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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Representations in respect of Policy HS4 were submitted by Narvinder Bains of PJ 

Planning on behalf of the Heart of England Cooperative Society Ltd on 29th September 

2016.  Those representations are now being progressed by Steven Abbott Associates LLP 

on behalf of McCarthy and Stone Ltd., with the full knowledge and agreement of all 

parties, including the Programme Officer.  

1.2. The representations mainly relate to Part A of Policy HS4, specifically the open space 

standards which are set out in a table within the policy. The standards are to “provide or 

contribute towards the attainment of the Council’s open space standards..” which are set 

out in the policy. 

1.3. In summary, the representations question the derivation, examination and adoption of 

the open space standards and their consequent use in seeking to protect areas of open 

space in the urban parts of the Borough. These representations contend that the 

standards have been set at a level which is generally above the current levels of 

provision, in the urban areas and are thus unachievable and therefore of very limited 

value. The ‘parks and gardens’ and ‘amenity green spaces’ typologies are particularly 

questioned.  
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2. THE OPEN SPACE STANDARDS 

2.1. Policy HS4 seeks to adopt standards for open space provision for new residential 

development of 10 dwellings or more. However, the proposed standards (which are 

merely a continuation of the existing standards adopted in the 2006 Local Plan) are also 

fundamental in determining the adequacy of open space provision in the Borough and 

therefore have a wider application than just in relation to applications for new housing. 

2.2. Unhappily, the standards have been set at a level which is generally well above the 

current levels of provision in the urban areas of the Borough and therefore the 

standards, particularly those for the ‘parks and gardens’ and ‘amenity green spaces’ 

typologies, are unachievable in any meaningful way in the real world.   

2.3. In preparing the Rugby Borough Council Local plan 2011-2031, the Council have 

instructed Nortoft Partnerships Ltd to undertake an assessment of various types of open 

space.  The assessment has resulted in the production of the following documents 

(Examination Library Ref LP 43): 

 Part 1 The characteristics of Rugby and Policy background. 

 Part 2  Built facilities 

 Part 3 Playing pitch strategy. 

 Part 4 Open spaces.   

2.4. Only Part 4 has any relevance to this statement.   

2.5. The Open Spaces report was published in its final version in November 2015.  It is 

understood that draft versions of the report were considered by the Council and 

relevant external bodies and the report was revised to take into account feedback from 

the interested parties.  Such a process is standard in the production of such documents, 

but it is not known whether Nortoft raised the difficulties of adopting such an overly 

rigorous standard with the Council, nor whether or not Nortoft have provided a 
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justification as to why the standards proposed for retention in Rugby are justified since 

they are at odds with standards recommended by Nortoft in other comparable districts 

(such as East Hertfordshire and Vale of White Horse Councils).  

2.6. The Open Spaces report appears to be produced generally in accordance with relevant 

best practice, save for justifying the standards which it recommends, but it does not 

adequately consider or assess the current and future function and value of individual 

areas of open space and the need to retain them for the local plan period.  Not all areas 

of open space continue to have a proper function and value and it may be appropriate to 

allocate some such sites for suitable forms of development. 

2.7. Furthermore, there is a clear absence of adequate consideration and justification of the 

relevance and suitability of the open space standards which the report recommends for 

adoption.  In particular, there is no adequate justification for the continued use of open 

space standards which were first adopted in the 2006 Local Plan and were developed 

through the 2003 Rugby Open Space Strategy. Neither is there any discussion as to how 

the proposed levels of provision can be achieved within the urban areas, nor their 

realism. 

2.8. At the time the 2003 Open Space Strategy was produced, the strategy noted that there 

was a deficiency of the parks and gardens and amenity green space typologies within the 

urban areas, using the standards of provision recommended within the document.  

Neither the strategy nor the Local Plan identified any means of addressing these 

deficiencies.  Despite the acknowledged deficiency, the standards were adopted above 

the then current levels of provision. 

2.9. A consequence of adopting open space standards which are above current levels of 

provision in most parts of the urban area is that an arithmetical shortfall is created. 

