-Avon 0.75¢5.24 NA
Warwick 1.91 NA




Justification of a New Quantity Standard for Natural and Seratural Space

7.33. The audit revealed that the current average level of provision across the Borough is 8.83ha per
1,000 residentg far above the current standard of 2.5ha. However, provision varies
considerably across the wards, with Wolvey and Shilton having no prowisalh and
Dunsmore having 46.15ha per 1,000 residents.

7.34. Seven out of 16 wards (Coton and Boughton; Newbold and Brownsover; Paddox; Clifton,
Newton and Churchover; Wolston and the Lawfords; Revel and Binley Woods; and Dunsmore)
meet the current standard.

7.35. Therefore, although the current standa(d.5ha) is well above the standard setfiglds in
Trust (1.8ha) and most of the standards set by other Warwickshire authorities, it appears to be
reasonablyappropriate to local conditions.

7.36. The importance of natural green spaces (along with other open spaces) is recognised not only
for their contribution to recreation and health and wellbeing, but also in terms of nature
conservationbiodiversity and climate change mitigation/adaptation.

7.37.Given the above points, it is proposed that the Borowgte quantity standard for natural and
semtinatural space remain static at5ha per 1,000 residents

Justification of a New Access Standard for Natural and Sehmtural Space

7.38. Fields in Trust recommend that all homes should be within200m walking distance of open
space and that everyone should have access to the full range of open space types within
1,000m.

7.39. The current local plan does not set an access standandaftoiral andsemi-natural Space
however, the previous open space study recommended or®0fm.If this standard is applied
to current provision, therthere aresome considerable areas within settlement boundaries
that fail to meet it. Within Rugby town this includes much of the town centre, parts of
Hillmorton, and parts ofhe Hillsideresidential arealn the rural areas, it includes most of
Dunchurch, and 14 of the smaller rural villages (ArB&ynacle, Broadwell, Burton Hastings,
Churchover, Easenhall, Flecknoe, Grandborough, Harborough Magna, Marton, Pailton,
Princethorpe, Shilton, Willey).

7.40. Nevertheless, this access standard is deemed to remain appro@sagith the possibility of
new areas ohatural andsemi-natural spacebecoming publicly available alongside new
developmentsit may help ensure that existing gaps in access to provisioadthessed.

7.41.1t is therefore proposed that a Borougtide access standard @00mbe adopted for natural
and seminatural space.




PARKS AND RECREATION GROUNDS

Existing National and Local Standards

7.42.Fields in Trust recommend that a minimum of 0.8ha of parks and gardens should be provided
per 1,000 people.

7.43.The current Rugby Borough local plan sets out a standard of 1.5ha of parks and gardens per
1,000 residents in urban areas, and 1ha of parks and gardens per 1,000 residents in rural areas.

7.44.The standards adopted by the other Warwickshire local authorities are as follows:

Local Authority

Quantity Standard
(ha per 1,000 population)

Access Standard

North Warwickshire 0.5 450m
Nuneaton & Bedworth 0.8 400-1,000m
Stratford-on-Avon 1.15* NA
Warwick 1.91 NA

*inclusive of amenity green space

Justification of a New Quantity Standard for Parks and Recreation Grounds

7.45.The audit revealed that the current average level of provision across the Borough is 2.96ha per
1,000 residentg far above the current standards of 1.5ha and 1ha. However, provision varies
considerably across the wards, from Rokeby and Overslade with®{d& 1,000 residents,
through to Revel and Binley Woods which has 32ha per 1,000 residents.

7.46. Half of the wardgRevel and Binley Woods; Dunsmore; Paddox; Eastlands; Wolvey and Shilton;
Wolston and the Lawfords; New Bilton; Leam Valley) meet the current lower standard of 1ha,
while five out of 16 wards (Revel and Binley Woods; Dunsmore; Paddox; Eastlands; Wolvey and
Shilton) meet the higher standard of 1.5ha.

7.47.1deally, the standard should not be considerably lower than the current average provision
across the Borough, yet a standard of 2.96ha would patently be unachievable for the vast
majority of wards. If Revel and Binley Woods is excluded as an outlierthtbeverage
provision of parks and recreation grounds across the Borough is 1.25ha per 1,000 residents.

