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Disclaimer

Wycombe District Open Space Study 2005 has been produced for Wycombe District Council by
Scott Wilson.
The report makes recommendations about standards that can be applied to open space
provision, in order to assess proximity, quantity and quality. These are based wherever
possible on best practice guidance, using techniques that have become established in the
“industry”. PPG17 recognises that places are not generic, and local conditions can influence
the standards applied; this is taken in to consideration where applicable.
The work involved in the drawing the report’s conclusions has not involved consultation with
the public and therefore standards have not been set in response to local influences.
The data is capable of being used to interpret provision against standards that the Council might
decide to apply at any time in the future, subject to data being maintained in a reasonably up-todate condition and use of appropriate technical personnel who are familiar with the data and
mapping technologies.
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Executive Summary
This Open Space Study for the District of Wycombe has been produced by Scott Wilson in
partnership with the Council’s Planning and Major Projects Directorate.

The conclusions and

recommendations are, except where stated, those of Scott Wilson as consultants to Wycombe
District Council. The report has been prepared in accordance with Planning Policy Guidance (PPG)
17, Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (ODPM, July 2002) and Companion Guide
(ODPM, September 2002).
This report includes an assessment and analysis of the supply of open space within the settlements
and will form part of an Open Space Strategy for Wycombe District. An assessment of the demand
for open space in form of public consultation still needs to be undertaken. This is required in order to
support the recommendations made within this report, which may result in some amendments to the
conclusions drawn for the analysis of the supply of open space, and subsequent prioritisation of
projects within the Open Space Study.
The other key outputs, at this stage, are the Database and Geographical Information System (GIS)
relating to the open spaces of the District.

The Study has drawn upon this database in its

formulation, but is designed to be capable of further interrogation and analysis into the future, and
can be used as an active management tool.
These two components of the work provide the Council with a wealth of information about the local
open space, sport and recreation resource and present the potential to radically improve its decision
making relating to open space provision in respect of management, maintenance, and strategic
planning. It also presents the opportunity to work closely with the open space provider to optimise the
effective management of other open space facilities.
It should be noted, however, that this report and its findings can only give a flavour of the possible
interrogation and analysis of the data. The two key outputs of the study, the database and GIS
mapping system, are dynamic and will be updated regularly by members of the Council. Data and
related analysis are therefore subject to change and users are advised always to use the live
database and mapping to ensure that their findings are based on the most up to date information.
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The Council’s brief required Scott Wilson to:
•

Conduct a qualitative assessment of existing open spaces in the District;

•

Recommend and apply open space standards including accessibility and
qualitative standards;

•

Identify areas of sufficiency and deficiency;

•

Provide a database to be used as a reference in the future for maintenance of
open and recreation spaces;

•

Provide recommendations for improvements of audited sites in respect of their
quality and access; and

•

Provide recommendations about policies that might be applied through the Local
Development Framework.

The study has been designed to recognise the role that open spaces can play in achieving the
Council’s vision of a caring community, a thriving economy, a healthy environment and value for
money as well as providing an attractive environment for people to live and work in.
This study has concentrated on urban areas, including the larger villages, of which eleven urban
settlements have been identified. The larger settlement of High Wycombe was further subdivided into
urban neighbourhoods by the application of lines of severance such as roads, rivers, the railway,
large employment areas and topography. It is envisaged that these settlements areas will serve the
majority of the recreational needs of the communities in the District, including the needs of most of
the rural population.
A qualitative audit was undertaken of existing open spaces within the District. More than 600
individual sites were visited and 500 sites were subjected to either a full audit or commented upon.
Attributes were assigned to all sites including typology, accessibility, hierarchy and function. The
audit forms were typology specific and very comprehensive.

The key findings in terms of supply are:
NB: Key findings are based on Scott Wilson’s audit information. As both database and GIS
mapping are dynamic and subject to change findings should be confirmed by running the relevant
queries on the most up-to-date information.
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Quantity
The District average of Unrestricted Access open space per thousand population is 6.36ha, with
wide variation occurring between settlements ranging from 1.16 ha/1000 in Marlow Bottom to 54.6
ha/1000 in Naphill and Walters Ash. In comparison with other Boroughs and Districts, the amount
of open space per thousand compares favourably with the London Boroughs and is comparable
with other authorities such as Oxford City and Redditch, but less than in Reading or Chorley.
Based on the audit information the level of Formal Unrestricted Access open space is 2.16
hectares per thousand. Although not exactly comparable with the NPFA definitions for open space
for sport, active recreation and children’s play, this can however be used as a guide as to how the
level of provision performs against the NPFA standard of 2.4 ha/1000;

Proximity
Proximity to all unrestricted open space, irrespective of typology, is generally good across all
settlement areas. However this does not take into account the function of particular types of open
space.
For the purpose of identifying areas of deficiency, the appropriate proximity buffers and lines of
severance were applied to unrestricted local and neighbourhood parks, and other sites considered
by Wycombe District Council to fulfil a recreational function.

Quality
Analysis of the quality audits reveals that there are poor quality sites throughout the District but
that there are concentrations within four settlements: South-west High Wycombe, North-west High
Wycombe, South-east High Wycombe and Tylers Green. Almost three-quarters of the lowest
scoring sites are formal open spaces such as parks, playgrounds and outdoor sports grounds.
This is of concern as it is more usual for informal open space to score poorly due to lower levels of
management. In contrast the highest scoring sites do not seem to follow any particular
geographical pattern and appear to be mainly smaller open spaces such as amenity sites, civic
spaces and gardens.
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The method for assessing quality in Wycombe has taken into account the sites’ condition and
potential. Inevitably, this tends to favour small formal spaces where there is little opportunity to
provide new facilities; larger open spaces tend to offer more opportunities and therefore tend to
perform less well in terms of potential. In particular sport grounds and greens/commons tend to
vary in condition and do not generally fulfil their potential, while Semi-natural green spaces and
green corridors have variable condition but tend to be meeting their potential.
In summary, the majority of open space with unrestricted access was found to be in good
condition, but half of sites are not reaching their potential. Three key quality issues were identified:
•

Play facilities – the majority of play sites visited were in poor condition, ranging
from sites requiring repair and maintenance to sites that should be closed on
health and safety grounds. The distribution of play sites was also found to be
uneven with over provision in some areas and none in others;

•

Signage - signage is either lacking or, if available, of poor quality, across most
sites and this despite a corporate signage strategy; and

•

Maintenance – it was found that site furniture was often in a poor state of repair
and lacking in regular maintenance. There was also evidence of vandalism and
graffiti in many open spaces giving an air of neglect. Fly tipping is occurring in a
few sites and where it does occur is often extensive.

Settlement areas have specifically been analysed in terms of quantity, quality and proximity of open
space. This includes key recommendations and priority actions for each settlement area. In general,
there are variations between settlements in terms of the factors analysed and recommendations are
settlement specific.

Recommendations
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•

Setting standards for Quantity, Quality and Proximity will need to be informed by
public consultation in order to determine if the assumptions made, when analysing
the supply of open space, match the public’s perceptions and needs; similarly
public opinion regarding quality issues also needs to be solicited;

•

The recurring quality issues of poor play facilities, signage and general
maintenance, should be investigated further and proposals made to address
these strategically;
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•

Quality and condition issues might best be addressed through writing and
implementing management plans for District and Neighbourhood sites, with a view
to Green Flag accreditation;

•

The database should be used to help to inform decisions about the improvement
of sites and facilities;

•

Proximity buffers and quantity requirements have been based on nationally
accepted standards such as the NPFA and GLA guidance. This provides the
Council with valuable information regarding deficiency areas in respect of open
space. These standards, however, will have to be confirmed or refined through
public consultation.

•

Maintaining the existing quantity of open space should be used as a default
position until consultation has been undertaken to determine whether the public
believe there is sufficient open space. In general terms, where the existing level of
provision meets the average level then resources should be directed towards site
quality improvements; where there are deficiencies in the quantity of open space,
then resources should be directed towards site creation or diversifying or
changing uses within existing sites;

•

Robust methods for the calculation of contributions for on and off-site provision of
open space and commuted sums for ongoing maintenance, related to new
development should be developed to secure funding for improving open space
provision within Wycombe; and

•

The database and GIS should be updated on a regular basis and used as an
active management tool to inform decisions for open space provision and
improvements.
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Glossary
This Glossary provides a description of technical terms commonly used in the report. Where
necessary, further description is provided at the start of the relevant section.
Terminology

Description and/or Context

Access

The opportunity for members of the public to visit or enter an open
space. Referred to in terms of Unrestricted, Limited or Restricted
access. For further explanation, see Chapter 3: Assessment
Methodology.

Condition

The physical condition of landscape elements and the context of a
particular site. Each element is scored, creating an overall
condition score for the open space. For further explanation, see
Chapter 3: Assessment Methodology.

IMD

Index of Multiple Deprivation; a measure of deprivation by defined
geographical areas, calculated using seven Domain Indices or
Deprivation Measures. For the purpose of this study, IMD has
been mapped as national rank. For further explanation see
Section 4.2: Analysis Methodology and Appendix 4: IMD
Summary.

LEAP

Locally Equipped Area for Play; a category of outdoor playing
space, defined by the National Playing Fields Association. For the
purpose of this study it is defined as having between 5-8 pieces of
individual play equipment. For further explanation see Appendix 1:
Planning Policy Review.

MUGA

Multi-use Games Area; an example of a youth facility, recorded
during the quality audit process.

NEAP

Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play; a category of outdoor
playing space, defined by the National Playing Fields Association.
For the purpose of this study it is defined as having more than 8
pieces of individual play equipment.

Potential

The potential of a site to accommodate new landscape elements.
Each element is scored, creating an overall fulfilling potential
score for an open space. For further explanation, see Chapter 3:
Assessment Methodology.

Proximity

The proximity to open space, determined using established
catchment areas. Referred to in terms of deficient, sufficient and
surplus proximity depending on the number of accessible open
spaces. The settlement analysis maps are produced this way,
grading the buffer according to access to number of sites. For
further explanation, see Section 4.2: Analysis Methodology.
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Output Area

Geographical areas defined for the purpose of the 2001 Census.
Multiple Output Areas (OAs) combine to form a Super Output
Areas (SOAs); these combine to create Wards. Because of the
use of Settlement Areas in this study instead of the standard
Wards, OAs have had to be ‘split’ to calculate a Settlement Areas
population. For further explanation see Section 4.2: Analysis
Methodology.

Quality

The overall quality of a site or group of sites derived from the
condition scores and potential scores. Calculated as a potential
score and referred to in terms of good quality, satisfactory quality,
and poor quality.

Quantity

The quantity of unrestricted open space, calculated using the
amount of open space (ha) and population statistics to produce
‘values’ of open space per 1000 population. A combination of a
unit of ‘useful area’ and a population is the easiest way to express
a quantity standard, and the use of ha/1,000 population is
suggested in the guidance ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities: A
Companion Guide to PPG17’.

Super Output Area

Geographical areas defined for the purpose of the IMD statistics.
For each Super Output Area (SOA), IMD is represented as a
score of deprivation, and a national rank of deprivation. For the
purpose of this study, IMD has been mapped as rank. For further
explanation see Section 4.2: Analysis Methodology and Appendix
4: IMD Summary.

Typology

The classification of open spaces, based on common
characteristics. Devised from ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities
– A Companion Guide to PPG17’ and from local knowledge. For
further explanation see Chapter 3: Assessment Methodology and
Appendix 2: Definitions of Typology.
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1.

1.1

Introduction
Context
Recent national studies have revealed that there has been a decline in the quality and
sometimes the quantity of public open spaces in England. Development pressures,
declining investment and a loss of appropriate skills are largely to blame for this decline.

1.2

Public open spaces can provide many benefits. They can contribute to the environment,
aesthetically and ecologically; they can provide recreational opportunities with consequent
benefits for health; they can encourage social inclusion and they can provide opportunities
for education and employment.

1.3

Government has recognised that the reversal of the decline in quality and an end to the
loss of open space can make a major contribution to urban regeneration. Through planning
policy guidance (PPG17) and new advisory organisations such as CABE Space, the
Government is seeking to empower local authorities with greater powers to protect,
manage and enhance open space.

1.4

As part of their work to implement PPG17, Wycombe District Council (WDC)
commissioned Scott Wilson to produce this Open Space Study in partnership with WDCs’
Planning and Leisure Services departments. The conclusions and recommendations are
those of Scott Wilson as consultants to Wycombe District Council (WDC).

1.5

The Council’s brief for this study essentially required Scott Wilson to:
•

Conduct a qualitative assessment of existing open spaces in the district;

•

Recommend and apply open space standards including accessibility and
qualitative standards;

•

Identify areas of sufficiency and deficiency;

•

Provide a database to be used as a reference in the future for maintenance of
open and recreation spaces;

•

Provide recommendations for improvements of audited sites in respect of their
quality and access;

•

Provide recommendations about policies that might be applied through the Local
Development Framework.

1.6
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In each section of this report Scott Wilson has set out to meet these objectives by
describing the methodology used by Scott Wilson to develop the Study, to draw
conclusions, and to propose further recommendations for action. The report forms one of
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the outputs of the Open Space Study. The other outputs are the Database and
Geographical Information System (GIS) relating to the open spaces of the District.
Together these provide an important tool for future planning and management of the
District’s open spaces.
1.7

Throughout the duration of this Study, Scott Wilson has worked closely with the Council’s
project steering group, which was set up to brief the consultants and provide feedback at
staged intervals. The Group was drawn from a cross section of Council services involved
with the provision and maintenance of open space, community liaison and corporate
planning. The terms of reference for the consultants and the work that has followed seeks
to recognise the very wide influence open space can have in achieving the council’s key
corporate themes. These are:
Safe Communities
Healthy Communities
Attractive Environment
Responsive Approach
Prosperous and Learning Communities
Accessible Places.

1.8

The Council has identified a number of key themes that it wishes to address through the
work it does. These are considered to be the most important issues to address in
Wycombe District. Open spaces present many opportunities to further these objectives and
the study is designed to enable the Council to identify specifically where these
opportunities lie.

1.9

The inclusion of a wide range of personnel and expertise in the study has had important
benefits. The assessment has been able to recognise that open space provides many
benefits to local communities beyond simply the visual and recreational. They have deeper
sociological influences and also have an influence on the economic success of the District.
The study has been designed to recognise the role that open spaces can play in the
community and is an excellent vehicle for delivering many of the Councils wider corporate
aims.

1.10

1.11
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Scope
Open space provision in rural areas cannot be measured using the same criteria that have
been developed for urban settlements. The brief for this study excluded the most rural
areas and concentrated on urban settlements, where the immediate pressure on open
space is perceived to be greatest.
While the study excluded rural areas it does include larger village settlements and these
will serve as centres for the rural communities that live close to them. The Council has
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consulted with all parish councils as part of the preparation of the study and has mapped
rural facilities. The assessment has therefore made some progress towards considering
the needs of the rural communities but further consultation will be needed before provision
standards appropriate to rural communities can be set and applied.
1.12

Guidance about the planning for rural communities is provided in Planning Policy
Statement 7. Amongst other things this recognises the role that local centres can play in
providing faculties for rural communities that cannot be sustained more locally.

1.13

The Council intends to give further consideration to the open space and recreational needs
of rural communities. This study will provide a vehicle for consultation and further
discussion of rural open space needs which can be used to develop the assessment
further in this regard.

1.14

Structure
This report is structured into 5 chapters. These are summarised below:

Introduction

This chapter outlines the context, scope and
structure of the Study.

Planning Policy & Background This chapter provides a summary of the most
relevant Planning Policies and open space
Information Summary
guidance, from the national to local level. A full
review of all relevant polices and guidance is
contained within Appendix 1.
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Assessment Methodology

This chapter of the report details how the open
spaces were selected for assessment, and the
methods used to collect the quality data.

Results

This chapter discusses how the data was analysed,
including the specific techniques and methods
used. The analysis is conducted at two levels,
considering the supply of open space at the district
and local level.

Conclusion

This chapter provides a conclusion for the analysis,
reviewing the supply and demand assessment of
open space. Comments are also made on the use
of developer contributions to improve the supply,
and the future use and development of the
Database.
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1.15
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Eight Appendices can be found at the end of the report; these contain a range of
supporting text and diagrams. These are referenced in the relevant chapters.
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2.

Planning Policy and Background Information Summary

2.1

The purpose of this section is to review those parts of national, regional and local planning
policy that are relevant to the consideration in the provision of open space.

2.2

The policies considered to be of most importance are:

2.3

•

PPG 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation;

•

Assessing Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17;

•

Green Space Strategies: A Guide for Good Practice; and

•

The Building Design Partnership Open Space Strategy.

These policies are discussed in detail, providing a synopsis of each document and the
associated implications for the Wycombe District Open Space Study 2005. A review of
other relevant policies can be found in Appendix 1: Planning Policy Review. This includes
a review of:
•

National Planning Policy and nationally recognised open space guidance;

•

Regional Planning Policy, including reference to the Greater London Authority
Guide to Producing Open Space Strategies;

•

County and Local Planning Policy; and

•

Local landscape, habitat protection, open space and community development
guidance notes and studies.

2.4

PPG 17 Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation
PPG 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (July 2002) provides the most
recent guidance for open space, sport and recreation in relation to the planning system.
The previous version of the guidance issued in 1991 placed great emphasis upon the
quantity of provision. In comparison, the replacement guidance places more emphasis on
the quality of open space and the development of provision standards specific to the needs
of local communities.

2.5

Furthermore, it highlights that the provision of a network of high quality open spaces are
fundamental to delivering broader Government objectives such as the urban renaissance,
promotion of social inclusion, community cohesion, health and well being, as well as more
sustainable patterns of development. As such, local authorities are required to prepare an
open space strategy.

2.6

In terms of managing and planning for the provision of open space, PPG17 identifies
(paragraph 1) that it is essential for local authorities to know and understand the needs of
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local communities. In so doing it advises that local authorities should undertake robust
assessments of both the existing and future needs of communities.
2.7

As a standard, assessments should include an audit of existing open space, including:
•

Sports and recreational facilities;

•

The use of existing facilities;

•

Access in terms of cost and location; and

•

Opportunities for new facilities and open spaces.

2.8

Emphasis is placed upon assessing the qualitative nature of provision as well as
quantitative issues, as this will allow authorities to identify the potential for increased use of
existing open space through better design, management and maintenance.

2.9

Good quality audits are identified (paragraph 4) as a key component of future development
plan strategies and polices, as they enable local authorities to identify specific needs as
well as qualitative and quantitative deficiencies and emphasis of provision. As such they
provide the starting point from which to establish an effective strategy for sport and
recreation as well as effective planning through effective policies in the Wycombe
Development Framework.

2.10

Where effective policies are in place, paragraph 5 suggests that the audit can be used to
resolve potential conflicts that arise between different uses and users of sport and
recreation facilities.

2.11

Section 2 of PPG17 advocates that local authorities should establish their own local
standards, although the guidance does not identify how these should be quantified. It
does indicate that local standards should include:
•

A quantitative element, to assess how much new provision may be required;

•

A qualitative component to assess whether existing facilities may be enhanced;
and

•

An accessibility measure.

2.12

The guidance notes (paragraph 18) state that under use of facilities does not indicate a
lack of need but may result from the poor quality of facilities in an area. As such, the
guidance suggests the enhancement of existing facilities and the use of planning
obligations to secure improvements, where there is an identified need.

2.13

A number of general principles are listed at paragraph 20 for the provision of new sports
and recreational facilities. These include, inter alia:
•
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Promoting accessibility by non-motorised forms of transport as well as public
transport;
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2.14

2.15
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•

Locating intensive forms of use where they can promote town centre vitality and
viability;

•

Avoiding loss of amenity or biodiversity;

•

Improving quality through good design;

•

Adding to and enhancing the existing range of facilities;

•

Considering security and personal safety; and

•

Meeting regeneration needs of areas and social inclusion.

In considering these principles, a number of general criteria can be applied to the provision
of new facilities. These include:
•

Locating major generators of travel and activity in central locations where they can
be accessible to a range of public transport modes;

•

Where local facilities are proposed these should be in locations that are well
served by public transport; and

•

Best use should be made of urban fringe land where there is an absence of land
within the urban area to meet provision. Again such locations should be
accessible and well related to public transport provision.

Planning obligations are discussed at paragraph 33, which states that these tools should
be used to remedy local deficiencies in the quantity or quality of local open space
provision. In so doing, the guidance again highlights the need for a good quality
assessment of need and an audit of facilities, to set local standards to justify planning
obligations.
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Comment:
The Open Space Study accords with Government guidance, which advises that
‘robust qualitative and quantitative assessment of open space should be undertaken
in order for local authorities to be able to effectively manage and plan for the
provision of open space’.
As recommended, the Open Space Study uses ‘good quality’ audits as a basis for all
analysis, producing a wealth of qualitative information, which can be used to
enhance open space and identify opportunities for new facilities. PPG17 also
advocates the development of local standards. In this instance, nationally recognised
standards have been used in preference to setting local standards. The emphasis on
the commission was to capture sufficient data about open space to enable the
Council to have a thorough understanding about the local open space resource
serving urban communities, and an initial analysis of key findings. This information
will be invaluable to the Council, not only in its own further analytical work, but also in
consultation with the public.
Consultation is recognised as an important step in understanding in more detail what
open space communities need, and the derived standards are able to be easily
adjusted and re-applied if public consultation were to lead to different standards
being set to reflect local circumstances.
Box 2.1 PPG 17 Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation Comments

2.16

Assessing Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17
Further guidance entitled ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to
PPG17’, was published by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) in September
2002. The Guide reflects the Government’s policy objectives for open space, sport and
recreation, as set out in PPG17 and described above.

2.17

The Guide seeks to build examples of existing good planning practice, sets out how local
authorities can use the planning system to help deliver accessible, high quality and
sustainable open spaces which meet local needs and are valued by local communities
(paragraph 1.5).

2.18

In many areas the guidance suggests that improvements to the quality and accessibility of
existing open space will be the key to delivering the aims of PPG17, rather than new
provision.

2.19

Five key attributes underpin all open space and recreational facilities, as set out in the
Guidance:
•

July 2005

Accessibility – if an area is not accessible it will be of no value to those who wish
to use it. However, the guidance acknowledges the importance inaccessible open
space can make to the appearance and environmental quality of an area;
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•

Quality – the guidance points out that quality relates to fitness for purpose and this
requires clarity as to what the purpose is;

•

Multi functional – many open spaces are used for a variety of activities and thus
the guidance suggests that this can cause problems when undertaking audits;

•

Primary purpose – to avoid confusion caused by “multi-function”, it is suggested
that each open space is identified once in an audit and its primary function
recorded, based on a typology of provision; and

•

Quantity – usually measured as amount of provision, although the guidance
advices that it may be possible to address a deficiency in open space provision by
improving the quality or specification of existing facilities.

2.20

The Guidance advises that although accessibility and quantity are delivered and protected
by planning; and quality, multi functionality and primary purpose are initially delivered
through good design; all five attributes are sustained by good management and
maintenance.

2.21

The Companion Guide also discusses the differences between urban and rural areas, with
the suggestion that residents in rural areas cannot expect to have access to the same
range of facilities, as those living in urban areas. Accordingly, the guidance advises that
local authorities may have to prepare different standards for urban and rural areas to
reflect these differences.
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Comment:
The Open Space Study acknowledges the importance of the five key attributes to the
planning and management of open space and recreational facilities, and has
ensured that these attributes are adequately addressed during the audit and analysis
of supply.
In terms of quantity, the guidance advocates the preparation of local standards. The
Open Space Study has produced a suite of quantity values by settlement area, but
these will need to be tested through public consultation to establish the actual
demands of the local communities.
The Companion Guide to PPG17 specifically addresses the difference between rural
and urban quantity standards, suggesting that residents in rural areas cannot expect
to have access to the same range of facilities as those living in urban areas. The
Open Space Study has purposefully not included a rural assessment of supply, but it
is recommended that this undertaken at a future date to compliment the ‘urban’ Open
Space Study.
Guidance about planning for rural communities is provided in Planning Policy
Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Communities (2004) published in
2005. The Council might take particular note of the references in the Statement to
the role that urban fringe countryside can play in providing countryside recreation
opportunities for people in towns, and its references to the provision of facilities and
services in or outside recognised local “service centres”.
The “village” settlements that have been assessed are likely to act as these local
centres and provide facilities that are able to meet at least some of the rural
communities’ needs for open space and recreational facilities. Further consultation
will help to determine to what degree this is so.
Box 2.2 Assessing Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17
Comments

2.22

2.23
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Green Space Strategies: A Guide for Good Practice
Published by CABE Space in 2004, this guidance is designed to steer authorities through
the process of creating effective green space strategies. The guidance draws on the
principles of the Government’s Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 (PPG17) and will help
authorities contribute to national objectives for better public spaces.
The guide suggests three stages in drawing up a strategy; this includes Preliminary
Activities, Information Gathering and Analysis, and Strategy Production. Preliminary
Activities define the scope of the strategy, whilst establishing resources and ensuring the
appropriate political support and cross-boundary relationships. Suggested outputs at this
stage include a framework report and project brief.
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2.24

The Information Gathering and Analysis stage requires the spatial context of the parks and
green space to be established. Within this an assessment of demand and supply can be
carried out. Outputs at this stage include an area profile, site audits and demand analysis.
Local standards should also be identified.

2.25

The Strategy Production stage should use the findings of the Information Gathering and
Analysis stage to produce a draft green space strategy, which can subsequently be used
to inform action plans and draft open space policies. Consultation of the draft study should
inform the production of the final strategy.

