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1. Executive Summary
1.1. This assessment of the District’s open spaces has been undertaken to provide an updated
overview of their quantity, quality and accessibility. It will serve to provide a strategic
assessment that can then feed into a strategy for future provision. It has been informed
principally by the methodology set out in PPG17. The following report sets out the audit
findings and consultation results, which inform the proceeding recommended standards for
future strategy and planning. As a result of this analysis the following provision and
accessibility standards are recommended for the District’s open spaces:

PPG17 Typology

Quantity

Quality and Value

Accessibility

Parks and Gardens

Maintain current level of
provision of 0.43ha per
1,000 population as a
minimum

Maintain ‘good’ quality
and ‘high’ value as a
minimum, with
aspiration for all parks
to be ‘very good’.

Improve provision in
relation to
recommended distance
of 740metres (to a
‘good’ quality park)

Semi Natural Sites

Maintain current level of
provision of 6.2ha per 1,000
population as a minimum but
look to improve accessibility
by increases in quantity

Maintain ‘good’ quality
and ‘medium’ value as
a minimum, with
aspiration for all seminatural sites to be ‘very
good’.

Improve provision in
relation to
recommended distance
of 480metres (to a
‘good’ quality site).

Green Corridors

No recommended standard

Maintain ‘good’ quality
and ‘medium’ value as
a minimum, with
aspiration for all green
corridors to be ‘very
good’.

As a guide, improve
provision in relation to
recommended distance
of 480 metres (to a
‘good’ quality site).

Provision for Young
People

Achieve standard of 0.045ha
per 1,000 population

Maintain ‘good’ quality
and ‘medium’ value as
minimum, with
aspiration for all play
areas to be ‘very good’.

Improve provision in
relation to
recommended distance
of 370 metres (to a
‘good’ quality
LAP/LEAP site) and
740 metres (to a ‘good’
quality NEAP/MUGA)

Amenity Green
Space

As a guide, maintain current
levels of provision at 0.68ha
per 1,000 population of
housing amenity space as a
minimum and recognise
importance of sites with
more visual value

Maintain ‘good’ quality
and recreation value as
minimum, with
aspiration for all
amenity areas to be
‘very good’.

Improve provision in
relation to
recommended distance
of 370metres (to a
‘good’ quality housing
amenity space that is of
recreational value- as a
guide 0.2ha).
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PPG17 Typology

Quantity

Quality and Value

Accessibility

Allotments

Increase quantity in line with
District requirements (to be
informed by demand
statistics). As a guide, a
target of 0.065ha per 1,000
population of allotment
space should be achieved

Maintain ‘good’ quality
and ‘high’ value as
minimum, with
aspiration for all
allotments to be ‘very
good’.

Improve provision in
relation to
recommended distance
of 2 miles

Outdoor Sports
Grounds

To be addressed via Playing
Pitch and Indoor Facilities
Assessment

To be addressed via
Playing Pitch and
Indoor Facilities
Assessment

To be addressed via
Playing Pitch and
Indoor Facilities
Assessment

Church/
Cemetery

Increase quantity in line with
District requirements for
burial spaces (approx 8ha)

Maintain ‘very good’
standard and ‘high’
value as a minimum.

No recommended
standard for
distance/travel times

Civic Space

No recommended standard

Maintain ‘very good’
standard and ‘high’
value as a minimum.

No recommended
standard for
distance/travel times

1.2 These standards will be used to inform the Council’s Leisure Strategy and Local
Development Framework, principally the Core Strategy and supporting Supplementary
Planning Documents. By translating this assessment’s findings into adopted policy the
Council can ensure that the future provision of open spaces is appropriate to the
communities needs and contributes to future sustainable development in the District.
1.3 There is a need to protect and enhance the District’s existing open spaces and facilities
given the physical constraints to increased provision in some areas. Given the
deficiencies in quantities, the provision of new sites should be identified in the LDF to
prevent sites being built on and existing sites should be protected. This is linked to the
need to ensure appropriate levels of provision of alternative semi-natural and other
recreational spaces so that pressures upon strategic sites, such as the AONB, can be
reduced. Whilst there may be pockets of ‘higher’ provision across the District, these areas
are effectively serving larger catchments due to deficiencies elsewhere- therefore
the need for protection of existing spaces is paramount.
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Map 1 Summary of overall provision across the District (showing areas covered by key
open spaces i.e. parks, semi-natural, housing amenity and play provision and their
associated recommended travel distance buffers)