7.48. Given the abovet is proposed that a Boroughide quantity standard for parks and recreation
grounds be set at.25ha per 1,000 residents

Justification of a New Access Standard for Parks and Recreation Grounds

7.49.Fields in Trust recommend that all homes should be within20@m walking distance of open
space and that everyone should have access to the full range of open space types within
1,000m.

7.50.The current local plan does not set an access standard for parks and recreation grounds,
however, the previous open space study recommended one of 800m for parks and gafdens.
this standard is applied to current provision, thiére only residential areas of Rugby town that




fail to meet it are the faleastern areaof Hillmorton, and the southeastern section of the
Rokeby estate (close to Rugby Free Secondary School). Furtheraneallvillagedail to
meetthe standard: Barnacle, Bourtasn-Dunsmore Brandon, BroadwelBurton Hastings,
Churchover, EasenhafilecknoeFrankton,Grandborough, Leamington Hastinggwton,
Princethorpe, Strettorunder-FosseThurlaston, andVilley.

7.51. Given the above points, it is proposed that a slightly more ambitious Boraidghaccess
standard of700mbe set.

PROVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE
Existing National and Local Standards

7.52. Fields in Trust recommend that a minimum of 0.25ha of equipped designated play areas should
be provided per 1,000 people, and that a further 0.3ha of informal play provision should be
provided per 1,000 people. Combined, their recommendation is that anmoim of 0.55ha of
play space should be provided per 1,000 people.
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1,000 residents for both urban and rural areas.

7.54. The standards adopted by the other Warwickshire local authorities are as follows:

Local Authority

Quantity Standard
(ha per 1,000 population)

Access Standard

North Warwickshire 0.06-1 250-600m
Nuneaton & Bedworth 0.55 NA
Stratford-on-Avon 0.25 NA
Warwick 0.33 NA

Justification of a New Quantity Standard folProvision for Children and Young People

755.¢KS LINPLRNIAZ2Y 2F GKS
in 2025 to 24.9% in 2043.

. 2NR dzZaKQa {alkfrodd2B.4% A 2y

7.56. The audit revealed that the current average level of provision for children and young people
across the Borough is 0.09ha per 1,000 residem¢ss than half the current standard of 0.2ha.

7.57.Provision varies considerably across the wards, fiBatonwith 0.03ha per 1,000 residents,
through toLeam Vallewhich hag.1%a per 1,000 resideni®rovision of facilities suitable for
young people (MUGASs, skateparks, BMX tracks istparticularly poor, with six wards having
no provision of this sort at all.

7.58. None of the wards meet the current local standard, and the chances that some have of
meeting it over the course of a new plan period are unrealistic given how considerable the gap
is. Nevertheless, setting a lower standard would nosbpportable given that the current
local standard is already far below that recommend at a national level (byaRtTi)s also
generally lower than those set by other Warwickshire authorities.




7.59. Given the above points, it is proposed that the Borowgtle quantity standard for provision
for children and young people remain staticCa2haper 1,000 residents

Justification of a NewAccessStandard forProvision for Children and Young People

7.60. Fields in Trust recommend that all homes should be within 100m of Local Areas of Play (LAPS),
400m of Local Equipped Areas of Play (LEAPs), 1,000m of Neighbourhood Equipped Areas of
Play (NEAPs), and 700m of informal play provision

7.61.The current local plan does not set an access standard for provision for children and young
people, however, the previous open space study recommended the following: 400m for LEAPS,
1,000m for NEAPs, and 1,000m for teenage facilities.

7.62.1f the standard of 400m is applied to current provision children then there are substantial
parts of the Bilton, Hillmorton, Overslade and Rokeby, and Paadods within Rugby town
that are substandard. Furthermore, 12 rural villagesuld fail tomeet the standard: Bourton
on-DunsmoreBroadwell,Burton Hastings, Churchover, Easentid#écknoeFrankton,
Grandborough, Leamington Hastings, Strettonder-Fosse, Thurlastomnd Willey.