Comment:
The Open Space Study conforms to Stage 2 of the guidance established by CABE
Space by producing an assessment of supply, in line with the requirements of
PPG17. Through the use of GIS and a site-based audit, the type, size and
distribution of existing parks and open spaces has been determined.
This data allows the Council to determine areas that are deficient in open space of
different kinds. The collected data for each site can also be used to identify the
improvements necessary to increase the degree of which a site fulfils its potential.
The guidance recommends that this analysis should then be used to set local
standards, supported by a programme of consultation and community involvement.
An assessment of demand does not form part of the brief, but the strategy will
provide the context and basis for future public consultation. Where they are
available, established national standards have been used in the study and these
provide a sound and well proven basis upon which to determine supply and demand
issues in the absence of specific information gathered through consultation.
The assessment also provides a sound basis for the Council’s decisions in relation to
the improvement and maintenance of open space. The study should be used to
determine how funding can be directed to achieve the best benefits, and where
developer contributions are justified.
Box 2.3 Green Space Strategies: A Guide for Good Practice Comments
Building Design Partnership Open Space Strategy
2.26

July 2005

In 1992 the Building Design Partnership (BDP) were appointed by Wycombe District
Council to review public open space needs and provision in the district. Auditing sites
across the Wycombe District, the study concluded that open space in the district forms an
important part of the urban character. However, it was clear from the analysis that there
are widespread areas of deficiency.
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2.27

Due to the widespread deficiency BDP recommended that there should be no further loss
of existing public open space. In areas where deficiencies exist a number of initiatives
were suggested that would improve the quantity provision. These included:
•

Improvement to existing parks to increase their use;

•

Provision of new parks, although a lack of obvious sites was recognized;

•

Dual use of schools or other private open space by negotiation; and

•

Creation of new facilities on the edge of urban areas.

2.28

In terms of open space standards, the study concluded that the existing WDC standards
relate solely to quantitative criteria. Future open space standards must combine both
quantitative and qualitative information.

2.29

In the case of new development, proposals should include provision for new public open
space. Careful thought should be given to the nature and type of provision proposed in
order for it to be of maximum value and use.

Comment:
The BDP Open Space Strategy is widely acknowledged as a successful study. The
measure of this is the need for future open space strategies to follow the same
principles and similar methodology.
Box 2.4 Building Design Partnership Open Space Strategy Comments
For a full review of the relevant Planning Policies and other related guidance, please
see Appendix 1.
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3.

Assessment Methodology

3.1

This chapter of the report details how the open spaces were selected for assessment, and
the methods used to collect the quality data. A description of the methods used to analyse
the data can be found in Section 4.1: Analysis Methodology.

3.2

The chapter is structured as follows:

3.3

•

Site Selection;

•

Quality Audit; and

•

Quality Database.

Site Selection
The original brief provided by WDC identified over 550 individual sites, ranging from 0.1ha
to 128ha in size for the purpose of the study. The majority of the sites are concentrated in
and around the principle urban centres.

3.4

Because rural areas require a different approach in assessing open space provision, the
selected sites are concentrated in and around the principal urban centres and larger
settlements comprising of High Wycombe, Marlow, Marlow Bottom, Flackwell Heath, Lane
End, Wooburn, Hazlemere, Naphill and Walters Ash, Stokenchurch, Princes
Risborough/Longwick and Lane End. Some of these ‘urban’ settlements also serve the
rural areas.

3.5

The Council provided information in the form of GIS mapping, which was used as a basis
for the site audit process, identifying the location and extent of each open space requiring
assessment. This preliminary mapping was based on the information gained from previous
open space studies and inside knowledge of Council officers.

3.6

This mapping was refined ‘on the ground’ during the quality audit process. A number of
sites were excluded from the study based on mapping errors and where inclusion was
inappropriate for other reasons. This might have been where sites were too small or where
inspection revealed that sites did not perform an open space function. However, a large
number of new sites were identified that had not been previously captured. For all sites,
the site boundaries were confirmed and refined where deemed necessary, based on
character, physical barriers and user perception.

3.7

The consequence of this process of refinement was that over 600 individual sites were
visited, with only 500 sites audited/commented on. Figure 3.1 shows the open spaces
included in the final analysis.
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3.8

Prior to starting the quality audit process, each site was assigned ‘Level 1’ information;
these are the defining attributes of an open space, including accessibility, typology,
hierarchy and function. This was determined using the clients existing open space
knowledge, and confirmed/amended on site as appropriate.

Access
3.9

Each open space was assigned an Access category, based on the opportunity for
members of the public to visit or enter the open space. Table 3.1 gives the definition of
these terms, and Figure 3.2 shows the Access category assigned to each open space.
Unrestricted Sites are available to everyone at all times. Some sites may have
restrictions between dusk and dawn.
Limited
Restricted

Sites may be publicly or privately owned but access may require an
appointment or prior arrangement.
Sites are out of bounds to the general public.

Table 3.1 Open Space Access Criteria
Typology
3.10
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Each open space was assigned a Typology, as suggested by the Urban Green Spaces
Taskforce and referred to in PPG17. The typology reflects the primary purpose of the open
space, although it is recognised that in many cases sites are multi-functional. The typology
list used is shown in Table 3.2, based on the definitions in ‘Assessing Needs and
Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17’ and refined to reflect local conditions.
Figure 3.3 show the Typology assigned to each open space and a definition of each
typology can be found in Appendix 2: Typology Definitions.
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PPG 17 Companion Guide Typology

WDC Typology

Parks and Gardens

Parks
Gardens

Natural and Semi-natural Greenspaces

Semi-natural
Green Corridors

Outdoor Sports Facilities

Outdoor Sports

Amenity Greenspaces

Amenity Space
Commons/greens

Provision for Children and Young People

Playgrounds

Allotments, Community Gardens and Urban Farms

Allotments

Churchyards and Cemeteries

Churchyards/Cemeteries

Civic Spaces

Civic Spaces
Institutional
Operational
Vacant/derelict

Table 3.2 Open Space Typology Criteria
3.11

As can be seen from the table above, three additional WDC Typologies were included for
the purpose of this study i.e. Institutional, Operational and Vacant/derelict open space.
Previous experience has revealed it is important to accurately record these types of sites,
as all have the potential to contribute to open space provision. Similarly, if not identified
correctly, such sites may distort the level of provision, creating the illusion of more
unrestricted open space than actually exists.

Hierarchy
3.12

Each open space was assigned a Hierarchy based on size and characteristics. This allows
the most appropriate catchment area to be established for selected sites, providing a
consistent approach in identifying areas of deficiency in provision.

3.13

The Hierarchy is based on the GLA Guide to Preparing Open Space Strategies (see
Appendix 1 Planning Policy and Background Information), which distinguishes between
District and Local sites. However, for the purpose of the Study, a Neighbourhood level
has been added, based on local conditions and previous open space studies completed
by the Consultants. A definition of each open space category is shown below.
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Open Space
Category

Indicative
Size
Guidance
(ha)

Characteristics

Local

0.1 - 2

Sites with limited/no facilities, ranging from areas of
amenity grassland to small local parks and play-areas.
These sites are likely to attract local residents only.

Neighbourhood

2 - 20

Sites providing some facilities and a greater diversity
of landscape features. May include sites with a
specialist function, such as sports grounds and
allotments. These sites are likely to attract people
from a neighbourhood area.

District

20 +

Sites providing for a wide range of activities, including
outdoor sports facilities and playing fields, children’s
play and informal recreational pursuits. Will also
include a diverse landscape setting with a variety of
natural features Should provide some car parking.
These sites are likely to attract people from across the
district.

Table 3.3 Open Space Hierarchy Criteria

Function
3.14

Each open space was assigned a Function. This was deemed necessary in order to
address the limits of assigning only a Typology, which does not fully delineate the role of
an open space.

3.15

Due to the ‘multi-function’ of some open spaces, as discussed in PPG17 and ‘Assessing
Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17’, it was also decided to assign a
secondary function where appropriate. The secondary function indicates where a site has
a particularly important or evident purpose in addition to its primary one.

3.16

The secondary function can be used to identify which sites may be developed where an
area is already sufficiently well provided for with facilities associated with the primary
function, but where the secondary function could be enhanced to meet a deficiency in that
type of use. For example, the primary function of a park may be formal recreation, while
the secondary function may be biodiversity. If there is an ‘over-supply’ of formal open
space in that area, but an ‘under-supply’ semi-natural open space, it may be appropriate to
develop the parks ecological component further.

July 2005

Page 16

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

3.17

The secondary function also provides more depth in the analysis and reinforces the
concept that open space will often have several important roles; should a site cease to be
needed for its primary function it will have potential to be well used to provide another
function. This approach helps to develop a strategic approach to open space management
district wide.

3.18

However, where a secondary function was not apparent, or the site was Vacant/derelict,
and therefore had no functions, a ‘none’ function was recorded.

3.19

Four key functions were identified, including informal recreation, formal recreation,
biodiversity, landscape and visual amenity and operational. Table 3.4 gives the definition of
these terms.
Function

Definition

Informal
recreation

An open space used predominantly for informal uses, such as
walking and peace and quiet.

Formal
recreation

An open space used predominantly for formal uses, such as
organised sport and equipped play.

Biodiversity

An open space used predominantly to encourage biodiversity,
such as woodlands and meadow grassland

Landscape and An open space used predominantly for its landscape and amenity
Visual Amenity
value, such as amenity space and tree avenues.
Operational

An open space used predominantly for operational uses, such as
churchyards and allotments, but excluding school grounds.

Table 3.4 Open Space Function Criteria

3.20

3.21

July 2005

Quality Audit
The quality of each open space was assessed using three auditors, all qualified landscape
managers. In order to ensure consistency, the first two days of auditing were jointly
undertaken by the auditors. The audit represents a snapshot in time with auditing
undertaken from November 2004 to January 2005.
The assessment was based on a range of physical landscape elements, which were
scored in order to produce a quantitative assessment. These landscape elements were
based on the requirements of the client and existing experience, and included such fields
as access and boundary features, as demonstrated below. For a more comprehensive list
of the landscape elements scored during the quality audit, see Appendix 3: Audit Form
Example.
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Landscape Field
Access

Landscape Element
Car Parking
Bicycle Stands
Gates and Entrances
Disabled Access

Boundary Features

Walls
Fencing
Railings
Vegetation

Table 3.5 Examples of Landscape Elements

3.22

In order to make the audit process as efficient as possible, typology-specific audit forms
were created. All audit forms included generic landscape fields such as access and
boundary features, while depending on typology, some landscape fields were
omitted/added. The table below demonstrates this, using the typology examples of
Playgrounds and Civic Spaces.

Playgrounds – Landscape Fields

Civic Spaces – Landscape Fields

Site Information

Site Information

Access

Access
Hard Surfacing

Signage

Signage

Boundary Features

Boundary Features

Vegetation

Vegetation

Biodiversity
Furniture

Furniture
Architectural Features

Toddler & Children’s Play

Toddler & Children’s Play

Teen Play

Teen Play

Personal Security

Personal Security

Crime and Vandalism

Crime and Vandalism

Maintenance

Maintenance

Landscape Context

Landscape Context

Site Potential

Site Potential

Table 3.6 Examples of Typology Specific Landscape Fields
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3.23

The individual ‘scores’ were electronically recorded on the typology-specific audit form,
held within a pocket personal computer. This allowed for quick and focussed collection of
information while on site.

3.24

The presentation version of the Parks Audit Forms can be found in Appendix 3 of this
report; this is most detailed of the audit forms, showing the majority of the landscape fields
considered during the audit process.

3.25

Each landscape element was scored in terms of condition, appropriateness and ability to
upgrade. These terms are described in Table 3.7, and the scoring system described in
Table 3.8

Condition

Physical condition of the landscape element;

Suitability

Suitability of the landscape element in that environment,
incorporating location, quantity and character

Fulfilling Potential

The ability of the site to support additional or new landscape
elements

Table 3.7 Quality Audit Definitions

Score

Condition

Suitability

Fulfilling Potential

1

Complete disrepair

Wholly inappropriate

High ability to
accommodate new
landscape elements;
does not fulfil its potential

2

Poor – needs
immediate attention

Inappropriate in places

Moderate/High ability to
accommodate new
landscape elements

3

Good – needs minor
attention

Adequate

Moderate ability to
accommodate new
landscape elements;
some potential

4

Generally good

Generally appropriate

Moderate/Low ability to
accommodate new
landscape elements

5

Excellent condition

Appropriate

Low ability to
accommodate new
landscape elements;
fulfils its potential

Table 3.8 Quality Audit Scoring System
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3.26

Priorities are also determined, allowing landscape elements to be identified that required
quality improvements. Unlike condition, appropriateness and ability to upgrade, ‘priorities’
were not scored; any landscape element in need of attention was ‘flagged’ for future action
by WDC.

3.27

For each landscape field assessed, a large amount of data is collected. The diagram
below (figure 3.4) gives an example of how the condition scores, suitability scores,
potential scores and priority actions are determined, using the landscape field of ‘access’
as an example.

3.28

The exception to this system was the Landscape Field of sports pitches. This field was not
scored on condition or suitability, as a playing-pitch assessment did not form part of the
brief. However, the number of pitches and the potential was recorded in order to ascertain
if an open space had the potential to include new sports pitches.

3.29

In addition to the assessment of physical features of the landscape, ‘social’ aspects of the
landscape were also recorded, including Personal Security, Crime and Vandalism, and
Site Maintenance.

3.30

The assessment of social features was conducted in a similar way to the assessment of
physical features, using the scoring system of 1 to 5 (see table 3.8 above). However, for
the purpose of Personal Security, ‘suitability’ was omitted; adequate security is always
appropriate.

3.31

For the purpose of Crime and Vandalism and Site Maintenance, ‘suitability’ and ‘ability to
upgrade’ were omitted; adequate crime prevention and maintenance is always appropriate,
and while it is possible to upgrade crime and maintenance levels through design, this is not
easily captured during the audit process, requiring a more detailed level of survey and
specialism.

3.32

In addition to the quantitative assessment of the physical and social landscape elements, a
qualitative assessment was undertaken with a view to defining the overall sense of place
by reference to balance, scale, enclosure, texture, colour, diversity, unity, stimulus and
pleasure. This is an established method of landscape assessment and is widely used by
the landscape profession in site assessment and to assist with landscape and visual
impact
assessment.
Landscape
structure
was
also
considered;
a
local/neighbourhood/district hierarchy was assigned based on the sites contribution to the
landscape in the area, and the potential to upgrade recorded.
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Car Parking:
Landscape element not present, so
is not scored.

Bicycle Stands:
Considered to be
physical condition.
Gates/Entrances:
Considered to be
disrepair.

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Car Parking:
Final Report
Landscape element not present, so is not scored.
Bicycle Stands:
Considered to be appropriate; the number, location and style
of bicycle stands are optimal for the context of the site

in

in

excellent

complete

Gates/Entrances:
Considered to be adequate; the number, location and style of
gates/entrances are appropriate for the context of the site but
could be improved.

Disabled Access:
Considered to be in good condition
but needs some minor maintenance

Disabled Access:
Considered to be wholly inappropriate; the number, location
and style of disabled access points are inappropriate for the
context of the site.

Car Parking:
Landscape element not present, so
cannot be considered as a priority
action

Car Parking:
Considered to have a low ability to accommodate new car
parking regards of demand; in relation to this landscape
element, the site fulfils its potential.

Bicycle Stands:
Considered to be in excellent
condition and appropriate for the
context of the site; no action is
necessary.

Bicycle Stands:
Considered to have a high ability to accommodate new
bicycle stands regards of demand; in relation to this
landscape element the site does not fulfil its potential.

Gates/Entrances:
Considered to be in complete
disrepair; action is required to
improve the condition.
Disabled Access:
Considered
to
be
wholly
inappropriate; action is required to
improve the suitability.

Gates/Entrances:
Considered to have a moderate ability to accommodate new
gates/entrances regards of demand; in relation to this
landscape element the site does not fulfil its potential.
Disabled Access:
Considered to have a moderate/high ability to accommodate
new disabled access points regards of demand; in relation to
this landscape element the site does not fulfil its potential.

Figure 3.4 Determining Quality Scores and Priority Actions
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3.33

3.34

Quality Database
The completed audit data was put into an access database. This is one of the major
products of this study, producing quality scores for the majority of sites visited and
displaying the quality data in a user friendly way.
The database, in conjunction with the GIS mapping, will provide the council with the ability
to:
•

Plan how to optimise open space provision;

•

Determine what if anything needs to be done to address specific issues
concerning the over- or under supply of open space in a town planning context;

•

Monitor trends in the quality of open space;

•

Monitor trends in the quantity of open space;

•

Make better-informed decisions how to manage open space;

•

Assist and advise other providers of open space (e.g. parish councils) how they
might manage space in the context of district or community needs and new
demands; and

•

Specify how individual open spaces might be improved so they better meet their
potential.

3.35

The completed database is based upon site ID, with each individual site having a record
containing all quantitative information. The ‘key statistics’ for each site are always visible at
the top of the page, including such information as site name, hierarchy and typology.
Adjacent to this are the editing buttons, allowing for data to be added, deleted or modified,
and a search facility.

3.36

The qualitative information for each site is contained within a number of tabs; each tab
generally includes the quality scores of 2 or 3 landscape fields. Each page can be viewed
by ‘clicking’ on the appropriate tab.

3.37

The database represents a powerful management tool, which can be used to determine
the need for capital and revenue investment, and to record changes in quality over time.

3.38

The method of calculating the quality scores is complex, due to the three different
attributes assessed (condition, suitability and potential). The process is described below,
and annotated in the accompanying diagrams.
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Calculation of Scores by Landscape Field
3.39

The Condition and Suitability scores are calculated as a percentage, depending upon the
number of scored landscape elements. For example, within the Landscape Field of
Access, there are four landscape elements which could be scored, depending on whether
the element is present on site. If a score is assigned to each of these elements, the total
score available is 20, where as if a score is assigned to two of these elements, the total
score available is 10. Using the total score available and actual score given, a percentage
score can be derived.

3.40

The Existing Condition score, highlighted below, is an average of the individual Condition
and Suitability scores.

3.41

The Fulfilling Potential score is also calculated as a percentage. However, unlike
Existing Condition, all landscape elements are scored, if the landscape field is relevant to
that typology. For example, within the Landscape Field of Access, there are four landscape
elements. A score is assigned to each of these elements, regardless of whether the
element is present on site. Using the total score available and actual score given, a
percentage score can be derived, as highlighted below.
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3.42

By taking an average of the Existing Condition score and Fulfilling Potential score, a
Quality score is derived for each Landscape Field.

Calculation of Scores by Site
3.43
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The Quality score and Fulfilling Potential scores for each Landscape Field are displayed in
a summary page, as shown below. The average of the Existing Condition scores is
calculated to determine the Existing Site Condition score. Similarly, the average of the
Fulfilling Potential scores is calculated to determine the Fulfilling Site Potential score.
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3.44
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By taking an average of the Existing Site Condition score and Fulfilling Site Potential score,
an Overall Site Quality score is derived for each site audited.
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3.45

Although not displayed in the quality database, the Fulfilling Site Potential score is also
assigned a ‘text’ description for ease of reference. This information is displayed when
querying a site through the GIS database. The table below shows the thresholds and
terminology used.

3.46

The Potential Score thresholds are based on arbitrary divisions, the same as those used
for banding the Quality Scores (see Section 4.2 ‘Method of Analysis’, paragraph 4.2.35).
The thresholds reflect the extensive local knowledge gained by the audit team to reflect the
actual potential range in Wycombe District

Fulfilling Site
Potential Score
Range

Rating

75%+

High

60 – 74%

Medium

30 – 59%

Low

Description

The site is fulfilling its potential; there is little or no
potential to accommodate new landscape features
The site is partially fulfilling its potential; there is some
potential to accommodate new landscape features

The site is not fulfilling its potential; there is high
potential to accommodate new landscape features
Table 3.9 Description of Fulfilling Site Potential
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4.

Results

4.1

Introduction to Analysis

4.1.1

This Chapter concentrates on how the data has been analysed and what are the results of
this analysis. The next three sections will detail:

4.1.2

•

The method of analysis (section 4.2);

•

District-wide results (section 4.3); and

•

Settlement results (section 4.4).

The study has been completed using robust and well established standards and tools for the

assessment of open space and its related components (e.g. landscape assessment etc). The
application of nationally established standards means that there can be certainty that the
baseline used in the study is consistent with studies conducted elsewhere in the country. The
database and distribution maps can be used to generate useful management and planning
information, and will provide an excellent basis for consultation as well as being an invaluable
management tool in its own right.
4.1.3

Although the study has been done without the benefit of direct community involvement, parish
councils and Wycombe District Council personnel with considerable experience and
knowledge of local community issues have contributed it to.

4.1.4

The district-wide and settlement analysis has focused on the three kinds of supply as detailed
in PPG17;

4.1.5

4.1.6

July 2005

•

Proximity;

•

Quantity; and

•

Quality.

The district-wide analysis has also focused on some more detailed issues that the audit team,
and the WDC OSS steering group, perceived to be of primary concern. These individual
issues are:
•

Play facilities;

•

Signage; and

•

Maintenance.

As the study proceeded, it became apparent that there were some marked differences in the
provision of open space across the District. Coupled with the logistical difficulties of analysing
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such a large district in geographical terms, the WDC Open Space Steering Group, and Scott
Wilson took the decision to divide the district into smaller, more local areas.
4.1.7

Discussions took place to identify what could be classified as a local area, and the relevance
of Wards, Parishes and remuneration districts were all debated. It was decided however that
the boundaries of all of these areas were largely arbitrary (although historically important),
and did not reflect how the existing population of Wycombe would use the District. Instead the
eleven urban settlements identified for inclusion in the study (see Chapter 3 Assessment
Methodology) were subdivided into local community-based neighbourhoods, referred to as
settlement areas.

4.1.8

These settlements areas were arrived at by subdividing the urban areas using major lines of
severance caused by physical barriers to access to open space (see Section 4.2 Method of
Analysis, page 29, for more information on the use of severance). These included obvious
obstructions such as the most major arterial roads, railways, motorway and rivers, but also
took into account topographical factors and in some cases the presence of extensive areas of
large industrial/commercial estates, which separate and define residential communities.

4.1.9

The result of this process is ten ‘rural’ settlement areas and nine ‘urban’ settlement areas in
High Wycombe, as shown in Figure 4.20. These settlement areas have been used to create
an understanding of the relationship between individual open spaces and the neighbourhoods
they serve. Census information for these areas was extrapolated from output area census
statistics and the information used in the quantitative analysis of open space for each
settlement area (see Section 4.2 Method of Analysis for more information on the use of
census information).

4.1.10 The settlement boundaries are provided in the GIS library accompanying this report for use in
future assessments.
4.1.11 The calculation of settlement area population statistics adds a further dimension to the study
and enables in depth analysis of the relationships between population and local open space.
For example, census information can be used to report information about the age distribution
in a local community and this can be used to consider whether children’s play provision is
appropriate in any particular settlement.
4.1.12 The final section of this chapter considers the provision of open space for each of the
eighteen settlement areas identified.
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4.2

Method of Analysis

4.2.1

This section explains the method used to analyse the supply of open space. The methods of
proximity analysis, quantity analysis, and quality analysis are discussed in turn, detailing how
each aspect is measured and should be interpreted.

The Method of Proximity Analysis
4.2.2

This analysis has been carried out to determine how appropriate are the locations of the
different types of facilities and open spaces. The previous WDC Open Space Study published
by BDP (see Chapter 2: Planning Policy and Background Information Summary, focused on
identifying areas that were deficient in access to open space. This study however has plotted
where proximity to open space is sufficient or surplus, and thus by its nature, where areas are
deficient. This study has also focused on a greater variety of typologies and hierarchies.

4.2.3

Each level of hierarchy has a different catchment area synonymous with the type of facility
that is provided. For example, a small, local park would only be expected to attract users who
travel by foot, and on average for 5 minutes. A large, district park would be expected to attract
users from a much wider catchment, some of whom will walk for on average 15 minutes

4.2.4

The travel times and open space hierarchies used are well established nationally. They are
consistent with the guidance provided in GLA ‘Guide to Open Space Strategies’, the NPFA
‘Six Acre Standard’, and English Partnerships ‘Urban Design Compendium’ and are
consistent with the previous local assessment of the distribution of open space in the
Wycombe District by the Building Design Partnership. The application of these same
standards is appropriate because it is based on extensive research and also helps to provide
consistency with other studies locally and elsewhere in the country.

4.2.5

Table 4.1 below shows the walking distances that have been used, by hierarchy and
typology. Table 4.2 below shows the distances walked to Play Facilities, which were
measured separately. In this instance the National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) criteria
has specifically been used, as contained in ‘The Six Acre Standard’.