Based on Ordnance Survey Mapping with the Permission of the controller of Her Majesty’s Stationary Office ©
Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil
proceedings. Cannock Chase District Council, Licence No 100019754, 2009

Recommended travel buffer zones
from existing open spaces
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2. Introduction and Background
2.1 Open Spaces form an integral part of the District’s natural and recreational assets. The
often multi-functional character of open spaces means that they can help to achieve a
number of local aspirations such as improved standards of health, improved habitats for
local wildlife, responding to the potential impacts of climate change as well as supporting
economic regeneration. A high quality environment with well managed open spaces
supports an overall higher quality of life and experience for the District’s residents and its
visitors. The provision of good quality parks and open spaces is essential to most of the
District Council’s agenda including crime reduction and healthy living opportunities.
2.2 In 2004 the Council commissioned Strategic Leisure Limited to undertake a Green Space
Strategy to guide future policy in relation to open space, sport and recreation. As part of
the evidence to inform the strategy a comprehensive audit of open space was conducted.
This incorporated the mapping of local sites; an assessment of the quality of a sample of
those sites; recommendations for future provision levels based upon national guidance,
national benchmarking, local public consultation and the existing stock of open spaces.
2.3 The 2004/5 audit information has been updated during 2009 and regard has been paid to
the Green Space Strategy 2005 recommendations in terms of local provision standards.
This 2009 assessment therefore provides an up to date audit of the overall quantity,
quality, value and accessibility of Cannock Chase District’s open spaces, and has served
to identify key areas of deficiency in relation to local open space provision. It provides
subsequent recommendations for local standards of provision in terms of quality, quantity
and accessibility to guide future strategy and policy. It has been produced by the Council’s
Planning Services and Parks and Open Spaces Team’s in conjunction with the Culture,
Leisure and Major Projects Team.
2.4 This study complements the other elements of an Open Space and Recreation
assessment, namely analysis of indoor and outdoor facilities, including playing pitches in
the District. These studies have been conducted and during the same time period by the
Council’s Culture, Leisure and Major Projects Team in conjunction with other Council
departments, Sport England and other key stakeholders. A full PPG17 audit will thus be
produced by of combination of these assessments.
2.5 For the purposes of this assessment the definition of open space has been drawn from
Planning Policy Guidance 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation (PPG17):
“Open space should be taken to mean all open space of public value, including not just
land, but also areas of water such as rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs which offer
important opportunities for sport and recreation and can also act as a visual amenity”
2.6 PPG17 provides a typology of open spaces that can be drawn upon and amended locally if
necessary. The typology applied in this assessment is discussed in more detail under
Section 3, which sets out the rationale for the assessment and the methodology. Section 4
provides the strategic policy context for the assessment, explaining how it will link into
other relevant plans and strategies for the District. Section 5 sets out the key findings in
relation to each open space typology; Section 6 sets out the key findings by area and
Section 7 provides the key strategic issues and recommendations for future strategy and
policy.
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3. Objectives and Methodology
3.1 The overarching rationale for the assessment is set out in national planning policy via
PPG17, which highlights the importance of up to date audits of local open space provision
in order to inform effective planning and ensure the needs of the local community are met.
The findings of this assessment will be taken forward to inform the production of the
Cannock Chase Council Leisure Strategy as well as informing the Local Development
Framework, particularly through the Core Strategy policies but also future Supplementary
Planning Documents.
3.2 In order to ensure the information gathering process results in a robust and reliable
assessment of the District’s open space provision the methodology has closely followed
that of the 5 stage process set out in the PPG17 Guidance ‘Assessing Needs and
Opportunities, with regard to other relevant guidance such as English Nature Access to
Natural Greenspace Review (2008). This assessment:
•
•
•
•
•

Identifies local needs
Audits local provision
Sets provision standards for quality, quantity and accessibility
Analyses existing provision by applying these standards
Recommends overall provision standards in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility
and identifies key issues to inform future policy

