SECTION 7 — AMENITY GREENSPACE

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

Amenity greenspace
Definition

This type of open space is most commonly found in housing areas. It includes
informal recreation spaces and greenspaces in and around housing, with a primary
purpose of providing opportunities for informal activities close to home or work or
enhancing the appearance of residential or other areas.

Picture 7.1 Cholderton War Memorial

Strategic context

The report Rethinking Open Space states that the average of all local authority
applicable standards is 2ha per 1,000 population. This includes areas that provide
informal recreation and visual amenity or land provided for environmental or safety
reasons.

The NPFA Six Acre Standard is 2.43ha per 1,000 population for 'playing space'
consisting of 2 acres (ie 0.81 ha per 1,000 population) for children's playing space.
This includes areas designated for children and young people and casual or informal
playing space within housing areas. In the past some local authorities have added
one acre (0.4ha) to cover 'amenity areas' and 'leisure areas' or a similar amount that
may not be covered within the NPFA standard. In almost all cases, this additional
requirement is intended for residential areas and does not cover open spaces such
as parks or allotments.

The Local Plan aims to protect and enhance the natural and built environment and
amenity open space will be provided where appropriate within new residential
developments.

The Community Strategy for Salisbury and South Wiltshire (2005/09) includes quality
issues and actions relevant to each of the six community planning areas.
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Consultation
7.6 Results from respondents of the household survey indicated that:

2.9% of respondents visit amenity greenspaces more frequently than other
typologies

53% consider the quality of amenity greenspaces to be ‘average’
40% do not use amenity greenspaces.

7.7 Results from respondents who use amenity greenspace most frequently indicated
that:

mis-use of the sites was a significant problem (50%)

dog fouling (40%) and vandalism and graffiti were identified as minor
problems (40%)

adequate lighting (45%) and staff on site (35%) were the main safety factors
identified

the quality factors most respondents were satisfied with were:
- boundaries
- seats and benches
- planted and grassed areas.
7.8 32% of children and young people who completed the internet survey stated they use
amenity greenspaces most often. This makes them the third most popular open

space type for children and young people, behind play areas (55%) and grass sports
pitches (33%).
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7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

Setting provision standards

In setting local standards for amenity greenspaces there is a need to take into
account any national or local standards, current provision, other local authority
standards for appropriate comparison, site assessments and consultation on local
needs. Full justifications for the local standards are provided within Appendix H, | and
J. The recommended local standards have been summarised below in context with
the amenity greenspace sites in Salisbury District.

Quality standard

The majority of respondents to the household survey rated the quality of amenity
greenspace sites as ‘average’. Significant or minor problems identified included
vandalism and graffiti, safety and age of equipment, poor maintenance, litter
problems and misuse of site (eg youths congregating). Respondents were most

satisfied with boundaries, seating, planted and grassed areas and general
maintenance at amenity greenspace sites.

The top five highest rated aspirations for this typology are:
clean and litter free
well kept grass
litter bins
facilities for children and young people
dog free area.

The average quality score was 59%, with the highest score being above 95% at four
different sites:

Zeals Green, Mere (Site ID 338)
Sutton Road AGS, Nadder Valley (Site ID 712)
Hindon Road AGS, Four Rivers (Site ID 668)
Five Rivers LC AGS, Salisbury (Site ID 752).
The quality standard has been developed through the consultation undertaken with

the public, feedback through the site assessment process before being refined with
Council officers.

RECOMMENDED LOCAL QUALITY STANDARD

“A clean, litter-free and well-maintained greenspace site with
well-kept grass and varied vegetation, and large en  ough to
accommodate informal play. Where appropriate, sites should
also have suitable ancillary facilities such as lit ter bins.”
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7.14

7.15

7.16

7.17

7.18

Quantity standard

A total of 170 sites were identified in the District. Table 7.1 below provides a
breakdown of these sites. It shows that the largest average site size is in the
Stonehenge area whilst Mere and District has both the lowest number of sites and
smallest average site size.

Table 7.1 Breakdown of amenity greenspace sites
Analysis area Number of = Total area of sites Average site size
sites (ha) (ha)

Stonehenge 75 48.51 0.65
Mere and District 8 1.73 0.22
Nadder Valley 14 341 0.24
Southern 40 9.89 0.25
Four Rivers 17 5.88 0.35
Salisbury City 69 40.71 0.59

The figures above include all sites in army camps that have some degree of public
access. These are predominately located within the Stonehenge analysis area.
These amenity greenspaces are typically of an above average size and located in
relatively low population density areas. This has had the affect of inflating the
provision level in the Stonehenge area to well above the levels seen in the others.