4.2.6

Currently no conclusive guidance exists for walking distances to youth facilities. As applied in
previous open space studies completed by Scott Wilson, and agreed by Wycombe District
Council, a Neighbourhood Walking Distance of 800m has been used. As with all walking
distances, further consultation would either confirm the catchment area used or provide a
more realistic distance.
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Hierarchy

District

Typology

Parks

Actual
Walking
Distance
1,200m

Semi-Natural
Allotments
Neighbourhood

Parks

800m

Semi-Natural
Local

Parks

400m

Gardens
Amenity Space
All Unrestricted Open Space of any typology
Table 4.1 Actual Walking Distances to Sites by Hierarchy and Typology

Facility

Characteristics

Actual
Walking
Distance

LEAP (Local Equipped
Area for Play)

5 types of play equipment, small games area

400m

NEAP (Neighbourhood
Equipped Area for Play)

8 types of play equipment, opportunities for
ball games or wheeled activities

1000m

Youth Facilities

Skate Ramps

800m

MUGAs
Hang-out Shelters
Table 4.2 Actual Walking Distances to Play Facilities

Measuring Proximity
4.2.7

July 2005

When using the GIS to plot catchment buffers to sites, it is important to note that the outeredge of a buffer is measured directly from the selected site, and does not take account any
physical barriers to access such as the location of entrance gates, street patterns, heavy
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traffic flows and land-form. In effect it is a ‘crow-fly’ distance, and so it is necessary to reduce
this radial distance to take into account any such influences.
4.2.8

The factor that has been used to reduce the actual walking distances to a more realistic radial
distance is 1.43. All actual walking distances have been divided by this factor, which was
calculated by taking a number of exemplar sites, and measuring the actual walking distances
along the most feasible route from the entrances to the sites.
Hierarchy

District

Typology

Parks

Actual
Walking
Distance

Radial
Walking
Distance

1,200m

840m

800m

560m

400m

280m

Actual
Walking
Distance

Radial
Walking
Distance

Semi-Natural
Allotments
Neighbourhood

Parks
Semi-Natural

Local

Parks
Gardens
Amenity Space
All Unrestricted Open Space of any typology

Table 4.3 Radial Walking Distances to Sites by Hierarchy and Typology

Facility

Characteristics

LEAP (Local Equipped
Area for Play)

5 types of play equipment, small
games area

400m

280m

NEAP (Neighbourhood
Equipped Area for
Play)

8 types of play equipment,
opportunities for ball games or
wheeled activities

1000m

700m

Youth Facilities

Skate Ramps

800m

560m

MUGAs
Hang-out Shelters
Table 4.4 Radial Walking Distances to Play Facilities
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Severance Lines
4.2.9

In addition to the physical barriers that can impede access as mentioned above, a number of
key severance lines were also taken into account when measuring proximity. WDC OSS
Steering Group, and Scott Wilson identified the following lines of severance:
•

M40 Motorway

•

Significant major roads (such as Abbey Way and Amersham Hill in the Town
Centre)

•

Railway lines

4.2.10 These lines were plotted into the GIS, and effectively severed any proximity buffers that would
have crossed the line.
4.2.11 As advocated by GLA Guide to Preparing Open Space Strategies, the identified severance
lines are only applied at the local level, where physical barriers are likely to have a significant
influence on a person’s ability to access a site.
4.2.12 At the neighbourhood and district level, severance lines are less of a barrier to access; the
wider catchment area applied to Neighbourhood and District sites means there is likely to be
more opportunities to traverse any identified severance lines. In addition, previous studies
have demonstrated that people are likely to make a greater effort in accessing these types of
sites, either by foot or public transport, further reducing the obstacle posed by severance
lines.
4.2.13 There will be cases where access to neighbourhood open spaces is severed by major roads
or railway line. For the purposes of this study however, it is accepted that lines of severance
will not be applied to neighbourhood sites; instead the Council will decide on a site-by-site
basis whether severance lines will need to be applied at the neighbourhood level.

Interpreting The Proximity Results
4.2.14 The results of the GIS proximity analysis are a series of maps at the settlement level, that
show proximity to all unrestricted open spaces that were included in the audit, regardless of
their typology/hierarchy, and proximity to selected typology/hierarchy combinations. Each
map has proximity buffers in blue, drawn around a specific type of site. This is showing where
proximity to that type of open space is sufficient.
4.2.15 Where there is more than one of the same type of site in close proximity to each other, the
overlapping buffers will be coloured a darker shade of blue. When interpreted this indicates
that any local residents living in this area of darker blue have access to two sites.
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4.2.16 Where there are more than three or four overlapping buffers, and an even darker shade of
blue, some of these sites could be considered as surplus, and a change of use may be
appropriate.
4.2.17 Where there are no proximity buffers, the residents in that area will be deficient in proximity
to that type of open space.
4.2.18 The following diagrams identifies the varying levels of proximity:

Diagram:

1. The light blue buffer indicates that
there is sufficient proximity to an
open space, and the white space is
deficient.
2. The darker blue caused by the
overlap of two buffers is also
considered to be sufficient proximity
to an open space.
3. The dark blue caused by the overlap

of four buffers suggests that some of
the open space may be surplus.

The Method of Quantity Analysis
4.2.19 Traditionally, open space studies have measured the quantity of open space and compared
this to the residential population for any given area, expressed as ha per 1000 population,
and used this to determine where deficiencies may occur. A frequently used benchmark is the
6-Acre Standard, developed by the NPFA, which advocates that there should be a minimum
of 6 acres or 2.4 hectares, of formal open space per thousand population.
4.2.20 With the publication of the updated PPG17 in 2002 there was a shift towards more qualitative
assessment of open space. However the legacy of quantitative assessment is still relevant,
for it is the most simplified measurement for assessing the supply of open space.
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In Central London there are some areas that have lots of small, high quality open
spaces and thus appear to fulfil the required proximity and quality standards. However,
the very high population and consequent large number of users visiting the sites are
directly detrimental to the experience. A quantitative assessment of this area shows that
there is less than 0.5ha / 1000 population, and a real need for a net increase in the
amount of open space.
Box 4.1 Why Quantity is still a suitable measure of Supply of Open Space

Measuring Quantity of Open Space
4.2.21 The calculation for the quantity of open space has used those sites mapped in the GIS. The
size of each site has been measured in hectares.
4.2.22 A number of quantity calculations have been made in order to understand why an area may
have a deficiency or a surplus. Different types of open space fulfil different functions, and if
used indiscriminately the data could be wrongly interpreted. Table 4.3 below, shows the
various quantity calculations that were made, and which sites were included in the calculation.
Quantity Calculation

Number
of Sites

Sites Included

All Open Spaces

516

All sites

Unrestricted Open Spaces

375

All sites with unrestricted access

Formal Open Spaces

104

All unrestricted parks, gardens, outdoor sports
facilities and play facilities

Informal Open Spaces

258

All unrestricted semi-natural spaces, green
corridors, amenity spaces, greens and
commons, allotments, and
churchyard/cemeteries.

Semi-natural Spaces

64

All unrestricted semi-natural spaces

Allotments

21

All allotments

Table 4.5 Sites included in the Quantity calculations

Measuring Population
4.2.23 The population for each settlement area was calculated from the 2001 Census data held by
the office of National Statistics. The population statistics are available at a variety of levels
from District, Ward, Super Output Area, or Output Area. The first two levels are selfexplanatory but were not used in this study due to the use of the 18 settlement areas as a
basis for analysis. It was therefore necessary to use the Output Areas to calculate the
populations.
July 2005

Page 34

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

4.2.24 Output areas are defined boundaries that contain 500 people. They try to follow physical
boundaries such as roads, but can sometimes be ‘ad hoc’ in their orientation. On a few
occasions during the calculation of population a number of output areas were transected by
the settlement boundaries, and thus the same proportion of the population as the proportion
of the output area was assigned to the settlement area.
4.2.25 Figure 4.21, shows how the output areas coincide with the boundaries of two settlement
areas. The output areas that have been proportionately divided are highlighted in pink.
4.2.26 Because the population statistics were calculated by settlement area, it is important to note
that the District population total used in this Study will exclude the population of any areas not
contained within the defined settlement boundaries.

Interpreting the Quantity Results
4.2.27 The quantitative results have been produced in order to provide a measure of sufficiency of
the existing provision of open space. Whether a community has sufficient open space is
determined using these standards and the results will provide a basis for consultation, at
which time results can be further refined to reflect local circumstances.
4.2.28 Until such a time, when the quantity standards can be judged against actual demand, the
suite of standards derived for individual settlement areas is used to compare the quantity of
open space against the average district standard. This gives an indication of which locations
have proportionately more or proportionately less open space.
4.2.29 Similarly, at the District level, the quantity of formal open space is compared to the ‘industry’
standard of 2.4ha established by the National Playing Fields Association for formal open
space, and other Draft Open Space Standards derived from similar open space studies.
4.2.30 In addition to determining the population of each settlement area, the 2001 Census data was
also used to determine the age structure and ethnicity of each settlement. In the context of
this study, this allows WDC to make correlations between quantity and demographic
information, without having to conduct extensive public consultation. The demographic
statistics are contained within the Settlement Analysis Maps (section 4.4).
4.2.31 The Settlement Analysis Maps also contain an inset map of IMD, allowing for correlations to
be made between quantity and level of deprivation. The IMD maps are based on Output
Areas which are taken from the Census 2001 (see box 4.2 below). Coloured from light pink
through to dark red, the darker an Output Area, the more deprived it is.
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The ODPM commissioned the Social Disadvantage Research Centre (SDRC) at the
Department of Social Policy and Social Research at the University of Oxford to update the
Indices of Deprivation 2000 for England, and the new Indices of Deprivation were
produced in 2004. The new Index of Multiple Deprivation is made up of seven Domain
Indices:
•

Income deprivation;

•

Employment Deprivation;

•

Health deprivation and disability;

•

Education, skills and training deprivation;

•

Barriers to housing and services;

•

Living environment deprivation; and

•

Crime.

Appendix 4 contains a more detailed summary and introduction to the IMD and the seven
domains.

Box 4.2 The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004
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The Method of Quality Analysis
4.2.32 Following the construction of the quality database and the linked GIS, it has been possible to
conduct an infinite amount of qualitative analysis. Due to the scope of this study, the analysis
has focused on the Overall Quality Score of sites with unrestricted Access; the specific
qualitative issues of signage and play; and the relationship between ‘potential’ and ‘condition’
across the varying typologies in the database.

Measuring Overall Quality Score
4.2.33 As described in Chapter 3 the quality assessment collected data on the ‘Condition’,
‘Suitability’, and ‘Potential’, for most of the landscape, built, and social features within an open
space. It is the sum and average of each of these measurements that gives a site its Overall
Quality Score.
4.2.34 The rating of the Overall Quality Score has been divided into three levels: Good, Satisfactory,
and Poor. This has been represented in Figure 4.24, with the use of diagrammatic buffers and
a ‘traffic light’ colour scheme.
4.2.35 The buffers are all of a 280m radial distance regardless of a sites typology or hierarchy, which
enables the effect of the quality of a site in a surrounding area to be more easily interpreted.
The buffers are coloured depending on the rating of that site. The following table details the
range of scores by the rating, and the colour used for the buffers:
Rating

Overall Quality Score Range

Colour of Diagrammatic Buffer

Good

75%+

Green

Satisfactory

60 – 74%

Yellow

Poor

30 – 59%

Red

Table 4.6 Quality Rating, Range and Buffer Colour

4.2.36 The Quality Score thresholds used were initially based on arbitrary divisions, using the
Consultants previous experience in conducting open space strategies. The thresholds were
then adjusted using the extensive local knowledge gained by the audit team to reflect the
actual quality range in Wycombe District. As can be seen above, the range for ‘poor’ quality
does not fall below 30%; due to the scoring mechanism used no site will score less than 30%.
4.2.37 The different ways of layering the buffers can produce different results. If poor quality buffers
are layered above satisfactory, which in turn are above good, the consequent maps will show
a low concentration of good quality sites. Vice versa, if good quality sites are layered above
satisfactory, which in turn are above poor, the consequent maps show high concentrations of
good quality sites.
4.2.38 The maps that are presented in this report, place the buffers in the following order:
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Order of Quality Buffers
Top

Green – Good

Middle

Red – Poor

Bottom

Yellow - Satisfactory

Table 4.7 Order of Quality Buffers
4.2.39 The presentation of the Overall Quality score in this way, works on the assumption that most
if not all, poor quality open space should be improved. (Only where there is a large surplus of
all types of open space in an area, and demand for a poor quality site can be proven to not
exist would improvements not be necessary, and a change of use for that site would be a
more feasible option).
4.2.40 The resulting maps for Overall Quality score show the distribution of areas where site
improvements are more needed and what level of urgency should be accorded to the
improvements. In areas such as South West Wycombe where there is an abundance of red
buffers, it is clear that the majority of the population here has access only to poor quality sites.
4.2.41 This map is not the only measure for prioritising sites. As detailed in PPG17, the Value
accorded to a site is a key factor in determining a sites objective.
4.2.42 For example, a site that is of poor quality and highly valued by residents would be of the
highest priority for improvement and upgrading. Conversely, a site of poor quality and situated
away from most residents to the extent that it is not known, would reduce the need to
prioritise its quality.
4.2.43 However, measuring Value did not form part the WDC brief; this process may be completed
at a later date, along with public consultation, in order to qualify our more ‘objective’ findings.

Interpreting the Quality Results - Play
4.2.44 The quality of play facilities has been analysed using the same mapping technique as that
used for measuring Overall Quality Score, as above. This is represented in figure 4.27, and
shows any ‘area’ specific issues regarding play or whether quality, poor or good, is evenly
distributed across the district.
4.2.45 As explained above, the quality of play facilities map will help to identify where sites require
prioritised improvements. Photographs have also been provided to demonstrate the findings
of the audit team. A List of specific play sites requiring improvement can be found in Section
4.4.
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Interpreting the Quality Results – Signage and Maintenance
4.2.46 The supply and quality of signage in open spaces across the District was found to be highly
variable by the audit team, as was the general maintenance of open spaces, especially of
hard landscape features.
4.2.47 Both the condition of existing signage and the potential for new signage was recorded on site;
interrogation of the database reveals where sites require prioritised improvements or would
benefit from new and/or additional signage.
4.2.48 Similarly, interrogation of the database will show where maintenance was perceived to be
poor and which element of maintenance requires particular attention. Photographs have been
provided to support and demonstrate these observations by the audit team.

NB

It should be noted that play, signage and maintenance are not the only issues
requiring attention by WDC, but are considered to be the most universal across the
range of sites audited.

Measuring Condition, Potential, and Quality – Quality Matrix
4.2.49 The WDC OSS Steering Group was keen to acknowledge that a site may be in good
condition, but lacked any facilities, and so the Overall Quality Score was designed to reflect
this.
4.2.50 For example, a site such as an Amenity Space, which consists only of mown grass, which is
well maintained, could score 100%. Simply put, the site has one feature that is perfect and so
it scores top marks. However, the site in question could also be large enough, well orientated,
and suitably flat to accommodate a lot more features such as, trees, seating, play facilities
and even sports facilities. Thus the Overall Quality Score for such a site is reduced by its
failure to meet its potential
4.2.51 The quality matrix has been developed to clarify why a site is performing well or badly. It plots
the ‘condition’ score on the Y-axis and the ‘fulfilling potential’ score on the X-axis.
4.2.52 The following chart shows four examples:
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100
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Condition
Fulfilling
Potential
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60
50
40
30
20
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0
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80

90

100

Fulfilling
Potential
Condition

 Woodland – Good condition, Lots of potential, 70% Overall Quality Score
Playground – Poor condition, Lots of potential, 25% Overall Quality Score
Park – Poor condition, Fulfilling potential, 65% Overall Quality Score

▲ Garden – Good condition, Fulfilling potential, 90% Overall Quality Score
Interpreting the relationship between Condition, Potential, and Quality.
4.2.53 There are 10 condition v potential matrixes in Appendix 5. These detail all of the unrestricted
sites of that typology, and show the spread of scores.
4.2.54 They should be used to identify what options are available for a site, before consultation with
local residents secures a desired objective.
4.2.55 The results in section 4.3 also provide a comment from a more strategic perspective,
regarding the distribution of the different typologies in each matrix.
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Summary of Terms Used in Analysis
Quality

Quantity

Proximity

Good

Overall quality of the site is considered to be ‘good’,
scoring 75% or above as a result of the quality audit.

Satisfactory

Overall quality of the site is considered to be
‘satisfactory’, scoring between 60% and 75% as a
result of the quality audit.

Poor

Overall quality of the site is considered to be ‘poor’,
scoring between 30% and 60% as a result of the quality
audit.

Much

The quantity of open space is much higher or lower
when compared to the district level.

Moderately

The quantity of open space is moderately higher or
lower when compared to the district level.

Slightly

The quantity of open space is slightly higher or lower
when compared to the district level.

Deficient

Proximity to open space is deficient across the
settlement area or in a specified location; there are no
accessible open spaces.

Sufficient

Proximity to open space is sufficient across the
settlement area or in a specified location; there are
enough accessible open spaces.

Surplus

Proximity to open space is over-provided across the
settlement area or in a specified location; there is a
surplus of open spaces.

Table 4.8 Analysis Terminology
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4.3

District Analysis

4.3.1

This section provides an analysis of supply of open space by district. Proximity, Quantity and
Quality issues are discussed in turn, including strategic quality observations based on the
perceptions of the audit team.

Proximity Analysis
4.3.2

As described in Section 4.2 Method of Analysis, unlike the BDP Wycombe District Council
Open Space Study, deficiency is not actually mapped; this study has plotted where proximity
to open space is sufficient or surplus, and thus making the remainder deficient.

4.3.3

The settlement analysis maps (See Section 4.4 Settlement Analysis) relates proximity to
specific typologies; this provides a wealth of information, identifying deficiencies by default
and surpluses in specific settlement areas.

4.3.4

One type of open space excluded from the settlement analysis mapping process is District
Parks; local knowledge and previous experience has shown that District Parks have a much
wider catchment than any other type of open space, extending well beyond the individual
settlement areas.

4.3.5

In addition, given the nature of the District, where urban centres are tightly bounded by
Metropolitan Green Belt and AONB, and brown-field land is needed to provide for the local
built environment, land is not likely to become available for new District parks. With the
exception of the land at Little Marlow Gravel Pits, the Council has no land allocated for new
open space provision for the use for recreational purposes to meet a district wide demand.
Therefore it is assumed for the purposes of this study that the existing District parks meet the
needs of the District.

4.3.6

Although deficiencies, in relation to specific typologies, are mapped at the settlement level
(see Section 4.4), it was also deemed necessary to determine areas of deficiency and
sufficiency at the district level, to provide a more strategic overview.

4.3.7

Whether a community has sufficient proximity to open space is therefore decided by applying
the appropriate proximity buffers to neighbourhood and local parks (Figure 4.22). Private land,
land that cannot be used for activities typically carried out in parks, or land to which there is
no right of access, cannot be relied upon to meet the needs of the community.

4.3.8

This approach concurs with the methodology used in the Wycombe Districts existing review
of open space needs and provision, completed by the Building Design Partnership, and
reflects the findings of the quality audit process that these types of open space are the best
suited to provide sufficient outdoor recreational space.
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4.3.9

However, it was concluded that while neighbourhood and local parks are key to defining
deficiency areas, other sites, including outdoor sport sites, amenity spaces and semi-natural
spaces, may provide sufficient outdoor recreational space depending on size, use and
importance of these sites within a settlement area.

4.3.10 Determining deficiency is therefore not a mechanical process of selection but one based on
professional judgement. In order to ensure that different users of the database and GIS
mapping use the same site selection criteria to determine sufficiency/deficiency areas, an
additional field ‘Deficiency Mapped’ was added to the database, highlighting the individual
sites that contribute to the deficiency mapping.

Quantity Analysis
4.3.11 The quantity of open space has been assessed by comparing the amount of open space with
the population within a geographic area, calculating the hectares of open space per 1000
population.
4.3.12 As detailed in Table 4.3 (Section 4.2), various quantity calculations have been made for each
settlement area, and compared against the equivalent district level of provision, suggesting
where there are proportionately higher or lower amounts of open space.
4.3.13 The table below shows a summary of the quantity calculations made, showing the level of
provision of Unrestricted Open Space per 1000 population, and the level of provision of
Formal Open Space per 1000 population. The full version of this table can be found in
Appendix 6: Master Quantity Table.
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Hectares of Formal
Unrestricted Open
Space

Level of Formal
Unrestricted Open
Space/1000 (ha)

6.36

252.98

2.16

Bourne End

5025

16.91

3.38

11.14

2.22

Flackwell Heath

3683

24.28

6.58

5.14

1.39

Lane End

1314

28.04

21.40

3.21

2.45

Marlow

12549

31.87

2.54

21.81

1.74

Marlow Bottom

2073

2.41

1.16

1.74

0.84

Naphill & Walters Ash

1313

71.53

54.60

5.30

4.05

Princes Risborough/Longwick

5303

18.63

3.51

14.64

2.76

Stokenchurch

2385

14.74

6.19

9.37

3.94

Town Centre

752

1.84

2.43

0.57

0.75

Daws Hill

1424

7.21

5.06

6.13

4.30

Desborough

5664

6.47

4.54

6.40

4.49

Hazlemere & Great Kingshill

5562

26.44

4.75

12.93

2.33

Hughenden Valley

4748

33.97

7.15

16.87

3.55

North East High Wycombe

20001

93.58

4.68

10.94

0.55

North West High Wycombe

8653

82.22

9.49

49.80

5.75

South East High Wycombe

7815

133.96

17.14

47.13

6.03

South West High Wycombe

19188

81.53

4.25

21.16

1.10

Tylers Green

7677

59.04

7.69

7.07

0.92

Wooburn

2160

12.42

5.76

6.90

3.20

Hectares of
Unrestricted Open
Space
745.61

District (excluding rural areas)

Population
117317

Settlement Area

Level of
Unrestricted Open
Space/1000 (ha)

Final Report

Table 4.9 Quantity Summary Calculations
4.3.14 The Quantity Calculations show the overall District wide level of Unrestricted Open Space is
6.36 hectares per 1000 population. There is a wide variation of provision amongst settlement
areas, the lowest quantity being found in Marlow Bottom, with 1.16 ha of open space per
1000 population. At the upper end of the scale, Naphill and Walters Ash has 54.60 ha of open
space per 1000 population.
4.3.15 This variation is graphically shown in Figure 4.23; each settlement area is shaded by the
amount of unrestricted open space; the darker red representing the least amount of
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unrestricted open space per 1000 population and the darker blue representing the least
amount of unrestricted open space per 1000 population.
4.3.16 When compared to the draft standards of similar open space strategies, Wycombe District
would fall into the top third tier based on hectares of Unrestricted Open Space per 1000
population (see Table 4.8) However, when comparing the level of provision to ‘similar’
authorities, excluding the London Boroughs, Wycombe District does not perform as well,
having significantly less unrestricted open space per 1000 population than the Borough’s of
Redditch, Reading, and Chorley.
Recent Open Space Studies

Hectares of Unrestricted Open Space per
Thousand Population

London Borough of Tower Hamlets

(Draft standard) 1.6ha/1000

London Borough of Lambeth

(Draft standard) 1.6ha/1000

London Borough of Southwark

(Draft standard) 2.6ha/1000

London Borough of Sutton

(Draft standard) 2.9ha/1000

London Borough of Croydon

(Draft standard) 4.3ha/1000

Oxford City Council

(Draft standard) 5.8ha/1000

Redditch Borough Council

(Draft standard) 7.4ha/1000

Reading Borough Council

(Draft standard) 9.7ha/1000

Chorley Borough Council

(Draft standard) 10.01ha/1000

Table 4.10Quantity Comparisons between Recent Open Space Standards
4.3.17 While measuring the quantity of unrestricted open space is a useful measure of provision, it
does not distinguish between those typologies and hierarchies of open space are the best
suited to provide sufficient outdoor recreation space. Specifically in Wycombe District it is also
likely to include open space that is sloping ground, and therefore not suitable for many types
of recreation.
4.3.18 Once such way to address this would be to compare the provision with the existing NPFA
standard. This is a standard of 6 acres (2.4ha) per 1000 population, and is the most
commonly used national standard (see Appendix 1: Planning Policy and Background
Information).
4.3.19 This standard must, however, be taken in context as this is a standard for outdoor playing
space defined as ‘space that is safely accessible and available to the general public, and of
suitable size and nature, for sport, active recreation and children’s play. It is a significant
component, but not the only form of open space’.
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4.3.20 Without mapping every component of open space which is covered by this definition, it is
difficult to calculate open space standards that conform to the NPFA guidelines based on
typology alone. However, the level of provision of Formal Unrestricted Open Space per 1000
population has been calculated (highlighted column in Table 4.10). This level consists of all
unrestricted parks, gardens, outdoor sports facilities and play facilities, as detailed in Table
4.3 (see page 28)
4.3.21 A District wide level of provision of Unrestricted Formal Open Space of 2.16 hectares per
1000 population has been calculated.
4.3.22 Determining levels of provision is also problematic in rural areas, where it is rarely possible for
every settlement to have its own range of open spaces. There is also a need to consider the
role the countryside may play in the provision of open space. The quantity calculations should
therefore be read with caution as rural areas are not included at this time, and the current
quantity standards may change once Wycombe District council has extended the study to
include rural locations.

Quality Analysis
4.3.23 Figure 4.24 show All Open Spaces by Quality. For the purpose of this map the landline has
been removed in order to more clearly show the distribution of sites. This reveals that while
there are poor quality sites across the District, these appear to be particularly concentrated in
four key settlement areas:
•

South West High Wycombe;

•

North West High Wycombe;

•

South East High Wycombe; and

•

Tylers Green.