Identifying Local Needs
3.3 In order to set the set the assessment within a broad policy framework and to identify key
policies impacting upon future open space provision, a review of local, regional and
national policy was undertaken. This also assisted the process in terms of providing an
introduction to the key local needs identified by previous local strategies. There is a wealth
of existing consultation and site quality information available which provided a context for
the assessment. A list of the sources used is provided in Appendix 1 and these are drawn
upon throughout the study. Of particular relevance and importance was the existing
Green Space Strategy 2005, which was a comprehensive source of background
information. These local needs informed the development of the quality and accessibility
assessments, discussed in the proceeding sections.
Auditing local provision
3.4 The assessment covers the majority of open spaces provided by the Council, similar types
provided at the town and parish council level and gives consideration to private sites with
and without public access. The study also considers sites in neighbouring authorities
which residents of Cannock Chase are known to utilise, such as Cavan’s Wood in South
Staffordshire or Chasewater Country Park in Lichfield District. The typology used for
identifying the primary purpose of a site is set in Table 1. This typology has been
developed in conformity with recommended PPG17 primary types but has been amended
to reflect local circumstances to assist mapping and analysis. The typologies are broadly
consistent with those identified in 2004; however some have been combined to provide a
clearer picture across the District. Green Links are also now a category in their own right,
rather than a sub-section of Semi-Natural sites. The local typologies are combined to
provide an overall recommendation for the relevant PPG17 typology in the report.
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Table 1 Typology of Primary Purpose
PPG17
Typology

Local Typology

Explanation

Parks and
Gardens

Major
Park

Of a significant size with secure boundaries and prominent entrances. Usually
of a historic interest and importance. A high quality landscape comprising a
range of elements inc sports facilities, play areas for all ages and car parking.
Likely to have a wide catchment and significant weekend use.
Intimate relationship with immediate needs of residents. Provision of a flexible
space, with prominent trees, ornamental flowerbeds and shrubbery’s, with
sports facilities such as a fenced multi games area, children’s playground and
extensive site furniture.
Small ornamental space as a focus for immediate surrounding buildings.
Maintained to the highest standards often a symbol of ‘Civic Pride’
Ecological vegetation or water bodies that require specialist management and
maintenance skills. Creation and conservation of diverse flora and fauna
important.
A designated footpath or cycleway through informal and mostly ecological
vegetation. Boundaries are often well defined, but with unrestricted access.
Usually developed along former railway lines or canals and may house former
remnants of heritage features. Security lighting and limited furniture usually
provided
Exclusive Play Areas, play equipment, seating, bins, dog free. High safety
standards, events and activities. Also includes teenage facilities e.g. skate
parks. Often associated with surrounding housing amenity land containing
additional facilities e.g. kick-about areas.
Open space found between residential housing or close to place of work, they
may be private and secured or open and surrounded by buildings. Formal
vegetation and grassed lawn areas would tend to be the norm, additional site
furniture and sometimes small play areas or kick-about areas. Larger areas
may be used for events/other activities (e.g. Greens).
Land of a noteworthy size with or without vegetation. Not necessarily with any
distinct boundaries, may provide seating, litter bins and lighting. Serves more
visual than recreational value.
Formal sports grounds, changing facilities often with car parks, bins and
benches- private membership
Formal sports pitches, changing facilities often with car parks, bins and
benches- open to public
Often well defined and secure boundaries. The land is attached to an
establishment e.g. schools or colleges. These sites are often managed to a
high standard and visibly are not part of the public realm.
Displaying a distinct historic quality and landscape form with specialist
horticulture and arboriculture management. Of importance spiritually,
memorial. Clearly demarcated boundaries with appropriate signage.

Local
Park
Gardens
Semi Natural
Sites

Semi Natural Sites

Green
Corridors

Green Links

Provision for
Young People

Playgrounds and
Teenage Facilities

Amenity
Green Space

Housing and other
Amenity Land

Roadside
Outdoor
Sports
Grounds (NB)