7.63.1f the standard of 1,000m is applied to the current provision for young people, then the areas
within Rugby town that are sustandard includeparts of Hillmorton,muchof Cawston, and
the southern sections of the Bilton and Overslade and Rokeby wards.

7.64.1t is proposed that the access standards proposed in the last open space study (400m for
LEAPs, 1,000m for NEAPs, and 1,000m for teenage facilities) are adopted.




COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED STANDARDS

Quantity Standards

Current
Provisionper | Current RBC Proposed RB(
Typology 1,000p Standard FIT Standard Sl?andard
population
Allotments 0.37 0.65/0.8 NA 0.65
Amenity Space 1.27 1.1/0.5 0.6 1.27
Natural and SerdANatural Space 8.83 2.5 1.8 2.5
Parks and Recreation Grounds 2.96 1.5/1 0.8 1.25
Play Space 0.09 0.2 0.55 0.2

Table9: Comparison of existing and proposed quantity standards.

Access Standards

Recommended b
Typology Last Open Spacz FIT Standard Proposed RBC
Standard
Study
Allotments 700m Max 1,000m 800m
Amenity Space 500m Max 1,000m 300m
Natural and SerdANatural Space 700m Max 1,000m 700m
Parks and Recreation Grounds| 800m Max 1,000m 700m
400m (LEAP)
1,000M (NEAP)
Play Space 400-1,000m 100-1,000m 1,000m(Provision
for young people)

Tablel10: Comparison of existing and proposed access standards.

Quality Standards

Recommended by Last Oper|

Typology Space Study Proposed RBC Standard
Allotments should be secure
with gates and fencing
providing suitable areas for

Allotments

growing, and where applicablg
an adequate water supply ang
car parking.

Amenity Space

Green Flag Standard

Natural and SerdANatural Space

Green Flag Standard

Parks and Recreation Grounds

Green Flag Standard

Play Space

New LEAPs and NEAPs shou
meet FlTstandards

New youth provision should
reflect best practicehe needs
expressed by local young
people.

Quality score of 70%,
determined by audits based o
the Green Flag Award.

Value score of 40%,
determined by audits based o
the methodology set out by
WAssessing Needs and
Opportunities: A Companion
Guide to Planning Policy
Guidance 172002)

Tablell: Comparison of existing and proposed quality standards.




8. APPLYINRECOMMENDEBTANDARDS
INTRODUCTION

8.1. This chapter of th report applies the newly proposed open space standards to current open
space provision across the Borough. The aim is to provide an understanding of where the
supply of open space is exceeding expdcstandardand where there are shortfalls which the
Councilmay wish to seek taddress through planning, green space managenpeactices or
investment.

QUANTITY ANALYSIS

8.2. The table below shows the balance of supply (in hectares) of open space for each of the
electoral wards. This balance is calculated using the following formula. Firstly, the ward
population (2021 Censugdivided by 1,000then multiplied by the proposed open space
standard. This gives the quantity of open space required for the ward to meet the standard.
Secondly, the quantity of open space currently provided in the ward is subtracted from the
guantity required, thereby miving at a surplus or a deficRositive figures show where the
proposed quantity standard has been met, while negative figures show where there is a deficit
in provision.

8.3. Although these figures will help highlight where new provision should be sought, it is important
that they are considered in tandem with the subsequent access analysis, as some areas may
readily have access to provision in neighbouring wards.

Provision for

Natural & Parks &

Amenity : . Children and
Allotments semi-natural recreation

space space grounds vyoung Eeopl

(Combined)
Admirals and Cawston -0.64 2.04 -1.40 -0.40 -0.08
Benn -0.64 -1.14 -2.43 -0.71 -0.16
Bilton 0.29 -0.56 -1.89 -0.45 -0.17
Clifton, Newton and Churchove -0.04 0.74 9.53 -0.46 -0.05
Coton and Boughton -0.55 0.98 2.29 -0.46 -0.14
Dunsmore -0.20 -0.64 43.65 3.42 -0.07
Eastlands 0.04 -0.66 -0.85 0.40 -0.11
Hillmorton -0.60 0.06 -0.77 -0.47 -0.13
Leam Valley -0.10 -0.35 -0.56 -0.22 -0.01
New Bilton -0.31 -0.92 -1.59 -0.13 -0.14
Newbold and Brownsover -0.43 0.87 4.94 -0.37 -0.11
Paddox -0.16 -0.85 6.64 0.56 -0.12
Revel and Binley Woods -0.15 -0.89 23.19 30.75 -0.12
Rokeby and Overslade -0.65 0.75 -2.42 -1.12 -0.13
Wolston and the Lawford -0.03 -0.53 19.26 0.04 -0.05
Wolvey and Shilton 1.22 1.88 -2.50 0.38 -0.13

Tablel2: Supply of open space against proposed quantity standards by ward.