4.3.24 In relation to the quality of unrestricted sites, this distribution of poor quality sites is mimicked
by the 20 lowest scoring sites with Unrestricted Access, as shown in the table below (Table
4.10), and in the accompanying map (Figure 4.26):
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Site ID

Site Name

Settlement

WDC Typology
Park

Access
Unrestricted

Area Overall
(Ha) Score

1414

Bowerdean Recreation Ground

North East High Wycombe

1.5

41%

1535

Downley Open Space

North West High Wycombe

Amenity Space

Unrestricted

0.7

45%

1804

Ashley Drive Recreation Ground

Tylers Green

Park

Unrestricted

1.5

45%

435

Seymour Court Recreation Ground

Marlow

Park

Unrestricted

2.2

48%

1703

Holmers Farm Recreation Ground

South West High Wycombe

Park

Unrestricted

4.1

50%

727

Not Known

Princes Risborough/Longwick

Outdoor Sports

Unrestricted

0.0

50%

1844

Kingswood

Tylers Green

Semi Natural

Unrestricted

74.4

50%

1741

Not Known

South West High Wycombe

Semi Natural

Unrestricted

5.0

50%

1603

Derehams Lane Sports Ground

South East High Wycombe

Outdoor Sports

Unrestricted

5.6

51%

1520

Not Known

North West High Wycombe

Playground

Unrestricted

0.0

51%

603

The Crick - Naphill Recreation Ground

Naphill and Walters Ash

Park

Unrestricted

2.5

51%

1814

Rose Avenue Recreation Ground

Tylers Green

Park

Unrestricted

1.8

51%

1433

Hillary Road Open Space

North East High Wycombe

Park

Unrestricted

1.3

52%

1752

Deeds Grove Open Space

South West High Wycombe

Park

Unrestricted

1.2

52%

1319

Benjamins Footpath

Hughenden Valley

Green Corridor

Unrestricted

0.8

52%

1702

Booker Recreation Ground

South West High Wycombe

Park

Unrestricted

8.0

52%

1501

Disraeli County Combined School

North West High Wycombe

Institutional

Unrestricted

1.6

52%

1531

Rennie Close Open Space

North West High Wycombe

Amenity Space

Unrestricted

0.8

52%

1902

Glory Close Open Space

Wooburn

Playground

Unrestricted

0.2

52%

1218

Cedar Park Recreation Ground

Hazlemere/Great Kingshill

Park

Unrestricted

0.6

52%

Table 4.11 20 Lowest Scoring Sites with Unrestricted Access

4.3.25 As can be seen from the table, almost three quarters of the lowest scoring sites are formal
open spaces such as parks, playgrounds, and outdoor sports grounds. This is of concern as it
is usually the informal sites, such as semi-natural open spaces, which score low, due to the
apparent lower levels of management.
4.3.26 In terms of the highest scoring sites with Unrestricted Access (Table 4.9 and Figure 4.25),
there appears to be less of a clear geographical distribution. However, the majority of these
sites appear to be traditionally smaller open spaces such as amenity sites, civic spaces and
gardens.
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Site ID

Site Name

Settlement
Tylers Green

WDC Typology

Access

Area
(Ha)

Overall
Score

Churchyard/Cemeteries

Unrestricted

0.2

85%

1837

St Mary's Parish Churchyard

429

Conniston Close Tree Belt

Marlow

Green Corridor

Unrestricted

0.2

85%

1418

Not Known

North East High Wycombe

Amenity Space

Unrestricted

0.1

86%

909

St Mary's Churchyard

City Centre

Churchyard/Cemeteries

Unrestricted

0.5

86%

1617

Bassetbury Manor

South East High Wycombe

Garden

Unrestricted

1.0

86%

704

Wades Park Allotments

Princes Risborough/Longwick Churchyard/Cemeteries

Unrestricted

0.4

86%

1504

Wycombe west School and Collegiate

North West High Wycombe

Institutional

Unrestricted

5.4

87%

315

Lane End Village Pond

Lane End

Semi Natural

Unrestricted

0.1

87%

301

Simmonds Way Pond

Lane End

Semi Natural

Unrestricted

0.4

87%

910

Not Known

City Centre

Civic Space

Unrestricted

0.0

87%

1815

Penn Common

Tylers Green

Common/green

Unrestricted

2.2

88%

1904

Wooburn Village Green

Wooburn

Garden

Unrestricted

0.0

89%

1811

Axa Open Space

Tylers Green

Amenity Space

Unrestricted

0.6

90%

1106

Gillets Lane Open Space

Desborough

Garden

Unrestricted

0.2

90%

401

Institute Road Gardens

Marlow

Garden

Unrestricted

0.1

90%

902

Not Known

City Centre

Amenity Space

Unrestricted

0.0

91%

115

Not Known

Bourne End

Amenity Space

Unrestricted

0.1

91%

912

Riverside Garden

City Centre

Civic Space

Unrestricted

0.2

93%

906

Library Gardens

City Centre

Garden

Unrestricted

0.1

94%

904

Castle Hill Memorial Garden

City Centre

Garden

Unrestricted

0.0

94%

Table 4.12 20 Highest Scoring Sites with Unrestricted Access
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4.3.27 This trend is explained by investigating the concept of the condition score and the potential
score of open spaces. The included Condition v Potential Matrixes (See Appendix 5) plot
condition against potential for each typology.
4.3.28 This shows that smaller, formal open spaces, such as gardens and civic spaces, tend to be in
good condition and are fulfilling their potential. This is due to their size - there is no excess
space to provide new facilities; and levels of maintenance – these formal landscapes are
generally ‘show piece’ open spaces.
4.3.29 Larger open spaces, such as outdoor sports grounds and greens/commons, tend to vary in
condition, but do not generally fulfil their potential. Their size means that there is the
opportunity to provide a range of new landscape elements.
4.3.30 Further analysis of the scatter graphs shows that natural landscapes, including semi natural
open space and green corridors, tend to have a different pattern. While condition is variable,
these sites tend to be closer to meeting their potential. This may be due to the physical
structure of natural green space; while sites may be of a substantial size, it is not always be
possible to include new landscape elements alongside natural habitats such as woodland,
heathland and standing water.
4.3.31 When considering the issue of quality, separating the overall quality score allows comparisons
to be made between condition and potential; the two aspects are distinctly different, and in
order to enable effective open space management, both must be considered. It also provides
a clearer understanding of how the quality score is derived. A site considered to be of poor
quality is not necessarily in poor condition; the quality score may be reduced by the fact that
the site has a high potential for new and upgraded landscape elements.
4.3.32 The following tables show the number of good, sufficient and poor sites, based on condition
only, potential only, and overall quality score. The tables also include the average score and
range of scores within the defined group.
4.3.33 These calculations are made up of only unrestricted sites, and those sites that received a full
audit; limited or restricted access sites have been excluded, as have sites that only received a
‘comment’ during the quality audit process.

Condition

Number of Percentage
Sites
of Sites

Potential

Number of Percentage
Sites
of Sites

Quality

Number of Percentage
Sites
of Sites

Good

162

50%

High

63

20%

Good

79

25%

Sufficient

129

40%

Medium

99

31%

Sufficient

151

47%

Poor

31

10%

Low

160

50%

Poor

92

29%

Mean Potential Score

61%

Mean Quality Score

68%

Mean Condition Score
Spread of Scores

75%
31% - 100%

Condition of Unrestricted Sites

Spread of Scores

32% - 95%

Potential of Unrestricted Sites

Spread of Scores

41% - 94%

Quality of Unrestricted Sites

Table 4.13 Quality of Unrestricted Open Spaces by Condition, Potential and Quality
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4.3.34 As can be seen, there is a clear difference between condition and potential. In terms of
condition, the majority of unrestricted open space is considered to be in good condition; only
10% are considered to be poor.
4.3.35 In comparison 50% of unrestricted open space is considered to have a ‘low’ potential rating;
most sites are not fulfilling their potential– there is high potential to accommodate new
landscape features.
4.3.36 These observations are represented by the ‘mean’ averages; the average site condition score
is 75% (good/sufficient), where as the average site potential score is 61% (sufficient/poor).
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Strategic Quality Observations
Generally signage was lacking across all
sites, regardless of typology or hierarchy.;
where signage did occur it was of poor
quality. The exception to this were seminaturals sites managed by Wycombe
District Council; these sites normally had a
standard entrance sign, providing a sense
of place and identity.
Nearly all sites audited would benefit from
some form of signage, depending on size
and function. However, the district and
neighbourhood parks are in most need,
requiring varying levels of interpretation
and user information.
The audit team did observe that a
corporate signage strategy had been
implemented in a number of High
Wycombe’s parks and sports grounds, but
these are now in a poor state of repair,
Box 4.3 Signage – Strategic Observations
Maintenance of facilities and equipment
was considered to need attention.
Generally equipment, including play
facilities and site furniture, was in a poor
state of repair, lacking in adequate and
regular maintenance. This extends to
crime and vandalism; many of the sites
visited have inappropriate levels of graffiti
and wilful damage, creating the
impression of a threatening and neglected
environment.
Fly-tipping was a further issue; although
this was not as wide-spread, where flytipping was identified, it was felt to be
extensive and potentially dangerous to
users of the open space.
Box 4.4 Maintenance – Strategic Observations
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The audit team observed major quality
issues in relation to play provision; the
majority of play sites visited were in poor
condition. This ranged from sites requiring
general repair and maintenance, to sites
that should be condemned on the basis of
health and safety.
Figure 4.28 shows the distribution and
quality of all play sites within the District,
both ’stand-alone’ sites, and play
equipment that is part of a larger open
spaces, such as parks. This reveals that
poor quality sites tend to be located within
the main urban area of High Wycombe,
notably Desborough, North East High
Wycombe and Bourne End.
It was also noted by the audit team that
play sites were often poorly located,
having too many sites with play facilities in
close proximity, creating a surplus, or
having none at all, creating a deficiency.
This issue is discussed in more detail
within Section 4.4: Settlement Analysis.
In situations where there is a surplus in
proximity to play sites, and an issue of
poor quality, it was the conclusion of the
audit team that play sites should be
rationalised reducing the number of site
with play provision, and creating a
hierarchy to ensure adequate access to
NEAP and LEAP sites.
Box 4.5 Play Provision – Strategic Observations
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4.4

Settlement Analysis

4.4.1

This section provides a brief analysis of supply of open space by settlement area. A profile
is provided for each settlement, discussing supply in terms of quality, quantity and
proximity.

4.4.2

Key recommendations are also provided, highlighting priority actions by settlement area.
This is a mechanical interpretation of the data, based on theoretical analysis, and should
not be considered as conclusive actions. Instead the findings should be used as the basis
for public consultation to ascertain information on the demand for open spaces by local
communities.

4.4.3

The analysis by quality, quantity and proximity relates directly to the Settlement Analysis
Maps, and should therefore be considered within this context. The provided Glossary (see
page II) should also be used to understand the associated terminology.

4.4.4

When analysing the supply of open space, especially in relation to proximity, reference is
made to all open space, unrestricted open space, formal open space and informal open
space. The definitions of these terms are described below.
Terminology

Sites Included

All Open Spaces

All sites

Unrestricted Open Spaces

All sites with unrestricted access

Formal Open Spaces

All unrestricted parks, gardens, outdoor sports facilities
and play facilities

Informal Open Spaces

All unrestricted semi-natural spaces, green corridors,
amenity spaces, greens and commons, allotments, and
churchyard/cemeteries.

Table 4.14 Settlement Analysis Terminology

4.4.5
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The Settlement Analysis Maps are a snapshot in time; the Council will therefore need to
update the GIS Mapping and audits in order to keep the database up to date.
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4.4.1

4.4.1.1

4.4.1.2

4.4.1.3

4.4.1.4

Bourne End
Quality
Quality of open space is varied across the settlement, with comparable amounts of good,
satisfactory and poor sites. The open spaces identified as poor quality are of concern; all
are neighbourhood parks, including Wooburn Park, the settlements premier open space. In
all poor quality sites it is the ‘potential’ score that has reduced the overall quality; this
indicates that the parks are not currently fulfilling their potential.

Quantity
In comparison to the average district level of quantity, Bourne End has a much higher
quantity of all open space. This is due to the neighbouring Marlow Gravel Pits and two
additional operational/vacant sites within the settlement area.
In reality the quantity of unrestricted open space is much closer to that of the district
provision. However the quantity calculations for Bourne End suggest the amount of
informal open space is moderately lower than the district level; this includes both
allotments and semi-natural sites.

Proximity
The majority of the settlement area has sufficient proximity to neighbourhood parks.
However each site only provides a LEAP facility and only one park is equipped with youth
facilities, causing a deficiency in the provision for young people. Considering almost a
quarter of the population are children/youths, this is an important issue.

4.4.1.5

As discussed, there is a limited quantity of informal open space, and this is seen in the
proximity analysis; the only allotment site is located in the north-west of settlement and the
quality audit records this as being almost fully occupied.

4.4.1.6

In comparison, proximity to semi-natural open space is better, with access to the river
corridor and several neighbourhood sites. However three of the semi-natural sites are all
within the vicinity of Wooburn Park, causing a possible surplus in this area.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all sites considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database; priority should be given to sites 122, 102 and 101;

July 2005

•

Improve the proximity and quality to play sites by upgrading LEAPs into NEAPs.
Priority could be given to Wooburn Park (101) and Bourne End Recreation
Ground (122) as they appear to have more potential;

•

Improve the proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within
Wooburn Park (101); and

•

Improve the quantity and proximity to informal open space by providing an
informal open space provision within site 109 which is currently vacant.
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4.4.2

4.4.2.1

4.4.2.2

4.4.2.3

Flackwell Heath
Quality
Quality across the settlement is satisfactory to poor, with only Fennels Woodland (212)
considered to be of good quality. The sites identified as poor are Buckingham Way
Amenity Space (205) and Straight Bit Recreation Ground (202), both of which are not
fulfilling their potential.

Quantity
The quantity calculations show that the amount of unrestricted open space is comparable
to that of the district level of quantity. Broken down this translates to a slightly higher
quantity of informal open space, bolstered by Fennels Woodland, and a slightly lower
amount of formal open space; there is only one neighbourhood park within the settlement
area.

Proximity
The neighbourhood park (Straight Bit Recreation Ground) is centrally located, however
there are residential areas in the northwest and south-east of Flackwell Heath, which are
deficient in proximity to parks. The park is also the only formal area open space; there are
no gardens or civic spaces.

4.4.2.4

Neighbourhood play facilities and youth facilities are located within Straight Bit Recreation
Ground, with an additional LEAP site in the north-west of the settlement area. However,
there is no provision in the south-east, causing a deficiency in this location. Census
information shows that a quarter of Flackwell Heath’s population are under 19, creating a
likely demand across the settlement for access to young persons recreational provision.

4.4.2.5

The location of the woodland sites in the north-west of Flackwell Heath means there is also
a deficiency in proximity to semi-natural open space in the south-east. However access to
the surrounding countryside in this rural location does have the potential to address this
issue.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all sites considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database, especially the neighbourhood park (202);
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•

Improve quantity and proximity to formal open space by upgrading Flackwell
Heath Cricket Ground (33) to a neighbourhood park through the inclusion of play
and youth facilities; and

•

Improve proximity to semi-natural open space by ensuring access to the
countryside is maintained.
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4.4.3

4.4.3.1

4.4.3.2

4.4.3.3

4.4.3.4

Lane End
Quality
Quality of open space in Lane End is satisfactory to good, with no sites considered to be
of poor quality. The majority of the sites considered to be satisfactory are the
greens/commons in this area. The condition of all these open spaces is good, but their
size means all have the potential to provide new facilities.

Quantity
The extensive greens/commons in Lane End results in a higher quantity of informal
open space when compared with the district level of quantity. There is also a higher
quantity of semi-natural open space due to the large fragments of woodland running
east to west across the settlement area.
In comparison, the quantity of formal open space is less, but this is still slightly higher
than the district level, with two neighbourhood parks within the settlement area.

Proximity
The high quantity of green/commons and semi-natural open space means almost the
entire population has proximity to informal unrestricted open space. While there is a
surplus in several locations, there is an area of deficiency in the north of the settlement,
however the abundance of common land and the surrounding open countryside is likely
to address this issue.

4.4.3.4

The two neighbourhood parks ensure the entire settlement has sufficient proximity to
park sites, and each is equipped with play equipment and youth facilities. However the
play areas are categorised as LEAPs, reducing the catchment and creating pockets of
deficiency.

4.4.3.5

There is no amenity space within the settlement, but the greens/commons are likely to
fulfil a similar function, therefore addressing this deficiency.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the proximity to play sites by investigating the potential to creating a new
LEAP site in the north east; or
•
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Upgrade the two existing LEAPs into NEAPs to extend their catchment areas.
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4.4.4

Marlow

4.4.4.1

Quality
The majority of the open spaces in Marlow are considered to be of satisfactory to good
quality. Only four open spaces are considered to be of poor quality.

4.4.4.2

4.4.4.3

4.4.4.4

Of the poor quality sites, three are parks, each of which is failing to fulfil its potential; the
sites are all of sufficient size to improve the range of landscape features. Two of the
parks (439 and 435) are also in poor condition. This is a major concern as both are of
neighbourhood importance.

Quantity
The quantity of unrestricted open space is moderately lower than that of the district level
of quantity. Quantity of formal open space is only slightly less; it is the quantity of
informal open space that is moderately lower, specifically semi-natural open space. The
only semi-natural sites are woodland fragments on the fringes of Marlow and the River
Thames Corridor.

Proximity
The majority of park sites are located in the centre of Marlow, resulting in areas to the
east and west of the settlement that are deficient in proximity to this type of open space.
However, the problem is not as significant to the west; here the houses have larger
gardens, as suggested by the Index of Multiple Deprivation.

4.4.4.5

Due to the central location of the local and neighbourhood parks, residents in this area
are within the defined area of proximity of several sites, creating a potential a surplus of
park sites.

4.4.4.6

The distribution of play facilities is slightly better than parks with an additional two local
play sites, but there are still many areas of deficiency. Similarly only two sites are
identified as having youth provision, causing a deficiency in many of the same locations
as play.

4.4.4.7

There is also an uneven distribution of outdoor sports, gardens and civic space; these
sites are all concentrated in the south of the settlement area.

4.4.4.8

As discussed above there is a moderately lower quantity of informal open space; all
unrestricted semi-natural sites are located on the fringes of the settlement area, causing
a large area of deficiency. However, the two allotment sites are well located, and access
to the surrounding countryside does have the potential to address the issue of proximity
to semi-natural open space.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all sites considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database, priority could be given to sites 439 and 435;
•

Rationalise play site 415 which is of poor quality and does not contribute to
proximity; with improvements to the quality of play equipment within site 435; site
424 could also be rationalised;

•

Improve the quantity of formal open space, and proximity to play sites and youth
provision, by upgrading site 404 into a neighbourhood park through the inclusion
of appropriate facilities for young people; and

•

Improve proximity to youth facilities to by providing appropriate facilities within
neighbourhood park site 435.

NB The creation of a country park at Marlow Gravel Pits would address the low
quantity of informal open space, and begin to address the issue of proximity to seminatural open space. A country park could also provide improved proximity to formal
open space in the east side of Marlow if a formal park landscape could be incorporated
into the design, which could also involve a leisure facility.
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4.4.5

4.4.5.1

Marlow Bottom
Quality
Marlow Bottom only has a small number of sites, most of which are regarded as good
quality. The Hazel Road Amenity Space (504) is the only site considered to be of
satisfactory quality; access and circulation could be improved, while there is a high
potential for site furniture.

4.4.5.2

Quantity
The quantity of all types of open space is much lower than the district level of quantity.
Only 5 open spaces exist in the settlement, and only 3 of these have unrestricted access.

4.4.5.3

Proximity
Due to the low quantity of open space, there are many areas without sufficient proximity to
formal or informal open space.

4.4.5.4

The main open provision is the neighbourhood park, providing a NEAP and youth facilities.
There is also a publicly accessible semi-natural woodland, but neither of these sites have
sufficient catchment to cover the entire settlement area.

4.4.5.5

When considering all unrestricted open space, including Hazel Close Amenity Space,
proximity is a particular issue in the south-east of the village where there is clear
deficiency. However the surrounding countryside is likely to act as a valuable open space
resource.
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Key Recommendations
(None)
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4.4.6

4.4.6.1

4.4.6.2

4.4.6.3

Naphill and Walters Ash
Quality
The majority of sites within the settlement of Naphill and Walters Ash are considered to be
of poor quality. This is due to the potential of the sites; all sites, especially Naphill
Common, are not fulfilling there potential, and have a high ability to accommodate new
landscape elements if the demand requires.

Quantity
Due to the relatively low population of Naphill and Walters Ash, there is a much higher
quantity of open space when compared to the district level of quantity. The commons in
particular provide a large amount of informal open space.

Proximity
There is only one neighbourhood park site in the south settlement, resulting in a deficiency
in proximity to parks to the north of the settlement. The park site also contains the only play
facility within the settlement area.

4.4.6.4

Proximity to other formal open spaces is also deficient; there are no gardens, civic spaces,
or youth facilities and the only sports ground has restricted access.

4.4.6.5

In terms of informal open space, proximity to the two allotment sites is sufficient. Proximity
to semi-natural is deficient; the only provision is located in the south of the settlement area.
However the common land and surrounding countryside is likely to provide a substitute for
semi-natural open space provision.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve proximity to formal open space and provision for young people by
upgrading the RAF Sports Ground (608) to a neighbourhood park with play and
youth facilities;

July 2005

•

Improve the proximity to youth facilities by providing an appropriate facility within
site 603; and

•

Improve proximity to play sites by upgrading the LEAP within site 603 to a NEAP,
extending the play sites catchment area.
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4.4.7

4.4.7.1

4.4.7.2

4.4.7.3

4.4.7.4

Princes Risborough and Longwick
Quality
The quality of sites within Princes Risborough is generally considered to be satisfactory to
good. Two sites are considered to be of poor quality in Princes Risborough; these are 727,
an outdoor sports ground, and 718, a neighbourhood park. The sports ground is
considered to be in poor condition, while both sites are not fulfilling their potential. In
Longwick there is only one unrestricted site; this is considered to be of good quality.

Quantity
When compared to the district level of quantity, Princess Risborough and Longwick have
moderately less unrestricted open space. This is due to the lack of informal open space;
there are no allotments or semi-natural open space within the settlement area.
The quantity of formal open space is slightly higher; Princess Risborough has a high
number of sports grounds and parks. No gardens or civic spaces contribute to the quantity
of formal provision, but considering the current lack of informal provision, new formal
provision is not considered a priority.

Proximity
Proximity to parks is generally sufficient. The sub-settlement area of Longwick has one
neighbourhood park, which serves the entire village, and the four parks in Princess
Risborough are well distributed to provide coverage for the most of the settlement area.
Proximity to play grounds is also sufficient; each of the four parks has a LEAP.

4.4.7.5

The only area not to have sufficient access to parks and play sites is in the south of
Princess Risborough, although this is not a major concern; the area is partially designated
as a employment zone and there are no obvious sites that could be developed to address
this deficiency.

4.4.7.6

In terms of youth provision, two of the neighbourhood parks are equipped, but again
proximity is deficient in the south of the settlement.

4.4.7.7

As discussed under quantity, there is moderately less informal unrestricted open space.
While proximity to amenity space is generally sufficient, and even surplus in some areas,
there are no semi-natural or allotment sites within the settlement area.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all site considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database; priority should be given to sites 727 and 718;
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•

Improve the quantity of informal open space and proximity to allotments by
investigating demand and potential locations for a new facility;

•

Improve proximity to play sites by providing a LEAP within amenity space 707;
and

•

Improve proximity to youth provision by providing an appropriate facility on
neighbourhood park site 712.
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4.4.8

Stokenchurch

4.4.8.1

Quality
The quality of sites within Stokenchurch is satisfactory to good; no open spaces are
considered to be of poor quality.

4.4.8.2

Sites considered to be of satisfactory quality include Longbarrow Park (817), the only park
within the settlement area. The landscape features of this park are considered to be in
excellent condition, but due to its size and limited facilities, it is not currently fulfilling its
potential.

4.4.8.3

Other sites considered to be satisfactory are the various sections of Stokenchurch
Common. Again condition is scored as good, but their size means there is a high potential
for other uses.

4.4.8.4

4.4.8.5

4.4.8.6

Quantity
In comparison with the district level of quantity, Stokenchurch has a slightly lower quantity
of unrestricted open space. This is due to the quantity of informal open space; while the
amount of amenity open space and allotments is above that of the district level, the amount
of semi natural open space is moderately lower.
In terms of formal open space, the quantity is slightly higher than that of the district level.
This is due to three relatively large outdoor sports sites and Longbarrow Park.

Proximity
Proximity to parks is deficient. There is only one neighbourhood park, and this is located
on the northern fringe of the settlement. The park also contains the only youth and play
facilities, resulting in a deficiency in proximity to provision for young people.

4.4.8.7

Ideally a new local park would be created in the south-east. However there appears to be
no potential sites. The settlement does have a high quantity of informal amenity space
(Stokenchurch Common, site 814); with a deficiency in proximity to parks, these spaces
are likely to provide an opportunity for outdoor recreational activities.

4.4.8.8

Proximity to other unrestricted informal open space is also deficient, with only one
woodland site and one allotment site within the settlement area. However the size and low
occupancy rate (35%) of the allotment means an additional site is not necessarily required.
Additionally, the rural location of Stokenchurch means there is likely to be good access to
the countryside, compensating for the deficiency in proximity to semi-natural sites.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quantity of formal open space by investigating the potential of
providing a formal garden or square on part of Stokenchurch Common; the quality
audit has demonstrated that this site has a high potential for other uses;

July 2005

•

Improve the proximity to play sites by upgrading the LEAP within site 817 to a
NEAP, extending the play sites catchment area;

•

Improve the proximity to play sites by providing a LEAP within amenity space 803
or 818; and

•

Improve proximity to formal open space by upgrading outdoor sports site 811 to a
neighbourhood park through the inclusion of play and youth facilities.
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4.4.9

4.4.9.1

4.4.9.2

4.4.9.3

4.4.9.4

High Wycombe Town Centre
Quality
The quality of sites within High Wycombe Town Centre is good; no sites are considered to
be of poor or satisfactory quality. The majority of these sites are small gardens and
amenity spaces that are well maintained, and have little potential to accommodate new
landscape features.

Quantity
In comparison to the district level of quantity, the quantity of unrestricted open space in the
Town Centre is moderately lower, the exception being the quantity of gardens and amenity
space, as discussed above.
Despite this reduced amount, there is no potential for increasing quantity. Additionally
there is good access to neighbouring sites, notably the Rye in South East High Wycombe;
this is a District Park with a wide range of landscape features and functions. Sustaining
and improving access to sites such as the Rye is vital.

Proximity
There is generally sufficient proximity to unrestricted open space; the amenity spaces,
gardens and civic space are well distributed.

4.4.9.5

In terms of parks, the Rye district park in the neighbouring settlement area provides good
access to formal open space, including youth and play facilities. However, the proximity
maps do indicate an area of deficiency in proximity to facilities for young people in the
north-west of the settlement area.