Private Sports
Grounds
Public Sports
Grounds
Institutional

Church/
Cemetery

Churchyard,
Closed Cemetery,
other
Churchyard
Allotments

Allotments

An area of local community importance and generally managed and
maintained by local population for small scale food production or gardening.
With a range of high education and health values, areas are normally
restricted in their access
Civic Space
Civic Squares
Area surrounded by buildings, both public and private, often characterised by
hard surfacing and hard landscaping with little vegetation. These sites often
have well designed seating and street furniture and designed for maximum
usage by shoppers, tourists workers and street trading.
NB. Provision standards for Outdoor Sports Provision are to be considered via the Playing Pitch and
Indoor/Outdoor Sports Facility Assessment
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3.5 The PPG17 companion guide advises that so as to avoid ‘excessive’ use of resources
Councils may set a minimum threshold below which sites are not considered e.g. 0.2 ha for
playing pitches. The 2004 audit did not considered sites below 0.1 hectares in size unless
identified as specifically important through local knowledge and the focus was primarily
upon sites above 0.2 hectares in size. As part of the 2009 update, given that the 2004
audit provided a comprehensive baseline of existing mapped sites, there was an emphasis
upon identifying sites below these threshold’s which contribute to the District’s overall
green infrastructure and serve a role for local residents.
3.6 In terms of auditing the quantity of local provision, as outlined above an update of the 2004
assessment was undertaken. This involved the addition of new sites, alterations to existing
ones that had changed over time and, where necessary, altering the typology of some sites
to reflect the revised study typology and the changed site condition. The audit was
conducted from January 2009-June 2009 by planning and landscape officers of the Council
with extensive knowledge of the District’s open spaces and their history. Similar to the
methodology of the 2005 study, the larger tracts of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
were excluded from some of the quantity equations given that these would
disproportionately skew the figures. This reflected the fact that much of the AONB lies
outside of local recommended travel distances1. However, smaller distinct sites lying within
on the outskirts of the AONB boundary and within the recommended travel distances were
taken into account.
3.7 In terms of auditing the quality and value of existing provision a criteria for assessment was
developed, drawing upon the previous 2004 assessment and best practice guidance, such
as the Green Flag Award scheme requirements. A copy of the quality criteria used in
provided in Appendix 2. The audit of quality was conducted from late August 2009-early
October 2009 by planning and landscape officers of the Council with experience of
considering site quality in the District. By using a similar system to that in 2004 it was
possible to make indicative comparisons and identify changes in quality District-wide
(however, it is recognised that slightly different approaches of the surveyors can influence
the overall quality marks making direct comparisons difficult). Regular grounds
maintenance contract monitoring results were also used to inform the quality assessments
for key sites e.g. the District’s parks and larger housing amenity sites. These helped to
provide a benchmark and check upon the accuracy of emerging quality audit results.2 A
check upon emerging quality conclusions was also provided by results of the 2009 Citizens
Panel consultation (discussed further below). A total of 177 sites were audited,
representing 51% of all relevant sites.3
3.8 Following the complete audit of local provision the final stage of assessing accessibility
was undertaken (see Table 2). This drew upon the local consultation information to identify
effective catchment areas for the relevant typologies. The ‘effective catchment’ principle
was applied by drawing upon the 2005 recommended accessibility provision standards
results. These were themselves drawn from the results of the Council’s 2004 Citizen’s
In order to ensure consistency other sites lying outside of recommended travel distances were also excluded e.g.
Wyrley Common in Norton Canes.
2 It should be recognised that the quality audit results represent a snapshot in time of the site and require regular
updating to ensure continuous monitoring.
3 Roadside and Housing Amenity Sites below 0.1ha were excluded from the quality audit due to their minimal
recreational value and resource constraints- emphasis was placed upon larger sites with greater potential value to
the community. Public/private sports grounds and institutional sites were not audited as these are covered by the
accompanying Playing Pitch and Facilities assessments and are usually restricted access in nature.
1
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Panel questionnaire which gained local residents views on the expected and real travel
times to open spaces in the District and main methods of travel. These travel patterns
were re-consulted upon as part of this assessment via the 2009 Citizens Panel
consultation, which provided the views of over 400 respondents (see Appendix 3). This
enabled the use of an updated robust framework for assessing the accessibility of the
District’s open spaces and the mapping of key deficiencies. Table 2 sets out the
accessibility criteria used4. The distances are generally lower than those recommended in
the Green Space Strategy 2005 as it was considered that the average walking of 4mph
applied was too high, particularly for young children who are key users of the Districts’
open spaces. An average walking speed of 2mph was therefore used as the basis for this
2009 assessment, based upon benchmarking with national standards and other local
authorities. It is recognized that higher walking speeds may be better suited to other types
of open spaces e.g. those used more frequently by adults, however given the nature of the
majority of sites considered in this assessment applying the ‘lowest denominator’ will help
ensure young children and those with restricted mobility e.g. elderly persons are catered
for. In the case of allotments, whilst the majority of respondents highlighted ‘cars’ as their
main mode of transport it was considered appropriate to encourage other forms of more
sustainable transport in line with wider Council sustainable policy aims. A lower average
speed to account for cycling and walking to allotments was therefore applied. In relation to
other typologies, cars were also often the second most popular travel option (particularly
for parks and semi-natural spaces) but again it was considered appropriate to promote the
main, more sustainable travel mode of walking.
3.9

Accessibility was also considered in terms of land ownership given that some of the open
spaces used by the public are privately owned, or there is access management in place
e.g. schools or semi-natural sites with no public right of way. Table 3 sets out the access
definitions applied in the audit. In addition there was consideration of the impact of costs
where applicable i.e. allotments and accessibility in terms of disabled access and signage
under the ‘quality’ assessments (see Appendix 2).