8.4. Should the proposedtandards be adopted, theall wards will have a quantitative deficit of
some kindOnly one ward (Wolvey and Shilton) will meet the quantity standard of at least
three of the typologies, while a majority will only manage to meet the quantity standards of
one or two typologies. Three wards will fail to meet the quantity standards obathe
typologies two of which are inner town wards with large populations (Benn and New Bilton),
and one of which is the rural ward with the smallest populatiothe Borough(Leam Valley)t
is notable thatnone of the wards achieve the proposed standi for Provision forChildren and
YoungPeople, potentially indicating a high priority area for open space strategy moving
forward.

ACCESS ANALYSIS

8.5. This section analyses how the Borough performs when the proposed access standards for open
space are applied. The focus is on identifying residential areas of the Borough which are not
within ranges of open space that meet the standards and can therefhsidered to have
deficient access to open space.

8.6. The analysis is based on the applicatiostodightline distance buffers to all open spaces
identified as part of this study. Maps showing the extent of these buffe¥e Appendix Ihave
been reviewedand the areas that lay outside them are identified. The key access issues for
each typology and each ward asammarised below.

Summaries by Typology

Typology Areas not meeting access standard

Rugby TownAlmost all of the town has adequate accesguoenity Green Jace.
The only sizeable area which does not is the area of Benn Ward around Murr
Road Areasof Eastlands Ward (the western part of Lower Hillmorton Road,
Pytchley Road, Boundary Roamid areasof Paddox Ward@northwestern part of
Hillmorton Road; south of Percival Roadg also lacking iAmenity Green Shace
¢ although in these instances the proximity of other typologies may compenss

Main Rural SettlementsMost of the Main Rural Settlements have good accesg
Amenity Green Space. Those that have larger areas lacking in adequate acceg
Amenity Green Space include:

1 Binley Woodsproperties to the north of Rugby Road and on the easte
and western fringes

1 Rytonon-Dunsmoreeast and north othe A45

9 Strettonon-Dunsmore Squires Road and northern part of School Lane

1 Wolvey most of the area to the south of Bulkington Road and The Squ

However, in these instances, the lack of coverage may be compensated for b
access to Public Rights of Way across open countryside




Allotments

Rugby TownA considerable portion of the town lacks adequate access to
allotments with the largest areas being:

Areas either side of Dunchurch Road in the south of the town.

An area stretching northwards from the town centre, past Technology

Drive and Boughton Road, along Crow Thorns, and ending in the nort

of Coton Park.
1 An areain the east of Hillmorton, within the vicinity of Hillmorton Prim:

School.
If the small community garden plots at Ophelia Gardens in Cawston are
discounted, then all of Cawston also lacks adequate access.

1
1

Main Rural SettlementsMost of the Main Rural Settlements have good accesg
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1 Brinklow northern section around the intersection of Ell Lane and The
Crescent/Lutterworth Road.

9 Dunchurchnorthern section comprising the residential areas of Bilton
Lane and Earle Gardens

1 Stretton-on-Dunsmore the eastern part of the village concentrated alor]
Fosse Way and Rugby Lane.

1 Wolvey: all of the village barring its eastern edge

Natural & Semi
Natural Green Space

Rugby town:Most of the town has adequate access to Natural and Sxairal
Green SpaceBy far the largest area lacking adequate acs&gtches fromwhere
Benn, Eastlands and New Bilton wards convénghe centre of townalong
Lawford Road out to the westhe second largest area is in Hillmorton,
concentrated around High Street. Other smaller areas without adequate acce
include the eastern section of Rokeby and Overslade Ward, near Rugby Free
Secondary, and the centre of Bilton Ward, between the Cresgehbol and
Alwyn Road.