4.4.9.6

When considering proximity to informal open space there is a deficiency in allotment sites,
but the availability of a suitable site and likely demand in the commercial city centre does
not make this a priority issue. However, proximity to informal semi-natural sites is sufficient;
the woodland (1632) in the neighbouring settlement of South East High Wycombe is of
district importance, and therefore has an extensive catchment area.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve proximity to play sites by investigating the potential of creating a toddler
facility within site 913 (civic open space) OR site 909 (Churchyard), affectively
serving a more transient population, such as parents with young children.
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4.4.10 Daws Hill
Quality
4.4.10.1 The quality of open space in Daws Hill varies from poor to good, with the majority of the
sites being considered of satisfactory quality. The Spinney Amenity Space (1008) is the
only site to be considered as poor quality; this is due to the site not fulfilling it potential.

Quantity
4.4.10.2 Daws Hill has a high quantity of open space when compared to the district level of quantity.
However, much of this is restricted and limited access, resulting in a slightly lower quantity
of unrestricted open space when compared to the district level.
4.4.10.2 In terms of unrestricted formal open space the quantity is moderately higher due to High
Wycombe Sports Centre, an indoor leisure complex, with substantial outdoor sports
facilities. The quantity of unrestricted informal open space is moderately lower than the
district standard; only two small woodland fragments and 4 small amenity spaces fall within
the settlement area.

Proximity
4.4.10.3 Proximity to unrestricted formal open space is deficient. With the exception of the
Wycombe Sports Centre in the south-west of the Daws Hill settlement area, there is no
other formal open space provision. Similarly, there is no to facilities for young people.
4.4.10.4 The Rye district park is located in the neighbouring settlement area, and has the potential
to contribute to the provision of formal open space, but is severed from the Daws Hill
settlement area by site 1620, a private school ground, and RAF High Wycombe base.
4.4.10.5 Ideally a new local park would be created within this settlement area, to improve the
quantity and proximity to unrestricted formal space, however there appears to be no
potential sites. In addition there is not likely to be a great demand; private housing in this
area generally has large gardens, as indicated by the Index of Multiple Deprivation.
4.4.10.6 In terms of informal open space, proximity to semi-natural sites is deficient. While there are
two local woodland sites, the main semi-natural site within the vicinity of Daws Hill is The
Rye and Holywell Mead Woodland (201), but this is inaccessible due to the restricted RAF
Base.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of amenity space 1008 and proximity to play sites by providing
a LEAP within the site; the quality audit has demonstrated that this site has a high
potential for other uses; and
•

July 2005

Improve the proximity to play sites by investigating the potential to provide a
NEAP within site 1001.
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4.4.11 Desborough
Quality
4.4.11.1 The quality of sites within the settlement of Desborough is generally satisfactory. The only
site considered to be of good quality is Desborough Rec. However, while condition of the
site is good, there is still potential for new landscape elements, notably teen play,
biodiversity and signage.
4.4.11.2 No poor quality sites are identified in the settlement area, however there are several poor
quality sites in the surrounding neighbourhoods. While residents of Desborough will use
these, their quality is discussed in relation to the specific settlement areas.

Quantity
4.4.11.3 Based on the population of Desborough, the quantity of unrestricted open space is slightly
lower than that of the district level. This is due to the severe lack of informal open space;
with the exception of one small amenity site there is no other informal open space
provision.
4.4.11.4 In terms of formal open space, the quantity is slightly higher than the district level, due to
Desborough Rec, which is over 6 ha in size.

Proximity
4.4.11.5 There is no access to either Local or Neighbourhood Parks in large parts of this settlement
area. Desborough Rec is the only park within the settlement area and is only accessible for
the western ‘half’ of the settlement.
4.4.11.6 There are two play sites in Desborough, the main facility located within Desborough Rec.
However there is a deficiency in proximity to youth provision.
4.4.11.7 Proximity to informal open space is considered to be generally sufficient, but specifically,
proximity to semi-natural sites is deficient in the centre of Desborough, while proximity to
allotments sites is deficient in the east of the settlement area.
4.4.11.8 Ideally a new local park with provision for young people would be created in the east of
settlement area, where proximity is deficient to any type of open space. However, there
appears to be no potential sites. Any new residential development should therefore include
on-site provision.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve proximity to youth provision by providing an appropriate facility within
Desborough Rec (1105).
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4.4.12 Hazlemere and Great Kingshill
Quality
4.4.12.1 Hazlemere and Great Kingshill have comparable amounts of poor, satisfactory and good
quality open spaces. The poor quality sites are mainly of neighbourhood importance,
including Great Kingshill Common (1228), Beaumont Way Semi-Natural Open Space
(1217) and Hazlemere Recreation Ground (1209 and 1223). All of these sites are of
satisfactory condition, but their size means they have potential for new or improved
landscape features, reducing the overall quality score.
4.4.12.2 The sites that are considered to be of good quality are the smaller amenity areas where
landscape condition is good, and there is little or no potential to accommodate new
landscape elements.

Quantity
4.4.12.3 The quantity of unrestricted open space is slightly lower than that of the district level of
quantity. This is due amount of informal open space when compared to the district level; all
semi-natural and allotment sites are small in size and there is limited number of amenity
space. However there is good access across the fields to the west of Park County Middle
School (1212), making this lower quantity a minor concern.
4.4.12.4 The amount of formal open space is comparable to the district quantity, with four
neighbourhood park sites. However there are no formal civic spaces or gardens.

Proximity
4.4.12.5 Proximity to parks is generally sufficient. As discussed above there are four parks within
this settlement area, one in Great Kingshill and three in Hazlemere. However there is a
small area of deficiency along the north-eastern fringe of Hazlemere.
4.4.12.6 Proximity to play sites is deficient, especially in Hazlemere; there are no neighbourhood
play facilities, only local provision. Similarly, there is only one youth facility within the
settlement area, resulting in many areas without adequate access to provision.
4.4.12.7 Proximity to informal open space is better, with sufficient proximity to amenity space and
allotments. There are also many neighbourhood semi-natural open spaces. The only areas
deficient in proximity to this type of open space are the northern residential area of
Hazlemere and in Great Kingshill. However it is acknowledged that in these locations the
surrounding countryside does provide a suitable alternative to semi-natural open space.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all sites considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database; priority should be given to Great Kingshill Common (1228),
Beaumont Way Semi-Natural Open Space (1217) and Hazlemere Recreation
Ground (1209 and 1223);

July 2005

•

Improve proximity to play sites by upgrading LEAPs within site 1223 and 1218 into
NEAPs and provide a local play facility within amenity site 1201;

•

Improve proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within
neighbourhood park site 1228, depending on demand;

•

Improve proximity to youth provision by expanding the range of facilities within
Hazlemere Recreation Ground (1209 and 1223); and

•

Improve proximity to semi-natural open space by creating better access to the
countryside, depending on demand and existing proximity.
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4.4.13 Hughenden Valley
Quality
4.4.13.1 The quality of sites in Hughenden Valley varies from poor to good. Benjamin’s Footpath
(1319), a green corridor, is one of the sites considered to be of poor quality. This is due to
its landscape condition; signage, boundary features and maintenance all require attention.
Another site considered to be of poor quality is Hughenden Park (1518). Although this site
is in good condition, it does not fulfil its potential.

Quantity
4.4.13.2 Quantity of unrestricted open space is slightly higher than that of the district level of
quantity. This is due to the inclusion of Hughenden Park and High Wycombe Cemetery,
both large unrestricted open spaces. Hughenden Park also contributes to the high quantity
of formal open space, which includes the garden of the High Wycombe Museum (1304).
4.4.13.3 In relation to informal open space, there is a slightly higher quantity of allotments; two
allotment sites are located within the settlement. However there is a moderately lower
quantity of semi-natural open space; there are only two small semi-natural sites, totalling
less than 2ha in size.

Proximity
4.4.13.4 Proximity to parks is considered to be deficient. There are no local parks within Hughenden
Valley. Similarly there are no play or youth facilities. The 3 neighbourhood parks within the
adjacent settlement areas do provide some access to provision for young people, but this
is not sufficient.
4.4.13.5 As discussed above, there is an above average quantity of allotments. The distribution of
sites also ensures proximity to allotments is sufficient across the settlement area.
4.4.13.6 In terms of proximity to semi-natural sites, there is a deficiency in the south of the
settlement area, within the vicinity of High Wycombe Cemetery. However the potential of
the near by countryside to act as a substitute for semi-natural open space should be
considered.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all site considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database, especially Hughenden Park (1518) and Benjamin’s Footpath
(1319);
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•

Improve the proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within
Hughenden Park (1518) and Bowerdean Recreation Ground (1414);

•

Improve the proximity to play sites by upgrading the LEAPs within sites 1427 and
1414 to NEAPs, improving the sites catchment areas; and

•

Improve the proximity to formal open space by investigating the potential to create
a local park with provision for young people within site 1311.
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4.4.14 North East High Wycombe
Quality
4.4.14.1 The quality of sites in Hazel and Great Kingshill is variable. The smaller play sites and
amenity sites tend to be of better quality, while the parks and semi-natural sites appear to
be of poorer quality.
4.4.14.2 Sites identified as poor quality include Totteridge Recreation Ground (1427), which
although is considered to be in good condition, has high potential for new and improved
landscape features. Ceder Park Recreation Ground (1414) and Lucas Wood (1447) are
also considered to be of poor quality. Both are in poor condition and are not fulfilling their
potential.

Quantity
4.4.14.3 The quantity of unrestricted open space is slightly lower than that of the district level of
quantity. The main difference is in the amount of formal unrestricted open space. While
there are many local and neighbourhood parks, there are no sports grounds, civic space or
gardens within the settlement are.
4.4.14.4 In terms of informal open space, the quantity is comparable with the district level.
Specifically, there is a large quantity of semi-natural sites. This is due to Kings Wood and
Hanging Croft Wood, both large semi-natural woodlands. However there is a slightly lower
quantity of allotments; there is only one small allotment site within the settlement area.

Proximity
4.4.14.5 Proximity to parks is considered to be sufficient; there are three neighbourhood parks and
two local parks within the settlement area. In addition, The Rye district park is accessible to
the residents in the south of North East High Wycombe. However, there are no formal
garden sites or sports grounds within the settlement area.
4.4.14.6 There are several LEAP facilities across the settlement area. However the majority of
these are closely located, causing a surplus in one area, and a deficiency in others. In
relation to youth provision, only one site in the settlement area has a youth facility, also
resulting in deficiency in proximity.
4.4.14.7 In terms of informal open space, due to the surrounding woodland, proximity to seminatural open space is sufficient, with coverage across the entire settlement. However
proximity to allotment sites is generally deficient; as discussed above, there is only one
allotment site within the settlement area.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all site considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database; priority should be given to sites 1427 and 1414;
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•

Improve the deficiency in formal open space by providing a garden on one of the
many amenity sites, for example site 1426;

•

Improve proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within the
existing park sites 1414 and 1423;

•

Improve proximity to play sites by upgrading LEAPs within sites 1427 and 1414
into NEAPs, OR providing a new LEAP at vacant site 1441; and

•

Consider the rationalisation of play facilities where access to multiple sites is
possible.
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4.4.15 North West High Wycombe
Quality
4.4.15.1 Sites within the settlement of North West High Wycombe are generally considered to be of
poor quality. Examples of poor quality sites include semi-natural sites 1532 and 1533. Both
are reasonable condition, and have some potential to accommodate new landscape
features, such boundary features, signage and furniture.
4.4.15.2 The park within the settlement area is Plumer Hill Open Space (1505). This is of
reasonable condition, but has potential for new landscape features, including signage,
furniture and play provision.
4.4.15.3 The only site considered to be of good quality is Wycombe West School and Collegiate;
this site is in excellent condition and has little potential to accommodate new landscape
features.

Quantity
4.4.15.4 The quantity of unrestricted open space is moderately higher than that of the district
standard. This is shown in the amount of formal open space; there are three sports ground
within the vicinity of the settlement area and a large neighbourhood park. West Wycombe
Hill is also included in the quantity calculations; this is 21 hectare Regional site, located to
the west of the settlement area.
4.4.15.5 The quantity of informal open space is the same as the district level. The main provision of
informal open space is semi-natural and common land, with several local amenity spaces.
There is one allotment site, but this is relatively small in size.

Proximity
4.4.15.6 The neighbourhood park site (Plumer Hill Open Space) is centrally located, ensuring
proximity to park sites is sufficient. However proximity to play sites is deficient; Plumer Hill
Open Space is not equipped with play facilities, and there are only two local play sites,
both on the edge of the settlement area.
4.4.15.7 In relation to informal open space, there is a deficiency in proximity to semi-natural space
in central North West High Wycombe. There is also a deficiency in proximity to allotment
sites, with only the fringe areas of settlement having adequate access to provision.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all site considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database;
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•

Improve quantity and proximity to formal garden open space by investigating the
potential to include formal planting within neighbourhood park site 1505;

•

Improve proximity to formal open space by creating a local park within vacant site
1506, possibly as part of a housing development scheme;

•

Improve proximity to play sites by provision of a NEAP within neighbourhood park
site 1505;

•

Improve proximity to play sites by provision of a LEAP within site 1517, depending
on demand; and

•

Improve proximity to semi-natural open space by investigating the potential to
include biodiversity within neighbourhood park site 1505.
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4.4.16 South East High Wycombe
Quality
4.4.16.1 The quality of sites range form poor to good, however the majority of sites are considered
to be of satisfactory and poor quality.
4.4.16.2 The Rye (1629) and Kingsmead Recreation Ground (1637), district/neighbourhood parks,
are both examples of poor quality sites. Interrogation of the database reveals that this is
due to potential; both sites are to good condition but have a high potential for new
landscape features.
4.4.16.3 Darehams Lane Sports Ground (1603) and Wycombe Marsh Allotments (1633) are further
examples of poor quality sites. In these examples both condition of the existing landscape
features is poor and potential for new landscape features is high.
4.4.16.4 The only site considered to be of good quality is Bassetbury Manor (1617); the site is
excellent condition and it meeting its full potential.

Quantity
4.4.16.5 The quantity of all unrestricted open space is much higher than that of the district level.
This is due to three major open spaces, including The Rye, Kingsmead Recreation
Ground, and The Rye and Holywell Mead Woodland, providing over 100 hectares of
formal and informal open space.
4.4.16.6 In relation to the district level, there is also ample provision of amenity and allotment sites.

Proximity
4.4.16.7 Proximity to parks is sufficient. Although there are only two parks within the settlement
area, these are both of neighbourhood/district significance, resulting in a large catchment
area. Two potential areas of deficiency have been identified, however these are in
employment areas, reducing the likely demand for such provision.
4.4.16.8 The proximity is the same for provision for young people; there is sufficient proximity to
play sites and youth facilities, the only exception being in the centre of the settlement area,
which is dominated by industrial uses.
4.4.16.9 Proximity to informal open space is also generally sufficient. The Rye and Holywell Mead
Woodland is a semi-natural site of district significance, while Fennels Wood (1622) is a
neighbourhood semi-natural provision.
4.4.16.10 However there is a deficiency in proximity to allotment sites; the three allotments sites are
closely located, creating a surplus in the centre of the settlement area, resulting in a
deficiency in the south-east. However there appears to be no potential sites that could
address this issue.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all site considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database; priority should be given to The Rye (1629), Kingsmead
Recreation Ground (1637) and Darehams Lane Sports Ground (1603).
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4.4.17 South West High Wycombe
Quality
4.4.17.1 The quality of sites in South West Wycombe from poor to good, however the majority of
sites are considered to be of poor quality.
4.4.17.2 This includes many of the neighbourhood parks. For example, sites 1702 (Booker
Recreation Ground), 1703 (Holmers Farm Recreation Ground) and 1741are all in
sufficient/good condition, but are not currently fulfilling their potential; play equipment,
signage, circulation and biodiversity are common landscape features that should be
considered.
4.4.17.3 Many semi-natural sites are also considered to be of poor quality. For example Castlefield
and Rowliffe Woodland (1713) is not fulfilling its potential and is also is in poor condition;
maintenance was noted as a particular issue on this site.
4.4.17.4 Only two sites were considered to be of good quality were sites 1708 and 1739. Both
amenity spaces in good condition, with little or no potential to accommodate new
landscape features.

Quantity
4.4.17.5 In comparison to the district level, South West High Wycombe has a slightly lower quantity
of unrestricted open space. Despite numerous parks and semi-natural sites, this settlement
area has one of the highest populations, reducing the amount of open space per 1000
population.

Proximity
4.4.17.6 Six neighbourhood parks provide sufficient proximity across the settlement area. The only
area of with a deficiency is in the south-east, between Cressex Industrial Estate and John
Hampden Grammar School.
4.4.17.7 In relation to provision for young people, proximity to play site is deficient. While there are
eight play sites, all of these are LEAPs, significantly reducing the catchment of each facility.
Proximity to youth facilities is better, with the areas of deficiency limited to the eastern area
of South West High Wycombe.
4.4.17.8 The Cressex Industrial Estate Landscape Buffer provides a wealth of informal amenity
space in the centre of the settlement area. While this may be considered to be surplus, the
open space has an invaluable visual benefit.
4.4.17.9 There are also many semi-natural sites, however these are found towards the edges of the
settlement area, causing proximity to be deficient in the south-east. Proximity to allotments
is also deficient, with only one site in the north of South West High Wycombe.

July 2005

Page 87

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all site considered to be ‘poor’ through the interrogation of
the quality database;

July 2005

•

Improve the quantity and proximity to informal open space by investigating the
potential to create a new site within the south of the settlement. Although not
audited, vacant land was identified adjacent to Cressex Astro Turf (1734), and
would be suitable as a semi-natural area;

•

Improve the quantity of formal open space by providing a garden on one of the
many amenity sites;

•

Improve the proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within
existing park site 1732;

•

Improve the proximity to play sites by upgrading the LEAP within sites 1745 to a
NEAP;

•

Improve the proximity to play sites by providing a NEAP facility within site 1703;
and

•

Consider the rationalisation of play facilities where there is access to three or
more sites.
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4.4.18 Tylers Green
Quality
4.4.18.1 Quality of open space is varied across the settlement area, with a comparable number of
sites being identified as poor, satisfactory and good quality.
4.4.18.2 Sites considered to be of poor quality include Rose Avenue Recreation Ground (1814) and
Ashley Drive Recreation Ground (1804). These neighbourhood parks are both in poor
condition and are not currently fulfilling their potential.
4.4.18.3 Site 1844 (Kings Wood) is also considered to be of poor quality. While the condition of the
site is good, the site is not fulfilling its potential, having potential for better visitor facilities,
including signage, footpaths and furniture, and even ‘off-road’ youth facilities such as
adventure play and mountain biking.
4.4.18.4 The sites considered to be of good quality include many of the amenity spaces and
common/greens. These are in good condition and have little potential to include new
landscape features. Site 1803 is another example of a good quality site; this playground is
in excellent condition with little potential to improve.

Quantity
4.4.18.5 The quantity of unrestricted open space is slightly higher than that of the district level. This
is due to the amount of informal open space; Kingswood and Penn Common provide over
40 hectares of unrestricted semi-natural open space. In terms of formal provision, there is
a slightly lower level than when compared to the district; there are only two parks and one
sports ground within the settlement area.

Proximity
4.4.18.6 Proximity to parks is sufficient; the three neighbourhood parks within Tylers Green and the
adjacent settlement area. Proximity to park sites in the south-east of the settlement area is
deficient, however this is not deemed significant; there is access to Kingswood and
residents in this location have access to large, private gardens.
4.4.18.7 Each of the three parks has a play facility, however these are categorised as LEAPs,
reducing their catchment and causing a deficiency. Similarly proximity to youth provision is
deficient; there is only one youth facility within the settlement area.
4.4.18.8 Proximity to unrestricted informal open space is sufficient. As discussed above, there is a
large quantity of semi-natural open space. Where proximity is deficient in the north-east of
the settlement area, the surrounding countryside provides a substitute for natural open
space.
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Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of all sites considered to be of ‘poor’ through the interrogation
of the quality database; priority should be given to Rose Avenue Recreation
Ground (1814) and Ashley Drive Recreation Ground (1804);
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•

Improve proximity to play sites by upgrading the LEAPs in sites 1223 and 1814
into NEAPs; and

•

Improve proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within
neighbourhood park sites1223, 1814 and possibly 1844.
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4.4.19 Wooburn
Quality
4.4.19.1 The quality of unrestricted open space within Wooburn is considered to be of satisfactory
to good quality. Only one site was considered to be of poor quality. This local playground
(1902) is currently in poor condition and has some ability to accommodate new landscape
features, or even rationalised.
4.4.19.2 Sites considered to be of satisfactory quality include an amenity space (1907) and local
park (1909). Both of these sites are in good condition, but are not currently fulfilling their
potential.

Quantity
4.4.19.3 The quantity of unrestricted open space in the settlement of Wooburn is slightly lower than
that of the district standard. The amount of formal open space is slightly higher than the
district level, mainly due to the size of Wooburn Park and Glory Mill Sports Ground (1910).
4.4.19.4 However it is the amount unrestricted informal open space that causes the reduction in the
amount of unrestricted open space. Within the settlement area there is only limited
amounts of amenity space and the largest semi-natural site has restricted access.

Proximity
4.4.19.5 Proximity to parks is generally deficient. There is one neighbourhood park and one local
park but these do not provide a complete catchment. Similarly proximity to play sites is
deficient; three sites are accessible form the settlement area, but all are LEAPs, limiting the
catchment. There is no youth provision in the settlement area.
4.4.19.6 While proximity to amenity space is sufficient, access to other types of informal open space
is deficient. The only unrestricted semi-natural sites are in the adjacent settlement area,
and there are no allotment sites.

July 2005

Page 91

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

Key Recommendations
• Improve the quality of site 1902, considered to be ‘poor’, through the interrogation
of the quality database OR improve the quantity and proximity to unrestricted
informal open space by developing site 1902 as an allotment or semi-natural area;
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•

Improve the quantity and proximity to unrestricted semi-natural open space by
providing access to restricted site 1911;

•

Improve proximity to formal open space by investigating the potential to include
play and youth facilities within outdoor sports site 1910; and

•

Improve the proximity to youth provision by providing appropriate facilities within
Wooburn Park (101).
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5.

5.1

Conclusions and Recommendations
Supply of Open Space
Having completed the audit process, several ‘cross cutting themes’ were evident across the
District. As discussed in Section 4.2: District Analysis, these included the issues of the
provision and quality of play space, site signage and site maintenance of equipment and
facilities. This is by no means an exhaustive list, but it does represent the findings of the audit
team.

5.2

Providing appropriate signage and ensuring the open space is well maintained, including the
up-keep of play equipment, relates to the notion of making an open space feel ‘welcoming’;
this is essential to encourage active use and community ownership of sites.

5.3

Quality and condition could be improved across the district by writing and implementing
management plans. This may include site based management plans for
district/neighbourhood sites, and generic plans for more local sites. These may also relate to
working towards a Green-Flag Award, a scheme began in 1996 as a means of recognising
and rewarding the best green spaces in the country.

5.4

The priority sites that require quality improvements are discussed in Section 4.4: Settlement
Analysis. However the recommendations are by no means exhaustive; the database should
be used to identify specific quality issues and priority actions. The District Analysis (Section
4.3) has also identified broader settlement areas where quality appears to be poor; this level
of detail allows actions to be developed for areas of poor provision within areas of high
deprivation.

5.5

The use of proximity buffers and severance lines shows where access to open space is
sufficient and/or surplus; by default this shows areas of deficiency. At the settlement level
proximity buffers have been applied to a range of sites, including Semi-natural Open Space
and Allotments. However, it may be more appropriate for deficiencies to be identified in
relation to recreational open space; for this purpose the Database has been adapted to allow
WDC to select the sites that contribute to outdoor recreational space.

5.6

However, all buffers used are theoretical and need to be confirmed by public consultation to
establish walking patterns more accurately.

5.7

Quantity of open space has been assessed by comparing the amount of open space with the
population within a geographic area, calculating the hectares of open space per 1000
population. Based on the results of the site audits it is recommended that the level of open
space should be maintained, and that policy should be directed towards improving existing
open space; the majority of sites could improve their quality score either through improving
the condition of existing features, or providing new facilities. However, in areas of deficiency,
new open space types will still need to be sought, either by providing new sites, or diversifying
existing.
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5.8

It needs to be noted that there is a significant difference between urban and rural settlements;
the idea of Settlement Hierarchy gives rise to the concept that some forms of open provision
are concentrated in a limited number of key settlements but are intended to serve several
settlements. Therefore the quantity and proximity levels derived for some urban settlement
areas may of little relevance in rural settlements.

Demand of Open Space
5.9

As discussed in the planning policy review, it is now necessary to undertake public
consultation. The current recommendations are based on professional experience and best
practice guidance; the basis for the analysis needs to be justified through an assessment of
demand.

5.10

It is impossible to identify local demand properly without involving local communities; any
parks and open spaces strategy should reflect the needs and aspirations of local people.
Techniques for consulting and involving local communities might include:
•

User Surveys;

•

Household Surveys;

•

Street Surveys;

•

Focus groups, local workshops or Planning for Real exercises;

•

Citizens Panels, Residents Panel and Community Forums; and

•

Consultations with user groups.

Contributions to Open Space
5.11

The analysis of open space provision suggests that there are deficiencies in both quality and
quantity. This analysis provides WDC with robust data on the supply of open space and
evidence of the need to upgrade the existing open space strategy, and an indication of where
Section 106 contributions might be prioritised.

5.12

The Council therefore needs a clear, transparent and methodical approach for assessing the
financial provisions required from new development. However, as demonstrated, there is a
need for a method that would allow on-site/ off-site provision, and contribution to district as
well as local facilities, both in terms of quality, proximity and quantity.