The principle of using the catchment travelled by 75-80% of respondents (as per PPG17 Guidance) was
followed. In order to provide further accuracy the % of respondents per distance option (i.e. less than 5 minutes,
6-10 minutes, 11-15 minutes etc) within the 75-80% catchment was then weighted to give an overall figure.
4
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Table 2 Effective Catchment Areas Applied
2005
Standards
PPG17 Typology

2009
Consultation
Main travel
mode and
distance
expected

Catchment Area Applied 2009 (Average
distance travelled by most users)

Parks and Gardens

8 minutes

Walking- 9
minutes

9 minutes walking time (based upon
average walking speed of 2mph =
480metres)
9 minutes walking time (based upon
average walking speed of 2mph =
480metres)
9 minutes walking time (based upon
average walking speed of 2mph =
480metres)
7 minutes walking time to LAPS/LEAPS
(based upon average walking speed of
2mph = 370metres) and 13 minutes to
NEAPS/MUGAS (740metres)
7 minutes walking time (based upon
average walking speed of 2mph =
370metres)
To be considered via the Playing Pitch and
Indoor/Outdoor Facility Assessment

Semi Natural Sites

8 minutes

Walking- 10
minutes

Green Corridors

8 minutes

Walking- 10
minutes

Provision for Young People

6 minutes

Amenity Green Space

6 minutes

Walking- 8
minutes (13
minutes to
larger sites)
Walking- 7
minutes

Outdoor Sports Grounds

N/A

N/A

Church/ Cemetery

N/A

N/A

No catchment is recommended

Allotments

15 minutes
drive time

Car- 12
minutes

Civic Space

N/A

N/A

No more than 13 minutes travel time (2
miles based upon average travel time of
10mph by car/cycle/walking).5
No catchment is recommended

Table 3 Site Audit Access Definitions
Unrestricted
Limited
Restricted

Sites are available to everyone at all times and are publicly owned. Some
sites may have restrictions between dusk and dawn e.g. local parks or
churches
Sites may be publicly or privately owned but access may require a prior
arrangement or appointment e.g. schools or publicly accessible land that is
on lease from private owners
Sites that are privately owned and/or out of bounds to the general public.
However they may be accessible to a small group of people

Assumes average walking speed of 2mph, average cycling speed of 10mph and average urban area car speed
of 20mph based upon benchmarking with other local authorities and statistical information from the Department of
Transport
5
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Setting provision standards for quality, quantity and accessibility
3.10 In order to undertake an analysis of the existing provision and its appropriateness,
there is a need to set indicative provision standards based upon local consultation findings,
and where relevant utilise national benchmark standards. For example in relation to
accessibility local consultation identified a series of distance thresholds, which have been
used for analysis alongside national guidance such as Natural England’s Access to Natural
Greenspace Standards (ANGSt).
3.11 PPG17 advises that the use of national standards should be applied carefully as
provision standards are best set locally, based upon the unique characteristics of the
particular local authority and the opinions of residents. As a result, this assessment has
drawn upon national standards for reference purposes only and has identified other local
authority benchmarks to help guide the decision making process. The local authorities
used were based upon the recent nature of their PPG17 assessments and their statistical
similarity with Cannock Chase (see Appendix 4). The Green Space Strategy 2005
recommended standards were also considered and where relevant these have been
updated to reflect altered circumstances (see paragraph 3.8). The main form of
consultation for this 2009 assessment was the 2009 Citizens Panel (Appendix 3).
Analysing existing provision by applying these standards
3.12 By applying the indicative standards, as set out above, the assessment has identified
areas of deficiency in relation to quality, quantity, value and accessibility. The application
of accessibility standards and calculation of quantitative provision was carried out via GIS
mapping. In determining existing quantity standards the mid-year 2006 population estimate
of 94,300 for the District was applied.
3.13 The GIS methodology used applied ‘buffer zones’ of the recommended accessibility
standards thus measuring the distance ‘as the crow flies’. Whilst this was considered the
most readily applicable method it was recognised that certain barriers to access would
influence the ‘reality’ of such buffer zones and subsequently the accessibility of the open
spaces. As a result, local knowledge of the Council’s planning and landscape officer’s was
used to ensure such key barriers e.g. railways or main roads were taken into consideration.
This served to ensure there was no major false skewing of the conclusions of this
assessment. By use of GIS mapping it was also possible to indicatively identify those
areas that were deficient in terms of access to good quality sites, rather than just all site
regardless of quality.6
Recommending overall provision standards in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility and
identifying key issues to inform future policy
3.14 In light of the findings of the analysis of existing standards there is a need to ensure
Council policy is geared towards addressing the strategic and site-specific issues identified
for open spaces. There is also a need to consider provision in the longer term so
consideration has been given to population projections up to 2026, which estimate that the
District’s population will be 102,300. This estimate is lower than the nationally-projected
105,900 which is trend-based and does not take into account the effect of policy. The
6