Main Rural SettlementsAll of the main rural settlements have adequate acces
to Natural and SerriNatural Green Space, except for Dunchurch.

Parks & Recreation
Grounds

Rugby town:Almost all of the town has adequate access to Parks & Recreatiq
Grounds.The only residential areas that fall outside of the access buffers are
sections of the Rokeby estate to the east of Dunchurch Road, and the east of
Hillmorton, around Crick Road and West Coast Lane.

Main Rural SettlementsAll of the Main Rural Settlements have adequate acce
to Parks & Recreation Grounds.




Provision for Children
& Young People

Rugby town:Several areas of the town are lacking in adequate access to Pro
for Children (LEAPs and NEAR#} the most significant locations being:

1 An area spanning across Bilton and Rokeby and Overslade between
Deepmore Road in the west to Rugby Free Secondary in the east.

1 An area to the south/southeast of the town centre, comprising parts g
Church Street, Clifton Road, Lower Hillmorton Road, Murray Road, a
Railway Terrace.

1 Part of Paddox ward comprising Dunsmore Avenue, Eden Road, Fish
Avenue, Kingsley Avenue, and Shenstone Avenue.

I The area of Hillmorton Ward centred around Bucknill Crescent and
Hillmorton Primary School.

All of the town has adequate access to Provision for Young P@dpl&As, skate
parks, bike tracks etcexcept for the southern parts of the Admirals and Cawst
Bilton and Rokeby and Overslade wards, tirdeastern part of Hillmorton
(between the primary school and the canal).

Main Rural SettlementsAll of the Main Rural Settlements have some Provisio
for Children (LEAPS/NEAPSs) in their boundaries, and therefore, although ther
some areas which fail to meet the access standard, generally speaking acceg
this typology is reasonably good. Modttbe villages also have some form of
Provision for Young People too, exceptBamchurch and Wolvey




Summaries by Ward

Ward

Access Issues

Admirals and Cawstor|

This ward hagoodaccess to open space, partly due to provision within the wa
(particularly large amounts of amenity space), but also because significant
provision is located close to its borders (e.g. Freemantle Park to the north an
Cawston Spinney to the south). Thelyarea that lacks sufficient acceisshe
southwestern section of the ward where there is inadequate access to Provis
for Young People, and #llotments(if the small Ophelia Crescent community
garden plots are discountgd

Benn

This ward has two areas with access issues. Firstly, the eastern part of the w
concentrated around Murray Road lacks adequate access to Amenity Green
and Allotments (the latter of which is worsened if the unofficial Bridge Street
allotments are dicounted).Secondly, thesouthwestern sectiorof the wardlacks
adequate access tatural andSemi-Natural Soaceg though, as much of this are
is occupied by town centre uses rather than residential dwellithgsmaybe
considered less problematiTheg | NRQa 2 @SNI € | dz y i A
somewhat by the presence of substantial areas of open space close to its bo
(e.g. Whinfield Recreation Ground to the east and the Viaduct Nature Walk tg
north).

Bilton

This ward has several relatively minor access issues. Despite having a high
guantitative provision of Allotments, this is concentrated in a single site, whicl
results in the suthernmost part of the ward (around Montague Road) laakthe
expected standard of accessecondlyto the west, a section of Alwyn Road, an
to the east, the area between Arbour Close and Edyvean Close, lack adequa
access to amenity green spad¢¢owever, in both instances, the proximityRafrks
and Recreation Groundshich can ervesimilarfunctions may lessen the issue
Lastly the southern section of the ward (hear Rugby High School and Cock R
Wood) lacks sufficient access to Provision for Young People.

Clifton, Newton and
Churchover

This ward contains the villages of Cliffopon-Dunsmore, Newton and
Churchover, and the easternmost section of the Coton Park development. Eg
area differs in terms of its performance against the access standards.

All areas of Cliftorupon-Dunsmore have adequate access to open space, exce
for the northwestern corneof the settlement(North Road) which technically ha
insufficient access to Amenity Green Space. This is likely to be offset by read
available access to PRoWs and other types of open space.