5.13

Appendix 8 provides suggested guidance as to how a Supplementary Planning Document
could be established, setting out how the Council will calculate the amount of open space
required on-site, the amount of contributions required for off-site provision, and commuted
sums.
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Future Use of Database
5.14

The GIS Mapping and Microsoft Access linked Database are a key component of this study
and should be actively used as a tool for the planning of the District’s open space. As
demonstrated by the analysis of supply of open space, the Database can be used to identify
areas where is deficient or surplus proximity to open space, and thus provide evidence for the
rationalisation or requirement of new open space

5.15

In addition, the Database contains a large amount of information about the Quality of open
space and its landscape components, which can inform decisions regarding priority
improvements and long-term landscape management. However the Database is used, this
should be dynamic process, updating the data regularly to ensure that is provides accurate
information.
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Appendix 1: Planning Policy and Background Information
National Planning Policy
The purpose of this section is to review those parts of the national planning policy that are relevant to
the consideration in the provision of open space.
Legislation
Central to the function of the land use planning system is the primary legislation provided in the
Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). This identifies who is responsible for decision
making (the processing and determination of applications for permission to develop land or
buildings) and indicates how development proposals are to be determined.
Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
In December 2001, the Government issued a Green Paper – Planning: Delivering a Fundamental
Change – as a consultation document, seeking to promote planning as a positive tool and as a
process which adds value to communities through encouraging high quality development in the
right places to meet local needs, better design and better community involvement.

The

culmination of 18 months of review and amendment is the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Bill, which was granted Royal Assent on 14 May 2004, and which came into force in September
2004.
One of the key elements of the reforms is the use of Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) to
replace the present system of Structure Plans and Local Plans. The LDF will contain two types of
planning policy document; development plan documents that will be part of the statutory
development plan, the supplementary planning documents that will provide additional guidance.
With regard to planning obligations, the government advocates replacing the present system of
negotiated agreements as far as possible with a locally set tariff. No specific detail is provided as
to how local tariffs will be set, although there has been debate about Government setting national
guidelines and local authorities setting the levels of obligations relevant to local development
pressures and local community needs, particularly where these are supported by good quality
assessments of need.
Further guidance on this issue is due to be published in the coming months. But Circular 1/017
currently provides key guidance on planning obligations and supports the use of standard charges
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and formulae as a method for setting clear, predictable and transparent methods for seeking
contributions.
Comment:
The Open Space Study should inform the preparation of the Wycombe District Local
Development Framework, which in turn should inform the preparation of Development Plan
Documents, including Area Action Plans and Supplementary Planning Documents.
Planning Policy Guidance
Within the legislative framework provided by the various Planning Acts, the Government has
issued a number of PPGs which outline the way the planning system should respond and help
achieve wider Government policy aims and objectives, particularly those where the land use
planning system may play a key part.

Such objectives are broadly identified as sustainable

development, a prosperous economy, reducing the need to travel, economic growth, and social
inclusion, alongside the need to protect and enhance the natural and built environment.
Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, it should be noted that Planning Policy
Guidance notes (PPGs) are being replaced by Planning Policy Statements (PPSs). They provide
more concise policy guidance, supported by companion good practice guides and supplementary
reports.
However, not all PPGs/PPSs are relevant to this Study. The key policy guidance is PPG17:
Planning for open space, sport and recreation, and this has been reviewed in full. Reference has
also been made to several relevant PPSs; these include:
•

PPS 1 Creating Sustainable Communities;

•

PPS 6 Planning for Town Centres; and

•

PPS 9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (Draft).

PPS1 Creating Sustainable Communities
PPS1 Creating Sustainable Communities sets out the Government’s high level policy objectives
for planning. The key elements of which include the need for planning authorities to take an
approach based on integrating the four aims of sustainable development:
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Economic development;

•

Social inclusion;
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•

Environmental protection; and

•

Prudent use of resources.

Furthermore, the guidance stresses the need for the planning system to be transparent,
accessible and accountable and to actively promote participation, through community involvement
in the planning process.
Comment:
The results of the study will feed into the preparation of the LDF, including the need to protect
and enhance existing areas of open space, as well as identification of potential surplus sites.

PPS 6 Planning for Town Centres
PPS 6 Planning for Town Centres aims to promote high quality and inclusive design, improving
the public realm and protecting and enhancing open spaces. Furthermore, the policy aims to
ensure town centres provide an attractive and accessible environment for business, shoppers and
residents.
Comment:
The Open Space Study has involved an assessment of open spaces with the Town Centre. High
quality sites are identified, along with recommendations as to how individual sites could be
improved, therefore contributing further to the quality of the public realm.

PPS9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
PPS9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation sets out three key objectives:
•

The integration of biodiversity with other economic, social and environmental
considerations;

•

The conservation, enhancement and restoration of the diversity of England’s
wildlife and its geological and geomorphological sites; and

•

The incorporation of biodiversity into developments, as part of a healthy
functioning ecosystem.

Furthermore, the provision of ecological networks of natural habitats is seen as a priority measure.
Specifically local planning authorities will be expected to incorporate policies in LDDs linking sites
of biodiversity importance.
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Comment:
The Open Space Study has involved an assessment of natural green spaces. Sites that are of
high biodiversity value, and sites with the potential to become biologically important, are
identified, in accordance with priority habitats identified in the Local Biodiversity Action Plan.

PPG 17 Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation
PPG 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (July 2002) provides the most recent
guidance for open space, sport and recreation in relation to the planning system. The previous
version of the guidance issued in 1991 placed great emphasis upon the quantity of provision. In
comparison, the replacement guidance places more emphasis on the quality of open space and the
development of provision standards specific to the needs of local communities.
Furthermore, it highlights that the provision of a network of high quality open spaces are fundamental
to delivering broader Government objectives such as the urban renaissance, promotion of social
inclusion, community cohesion, health and well being, as well as more sustainable patterns of
development. As such, local authorities are required to prepare an open space strategy.
In terms of managing and planning for the provision of open space, PPG17 identifies (paragraph 1)
that it is essential for local authorities to know and understand the needs of local communities. In so
doing it advises that local authorities should undertake robust assessments of both the existing and
future needs of communities.
As a standard, assessments should include an audit of existing open space, including:
•

Sports and recreational facilities;

•

The use of existing facilities;

•

Access in terms of cost and location; and

•

Opportunities for new facilities and open spaces.

Emphasis is placed upon assessing the qualitative nature of provision as well as quantitative issues,
as this will allow authorities to identify the potential for increased use of existing open space through
better design, management and maintenance.
Good quality audits are identified (paragraph 4) as a key component of future development plan
strategies and polices, as they enable local authorities to identify specific needs as well as qualitative
and quantitative deficiencies and emphasis of provision. As such they provide the starting point from
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which to establish an effective strategy for sport and recreation as well as effective planning through
effective policies in the Wycombe Development Framework.
Where effective policies are in place, paragraph 5 suggests that the audit can be used to resolve
potential conflicts that arise between different uses and users of sport and recreation facilities.
Section 2 of PPG17 advocates that local authorities should establish their own local standards,
although the guidance does not identify how these should be quantified. It does indicate that local
standards should include:
•

A quantitative element, to assess how much new provision may be required;

•

A qualitative component to assess whether existing facilities may be enhanced;
and

•

An accessibility measure.

The guidance notes (paragraph 18) state that under use of facilities does not indicate a lack of need
but may result from the poor quality of facilities in an area. As such, the guidance suggests the
enhancement of existing facilities and the use of planning obligations to secure improvements, where
there is an identified need.
A number of general principals are listed at paragraph 20 for the provision of new sports and
recreational facilities. These include, inter alia:
•

Promoting accessibility by non-motorised forms of transport as well as public
transport;

•

Locating intensive forms of use where they can promote town centre vitality and
viability;

•

Avoiding loss of amenity or biodiversity;

•

Improving quality through good design;

•

Adding to and enhancing the existing range of facilities;

•

Considering security and personal safety; and

•

Meeting regeneration needs of areas and social inclusion.

In considering these principles, a number of general criteria can be applied to the provision of new
facilities. These include:
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•

Locating major generators of travel and activity in central locations where they can
be accessible to a range of public transport modes;

•

Where local facilities are proposed these should be in locations that are well
served by public transport; and

•

Best use should be made of urban fringe land where there is an absence of land
within the urban area to meet provision. Again such locations should be
accessible and well related to public transport provision.

Planning obligations are discussed at paragraph 33, which states that these tools should be used
to remedy local deficiencies in the quantity or quality of local open space provision. In so doing,
the guidance again highlights the need for a good quality assessment of need and an audit of
facilities, to set local standards to justify planning obligations.
Comments:
The Open Space Study accords with Government guidance, which advises that ‘robust
qualitative and quantitative assessment of open space should be undertaken in order for local
authorities to be able to effectively manage and plan for the provision of open space’.
As recommended, the Open Space Study uses ‘good quality’ audits as a basis for all analysis,
producing a wealth of qualitative information, which can be used to enhance open space and
identify opportunities for new facilities. PPG17 also advocates the development of local
standards. In this instance, nationally recognised standards have been used in preference to
setting local standards. The emphasis on the commission was to capture sufficient data about
open space to enable the Council to have a thorough understanding about the local open
space resource serving urban communities, and an initial analysis of key findings. This
information will be invaluable to the Council, not only in its own further analytical work, but also
in consultation with the public.
Consultation is recognised as an important step in understanding in more detail what open
space communities need, and the derived standards are able to be easily adjusted and reapplied if public consultation were to lead to different standards being set to reflect local
circumstances.
Assessing Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17
Further guidance entitled ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities – A Companion Guide to PPG17’, was
published by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) in September 2002. The Guide reflects
the Government’s policy objectives for open space, sport and recreation, as set out in PPG17 and
described above.
The Guide seeks to build examples of existing good planning practice, sets out how local authorities
can use the planning system to help deliver accessible, high quality and sustainable open spaces
which meet local needs and are valued by local communities (paragraph 1.5).
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In many areas the guidance suggests that improvements to the quality and accessibility of existing
open space will be the key to delivering the aims of PPG17, rather than new provision.
Five key attributes underpin all open space and recreational facilities, as set out in the Guidance:
•

Accessibility – if an area is not accessible it will be of no value to those who wish
to use it. However, the guidance acknowledges the importance inaccessible open
space can make to the appearance and environmental quality of an area;

•

Quality – the guidance points out that quality relates to fitness for purpose and this
requires clarity as to what the purpose is;

•

Multi functional – many open spaces are used for a variety of activities and thus
the guidance suggests that this can cause problems when undertaking audits;

•

Primary purpose – to avoid confusion caused by “multi-function”, it is suggested
that each open space is identified once in an audit and its primary function
recorded, based on a typology of provision; and

•

Quantity – usually measured as amount of provision, although the guidance
advices that it may be possible to address a deficiency in open space provision by
improving the quality or specification of existing facilities.

The Guidance advises that although accessibility and quantity are delivered and protected by
planning; and quality, multi functionality and primary purpose are initially delivered through good
design; all five attributes are sustained by good management and maintenance.
The Companion Guide also discusses the differences between urban and rural areas, with the
suggestion that residents in rural areas cannot expect to have access to the same range of facilities,
as those living in urban areas. Accordingly, the guidance advises that local authorities may have to
prepare different standards for urban and rural areas to reflect these differences.
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Comment:
The Open Space Study acknowledges the importance of the five key attributes to the planning
and management of open space and recreational facilities, and has ensured that these
attributes are adequately addressed during the audit and analysis of supply.
In terms of quantity, the guidance advocates the preparation of local standards. The Open
Space Study has produced a suite of quantity values by settlement area, but these will need to
be tested through public consultation to establish the actual demands of the local communities.
The Companion Guide to PPG17 specifically addresses the difference between rural and urban
quantity standards, suggesting that residents in rural areas cannot expect to have access to
the same range of facilities as those living in urban areas. The Open Space Study has
purposefully not included a rural assessment of supply, but it is recommended that this
undertaken at a future date to compliment the ‘urban’ Open Space Study.
Guidance about planning for rural communities is provided in Planning Policy Statement 7:
Sustainable Development in Rural Communities (2004) published in 2005. The Council might
take particular note of the references in the Statement to the role that urban fringe countryside
can play in providing countryside recreation opportunities for people in towns, and its
references to the provision of facilities and services in or outside recognised local “service
centres”.
The “village” settlements that have been assessed are likely to act as these local centres and
provide facilities that are able to meet at least some of the rural communities’ needs for open
space and recreational facilities. Further consultation will help to determine to what degree this
is so.

National Open Space Guidance
The Urban Green Spaces Task Force
Following the Urban White Paper, an Urban Green Spaces Task Force was established to
develop proposals to improve urban parks, play areas and green spaces. It reported in 2002 and
set out 52 recommendations to Government.
The Task Force’s report, Green Spaces, Better Places1 begins by emphasising the diverse value
of urban open spaces and highlights the decline in quality of many urban parks and green spaces
and states that action is urgently required if they are to deliver their many benefits. The authors
argue that parks and open spaces have the potential to make a major contribution to urban
regeneration by enhancing the environment, facilitating social inclusion, contributing to healthy
living and providing educational opportunities.

1

Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions (2002)
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The Task Force’s first recommendation relates to providing high quality green spaces to meet the
needs of people in disadvantaged areas. They also recommend that green space planning should
be put at the heart of urban regeneration.
Notwithstanding the potential of urban parks and green spaces, the Task Force identified
significant obstacles to realising this potential. Most importantly the authors report that a majority
of urban green spaces have suffered neglect and decline as a result of significant under
investment over the past 15-20 years.
Background research for the report also found that some sectors of society, particularly people
over 65, those with disabilities, ethnic minorities, women and 12 to 19 year olds, are using open
space less than others.
The Task Force was also concerned at the declining standards of park maintenance arising from
the loss of horticultural skills and the declining status of parks staff.
The Task Force argued that realising the potential of urban parks and open spaces requires
increased capital funding (some £100 million in each of the next five years), more partnerships
between the private sector, local authorities and communities, better skilled staff, improved
statistics, better planning and more Government support.
Another major concern is the lack of supportive information about urban parks and green spaces;
action is required to create a workable and accessible database. This requires an agreement on
types of urban green spaces, and how these can be categorised. The Task Force proposed a
typology of urban green spaces, intended to provide a more consistent basis for assessments.
Comment:
The Open Space Study will provide an improved GIS and Access database of open space for
the District Council. Moreover, the study will identify where future resources need to be
prioritised to improve the quality and supply of existing open spaces.

“Living Places: Cleaner, Safer, Greener”
The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister published this report in October 2002. It dealt not only
with parks and public open spaces but with the whole of the “public realm” including streets and
indeed “everywhere between the places we live and work.”
Four challenges were posed for those various bodies responsible for these public spaces. They
were first to adopt a holistic approach: holistic in that the various responsible organisations work
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together and holistic in that the public realm was seen as a network and a whole. Secondly, the
report called for an end to “creeping deterioration” the process by which incremental decisions, or
lack of action, have led to a decline in the quality of open spaces. Thirdly, the authors reiterated
the importance of quality open spaces for disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Fourthly, the report
pointed to the need to respond to changing patterns of demography and development.
Five factors were singled out as components for success: leadership, partnership, community
involvement, quality and innovation and the effective communication of ideas.
Section 3 of the report dealt specifically with urban parks and green spaces and represented the
government’s formal response to the Urban Green Spaces Task Force.

It contained a

commitment to develop a clearer national framework for urban parks and green spaces and to
establish a new unit within the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) for
urban spaces. This unit, “CABE Space”, is charged with championing parks and green spaces
and now fulfils a similar role to the independent national body proposed by the Task Force.
Since the report’s publication, the government and CABE Space promote partnership working
between Groundwork, the Urban Parks Forum, ILAM, the Green Flag Award Scheme and the
Improvement and Development Agency (IDEA). Since its creation, CABE Space has sought to
further develop comparable national and local data on urban parks and green spaces. Good
practice is encouraged by advocating the principles underlining Beacon Council status for parks,
by promoting a national system of strategic enablers to assist local councils in developing and
implementing open space strategies, by further developing standards and by promoting local
involvement.
Comment
By undertaking Open Space Strategy Wycombe District Council have set up a core steering
group of several departments, and undertaken workshops in an attempt to engage a wider
Council audience. This type of holistic approach is advocated by the “Living Places: Cleaner,
Safer, Greener” report, and encourages partnership working. A key recommendation of this
study to date is to keep this wider interest group informed and actively involved
Green Space Strategies: A Guide for Good Practice
Published by CABE Space in 2004, this guidance is designed to steer authorities through the process
of creating effective green space strategies. The guidance draws on the principles of the
Government’s Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 (PPG17) and will help authorities contribute to
national objectives for better public spaces.
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The guide suggests three stages in drawing up a strategy; this includes Preliminary Activities,
Information Gathering and Analysis, and Strategy Production. Preliminary Activities define the scope
of the strategy, whilst establishing resources and ensuring the appropriate political support and crossboundary relationships. Suggested outputs at this stage include a framework report and project brief.
The Information Gathering and Analysis stage requires the spatial context of the parks and green
space to be established. Within this an assessment of demand and supply can be carried out.
Outputs at this stage include an area profile, site audits and demand analysis. Local standards
should also be identified.
The Strategy Production stage should use the findings of the Information Gathering and Analysis
stage to produce a draft green space strategy, which can subsequently be used to prepare action
plans and draft open space policies. Consultation of the draft study should inform the production of
the final strategy.

Comment
The Open Space Strategy conforms to Stage 2 of the guidance established by CABE Space by
producing an assessment of supply, in line with the requirements of PPG17. Through the use
of GIS and a site based audit, the type, size and distribution of existing parks and open spaces
has been determined.
This data allows the Council to determine areas that are deficient in open space of different
kinds. The collected data for each site can also be used to identify the improvements
necessary to increase the degree of which a site fulfils its potential.
The guidance recommends that this analysis should then be used to set local standards,
supported by a programme of consultation and community involvement. An assessment of
demand does not form part of the brief, but the strategy will provide the context and basis for
future public consultation. Where they are available, established national standards have been
used in the study and these provide a sound and well proven basis upon which to determine
supply and demand issues in the absence of specific information gathered through
consultation.
The assessment also provides a sound basis for the Council’s decisions in relation to the
improvement and maintenance of open space. The study should be used to determine how
funding can be directed to achieve the best benefits, and where developer contributions are
justified.

A Guide to Producing Park and Green Space Management Plans
CABE Space published this guide in 2004. The aim of the guide is to encourage the wider use of
management plans, enabling anyone involved in the management of publicly accessible green
space can maintain, develop and improve their green space in the most appropriate way.
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The guide is presented in two parts, providing a broad outline of the potential benefits of
management plans, and providing a likely content and structure a comprehensive management
plan should take. This includes a site description and inventory of the green space.
Comment
Although the Open Space Strategy is a strategic assessment of open space provision, it
identifies where improvements to open spaces are required. Quality and condition could be
improved across the district by writing and implementing management plans. This may include
site based management plans for district/neighbourhood sites, and generic plans for more local
sites.

Accessible Natural Greenspace in Town and Cities
Published in 1995 by English Nature, the Government agency that champions the conservation of
wildlife and geology throughout England, this guidance sought to create standards for natural
greenspace. English Nature believes that local communities should have access to an appropriate
mix of greenspace providing for a range of recreational needs. The guide recommends that a
provision of at least 2ha of accessible natural greenspace per 1000 population.
In the context of renewed interest in the value of greenspace, English Nature were concerned that
its accessible natural greenspace standards (ANGSt) seemed to be little used. Therefore in 2001
a scientific review was undertaken, looking at how the government and local authorities can use
and support the standard.
The project was able to identify a number of significant barriers to the implementation of the
ANGSt model, and made recommendations to address them. Some of the key recommendations
include additional support from English Nature and a single framework for integrated greenspace
planning delivered by central government. In addition it was recommended that local authorities
should develop greenspace strategies to enable balanced greenspace planning; this includes
regular audits of open space and locally set greenspace standards.
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Comment
The Open Space Strategy supports the review of ‘Accessible Natural Greenspace in Towns and
Cities’ through appropriate greenspace planning. This includes the audit of open space, and
locally set open space standards. Specifically the current standard has been derived for the
amount of unrestricted semi-natural open space per settlement area; this can be viewed against
the district standard and ANGSt model.

National Playing Fields Association: The Six Acre Standard
The National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) publication (2001) provides guidance to local
authorities, developers, consultants and community organisations on the provision of outdoor
playing space required to meet the needs of the population it intends to serve.
It has long been recognized that participation in sport and recreation is an important factor in
determining a person’s health and sense of well being. PPG17 enforces this, requiring planning
authorities to have regard to levels of provision and deficiencies. This standard is a means of
assessing whether sufficient space is available or of justifying the provision of new space.
The guide recommends a provision of outdoor playing space at a minimum level of 2.4 hectares
per 1,000 population. It defines outdoor playing space as “space which is available for sport,
active recreation or children’s play, which is of a suitable size and nature for its intended purpose,
and safely accessible and available to the general public.”
Within this definition the NPFA recognises that there is a distinction between outdoor sport and
children’s play, and accordingly recommends a minimum standard for each of these headings; for
outdoor sport, 1.6 hectares per 1,000 population is recommended and for children’s play areas,
0.8 hectares per 1,000 population is recommended.
In specific relation to children’s play, three categories are provided:
•

A local area for play (LAP);

•

A local equipped area for play (LEAP); and

•

A neighbourhood equipped area for play (NEAP).

Within these categories, the guide describes characteristics, including the age range catered for,
the number of pieces of equipment and the likely walking time/distance traveled to the provision
from home. This hierarchical approach allows for simplified supply analysis, identifying the type of
play provision, and where there is a deficiency based on accessibility.
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Comment
The Open Space Strategy supports the use of setting standards, and has created a suite of
standards for the current provision of open space by settlement area. This includes the
standard of ‘formal’ unrestricted open space, using the typologies of parks, outdoor sports and
play. In relation to play, elements of the NPFA guidance have been used to determine the
types of play sites across the district, and the recommended walking distances used to
determine areas of deficiency. Local areas for play (LAPs) have been excluded for the purpose
of this study; these are difficult to define, containing demonstrative features as opposed to
actual equipment.
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Regional Planning Policy and Guidance
South East Regional Planning Guidance: RPG 9
The Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9) is provided by the Secretary of State
for the Environment, Transport and the Regions. It covers the period up to 2016 setting the
framework for the long-term future of the region.
The primary purpose of this guidance is to provide a regional framework for the preparation of
local authority development plans. The other purpose of this guidance is to provide the spatial
framework for other strategies and programmes.
The focus of the guidance note is enabling an urban renaissance, in accordance with the UK
Strategy for Sustainable Development, promoting regeneration and renewal, concentrating urban
development, promoting a prosperous and multi-purpose countryside and promoting a wider
choice in travel options.
Comment
The Open Space Strategy supports the objectives of an urban renaissance; high quality green
spaces makes urban living more desirable, and provides a framework in which new
development can sit. The strategy fundamentally supports the positive environmental and
social benefits open space can make to urban areas.

GLA Guide to Preparing Open Space Strategies
This recently produced document is of interest to open space strategies across the UK.
The London Plan (February 2004) sets out the strategic context for open space planning, based
on protecting and promoting the network of open spaces throughout London. This guidance,
published in 2004, sets out best practice guidance to the London Plan on the methodology and
content of an Open Space Strategy within the London context.
It provides advice on assessing the quantity and quality of open spaces and in identifying the
needs of local communities and other users of open spaces. The Guide is not intended to be
prescriptive; instead it provides a framework of what should be included and a toolkit of different
approaches.
The guidance gives a list of ‘essential tasks’ required to understand the supply of open space,
including the categorization of open space in order to identify broad areas of deficiency in
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provision. This is achieved by defining the catchments of local and district sites, providing the
basis for identifying which parts of the of the borough are not adequately served in terms of
access to public open space.
Comment
The theoretical distance thresholds defined by the GLA Guidance are used as a basis for
establishing areas of deficiency in Wycombe. This has been refined by Wycombe District
Council to reflect local knowledge and includes severance lines, which further reduce
accessibility to open spaces.

County Planning Policy
Adopted Buckingham County Structure Plan 1991 – 2011
The broad aim of the Structure Plan is to plan for new development, ensuring a ‘renaissance in
urban living’, while sustaining economic performance and protecting the environmental assets of
the county. The current adopted Structure Plan, which covers the1991-2011 period, remains
relevant for at least the next three years, after which time the new Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)
for the South East is expected to be in place.
While the issue of open space provision is addressed in the Wycombe District Local Plan to 2011
(adopted 2004), the Structure Plan indicates that development should respect the distinctive
character of the county, while safeguarding sites of ecological, historical and recreational value.
In accordance with policy H1 of the adopted structure plan, The Wycombe District Local Plan
states that provision will be made for approximately 7,200 net additional dwellings to be built in the
district during the period 1991 – 2011, with 3,700 phased for the period 2001 – 20011; this will
have serious implications on open space provision

Comment
The Open Space Study assessment ensures valuable sites are identified and protected, and
takes into account how open space provision can be secured/improved in light of the
forecasted urban growth.
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Local Planning Policy and Guidance
Wycombe District Local Plan to 2011
The policies of most relevance to open space are summarised in the table below, followed by a
summary of their relevance.
Policies Relevant to Open Space
Policy
G2

Summary
Development Contributions
Where it is necessary to provide necessary infrastructure or amenities
(i.e. green space), the council may require the developer to make a
contribution to the overall cost of additions or improvements.

H19

Residents Amenity Space and Gardens
Proposals for development should include conveniently located, usable
outdoor amenity space. The best amenity space is provided when
dwellings have their private garden. However, in the case of flats,
communal provision may be necessary.

H20

Provision of Open Space
Publicly accessible open space is required for new development to meet
the recreational needs of its occupiers. The council will use the standard
of 15 dwellings or more, in areas of deficiency, and of 40 dwellings or
more in other areas, to determine the open space requirements.
In exceptional circumstances where provision cannot be met on site,
developers may be permitted to make financial contributions, toward the
improvement of nearby open space facilities.