Given that 51% of sites were audited indicative conclusions only can be drawn from this sample size
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figure of 102,3007 is based upon the projected number of 6,800 new dwellings that are to
be provided in, or on the boundary of the District up to 2026 as is therefore considered to
be a more realistic estimate of likely growth.
3.15 The draft version of this assessment was made available for general consultation on
the Council’s Limehouse consultation portal for a 3-week period from the 6th – 27th
November. Responses were received from the AONB Unit, Inland Waterways Association
and RPS Ltd. Further work was undertaken following on from this consultation resulting in
alterations to recommended standards and clarification of how standards had been
derived, particularly in the case of provision for young people where the original mapping of
sites was revisited to ensure consistency in figures used to calculate standards.
3.16 The key findings of the assessment are presented by typology and by area to provide a
comprehensive picture of the District’s issues in Section’s 5 and 6. These key findings are
then used to inform policies and future action points, set out in Section 7.

7

Projections provided by Staffordshire County Council Research Unit, November 2009
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4. Strategic Policy Context
The policy context serves to set out the relevant national, regional and local policy backgrounda key part of the initial PPG17 process in terms of identifying local needs.
National Policy and Guidance
4.1 Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 (PPG17) is the principal national policy document as it
recommends an audit and assessment of local needs in order to develop local standards
that are based on local supply and demand for facilities. As mentioned above, the PPG17
guidance provides the framework for the assessment undertaken.
4.2 As noted above, green spaces provide an array of multi-functional benefits from climate
change to economic benefits as well as recreation opportunities. PPG 17 identifies ways in
which parks play areas and other green spaces (where the primary function is recreation,
physical and mental health, child development) contribute to the wider Government
agendas including social inclusion, community safety, and with an environmental function
to target niches in society- for example, allotment holders, footballers, bowlers, ramblers.
Open spaces and recreation contribute to:
•

•

•

•

•

4.3

Promoting and supporting the urban renaissance agenda through the
provision of local networks of well maintained and well managed, open spaces
sports and recreational facilities help to create urban environments that are safe,
attractive and clean. Green spaces in urban areas perform vital functions as areas
for nature conservation and biodiversity and by acting as’ green lungs’ can assist in
meeting objectives to improve air quality.
Supporting rural renewal – the countryside can provide opportunities for
recreation and visitors can play an important role in the regeneration of the
economies of rural areas. Open spaces within rural settlements and accessibility to
local sport and recreational facilities contribute to the quality of life and well being
of those people that live in the remoter areas.
Promoting social inclusion and community cohesion- well planned and
maintained open spaces and good quality sports and recreational facilities can play
a major part in improving people’s sense of well being in the place they live. As a
focal point for community activity, they can bring people from deprived
communities together providing opportunities for wider social interaction.
Health and well being-open space, sports and recreational facilities have a vital
role to play promoting healthy living and preventing illness and in the social
development of children of all ages through play, sporting activities and interaction
with others.
Promoting more sustainable development- by ensuring that open space ,
sports and recreational facilities (particularly in urban areas) are easily accessible
by walking or cycling and that more heavily used or intensive sports and
recreational facilities are planned in locations well served by public transport.

PPG 17 advocates the protection, enhancement and, where necessary (subject to
assessments which show the land to be surplus to requirements), the re-provision of
open space recreation facilities through the development of plans and strategies that
meets locally identified standards. The accompanying guidance ‘Assessing Needs and
Opportunities’ gives detailed advice to undertaking assessments and audits of
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provision. In accordance with PPG17 the information gained from the assessments of
needs and opportunities will be used by the Council to set locally derived standards for
the provision of open space, sport and recreational facilities. Within Cannock the local
standards will include;
•
•
•
4.4

Quantitative elements (how much new provision may be needed)
A qualitative component( against which to measure the need for enhancement of
existing facilities); and
Accessibility (including distance thresholds and consideration of the cost of using a
facility).