Newton lacks sufficient access to Parks and Recreation Gspand although it
hasgained a play area since the last study, it still lacks adequate access to
Provision for Young People.

Churchover lacks adequate accesslidypes of open space except Amenity
Green Spacel'he impact of the lack of nearby designated Natural and Semi
Natural Space may be lessened by access to PRoWSs across countryside.

The eastern section of Coton Park lacks adequate access to Allotments.

Coton and Boughton

This ward has good access to open space. The only area which falls short of
proposed access standards is thestern section of the ward (around Crow
Thorns)which lacksadequateaccess to allotments.




Dunsmore

This ward is comprised of three Main Rural Settlements (Dunchurch, St@tton
Dunsmore and Rytean-Dunsmore) and four rural villages (Bourton-
Dunsmore, Frankton, Princethorpe and Thurlaston).

Most of Dunchurch lacks adequate access to Natural and-Bataral Spacand
Provision for Young Peofle I YR (1 KS y 2 NI K 2 feetithé S
standard of acceder Allotments.

Strettonron-Dunsmore has good access to all typologies, barring its eastern p
(around the Fosse Way and Rugby Lane) which &tdguateaccess to
Allotments. Likewise, Ryteon-Dunsmore is characterised by good acdesspen
space An area to its east (around Holly Drive and Cedar Avenue) is lacking in
Amenity Green Space, but that is likely compensated for by the presence of ¢
typologies guch as the play area and natural space

The smaller rural villages (Bourtam-Dunsmore, Frankton, Princethorpe and
Thurlaston) all lack the expected standard of access to Parks and Recreation
Groundsand Provision for Young Peoplexceptor Princethorpethey also lack
adequateaccess to Allotments. No types of open space have been recorded i
Thurlaston at all, although the proximity of Draycote Water, accessible via PR
may partiallyoffset the negativémpactof this.

Eastlands

Most of this ward had good access to all typologies of open space, but two srf
areas are shown to have access issues. Firstly, the western area of the ward
to the town centre (Barby Road, Lawrence Sheriff Street, north of Dunchurch
Road) lacks ademte access to both Allotments and Natural and SKatural
Space. Secondly, some of the terraced streets that junction off Hillmorton Ro
and Lower Hillmorton Road (The Arbours, Paradise Street, Temple Street, Q
Victoria Street) are lacking in adedaaccess to Amenity Green Space.

Hillmorton

CKA& ¢ NRQA | dzlopkrispace aie’s@rewhit &leviated dn is
western side byaccess tsignificant areas of open space just outside its border
(e.g. Bluebell Woods, The Kent Allotments and Hillmorton Paddox Allotments
Access to open space is good across most of the ward. The only part with no
access issuestise area betweerBucknill Crescent/Hillmorton Primary Schaatl
the western boundary of Houlton whidacks adequataccess to Allotmenis
Natural and SemiNatural Spac@nd Provision for Young People. Hoeg\the
presence of PRoWs leading into the Rainsbrook Valley may compensate for
some degree.

Leam Valley

This ward is comprised oégenrural villagesBirdingbury Broadwell, Flecknoe,
Grandborough, Leamington Hastings, Marton and Willoughiigie of which
entirely meet the proposed open space access standditas.access issues for
each village are as follows:

1 Birdingbury: the southern section of the village laaligquateaccess to
Natural and SeriNatural Space

Broadwell: lacks access to all typologies except Amenity Green.Spack
Flecknoe: lacks access to all typologies except Allotments
Grandborough: lacks access to all typologies except Amenity Green S
Leamington Hastings: lacks access to all typologies

Marton: lacks access to Allotmenidatural and SerdANatural Spaceand
Provision for Young People
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1 Willoughby: lacks access to Amenity Green Sfidady offset by the
recreation ground).

As with other rural villages, the impact of deficiencies in access to Amenity G
Space and Natural and SeNwtural Green Space may deninished by the
readily available access to countrysideoAR.