L2

Areas of Attractive Landscape and Local Landscape Areas
Areas of Attractive Landscape (AALs) are designated through the
Structure Plan, identifying landscapes of county importance. Local
Landscape Areas (LLAs) are designated by the district Council and fulfil
a similar role as AALs but at a more local level. Policy seeks to protect
these areas, and preserve their individual qualities.

L3

Green Space
Proposals that would result in the loss, fragmentation or reduction in the
size of green space will be resisted. Development will only be permitted
in exceptional circumstances, for example demand for recreational
facilities, where a substantial element of the green space can be
retained.
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L4

Incidental Green Space
Proposals that would result in the loss, fragmentation or reduction in
incidental green space will be resisted where they contribute to the
character/appearance of an area.

L5

River Environments
Planning permission will not be granted for any development, which
would have an adverse impact on the character, nature conservation
value, or recreational function of river environments. Whenever possible,
opportunities should be taken to improve the quality and value of river
corridors. A key element in this is the provision of protective ‘buffer’
zones.

L6

Woodland
Woodlands play an important role in the Wycombe District, playing an
important role in defining the landscape character and providing
economic, ecological and recreational benefits. Planning permission will
not be granted for development that results in the loss, fragmentation or
reduction of woodlands, especially ancient/heritage woodlands.

L7/L8/L9

Nature Conservation and Biodiversity
Wycombe District Council recognises the importance of habitat
protection, and recognises the importance of statutory and no-statutory
sites. Development, which would harm the nature conservation interest
of a site, will not be permitted. For areas not formally designated, but
contribute to the maintenance of biological diversity, the district council
will expect development proposals to provide for the management and
retention or enhancement of features of nature conservation importance.

RT1/RT2/RT3

Existing and Future Leisure Facilities/Playing Pitch Provision
It is essential that existing outdoor recreational facilities be safeguarded.
Planning permission will not be granted unless the facility can be proven
to be obsolete or the new development provides a suitable alternative
facility.
New recreational facilities are required to meet identified recreational
deficiencies and respond to increased development. The District Council
may require new facilities to be provided where a requirement is
generated by new development, including commuted maintenance
sums.

RT5

Recreational Uses in the Countryside
In the informal use of the countryside for recreation, care must be taken

June 2005

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

to safeguard the character the countryside. Recreational development
will generally be acceptable providing the rural character is maintained.
RT18

Allotments
Allotments form a valuable recreational resource, and the District
opposes their loss. Planning permission will not be granted for the
redevelopment of allotment sites unless a replacement site is available
or it can be demonstrated that a reduced area of allotments would be
suitable to meet projected local demand.

RT19

Little Marlow Gravel Pits
The Little Marlow Gravel Pits Area lies between the A4155 Bourne End
to Marlow Road and the River Thames. A number of recreational uses
exist within the area, and the opportunity exists for additional outdoor
recreational and tourism uses, and ultimately the development of a
Country Park. Development proposals should not frustrate these
objectives, and not have an adverse effect on the amenities or setting of
the landscape.

Policies Relevant to Open Space
Policy
G2

Comment
Development Contributions
The open space strategy will provide evidence for securing financial
contributions to improve the provision of open space. Where a deficiency is
identified, new provision should be provided. Where the supply is sufficient,
developer contributions should be used to improve the quality of the existing
provision.

H19

Residents Amenity Space and Gardens
The open Space Strategy has not looked at private gardens and the majority
of communal provision. While private gardens fulfil the Quality of Life
Agenda, National Planning Policy seeks to increase development density,
reducing the opportunity for private gardens. As in policy G2, the Open
Space Strategy will inform where new provision is required. However, sites of
insignificant size and which provide no recreation and little landscape and
visual benefit should be avoided. Instead developers should be encouraged
to provide contributions at key sites.

H20

Provision of Open Space
This strategy supports the need to provide new publicly accessible open
space in areas of deficiency. However, identifying these areas of deficiency
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Policies Relevant to Open Space
and acquiring new provision should be carefully considered. The current
policy only requires developments of 15 dwellings or more to provide open
space provision, where as all developments – even the smallest – give rise to
need. Policy should ensure all development contributes to provision of open
space.
L2

Areas of Attractive Landscape and Local Landscape Areas
The Open Space Strategy identifies areas of open space that contribute to
landscape character. Further interrogation of the quality database will identify
any sites that have been classed as of district and neighbourhood
importance. Consideration should be given to designating those that are not
already AALs and LLAs.

L3

Green Space
The Open Space Strategy generally supports the policy to resist the loss of
green space. However, the strategy will identify areas that may have excess
provision, and will provide evidence that could support a change of use and
possible development.

L4

Incidental Green Space
The assessment does not identify incidental green space; all open space has
been reclassified under a green space typology as advocated by Assessing
Needs and Opportunities: PPG 17 Companion Guide, and the Urban Green
Spaces Task Force (See Methodology, chapter 3).

L5

River Environments
The assessment identifies river environments in the context of existing open
space, and the added character they provide. Further interrogation of the
quality database will identify any sites that have a river corridor, and where
improvements may be necessary.

L6

Woodland
The Open Space Strategy includes the audit of woodland sites. Further
interrogation of the quality database will identify sites that could fulfil a
greater recreational potential, a greater role in defining the landscape
character, and be improved to enhance biodiversity. There is evidence that
woodlands play a vital role in youth recreational provision; this important
function should be considered in woodland management.

L7/L8/L9

Nature Conservation and Biodiversity
The audit will identify important habitats are areas of high biodiversity value
in accordance with the WDC Biodiversity Action Pan (see section 2.3.3). The
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Policies Relevant to Open Space
quality scores can be used to inform the management of important sites.
RT1/RT3

Protection of Existing Leisure Facilities/Playing Pitch Provision
The Open Space Strategy acknowledges outdoor leisure facilities, including
playing pitch provision. Although the strategy does not measure quantity and
quality of provision, it does provide a measure of a site’s potential for the
inclusion of new facilities.

RT5

Recreational Uses in the Countryside
While the Open Space Strategy does support access to the countryside, it
has not considered it adequately. An assessment of the accessibility to the
countryside would compliment this strategy, and is recommended to
complete the study of open space supply.

RT18

Allotments
The quality audit of allotments includes an assessment of occupancy. If an
allotment is under prescribed it may be suitable for alternative use. However,
Regional statistics suggest allotment use is a fashion as well as a traditional
means for fresh produce and fresh air. The Open Space Strategy supports
RT18 and acknowledges that trying to predict future trends is uncertain.

RT19

Little Marlow Gravel Pits
Despite visits across the Little Marlow Gravel Pits site, the Open Space
Strategy does not provide a qualitative assessment of existing facilities and
the environment. However the quantitative and accessibility assessment
does suggest a large sub regional facility that offers a range of leisure
pursuits is needed in the district, and Little Marlow Gravel Pits provides this
unique opportunity.

Landscape Policy
The absence of a landscape strategy or plan for High Wycombe and the other main settlements is
a notable omission in the Local Authority’s planning for the town. While the Open Space
Assessment has sought to recognize the landscape significance of open space, this is not an
alternative to thorough planning for the short and long term conservation of the areas landscape
character. New pressure to achieve high-density development poses a particular threat to the
High Wycombe town landscape in particular, which is heavily reliant on its well-treed mature
gardens and woodlands.
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Chilterns AoNB Management Plan
The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AoNB) is a protected landscape, designated
for its national landscape value.
Beginning in Oxfordshire, it stretches northeast through Buckinghamshire and Bedfordshire,
finishing Hertfordshire. Although technically outside of the AoNB, High Wycombe is encompassed
by this landscape. The landscape character of High Wycombe, and of the surrounding
settlements, is therefore relevant to maintain the AoNB’s quality.

Protection and enhancement of an AoNB is already an aim of statutory planning policy at the
national, regional and local level. The Chilterns Conservation Board has supplemented this with
the Chiltern AoNB Management Plan. Published in 1994 this document provides a framework for
coordinating and directing management activity. The review of the Chilterns AoNB Management
Plan in 2002 reiterates the plans emphasis on environmentally sustainable social and economic
development.
Comment
In relation to the open space strategy, the emphasis of the management plan is on the
protection and access to the wider countryside and not the parks and open spaces within the
urban areas, While the plan will not directly influence the strategy, review and management of
Wycombe District open space will support the principles of sustainable development within the
Chilterns. Management of Wycombe Districts open space, particularly in High Wycombe, will
also help maintain the character of the AoNB. However, if at anytime the Council were to
undertake a ‘rural’ open space study, the Chilterns AoNB would need further consideration.

Buckingham Landscape Character Assessment
The purpose of the Landscape Plan is to act as a framework for managing change in the
landscape and strengthening the recognition given to the importance of the whole landscape as a
resource.
The plan is divided into two parts. Part 1 sets out a factual assessment of landscape character in
zones covering all of Buckinghamshire. In particular this will assist with the implementation of
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policies in the Structure Plan and Local Plans. Part 2 provides more detailed information intended
as a catalyst for discussion and action.
The urban area of High Wycombe is excluded from the character assessment but is surrounded
by two distinct character zones – River Valley and Incised Dip Slope. Where the town and valley
interface, there is constant pressure for development. However areas of scrub, agricultural land,
remnant parklands and woodlands provide significant green “fingers” into the town. These are
important green-links, contributing to the landscape setting of High Wycombe, and should
therefore be protected.
Comment
Areas of high landscape and visual value are identified as part of the strategy, classified being
as district, neighborhood or local landscape value. This will help to conserve landscapes, which
contribute to the Wycombe District’s distinct character, and meet policy L2 of the Local Plan.

Habitat protection
Local Biodiversity Action Plan
The Biodiversity Action Plan for Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes provides a framework for
action to conserve the county’s wildlife. The Plan has been produced by the Buckinghamshire
Nature Conservation Forum, a partnership of organisations involved in nature conservation in the
county.
The plan identifies twelve key wildlife habitats in the county, according to the criteria of the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan, including rivers and streams, woodland and hedgerows. Each habitat has
its own action plan, highlighting the current status and management objectives.
The overarching objectives of the plan, in addition to delivery the individual action plans, is to
safeguard existing semi-natural habitats, prevent further losses and encourage restoration and
creation.
Generally, existing opens spaces do have the potential to support wildlife habitats. However, a
predominance of intensive grass maintenance fails to allow grassland habitats to establish. Where
this has been achieved habitats of this sort can be misunderstood if members of the public
perceive it to be a product of poor maintenance. This can be overcome by well managed publicity
and interpretation, and if appropriate sites or parts of sites are selected originally.
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Comment
The High Wycombe Open Space Strategy will identify natural and semi-natural habitats, in
accordance with the 12 habitats identified in the plan. Quality of the habitat will be recorded
and the potential to create new habitats. Therefore sites for biodiversity protection,
improvement and creation will be easily identifiable, supporting policy L7, L8 and L9 of the
Local Plan.

Wycombe District Council 30-Year Woodland Strategy
The Wycombe District Woodland Strategy was produced in 1990 to address the persistent neglect
of beechwoods within the area, and the consequence of this neglect on the landscape character
of the district.
A site assessment was conducted for each woodland; the silvicultural aspects of the woodland
crop recorded, the implications of the site as a landscape feature assessed and current uses and
recreational activities identified. From this strategy principles and management objectives were
devised for woodland management, public access and interpretation, and ecology.
Comment
The Open Space Strategy will support principles of the Wycombe Woodland Strategy,
identifying the landscape structure, recreational and ecological value of the Wycombe
woodlands. This supports policy L6 of the Local Plan, which recognises the range of benefits
woodlands offer, and the importance of protecting these attributes.

Open Space Assessment
Building Design Partnership Open Space Strategy
In 1992 the Building Design Partnership (BDP) were appointed by Wycombe District Council to
review public open space needs and provision in the district. Auditing ‘X’ sites, the study
concluded that open space in the district forms an important part of the urban character. However,
it was clear from the analysis that there are widespread areas of deficiency.
Due to the widespread deficiency BDP recommended that there should be no further loss of
existing public open space. In areas where deficiencies exist a number of initiatives were
suggested that would improve the quantity provision. These included:
•
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•

Provision of new parks, although a lack of obvious sites was recognized;

•

Dual use of schools or other private open space by negotiation; and

•

Create new facilities on the edge of urban areas.

In terms of open space standards, the study concluded that the existing WDC standards relate
solely to quantitative criteria. Future open space standards must combine both quantitative and
qualitative information.
In the case of new development, proposals should include provision for new public open space.
Careful thought should be given to the nature and type of provision proposed in order for it to be of
maximum value and use.
Comment
The BDP Open Space Strategy is widely acknowledged as a successful study. The measure of
this is the need for future open space strategies to follow the same principles and similar
methodology.

River Wye Study
The River Wye is a highly valued, but under developed landscape feature in High Wycombe. It is
a key feature of the town’s identity, but has the potential to be enhanced, strengthening its
character and further defining the identity of the town.
The River Wye Study identified the importance of the River Wye in terms of its landscape,
recreation and nature conservation value. Opportunities were identified to improve the physical
and environmental condition of the river in many locations.
This includes recommendations for many major recreational sites where the river and open space
interface. According to the field survey, all five of the District Council owned open spaces sited
along the course of the River Wye and it tributaries require improvement work, including Gillets
Lane Garden, Desborough Recreation Ground, Hughenden Park, The Rye, and Kingsmead. In
addition to these main Public Open Spaces, there are number of smaller amenity areas which
have been recognized as needing enhancement.
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Comment
The River Wye is recognised as an important landscape feature, and the open space study will
identify sites along the river corridor which can be improved. Depending on the work already
undertaken by the District Council as a result of the River Wye Study, the recommendations for
specific open spaces should be considered alongside the results of the quality audit. While
improving the River Wye is likely to require substantial investment in financial terms, it also
demands a change in attitude towards everyday planning and maintenance decisions.

Community Development
Community Plan for Wycombe District
The community plan has been development by Wycombe Partnership, made up of
representatives from public, private and voluntary sector organizations, to help improve the lives of
people working and living in the district.
The community plan ‘vision’ is made up of seven key ‘areas of action’ ranging from community
safety to transportation. These are based on market research and public consultation. The plan
therefore reflects public opinion, and is designed to work at the local level.
Comment
The Open Space Strategy will impact on policies for the environment, and culture and leisure
by conserving the out-door environment of the district and optimising the districts leisure
provision. Indirectly the strategy will support objectives such as community safety and
promoting healthy lifestyles.

Cultural and Leisure Needs Survey
The Cultural and Leisure Needs Survey was carried out in February – March 2004. Its purpose
was to get an overview of attitudes to cultural and leisure provision in the district. As well as the
headline results, the survey enabled more detailed analyses to be conducted, providing ‘focus
areas’ where further improvement in provision is required.
In relation to Parks and Open Spaces, 79% of the respondents visit the parks and open spaces in
the Wycombe district, with The Rye, Higginson Park and Hughenden Park being the most popular.
The results indicate that the park or open space visited most regularly by respondents is important
to their quality of life. However, various improvements that would benefit the park or open space
were suggested.
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Comment
Parks and open spaces are important to the quality of life of Wycombe residents. 79% of
respondents refer to mainly to three of the district parks. The Open Space Study has looked at
over 500 sites across the district. In terms of an assessment of demand, there is a need to
consider public opinion in relation to all open space.

Studies to Inform the Wycombe Development Framework
There are a large number of key studies that inform the preparation of the WDF that have been
undertaken recently. These include an Economy Study, Retail and Town Centre Uses Study,
Urban Capacity Study, and the High Wycombe Master Plan. The Council has also prepared (in
2004) an Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study – Interim Report. This has provided an
overview of open space, sport and recreation provision in the District and identified some of the
main pressures arising from new development.
The Urban Capacity Study is of particular relevance, providing an assessment of the potential for
residential development in the Wycombe District. Overall the study identifies potential for over
4,500 dwellings in the period 2004 – 2017.
The majority of new development would be accommodated within urban areas, in particular High
Wycombe. This accords with PPG3, which opposes development in designated landscapes such
as the AoNB and Greenbelt. Open space provision will also have to be provided near the growth
areas, without infringing on the designated landscape areas. In order to ensure that open space
standards are upheld the Council should bear in mind that, in certain circumstances, it would be
sensible to allocate land for open space in the same way it is allocated for housing.
The Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study builds upon the results of the Cultural and Leisure
Needs Survey (2004) and the BDP Open Space Study (1992), providing information on the
current provision of the Districts open space and sports facilities, and what future action is
necessary to deliver sustainable, high quality facilities.
In relation to the Wycombe Development Framework, it is concluded that a strategic approach is
required for the assessment of open space in the District. This should provide detailed data that
can be used to improve the quality and accessibility of open space, and a method to determine
how provision is dealt with in the planning arena.
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Comment
The Urban Capacity Study reveals the Wycombe Districts potential to accommodate new
residential development. While the open space study does not identify the potential for existing
open spaces to be considered as source of development land, the quantity assessment will
identify open spaces that could be considered surplus to requirement. The proposed suite of
standards derived from the quantity assessment should guide where open space standards are
sufficient to support population increase.
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Appendix 2: Definitions of Typology
Allotments

An area of local community importance and generally managed and maintained by the
local population. With a high education and health value, areas are normally limited in their
access.

Amenity
Space

Open space of a noteworthy size, found between residential units or at the road-side.
Characterised by amenity grass, some sites may include shrub and tree planting. Can
provide seating, litter bins and lighting. May have footpaths within or alongside the site.

Churchyard/

Displaying a distinct historic quality, and landscape form with specialist horticulture and
arboricultural management. Of important memorial/spiritual quality. Clearly defined
boundaries, with informative signage.

Cemetery
Civic Space

Area surrounded by buildings, both public and private, characterised by a predominance of
hard surfacing and hard features, with little or no vegetation.

Common/

Large sites, or fragments contributing to larger network of green spaces, often associated
with rural settlement areas. Often a focal part of urban/rural townscape, with some
historical significance.

Green
Gardens/
Square

Small ornamental space as a focus for immediate surrounding houses or buildings, with
well-defined boundaries. These areas normally display high standards of horticulture and
maintenance.

Green
Corridor

A linear open space, often arising from the need to promote environmentally sustainable
forms of transport such as walking and cycling. Can also include more ‘rural’ footpaths
located on the urban fringe. Characterised by boundary vegetation, such as shrubs,
hedgerows and trees.

Institutional
Open Space

Boundaries well defined and secure. The land is attached to an establishment such as a
school, hospital or university. Managed to a high standard, and visibly not part of the public
realm.

Operational

Space that is currently providing a service such as a car parking or a reservoir or gas
works. Normally with secure boundary and entrances.

Outdoor

Formal pitches, used exclusively for outdoor sports. Normally including changing facilities,
and furniture such bins, benches, and lighting.

Sports
Parks

A high quality landscape comprising a range of elements which may include car parking,
prominent entrances, secure boundaries, sports facilities, play areas, prominent trees,
ornamental flower beds, shrubberies and extensive site furniture. Variable in size and
hierarchy from historical significance and sub-regional importance to a more intimate scale
meeting immediate needs of residents.

Playground

Exclusive play areas, consisting of play equipment and some furniture. Often selfcontained with ‘dog-free’ fencing and self-closing gates.

Semi Natural

Require specialist attention and management and maintenance skills. Creation and
conservation of diverse flora and fauna important. Interpretation of the site is vital, as is
how people use it and become involved.

Vacant/

Open space that is not being used, for a determinable purpose. Showing remnants of past
use or fully cleared, the land is not necessarily secured and may well be used by local
children and residents for amenity as well as a throughway. Successional vegetation may
be apparent.

Derelict
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Appendix 3: Audit Form Example
Audit Typology: Parks

Time and
Date of Audit

Site Information
Site ID

Text

Name

Text

Ward

Text

Ownership

Text

WDC Typology

Text

Primary Purpose

Text

Secondary Purpose

Text

Hierarchy

Text

Accessibility

Text

Site Based Staff

Y/N

Access to Site

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Carparking

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Bicycle Stands

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Gates and Entrances

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Disabled Access

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Circulation

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Footpaths

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Nature Trails

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Cycle Routes

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Fitness Trails

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Vehicular Circulation

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Disabled Circulation

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Yes

No

Evidence of Desire Lines

Signage

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Entrance

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Interpretation

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Finger Posts

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

User Code

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5
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Boundary Features

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Walls

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Fencing

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Railings

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Y

N

Vegetation

Vegetation

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Short Grass

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Amenity Grass

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Meadow Grass

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Ornamental Planting

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Shrubs

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Hedgerows

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Individual Trees

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Tree Clumps

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Tree Avenue

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Woodland

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Scrub

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Biodiversity

Habitat Type
Grassland

Y/N

Marsh/Reedbed

Y/N

Hedgerow

Y/N

River/Stream

Y/N

Standing Water

Y/N

Farmland

Y/N

Heathland

Y/N

Scrub

Y/N

Bare Ground

Y/N

Woodland

Y/N

Condition

Appropriateness

Intervention

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

Low/Extensive/
Intensive/Artificial

x

Score 1 to 5

Furniture

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Seating

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Tables

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5
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Litter Bins

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Dog Bins

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Lighting

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Bollards/rails

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Other

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Architectural Features

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Monuments/Sculpture

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Bandstand

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Pavilions

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Fountains

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Ponds/ Lakes

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Café

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Toilets

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Equipment No.

Toddler & Children Play

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Toddler Play Equipment

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Text

Children Play Equipment

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Text

Play Surface

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Self Closing Gates

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Dog Fencing

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Teen Play

Condition

Appropriateness

Priority

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Skate Boarding

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Adventure Playground

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Multi-use Games Area

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Hang-out Area

Score 1 to 5

Score 1 to 5

x

Score 1 to 5

Sports Facilities

Number

Ability to
Accommodate
New

Football pitches

Text

Score 1 to 5

Cricket pitches

Text

Score 1 to 5

Hockey pitches

Text

Score 1 to 5

Tennis courts

Text

Score 1 to 5

Athletics Track

Text

Score 1 to 5

Mini-golf

Text

Score 1 to 5
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Water sports

Text

Score 1 to 5

Bowls

Text

Score 1 to 5

Swimming

Text

Score 1 to 5

Basketball

Text

Score 1 to 5

Personal Security
Priority

Ability to
Upgrade

Visibility

Score 1 to 5

Average (3)

Poor (1)

x

Score 1 to 5

Degree of isolation

Score 1 to 5

Average (3)

Poor (1)

x

Score 1 to 5

Exit Options

Score 1 to 5

Average (3)

Poor (1)

x

Score 1 to 5

Hidden Corners

Score 1 to 5

Average (3)

Poor (1)

x

Score 1 to 5

Natural Surveillance

Score 1 to 5

Average (3)

Poor (1)

x

Score 1 to 5

Graffiti

None (5)

Minor (3)

Major (1)

x

Tagging

None (5)

Minor (3)

Major (1)

x

Wilful Damage

None (5)

Minor (3)

Major (1)

x

Fly tipping

None (5)

Minor (3)

Major (1)

x

Evidence of Anti Social Behaviour

None (5)

Minor (3)

Major (1)

x

Condition

Priority

Litter Maintenance

Score 1 to 5

x

Grounds Maintenance

Score 1 to 5

x

Building Maintenance

Score 1 to 5

x

Facility Maintenance

Score 1 to 5

x

Crime and Vandalism
Priority

Site Maintenance

Landscape Context
Balance

Harmonious

Balanced

Discordant

Chaotic

Scale

Intimate

Small

Medium

Large

Enclosure

Confined

Enclosed

Open

Exposed

Texture

Smooth

Textured

Rough

Very Rough

Colour

Monochrome

Muted

Colourful

Garish

Diversity

Uniform

Simple

Diverse

Complex

Unity

Unified

Uninterrupted

Fragmented

Chaotic

Stimulus

Boring

Bland

Interesting

Invigorating

Pleasure

Offensive

Unpleasant

Pleasant

Beautiful

Ability to Upgrade
Structural Value (Grade)
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Explanatory Notes
Condition

Physical condition of the landscape element
Scored 1 to 5; 1 = complete disrepair, 5 = excellent condition

Appropriateness

Suitability of the landscape element in that environment, incorporating location, quantity and character
Scored 1 to 5; 1 = wholly inappropriate, 5 = fully appropriate

Priority

Management and maintenance priorities, assigned to landscape element that needs attention
Each element marked 'x'

Intervention

The level of management for areas of biodiversity value
Assessed as low, extensive, intensive, artificial

Ability to
Accommodate

The ability of the site to support additional or new landscape elements
Scored 1 to 5; 1 = not fulfilling potential, 5 = fulfilling potential

New

June 2005

Ability to

The ability to upgrade the landscape to improve its structural value and feeling of security

Upgrade

Assessed as high, medium, low
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Appendix 4: IMD Description and Summary
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The English Indices of
Deprivation 2004: Summary (revised)

Introduction
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indicator by Jon Fairburn at Staffordshire
University; the ‘housing affordability’ indicator
by Professor Glen Bramley at Heriot-Watt
University; and GIS work was undertaken
by SDRC’s GIS consultant David Avenell.

The new Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004
(IMD 2004) is a Super Output Area (SOA)
level measure of multiple deprivation and
is made up of seven SOA level Domain
Indices. There are also two supplementary
Indices (Income Deprivation Affecting
Children and Income Deprivation Affecting
Older People). Summary measures of the
IMD 2004 are presented at district and
county level. The SOA level Domain Indices
and IMD 2004, together with the district
and county level summaries are referred
to as the Indices of Deprivation 2004
(ID 2004).

The team would like to thank the ODPM’s
Advisory Group, the academic peer reviewer
Professor Jonathan Bradshaw from the
University of York, and the many respondents
to the two consultations, for all their helpful
contributions.