Existing open space, sport and recreational buildings and land should not be built upon
unless an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space
or the buildings and land to be surplus to requirements. Open space, sports and
recreational facilities that are of high quality or of particular value to the local
community, should be recognised and given protection. Areas of particular quality may
include;
•
•
•

Small areas of open space in urban areas that provide an important local amenity
and offer recreational play opportunities
Areas of open space that provide a community resource and can be used for
informal or formal events
Areas of open space that particularly benefit wildlife and biodiversity

4.5

Development of open space, sport and recreational facilities, in accordance with PPG
17, may provide opportunities for local authorities to remedy deficiencies of provision,
especially if a surplus of one type of provision exists and planning obligations or
conditions may be used to secure part of the development site to redress the
deficiency.

4.6

There are a series of other complementary national Planning Policy Statements (PPS)
which affect the protection, quality and management of open spaces such as those in
specific relation to biodiversity (PPS9) and climate change (PPS1 Supplement).
National Planning Policy Statements are increasingly reiterating the importance of
considering an area’s green infrastructure alongside other key infrastructure provisions
(Natural England Guidance on Green Infrastructure 2009).

4.7

In addition to planning policy, wider Government guidance and legislation emphasises
the importance of good quality open spaces. For instance the Government’s Cleaner,
Safer, Greener Communities agenda, which sets out one of its aims to have 1 Green
Flag Award in 60% of local authorities.

4.8

Natural England, and a series of other bodies involved in work related to open spaces,
also provides a source of information in terms of nationally recommended standards for
provision. For example, the Natural England standards aim to ensure all persons are
within 300metres of an accessible and natural greenspace of at least 2ha in size and at
least 2ha of such space per 1,000 population in an authority. Such standards have
been utilised for benchmarking purposes in Section 5.

13

Regional Policy and Guidance
4.9

At the regional level the West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy sets out the
importance of local authorities maintaining appropriate levels and good quality open
spaces and recreation facilities. As at the national level, the concept of green
infrastructure provision is increasingly gaining prominence (West Midlands Green
Infrastructure Prospectus 2008). There are no regional levels of provision setreference is made to nationally recognised standards i.e. Natural England’s Accessible
Greenspace standards (paragraph 2.8).

4.10

Natural England has recently undertaken an assessment of the region in terms of
deficiency to accessible natural green spaces as part of its ‘Access to Nature’ Initiative.
This combines the Indices of Multiple Deprivation Lower Super Output Area information
with access to natural green space data (e.g. Public Rights of Way, Local Nature
Reserves) in order to determine the most deprived areas. The 2009 analysis highlights
key areas of deficiency across the District, and regard has been paid to these to inform
this PPG17 assessment. Key areas of deficiency are highlighted at the south-east
area of Norton Canes and across the urban areas of Cannock and Rugeley.

Local Policy
4.11

The current Green Space Strategy 2005 provided the starting point for this assessment
as it represented a comprehensive audit of the District’s open spaces and of how local
residents were using them. The survey, undertaken during 2004, provided an audit of
quantity, quality and accessibility. The key findings and recommendations of the report
included:
•
•
•

A need to address area variances in provision across most of the typologies
A need to address deficiencies in quality and quantity for some typologies (e.g.
parks and semi-natural sites)
A need to develop specific strategies and management plans for key
typologies (e.g. provision for young people)

4.12

A number of the reports findings and recommendations have been addressed. For
instance the Council has developed its Play Strategy 2007-2012 which seeks to
address the Green Space Strategy 2005 issues raised in relation to provision for young
people. The Council has also achieved Green Flag Awards for 2 of the District’s parks
and 1 for Castle Ring (an ecological area). Ongoing monitoring for the maintenance of
the Council’s open spaces is also undertaken in order to drive up the quality standards.