New Bilton

Despite having quantitative deficits across all open space typologies, this wal
performs reasonably well against the proposed access standards. In part, thig
0S0OIFdzaS GKS 41 NRQa 2LISy alLlkdditwonalarkas B
open space are located just outside its boundaffech as Caldecott Park to the
northeast) The part of the ward that performs poorlydaarea concentrated
around Lawford Road (roughly between Oliver Street and Glebe Crescent). H
there is inadequate access tothoAmenity Green Space and Natural and Semi
Natural Green Space.

Newbold and

All areas of the ward meet the proposed access standards, except for an are
the east(around Boughton Road, Crow Thorns, and Technology rivehlacks

Brownsover the expected level ohccess taAllotments.
Generally speaking this ward has good access to open dgaeever.a
substantial part of the ward (centred around Kingsley Avenue and Dunsmore
Paddox Avenue) lacks adequate access to Provision for Children (LEAPS). Furthémeng

residentialarea between Hillmorton Road and Ashlawn Rbadsomesmall
pockets that fail to meet the access standards for Amenity Green Space, Nat
and SemiNatural Spaceand Provision for Young People.

Revel and Binley
Woods

This is a large rural ward which contains the Main Rural Settlements of Binley
Woods and Brinklow, and seven rural villages (Ansty, Easenhall, Harborough
Magna, Monks Kirby, Pailton, Strettoimder-Fosse, and Willey).

Binley Woods benefits from being in close proximity to two expansive areas ¢
Natural and SeriNatural Space. The only access issue is that the northern,
eastern and western fringes of the village fail to meet the proposed access
standard for Amenity Gree8pae, although this is likely offset by ready access
nearby PRoWs.

Brinklow benefits from a large centrally locatPdrk and BcreationGround and
area of Natural and Serbi I G dzNJ f DNB Sy { LI O &inar a (i K
access issue is that its eastern fringe fails to meet the proposed access stand
for Allotments.

The rural villages have varying access isfehaps the most significant issuai
lack of access to Parks and Recreation Grounds and Provision for Young Pe
These villages mostly alsrkadequateaccess to Allotments and Natural and
SemiNatural Spacehowever thisnay be offset by the rural setting of these
settlements (larger gardens and access to\RB).




Rokeby and Overslad

The ward has two main open space access issues. Filistli/tree ward, barring
AGad Yy2NIKgSAGSNY aSOGA2Y O6F NRBdzy R |
Road)R2 Say Qi YSSG GKS LINE LR aSR (ten arg’ R
none located in the boundaries of the ward itseFurthermore the aea between
wdz36& CNBS {OK22f | yR 5 dadd)ianzhdieks tav 2
Natural andSemi-Natural Space Parks &RecreationGrounds and Provision for
Young People.

Wolston and the
Lawforcs

This is a rural ward containing two Main Rural Settlements (Long Lawford an
Wolston) and two Rural Villages (Brandon and Church Lawford).

Long Lawford and Wolston both have good access to open space with no
substantial areas that fall short of the proposed access standards.

Although Brandon has little open space identified within its settlement boundg
it benefits from its proximity to areas of open space in Wolston. Nevertheless
lacksadequate access to both Allotments and Parks and Recreation Grounds

Church Lawford lacks adequate access to Provision for Young People.

Wolvey and Shilton

This is a rural ward containing a single Main Rural Settlement (Wolvey) and t
Rural Villages (Barnacle, Burton Hastings and Shilton).

Wolvey hagshree open spaceccess issues. Firstliie village lackadequate
access to Provision for Young People. Secoalllgut the easternmost part of the
village fails to meet the proposed access standard for Allotmdittisdly, the
south of village lacks adequate access to Amenity Green Stt®ugh the
effects of this may be offset by the close proximity of a recreation ground and
access to countryside BR/s.

Barnacle lacks adequate access to Natural and-8Skatuiral Space, Parks and
Recreation Grounds, and Provision for Young People.

Burton Hasting$acks adequate access to all types of open space except Ame
Green Space.

Shilton lacks adequate access to Natural and S¥airal Space and Provision f
Young People.




9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

9.4.

9.4.1

9.4.2.

9.5.

CONCLUSION

This studyhas provided an assessment of the current status of open space within Rugby
Borough(audit of quantity and quality)formulated new open space standards (quantity,
quality and accessibility), and applied these standards to identify deficiencies in provision.