41% of household survey respondents stated that amenity greenspace provision was
‘about right’. However, 20% stated that provision levels were ‘nearly enough’ and a
further 25% stated they were ‘not enough’. This pattern was replicated in all analysis
areas except for Southern, where 50% stated provision levels are ‘about right’ and
Nadder Valley, where 50% stated provision levels were ‘more than enough’ or ‘about
right’.

In recognition of the majority views of
residents the quantity standard has
been set at a slightly higher level than
the current provision level in the
Salisbury City analysis area. This
analysis area has the highest current
level of provision after the Stonehenge area. The quantity standard is not based on
the Stonehenge area for the reasons stated in paragraph 7.15. However the fact the
current provision level in Stonehenge is in excess of the quantity standard does not
reflect a surplus in this area.

RECOMMENDED LOCAL
QUANTITY STANDARD

1.05ha per 1000 population

The full context and justification for this standard is outlined in Appendix H.

Open Space Study — Salisbury District Council Page 65



SECTION 7 — AMENITY GREENSPACE

7.16

7.17

7.18

7.19

7.19

7.20

Accessibility standard

The accessibility of sites is paramount in maximising usage as well as providing an
opportunity for all people to use the site. The local standard provides a realistic
traveltime/distance threshold, based on local needs that can assist in highlighting
areas of deficiency, as well as ensuring that any new provision is placed in priority
areas that are outside the recommended local accessibility catchment.

The 75th percentile across all analysis areas was a walk time of 10 minutes. Of
those users who use this type of open spaces most frequently, 92% walk, and 65%
travel less than five minutes, however this was based from a small baseline (20

people).

74% of all respondents choose to walk to amenity greenspaces. 65% of respondents
who use this type of open space most frequently would travel for less than five
minutes, however 64% of all respondents would travel between five and 10 minutes.

The recommended standard of a 10 minute walk time is based on results from public
consultation. Across the district, the preferred mode of transport is to walk and this
recommendation is also in line with the majority of other local authority standards. A
10 minute walktime equates to 800m along roads and footpaths, or about 480m as a
straight line radius from a site.

RECOMMENDED LOCAL ACCESSIBILITY STA NDARD

10 minute walktime

(800m distance)

Applying provision standards

In order to identify geographical areas of importance and those areas with unmet
local needs, we consider the quantitative standard and the accessibility standard at
the same time. The quantity standards help to identify areas that do not meet the
minimum provision standards, while the accessibility standards help determine where
those deficiencies are of high importance. Applying the standards together is a much
more meaningful method of analysis than applying the standards separately and
helps with the prioritisation of sites.

Table 7.2 below details the current level of provision for each analysis area, and
when compared to the standard, whether there is a shortfall or surplus of provision.
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Table 7.2 Provision of amenity greenspace per 1,00 0 population
Analysis area Population Actual Total area Quantity standard Quantity standard  Shortfall/surplus

(ha) (ha) per 1,000 applied to the (ha) per 1,000
population population (ha) population
Stonehenge 30172 49.41 1.05 31.7 17.7
(Rural)
Mere and District 5601 1.65 1.05 5.9 -4.2
(Rural)
Nadder Valley 7276 3.41 1.05 7.6 -4.2
(Rural)
Southern 21021 9.44 1.05 22.1 -12.6
(Rural)
Four Rivers 10816 5.88 1.05 11.4 -5.5
(Rural)
Salisbury City 39726 40.03 1.05 41.7 -1.7
(Urban)

Identifying geographical areas

7.21 Map 7.1 overleaf illustrates the catchment area for each amenity greenspace in the
District. In the rural areas it shows that there is a good coverage of sites with only a
few areas without provision. The main areas are: Shrewton, Tilshead, Tisbury,
Donhead, Boscombe and Idmiston. It is important to note that none of these areas
have access to a park and garden, which could replicate the majority of functions of
an amenity greenspace. It is therefore recommended that the Council prioritise new
provision in these areas.

The Council to prioritise new amenity green space provision in Shrewton,
Tilshead, Tisbury, Donhead, Boscombe and Idmiston.

7.22  The four main urban areas of Salisbury, Mere, Tisbury and Amesbury are focused
upon on subsequent pages.
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Map 7.1  Accessibility catchments for amenity greens pace
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Map 7.2 Focus on Salisbury City
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Reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of the Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office Crown Copyright.
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Licence No. 100033329, Salisbury District Council. Map Scale 1cm
=2.201km
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7.23 Map 7.2 shows there is almost complete coverage of amenity greenspace in Salisbury City. The only area without provision is to the
west, however this area is covered by the catchment area of parks and gardens, therefore new provision in this area is not a priority.