Therefore all areas of open space are then protected from development by the first 

bullet point of paragraph 74 of the National Planning Policy Framework: “Existing Open 

Space......should not be built on unless: an assessment has been undertaken which has 

clearly shown the open space...... to be surplus to requirements.” Whilst this may be 

appropriate once the extent and value of those open spaces have been properly 
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established, to do so without a proper assessment of the open spaces cannot be 

considered to be in line with Government policy, nor, with respect, does it comprise 

good practice. 

2.10. Whilst the protection of and access to open spaces of high quality is an important 

component of local communities (paragraph 73 of the NPPF), such policies must be 

based upon robust and up to date assessments of need.  The process which has been 

undertaken in the production of the Nortoft Open Spaces report cannot be regarded as 

robust or up to date as it merely adopts the 2006 Local Plan/2003 Open Space Strategy 

standards without an adequate examination of their appropriateness in 2018. It is 

notable that such a process has been undertaken by Nortoft in their equivalent open 

space reports for East Herts and Vale of White Horse districts. 

2.11.  A thorough examination of standards of open space provision should, it is suggested, 

consider the following issues: 

 An assessment of each area of open space in terms of its current use, its value 

and its need in the future. 

 Comparison with other adjacent Local Authorities.  

 Comparison with similar Local Authorities in other parts of the country (CIPFA 

comparators). 

 National averages for Open space standards, based upon studies by relevant 

bodies (for example the Fields in Trust Survey of January 2015). 

 The need for open space in different types of residential areas (eg areas with 

properties with large gardens and areas with very dense development). 

 Some guidance as to how any local areas of open space deficiency can be 

rectified. 

2.12. The first and last of these issues has not been adequately addressed in the Open Spaces 

report, although the remaining issues have been considered. The report does note that 
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the amenity green spaces standard in Rugby is double that of the national average and is 

“on the high side for the provision per 1000 in the urban area” (paragraphs 5.14 and 5.17 

respectively), but then fails to provide a good reason why this might be warranted. 

2.13. A similar picture for parks and gardens emerges from the Open Space report.  Paragraph 

4.15 notes that ”If the current quantity standards were to be met, then a further 61ha of 

parks and gardens would need to be made available in the urban areas...... This level of 

provision is not realistic across the authority as a whole.”  

2.14. Against this background, it is surprising that the final version of the Open Spaces report 

retains the existing standards of provision for parks and gardens and amenity green 

spaces in urban areas without any apparent justification, testing, or any suggested 

means of making good the shortfalls which the standards create. 

2.15. It is respectfully suggested that a more appropriate and rigorous examination of the 

individual areas of open space and the standards of provision (particularly those for 

parks and gardens and amenity green spaces) should be undertaken before they are 

adopted as part of the currently emerging Local Plan and the Inspector should, in my 

view, conclude that the policy is therefore not soundly based.  

2.16. Such an examination should realistically assess the value of all areas of open space and 

whether the adoption of local open space standards which are actually achievable, more 

in line with currently levels of provision, national averages and comparator authorities 

would allow the consideration of urban development options, including the potential 

alternative use of some urban spaces in areas of surplus open space provision. Without 

this rigorous examination, the open space assessment cannot be considered to be sound 

and therefore not compliant with the requirements of paragraph 73 of the Framework. 
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3. A COMBINED STANDARD  

3.1. The Council’s Open Spaces report uses the typology of open spaces which the former 

PPG 17 and its companion document “Assessing Needs and Opportunities” adopted.  

Whilst the typologies are still used by some Local Planning Authorities as a basis for open 

space standards, a number of authorities are moving towards a combined parks and 

gardens and amenity green space typology to reflect the similar purposes of the two 

types and which better reflects the approach of the NPPF.  

3.2. The Rugby Open Spaces report notes that local residents use parks and gardens as 

amenity green spaces and “when considered together, it is clear that everyone living in 

Rugby town can reach either a park and garden or an amenity green space within 500m.” 

The report also states that where an area has an identified shortfall of parks and 

gardens, investment in improving an existing amenity green space could provide what 

would be, in effect, a parks and gardens facility. 