The study has focused on five typologies of open space:

Allotments

Amenity Green Space

Natural and SerdANatural Space

Parks and Recreation Groundsd
Provision for Children and Young People.

= =4 -8 4 A

Although they have been mapped, tB8 N2 dzZ3 K Q& LINRPGA&A2Y 2F /| KdzND
not been analysed, and standards have not been recommended for this typology. Furthermore,
the study has not considered Playing Pitches and Outdoor Space, given that this typology of
open space has alrdg been covered in a separate study.

The key findings dhe audit of provision are:

L CKSNB FNB AAIYATAOLYG AySlddtAairsdsa 068iGsSSy

guantitative provision of open space (hectareslative to their population sizeBroadly
speaking, a trend can be identified whereby the urban wards closest to Rugby town centre
tend to have thdeastprovision, with provision increasing for the urban wards that stretch

to the outer reaches of the town, and the rural wards outside of the town tending to have
the greatest provision. For example, Benn ward only ha8ha of open space per 1,000
people, around 75 times less than the warfdRevel and Binley Woods. Nevertheless, there
are exceptions and caveats to this trend. For example, lacking the large country parks or
publicly accessible nature reserves that characterise the other rural wards, Leam Valley and
Wolvey and Shilton have lefgeof provision comparable to the typical urban wards

Across all typologies, 164 of the audited sites (61%) achieved a quality score of good or
above. Only nine sites (3%) received a quality score of poor, however 94 (34%) received a
score of fair, indicating ample opportunity for improvemenhe audited sites were also
assessed on their value, with 147 (55%) recorded as having low value. Provision for children
and young people performed particularly poorly in this regard, with 93 audited sites (79%)
being assigned a low value score.

Accounting for current adopted standards, national guidance (suthesstandards
recommended by iElds in Trust audited local provision, and comparisons with the practices
of neighbouring authorities, new open space standards were recommerultegier seven
These are summarised in tald8& below.




Quantity

Typology Standard (ha| Access Standard Quality Standard
per 1,000)

Allotments 0.65 800m
Amenity Space 1.27 300m Quiality score of 70%, determined |

) audits based on the Green Flag
Natural and Semi 5 200m Award.
Natural Space

Value score of 40%, determined b

Parks and 1.25 700m audits based on the methodology
Recreation Grounds aSi 2AdeessingdNeedls and

400m (LEAP) | Opportunities: A Companion Guid
1,000M (NEAP) to Planning Policuidance 19
1,000m (Provision (2002)
for young people)
Tablel3: Recommended standasébr open space in Rugby borough.

Provision for
Children and Young 0.2
People

9.6. Upon applying these standards to audited provision it was found that:

9.6.1. All wards have a quantitative deficit of some kind. Only one ward (Wolvey and Shilton)
meets the quantity standard of at least three of the typologies, while a majority only
manage to meet the quantity standards of one or two typologies. Three wards (Beam,
Valley, and New Bilton) fail to meet the quantity standards of any of the typologies. None of
the wards achieve the proposed standard foovision forchildren andyoungpeople,
potentially indicating a high priority area for open space moving fotwa

9.6.2. Although there are some areas that are found to be deficient, much of the town has
adequate access to open spate. separate from considerations of quantity and quality)
The central urban Wards that perform poorly on quantitative provision tend to perform
better when it comes to accegsartially due to the presence @ipen space provision
outside but in close proximity to their boundaries. By contrast, rural wards that Waye
large areas of open space (such as country parks)trendfore perform well in terms of
overall quantitative provision, tend to have settlements (villages) with inadequate access
across several typologies.

9.6.3. 61% of audited sites meet the quality standard, with average quality audit scores indicating
that five electoral wards fall short of the standard (Admirals and Cawston; Clifton, Newton
and Churchover; Coton and Boughton; New Bilton; and Newbold and Bregemso

9.6.4. 45% of audited sites meet the value standard, with average value audit scores indicating that
nine electoral wards fall short of the standard (Admirals and Cawston; Benn; Bilton;
Eastlands; Hillmorton; Leam Valley; New Bilton; Paddox; and Rokeby anda@wkrsl
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