INeSWA The Council should plan for new amenity greenspace provision in the west
of Salisbury City as a long term ambition.

7.24 There is a good coverage of amenity greenspace sites in Amesbury (map . The only main area without provision is to the east. This
area is also without park or garden provision therefore new provision should be a medium term priority for the Council.

ERRM The Council should plan for new amenity greenspace provision in the east
of Amesbury a medium term priority.
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Map 7.3 Focus on Amesbury

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of the Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office Crown

Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Licence No. 100033329, Salisbury District
Council. Map Scale 1cm =2.201km
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Map 7.4 Focus on Mere

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with #vengssion of the Ordnance Survey on behalf of thet@ller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office
Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infrisgérown Copyright and may lead to prosecution ait proceedings. Licence No. 100033329,
Salisbury District Council. Map Scale 1cm =2.201km

Open Space Study — Salisbury District Council Page 72



SECTION 7 — AMENITY GREENSPACE

7.25 The Mere area has almost complete coverage of amenity greenspace for its residents. There is no need for the Council to plan for new
provision. Instead, the focus should be on quality and accessibility improvements.

INEEYAN The Council should focus upon access and quality improvements to sites
in Mere.

7.26 Like the other urban areas, the Tisbury area (Map 7.5 overleaf) is well served by amenity greenspaces. There is only one provision gap
which the Council should look to provide new provision in, this is to the east of Tisbury — near to Upper Chicksgrove.

'AERIM The Council to seek the provision of a new amenity green space site in the
east of Tisbury.
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Map 7.5 Focus on Tisbury
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Value assessment

7.27 Sites that generally have a high quality score and high accessibility score frequently
have a high level of usage, as there is a direct correlation between these factors.
Amenity greenspace sites offer recreational value, aesthetic value and a natural
buffer between roads and houses.

7.28 All sites are listed with value scores in Appendix K. Specific sites that score
particularly high or low are examined below.

7.29 Sites that scored high for quality and accessibility must be protected and provide a
benchmark for all other sites in the District. The highest scoring sites are:

Porton Road AGS, Amesbury (Site ID 718)

Five Rivers Leisure Centre AGS, Salisbury (Site ID 752)
Lover Recreation Ground, Lover (Site ID 611)
Boscombe Road AGS, Amesbury (Site ID 720)

Zeals Green, Zeals (Site ID 338).

7.30 Sites with low scores for quality and accessibility may need to be improved, as
amenity spaces can provide an important visual function, especially in built-up areas.
The lowest scoring sites are:

Appletree Road Recreation Ground, Redlynch (Site ID 164)
Cholderton AGS, Cholderton (Site ID 395)

Bedford Road Recreation Ground, Salisbury (Site ID 229)
Lovett Green, Bishopsdown (Site ID 136)

Duck Lane AGS, Salisbury (Site ID 344).

7.31 Several sites has low scores for quality, but high scores for accessibility. These sites
should be prioritised for improvements to encourage usage and deter any mis-use
and vandalism. These sites are:

Down View Road AGS, Salisbury (Site ID 346)
Bishopdown Road AGS, Salisbury (Site ID 158)
Summerlug AGS, Winterbourne Gunner (Site ID 361)
West Dean Recreation Ground, West Dean (Site ID 168)
The Green at East Salisbury (Site ID 347).

7.32 Several sites also scored low for accessibility, but high for quality. These sites should
be prioritised for improvements to ensure accessibility to all members of the

community and to encourage usage. These sites are:

Viking Way AGS, Salisbury (Site ID 211)
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Bowers Hill AGS, Redlynch (Site ID 161)

Burcombe AGS B, Burcombe (Site ID 982)

Maddington High Street AGS, Shrewton (Site ID 485)

Idmiston AGS (Site ID 976).
Summary and recommendations

7.33  The Council must carefully balance the demands of improving existing provision

whilst providing new sites for this typology. Some gaps in the provision of amenity
green space have been exposed by this study and the Council should aim for all

urban areas to have access to a park, formal garden or amenity greenspace in the
short term with the long term aspiration of full accessibility catchment for populated

areas.

The Council to prioritise new amenity green space provision in Shrewton,
Tilshead, Tisbury, Donhead, Boscombe and Idmiston.

The Council should plan for new amenity greenspace provision in the west
of Salisbury City as a long term ambition.

New amenity greenspace provision in the east of Amesbury a medium
term priority for the Council.

The Council to focus upon access and quality improvements to sites in
Mere.

The Council to seek the provision of a new amenity green space site in the
east of Tisbury.
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