The concept of multiple
deprivation

The new ID 2004 are based on the approach,
structure and methodology that were used
to create the previous ID 2000. The ID 2004
updates the ID 2000 in two key ways: first,
more up-to-date data has been used; and
second, new measures have been incorporated
as new and improved data sources have
become available. The new Index of Multiple
Deprivation 2004 contains seven Domains
which relate to Income deprivation,
Employment deprivation, Health deprivation
and disability, Education, skills and training
deprivation, Barriers to Housing and Services,
Living environment deprivation and Crime.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004
(IMD 2004) is a measure of multiple
deprivation at the small area level. The model
of multiple deprivation which underpins the
IMD 2004 is based on the idea of distinct
dimensions of deprivation which can be
recognised and measured separately. These
are experienced by individuals living in an
area. People may be counted in one or
more of the domains, depending on the
number of types of deprivation that they
experience. The overall IMD is conceptualised
as a weighted area level aggregation of
these specific dimensions of deprivation.

This summary report outlines the components
of the new ID 2004. The Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister will publish a full report
about the ID 2004.
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Domains and indicators

The Domains

The IMD 2004 contains seven Domains of
deprivation: Income deprivation, Employment
deprivation, Health deprivation and disability,
Education, skills and training deprivation,
Barriers to Housing and Services, Living
environment deprivation and Crime. Each
Domain contains a number of indicators.
The criteria for inclusion of these indicators
are that they should be ‘domain specific’ and
appropriate for the purpose (as direct as
possible measures of that form of deprivation);
measuring major features of that deprivation
(not conditions just experienced by a very
small number of people or areas); up-to-date;
capable of being updated on a regular
basis; statistically robust; and available for
the whole of England at a small area level
in a consistent form.

Income Deprivation Domain
The purpose of this Domain is to capture the
proportion of the population experiencing
income deprivation in an area.
• Adults and children in Income Support
households (2001).
• Adults and children in Income Based Job
Seekers Allowance households (2001).
• Adults and children in Working Families
Tax Credit households whose equivalised
income (excluding housing benefits) is
below 60% of median before housing
costs (2001).
• Adults and children in Disabled Person’s
Tax Credit households whose equivalised
income (excluding housing benefits) is
below 60% of median before housing
costs (2001).
• National Asylum Support Service supported
asylum seekers in England in receipt of
subsistence only and accommodation
support (2002).

Data time point, spatial
scale and denominators

In addition, an Income Deprivation Affecting
Children Index and an Income Deprivation
Affecting Older People Index were created.

Where possible, the indicators relate to 2001.
The Domains, the Index of Multiple
Deprivation 2004 and the two supplementary
Indices (Income Deprivation Affecting
Children and Income Deprivation Affecting
Older People) are all presented at Super
Output Area (SOA) Lower Layer.1 Summaries
of the IMD 2004 are presented at district
and county levels.

Employment Deprivation Domain
This domain measures employment
deprivation conceptualised as involuntary
exclusion of the working age population
from the world of work.
• Unemployment claimant count (JUVOS) of
women aged 18-59 and men aged 18-64
averaged over 4 quarters (2001).
• Incapacity Benefit claimants women aged
18-59 and men aged 18-64 (2001).

When 2001 Census numerators were used,
the denominators were also drawn from
the Census. However, when non-Census
numerators were used, the denominators
were mainly based on the 2001 Mid-Year
Estimates (MYEs).2
1

See A Guide to the Neighbourhood Statistics: Geography Policy (2nd December 2003).

2

Mid-2001 Population Estimates – Provisional Results from the Manchester Matching Exercise. Released by the
Office of National Statistics on 4th November 2003. As the 2001 MYEs are produced at district level, SOA level
denominators were created by apportioning the 2001 MYEs to the SOA level using Census derived ratios.
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• Proportion of those aged under 21 not
entering Higher Education (1999-2002).
• Secondary school absence rate (2001-2002).

• Severe Disablement Allowance claimants
women aged 18-59 and men aged 18-64
(2001).
• Participants in New Deal for the 18-24s
who are not included in the claimant
count (2001).
• Participants in New Deal for 25+ who are
not included in the claimant count (2001).
• Participants in New Deal for Lone Parents
aged 18 and over (2001).

Sub Domain: Skills
• Proportions of working age adults (aged
25-54) in the area with no or low
qualifications (2001).
Barriers to Housing and Services Domain

Health Deprivation and Disability Domain

The purpose of this Domain is to measure
barriers to housing and key local services.
The indicators fall into two sub-domains:
‘geographical barriers’ and ‘wider barriers’
which also includes issues relating to access
to housing, such as affordability.

This domain identifies areas with relatively
high rates of people who die prematurely
or whose quality of life is impaired by poor
health or who are disabled, across the
whole population.
• Years of Potential Life Lost (1997-2001).
• Comparative Illness and Disability Ratio
(2001).
• Measures of emergency admissions to
hospital (1999-2002).
• Adults under 60 suffering from mood or
anxiety disorders (1997-2002).

Sub Domain: Wider Barriers
• Household overcrowding (2001).
• LA level percentage of households for
whom a decision on their application for
assistance under the homeless provisions
of housing legislation has been made,
assigned to SOAs (2002).
• Difficulty of Access to owner-occupation
(2002).

Education, Skills and Training
Deprivation Domain

Sub Domain: Geographical Barriers

This Domain captures the extent of deprivation
in terms of education, skills and training in
a local area. The indicators fall into two sub
domains: one relating to education deprivation
for children/young people in the area and
one relating to lack of skills and qualifications
among the working age adult population.

• Road distance to GP premises (2003).
• Road distance to a supermarket or
convenience store (2002).
• Road distance to a primary school
(2001-2002).
• Road distance to a Post Office (2003).

Sub Domain: Children/young people

Crime Domain

• Average points score of children at Key
Stage 2 (2002).
• Average points score of children at Key
Stage 3 (2002).
• Average points score of children at Key
Stage 4 (2002).
• Proportion of young people not staying
on in school or school level education
above 16 (2001).

This Domain measures the incidence of
recorded crime for four major crime themes,
representing the occurrence of personal and
material victimisation at a small area level.
• Burglary (4 recorded crime offence types,
April 2002-March 2003).
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Sub-Domain: The ‘indoors’ living
environment

• Theft (5 recorded crime offence types,
April 2002-March 2003, constrained to
CDRP level).
• Criminal damage (10 recorded crime
offence types, April 2002-March 2003).
• Violence (14 recorded crime offence
types, April 2002-March 2003).

• Social and private housing in poor
condition (2001).
• Houses without central heating (2001).
Sub-Domain: The ‘outdoors’ living
environment

The Living Environment
Deprivation Domain

• Air quality (2001).
• Road traffic accidents involving injury
to pedestrians and cyclists (2000-2002).

This Domain focuses on deprivation with
respect to the characteristics of the living
environment. It comprises two sub-domains:
the ‘indoors’ living environment which
measures the quality of housing and the
‘outdoors’ living environment which contains
two measures about air quality and road
traffic accidents.

The methodological steps that were taken
to create the IMD 2004 are described in the
full report. The table below sets out the
Domain weights which were used to combine
the Domains into an Index of Multiple
Deprivation.

Table 1: Domain Weights for the IMD 2004

Domain Weight
Income deprivation

22.5%

Employment deprivation

22.5%

Health deprivation and disability

13.5%

Education, skills and training deprivation

13.5%

Barriers to housing and services

9.3%

Crime

9.3%

Living Environment deprivation

9.3%

Outputs

2. Six district level summary measures of the
IMD 2004 have been produced. No single
summary measure is favoured over another:
there is no single best way of describing
or comparing England’s 354 districts.

1. Each of the 32,482 SOAs in England has
been assigned a score and rank for the
Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 (IMD
2004); the seven Domain Indices; the
sub-domains; and the two supplementary
Indices (Income Deprivation Affecting
Children and Income Deprivation
Affecting Older People).

• Local Concentration is the population
weighted average of the ranks of a
district’s most deprived SOAs that
contain exactly 10% of the district’s
population.
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A glimpse of the results

• Extent is the proportion of a district’s
population living in the most deprived
SOAs in the country.
• Income Scale is the number of people
who are Income deprived.
• Employment Scale is the number of
people who are Employment deprived.
• Average of SOA Ranks is the
population weighted average of the
combined ranks for the SOAs in a district.
• Average of SOA Scores is the
population weighted average of the
combined scores for the SOAs in
a district.

SOA Level
England’s most deprived 20% of SOAs have
the following characteristics on average:
• Just under a third of people are income
deprived.
• One in five of women aged 18-59 and
men aged 18-64 are employment deprived.
• Just under half of children live in families
that are income deprived.
• Just under a third of older people are
income deprived.

3. County level summaries of the IMD 2004
have also been produced.

Published by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.
Printed in the UK June 2004 on material containing
75% post-consumer waste and 25% ECF pulp.
Product code: 04NRU02094

Table 2 summarises the most deprived 20%
of SOAs on the IMD 2004 at Regional level,
while Chart 1 shows this picture alongside
England’s 20% least deprived SOAs by Region.

5

Reasons for Change between the
ID 2000 and the ID 2004

The Region which has the greatest percentage
of its SOAs that fall in England’s most deprived
20% is the North East (38.1%), followed by the
North West (32.8%). The North West has the
greatest number of SOAs that fall in England’s
most deprived 20% (1461), followed by
London with 1260.

Reasons for change in rank position
between the two Indices include:
• Real change will have taken place over time.
• The ID 2004 contains some new
Domains and indicators.
• New geographical units were used for
the ID 2004.
• Denominators have been recalibrated
following the 2001 Census.
• The Extent measure was refined for the
ID 2004.

Local Authority District Level
In the ID 2004, 80 districts fell into the ‘most
deprived 50’ on one or more of the six district
level summaries. In the ID 2000, 81 districts
fell into this category. Of the 81 districts in
the ‘most deprived 50’ in the ID 2000, 75
remain within this category in the ID 2004.

Each of these points is addressed in the
main report.
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Table 2: Number of SOAs in the most deprived 20% of SOAs in England on the IMD 2004,
by Government Office Region

Number of SOAs
in most deprived
20% of SOAs
in England

Number of SOAs
in the Region

% of SOAs in
each Region
falling in most
deprived 20% of
SOAs in England

East

220

3,550

6.2

East Midlands

482

2,732

17.6

1,260

4,765

26.4

North East

631

1,656

38.1

North West

1,461

4,459

32.8

South East (excluding London)

271

5,319

5.1

South West

278

3,226

8.6

West Midlands

917

3,482

26.3

Yorkshire & the Humber

976

3,293

29.6

London

Chart 1: Percentage of SOAs in the most and least deprived 20% of SOAs in England on the
IMD 2004 by Region
45

Most deprived 20% SOAs
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35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
East

East
Midlands

London

North
East

North
West

7

South
East

South
West

West
Yorkshire &
Midlands the Humber

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

Appendix 5: Condition vs. Potential Matrixes

June 2005

Overall Quality; Condition v. Potential

Overall Quality; Condition v. Potential

Overall Quality; Condition v. Potential

Overall Quality; Condition v. Potential

Overall Quality; Condition v. Potential
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Hectares of Informal
Unrestricted Open Space

252.98

2.16

N/a

492.63

Bourne End

5025

171.26

34.18

22.38

16.91

3.38

-2.98

11.14

2.22

0.06

Flackwell Heath

3683

30.63

8.31

-3.49

24.28

6.58

0.22

5.14

1.39

-0.77

Population

4.20

5.74

1.15

19.14

5.19

N/a

317.95

2.71

N/a

-3.05

1.68

0.34

-2.37

0.63

0.13

0.12

0.99

17.37

4.71

2.00

1.52

0.41

0.16
0.24

29.36

Difference Against
District Provision (ha)

Difference Against
District Provision (ha)

N/a

Provision of
Allotmetns/1000 (ha)

Provision of Formal
Unrestricted Open
Space/1000 (ha)

6.36

Hectares of All Allotments

Hectares of Formal
Unrestricted Open Space

745.61

Difference Against
District Provision (ha)

Difference Against
District Provision (ha)

N/a

Provision of Semi-natural
Unrestricted Open
Space/1000 (ha)

Provision of Unrestricted
Open Space/1000 (ha)

11.80

Hectares of Semi-natural
Unrestricted Open Space

Hectares of Unrestricted
Open Space

1383.81

Difference Against
District Provision (ha)

Difference Against
District Provision (ha)

117317

Provision of Informal
Unrestricted Open
Space/1000 (ha)

Provision of All open
Space/1000 (ha)

District

Settlement Area

Hectares of All Open
Space

Appendix 6: Master Quantity Table

0.25

N/a

Lane End

1314

29.72

22.69

10.89

28.04

21.40

15.04

3.21

2.45

0.29

24.84

18.96

14.76

11.02

8.41

5.70

0.64

0.49

Marlow

12549

250.76

20.00

8.20

31.87

2.54

-3.82

21.81

1.74

-0.42

10.07

0.80

-3.40

3.88

0.31

-2.39

6.31

0.50

0.25

Marlow Bottom

2073

4.68

2.25

-9.55

2.41

1.16

-5.20

1.74

0.84

-1.32

0.67

0.32

-3.88

0.57

0.27

-2.44

0.00

0.00

-0.25

Naphill & Walters
Ash

1313

80.84

61.71

49.91

71.53

54.60

48.24

5.30

4.05

1.89

66.23

50.56

46.36

5.08

3.88

1.17

2.13

1.63

1.38

Princes
Risborough &
Longwick

5303

35.83

6.76

-5.04

18.63

3.51

-2.85

14.64

2.76

0.60

3.99

0.75

-3.45

0.00

0.00

-2.71

0.00

0.0.

-0.25

Stokenchurch

2385

18.62

7.82

-3.98

14.74

6.19

-0.71

9.37

3.94

1.78

5.20

2.18

-2.02

0.91

0.38

-2.33

2.14

0.90

0.65

Town Centre

752

2.01

2.66

-9.14

1.84

2.43

-2.43

0.57

0.75

-1.41

1.25

1.65

-2.55

0.00

0.00

-2.71

0.00

0.00

-0.25

Daws Hill

1424

29.52

20.70

8.90

7.21

5.06

-1.30

6.13

4.30

2.14

1.08

0.76

-3.44

0.33

0.23

-2.38

0.00

0.00

-2.71

Desborough

5664

7.54

5.28

-6.52

6.47

4.54

-1.82

6.40

4.49

2.33

0.08

0.06

-4.14

0.00

0.00

-2.71

0.00

0.00

-0.25

Hazelemere &
Great Kingshill

5562

33.69

6.05

-5.75

26.44

4.75

-1.61

12.93

2.33

0.17

13.46

2.42

-1.78

9.79

1.76

-0.95

1.83

0.33

0.08

Hughenden
Valley

4748

57.10

12.03

0.23

33.97

7.15

0.79

16.87

3.55

1.39

17.09

3.60

-0.06

4.81

1.01

-1.70

2.65

0.56

0.31

North East High
Wycombe

20001

111.31

5.57

-6.23

93.58

4.68

-1.68

10.94

0.55

-1.61

82.64

4.13

-0.07

69.29

3.47

0.76

0.46

0.02

-0.23

North West High
Wycombe

8653

100.23

11.57

-0.23

82.22

9.49

3.13

49.80

5.75

3.59

36.42

4.20

0.00

25.88

2.99

0.28

0.68

0.08

-0.17

South East High
Wycombe

7815

194.49

24.89

13.09

133.96

17.14

10.78

47.13

6.03

3.87

86.83

11.11

6.91

78.76

10.08

7.37

1.51

0.19

-0.06

South West High
Wycombe

19188

118.50

6.17

-5.63

81.53

4.25

-2.11

21.16

1.10

-1.06

60.37

3.15

-1.05

43.49

2.27

-0.44

1.51

0.08

-0.17

Tylers Green

7677

90.47

11.78

-0.02

59.04

7.69

1.33

7.07

0.92

-1.24

51.98

6.77

2.57

42.26

5.50

2.79

1.88

0.24

-0.01

Wooburn

2160

16.46

7.63

-4.17

12.42

5.76

-0.60

6.90

3.20

1.04

5.51

2.56

-1.64

2.81

1.30

-1.41

0.00

0.00

-0.25
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Appendix 7: Analysis Maps Method Statement
The following GIS Method Statement briefly explains how each GIS file was created and in which
maps they have been used in, including the Settlement Analysis Maps.

When using the analysis maps, they should viewed in conjunction with the Glossary (see page II);
this will explain the key terms used. In addition, the evolving terminology means that the
Settlement Analysis Maps keys are no longer accurate; ‘Accessibility’ should now read ‘Proximity’
and ‘Sufficient Quality’ should now read ‘Satisfactory Quality’.

These maps are a ‘snap-shot in time’; while they are necessary to support Section 4.4: Settlement
Analysis, the ‘live’ GIS Database should be used to display and print the required mapping.

Boundary Layers
District Boundary – This is a simple Polyline of the District outline (used on most maps).

Settlement Boundaries – This is a Polygon dataset showing the agreed boundaries of all 19
Settlements (Used on Most maps).

Settlement Boundaries with Census – This is the same as above but has Census Statistics
attributed to each of the 19 settlements. These were worked out using Output areas from the 2001
Census (Used to calculate Ha/1000 for figure 4.23).

Employment Regions
Employment Regions – This dataset was provided by the Council to show areas of Employment
(Used on Most Maps).

IMD (Index of Multiple Deprivation)
IMD – This shows the ranking of all the Super Output Areas within the Wycombe District
Boundary. This has been coloured to show the areas of deprivation, which can be used with the
Ha/1000 contour data to show areas that are deprived, and lacking in open spaces (Used on
Figure 4.23 and all settlement maps).
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Open Spaces Layer
This is the Main Layer and is used in all maps. It contains the Open Spaces Polygons, attributed
with their Site ID. This can be connected using the ODBC link to the “Tbl_summary” Table within
the Wycombe Database. This will give it all the typology and access data as well as the Quality,
Condition and Potential scores for each section of the Audit, as well as an Overall Quality Score
for the site.

10 Best and Worst Sites
Within this folder are the sites that received the Highest (Best Sites) and Lowest (Worst Sites)
Quality scores based on the section they feature. The sites are represented by a point, which
locates the centre of each open space. Typologies mapped in this way include:
•

Best and Worst Unrestricted Amenity Sites

•

Best and Worst Parks

•

Best and Worst Playgrounds

•

Best and Worst Unrestricted Semi Natural Sites

•

Best and Worst Unrestricted Sites

•

Worst Sites for Security

Play Facilities
This folder contains sites with play facilities, which is derived from the Children and Toddler Play
Condition score (this highlights sites that have play facilities). The sites are then put into the
ranges of 0-60% (Poor), 61-74% (Satisfactory) and 75%+ (Good). All sites are buffered by a 400m
walking distance, and coloured based on their quality – Green to Red.
This highlights areas of provision and areas where sites require attention (Used on Figure 4.28).

Quality of All Unrestricted Sites
This folder contains the layers that identify the Good, Sufficient and Poor Quality Unrestricted
sites. These are created in the same way as the play buffers above, with a colour coded 400m
walking distance buffer (Used on Figure 4.25).

Quantity Analysis Layers
All of these files were created using ArcGIS Spatial Analyst to create grids based on the buffers.
Sites were buffered by various distances (based on their Typology and Hierarchy) and then
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overlaid, creating some areas where 2 or more buffers over lapped. This highlights areas of
abundance and areas of deficiency. This can be seen by using a thematic map graduated
colouring on the “Gridcode” column within the attributed tables.

All Unrestricted Sites
This layer shows all Unrestricted sites that have been buffered by a 400m walking distance, then
cut by the “Severance Lines” layer. For example, if a main road crossed through a buffer it would
be clipped so that the area on the other side of the road did not show up as part of that sites’
catchment. (Used on all settlement figures on the Access of Unrestricted sites map).

Allotments
This layer shows all sites with the typology of “Allotments” with a 1200m walking distance buffer,
not clipped by severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to Allotments map).

Amenity Green Space
This layer shows all sites with the typology “Amenity Space” and that have Unrestricted access.
The sites were buffered using a 400m Walking Distance clipped by severance lines (Used on all
settlement figures on the Access to Amenity Spaces sites map).

Ha Per 1000 Layers
Ha per 1000 by Settlement – This shows the settlement boundaries attributed with the ha/1000 of
unrestricted open space within that settlement. This can be coloured using a thematic map
graduated colour to show which settlements are abundant/deficient in accessible open space
(Used on Figure 4.24).

Ha per 1000 Contours High Wycombe – This is a contour map showing the trends throughout the
High Wycombe settlements. This highlights the areas that are abundant/deficient and can be
overlaid on top of the IMD ranking to highlight areas that are deprived and deficient of open space.
This was created by using the Ha/1000 figures for each settlement, within High Wycombe, then
creating a contour matrix based on those figures (Used on Figure 4.25).
NB Spatial Analyst is required for this process

Parks
District Parks Walking Buffer – This shows all District Parks with a 1200m walking buffer, not
clipped by severance lines.
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District Parks Driving Buffer – This shows all District Parks with a 5km driving buffer, not clipped
by severance lines.

Buffer to Local Parks – All Unrestricted Local Parks with a 400m walking buffer clipped by
severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to Local Parks map).

Buffer to Neighbourhood Parks – All Unrestricted Neighbourhood Parks with a 800m walking
buffer not clipped by severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to
Neighbourhood Parks map).

Buffer to District Parks – All Unrestricted District Parks with a 1200m walking buffer not clipped by
severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to District Parks map).

Semi-Natural Sites
Buffer to Local Semi-Natural Sites – All Unrestricted Local Semi-Natural Sites with a 400m walking
buffer clipped by severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to Local SemiNatural Sites map).

Buffer to Neighbourhood Semi-Natural Sites – All Unrestricted Neighbourhood Semi-Natural Sites
with a 800m walking buffer not clipped by severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the
Access to Neighbourhood Semi-Natural Sites map).

Buffer to District Semi-Natural Sites – All Unrestricted District Semi-Natural Sites with a 1200m
walking buffer not clipped by severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to
District Semi-Natural Sites map).

Squares and Gardens
Buffer to Squares and Gardens – This layer shows all sites with the typology of Garden as well as
any Unrestricted Park that has Ornamental Planting. The sites are buffered by a 400m walking
distance, clipped by severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to Squares and
Gardens map).

Youth Sites
Buffer to LEAP Sites – Sites with Children and Toddler Play Equipment, less than 8 pieces,
buffered by a 400m walking distance clipped to severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on
the Access to LEAP Sites map).

June 2005

Wycombe District Open Space Study
Final Report

Buffer to NEAP Sites – Sites with Children and Toddler Play Equipment, 8 pieces or more,
buffered by a 800m walking distance, not clipped to severance lines (Used on all settlement
figures on the Access to LEAP Sites map).

Buffer to Youth Sites – Sites with Teen Play Equipment buffered by a 800m walking distance, not
clipped to severance lines (Used on all settlement figures on the Access to Youth Sites map).

Severance Lines
Severance Lines – Contains the roads and railway lines throughout the district that are considered
un-passable without proper bridges or underpasses. These severance lines are applied to
“catchment” areas of sites that are analysed, to reflect the true catchment of that site. If a
severance lines cuts through a buffer then the part of the buffer on the opposite side of the
severance to the actual site will be removed (Used on most 400m buffers but not actually shown
on any maps other than Figure 16).
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Appendix 8: Suggested SPD Framework
PURPOSE
•

Explains how policies in the Local Plan / LDF will be implemented, and how the SPD
relates to these

•

Gives clear indication of consultation process during preparation

PLANNING BACKGROUND
•

Explanation of Circular 1/97 Planning Obligations

•

Explanation of Local Plan policies, and how these are intended to be carried into the new
LDF

ESTABLISHING NEED
•

Provides evidence of need as a basis for establishing facilities for recreation, sport,
community and educational facilities

•

Sets out allocations for new development and assesses pressure for new development

•

Sets out expected demographic changes

DEVELOPMENT – The need to contribute
•

Explains triggers for contribution in terms of local standards based on accessibility,
quantity and quality – clear visual information will be available in terms of the mapping
provided by the analysis stages

•

Explains which types of housing / development will contribute and which are exempt, and
what their inter-relationships are

CALCULATING LEVELS OF CONTRIBUTION
•

Identifies key policy areas within which contributions will be made

•

Shows how the levels of provision are fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind and
reasonable in all other respects

•

Sets out methodology for calculation of costs for different types of provision – including;
•

a means of calculating a cost per dwelling

•

advice on where contributions will be sought
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•

whether provision will be on site, or commuted to off site provision (either for new
provision or quality improvements) taking into account
o

the size of the development

o

the amount of open space required to serve new development based on an
agreed open space standard

o

whether the development is of a size to require provision on site, or off site

o

whether there is sufficient provision within reasonable distance

o

whether the existing open space that would serve development requires
improvement

Nb. The use of formulae and standard charges are encouraged by Circular guidance - to help
speed, transparency and predictability. At the same time the method needs to allow for
pragmatism and some flexibility in decision making in terms of allocating funds and the need to
consider ongoing maintenance / replacement of facilities.
MAKING PAYMENT OF CONTRIBUTION
•

System for making S106 contributions needs to be fast, predictable, transparent and
accountable

•

Explains methods for collecting and where necessary pooling resources (possibly crossauthority ?) and a clear audit trail shown

•

Capital / revenue budget considerations, including payments for on-going maintenance
(payments should be time limited and not sought in perpetuity)

•

Explains what happens if community facility / infrastructure scheme is not implemented –
including claw-back

•

Explains time period of SPD

•

Consideration of % of S106 contribution to be ‘top sliced’ and used towards improving the
system of delivery by the LPA? – (or should this be solely through funds received through
the Planning Delivery Grant / and noting the potential for increased planning fees currently
being considered by the Government?)

MONITORING
•

Explains monitoring and review process – and continues to ensure efficiency and
transparency
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