3.3. It is evident that the two types of open space can be very similar on the ground.  The 

attached Plan 1 was prepared in relation to a planning appeal which was subsequently 

withdrawn.  It shows amenity green spaces and parks and gardens in the New Bilton 

ward and adjacent areas.   

3.4. Thus, the  Inspector is requested to visit the following sites which are shown on the plan: 

 341 - Amenity Green Space at Bilton Road (AGS). 

 476 - Addison Road Recreation Ground (P&G). 

 144  - Johnson Avenue Open Space (AGS). 

 478 - New Bilton Recreation Ground (P&G). 

 475 - Richard Lovegrove Recreation Ground (P&G). 
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3.5. As a site visit will reveal, there are no clear differences between the two typologies on 

the ground.  It is therefore reasonable to consider combining the two typologies into one 

and adopting a standard of provision which is similar to Rugby’s comparator authorities 

and also more in line with the Fields in Trust’s recommended benchmark standards. A 

copy of the Fields in Trust document is attached to this statement as Appendix 1 – Table 

3 provides the recommended standards. Such a combined standard is both more 

congruent with the NPPF as well as having the merit of according with physical realities. 

3.6. It is highly pertinent to note that Nortoft have adopted just this approach in at least two 

other open space assessments recently carried out in the districts of East Hertfordshire 

and Vale of White Horse. In the October 2017 East Herts Open Space Assessment, it is 

noted that “Neither the current adopted standard for Parks and Gardens or Amenity 

Green Space reflect the actual provision of these typologies (para 5.17). A combined 

standard of 1.4 ha per 1000 population is proposed. 

3.7. In the November 2016 Vale of White Horse Open Spaces Report a similar position is 

taken and a combined standard of 1.4 ha per 1000 population is considered to be “the 

best fit to the Vale of White Horse.”  

3.8. It is not known why such an approach was not adopted with the Rugby Open Spaces 

Report, or if it was recommended by Nortoft and subsequently rejected by Rugby 

Borough Council. 

3.9. In the original submissions to the local plan, it was suggested that the proposed 

combined standard could be midway between the currently adopted standards for parks 

and gardens (1.5 ha per 1000 population) and amenity green spaces (1.1 ha per 1000), 

which would result in a standard of 1.3 ha per 1000 population. This is still considered to 

be an appropriate level of provision which would reflect both local residents usage of 

open space (as set out in the Open Spaces report) and local levels of provision.  

3.10. Such a standard would also be much closer to the standards adopted by some adjacent 

local authorities: Stratford on Avon, for example, has a combined Parks and Gardens and 

Amenity Green Spaces standard of 1.15 ha her 1000 population. Harborough has an 
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Amenity Green Spaces standard of 0.9 ha and a Parks and Gardens standard of 0.4 ha 

per 1000 and Hinckley and Bosworth has an Amenity Green Spaces standard of 0.6 ha 

per 1000 and a Parks and Gardens standard of 0.83 ha per 1000 population. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS  

4.1. The issue of local levels of open space provision and the adoption of appropriate 

standards to maintain open space at an acceptable but realistic level is not one which 

appears to have attracted a great deal of attention in the consultation which has taken 

place for the emerging local plan.  However, it is essential that appropriate levels of open 

space are maintained to provide local residents with opportunities for open air 

recreation within their local communities. 

4.2. The Rugby Open Spaces report, produced by Nortoft, has undertaken the necessary 

research and consultation as a background to adopting appropriate and realistic open 

space standards.  However, it has not then gone on to properly examine whether the 

existing standards of provision, particularly for the parks and gardens and amenity green 

spaces typologies, are appropriate to be carried forward for the local plan period.  

4.3. The lack of such an examination process (at least in the final version of the report) is 

perplexing as Nortoft have carried out just such an exercise with recent open space 

assessments they have undertaken in other local authority areas. Those examinations 

have resulted in revised, combined standards for parks and gardens and amenity green 

spaces in those authorities, precisely as suggested in this statement. 

4.4. Without this rigorous examination, the open space assessment cannot be regarded as 

robust and up to date, as required by paragraph 73 of the Framework.  Consequently, 

the local plan has not adequately addressed the purpose and extent of open space, 

particularly in the urban areas and cannot therefore be considered sound.  

  

 