4.13

The Leisure Strategy 2007-2012 is currently under review and will incorporate the
findings of all the PPG17 assessments to meet community needs. At present its key
aims are to increase participation in sport and active recreation; improve the level of
customer satisfaction with the service; to improve the quality of sporting provision;
respond to customer expectations; reduce ongoing revenue costs; facilitate joint
working with education and private partners; improve pathway development from
foundation to Elite level. It has a number of project-related or recreation type
ambitions, for instance the provision of new indoor leisure facilities and the
improvement of play facilities across the District (in line with the Play Strategy 20072012).
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4.14

In addition to this strategy, the Council’s ambitions for its open spaces are set out in
the Sustainable Community Strategy, the Corporate and subsequent Directorate
Priority Delivery Plans. These plans all recognise the high value of the District’s open
spaces and the contribution they make to the unique character of the area. Their wider
social, economic and environmental benefits are valued and aspirations are set out for
improvements in overall quantity and quality of provision.

4.15

The current adopted Local Plan 1997 applies standards which are virtually equivalent
to the traditional National Playing Fields Association recommendations in relation to
open space requirements. There are also a series of complementary policies which
seek to encourage access to recreation opportunities within the District.

4.16

The purpose of this assessment is to provide up to date, strategic information on the
District’s open spaces and complement the playing pitch and indoor/outdoor facilities’
assessments. These assessments combined will then form the basis for a revised
Cannock Chase Council Leisure Strategy that will inform future Corporate and Service
Delivery Plans. The assessments and subsequent Leisure Strategy will be used to
inform future planning policy through the Local Development Framework. The Council
currently requests the provision of open space and Section 106 contributions in
accordance with the Local Plan 1997 requirements. New standards and funding
arrangements will be taken forward through the Core Strategy and Supplementary
Planning Documents.
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5. Key Findings and Recommendations
This section sets out the key findings in relation to each open space typology relevant to this
study8, providing justification for the recommended standards put forward.
Parks and Gardens
5.1 Definition: Parks and Gardens are defined locally as consisting of major parks, local parks
and gardens. The 2009 assessment has refined the definition of parks to better reflect
local circumstances compared with the 2005 Green Space Strategy, where some areas
better classed as housing amenity land were designated as local parks.
5.2 Quantity: There are 13 parks and 1 community garden, totalling 40.5ha. These range in
size from approximately 0.08ha to 9.6ha. There are country parks within and bordering the
District, however these have been classified as semi-natural spaces according to the
primary use typology used in this assessment. This results in a level of provision equating
to 0.43ha of parks and gardens per 1,000 population. In terms of geographical distribution
there are approximately 28ha in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes, 11ha in Rugeley and
Brereton, and 2ha in Norton Canes.
Ward
Western Springs
Ward
Hednesford South
Ward
Hagley Ward
Rawnsley Ward
Cannock West Ward*
Brereton and
Ravenhill Ward*
Cannock South Ward
North Canes Ward
Cannock North Ward
Western Springs
Ward
Etching Hill and The
Heath Ward
Heath Hayes East
and Wimblebury
Ward*
Rawnsley Ward
Hednesford North
Ward*

Site Name

Site Size
(ha)

Quality

Value

Elmore Park

1.5

Excellent 78%

Medium

Littleworth Road Park
Hagley Park
Prospect Village
Local Park

1.2
0.5

Good 49%
Not audited

Medium/Low

2.2

Medium

Cannock Park

5.6

Good 60%
Very Good
70%

Ravenhill Park
Rumer Hill
Community Garden

7.7

Excellent 76%

Medium

0.08

Not audited
Very Good
71%

High

Good 52%

High /
Medium
Medium /
Low

1.3

Excellent 80%

Medium

School Road

0.2

Good 55%

Medium

Heath Hayes Park
Westgate Park

7.3
0.6

Hednesford Park

9.6

Church Road Park
Byron Place/ Wrights
Avenue
Chadsfield Road /
Fortescue Lane

1.7
1

Very Good
65%
Good 56%
Very Good
62%

High
Medium/Low
High/Medium

* Major Parks
8 Public/private sports ground and institutional spaces are to be considered via the accompanying Playing Pitch
and Facilities Assessments
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5.3 Quality and Value: Across the District the quality of parks ranged from 49% (Good) to
80% (Excellent) representing an average score of 65% (Very Good). 2 of the District’s
parks now have Green Flag Awards, representing the highest quality standards
achievable. These are Cannock Park and Ravenhill Park. There were no discernible
patterns in terms of the geographical distribution of quality scores, although it could be
noted that the two parks in Rawnsley ward were amongst the lowest scoring (56% and
60%- Good). The majority of parks were considered to be of at least ‘medium’ value given
their multi-functional nature. Parks with a medium/low value were those that had not
scored as well and could benefit from additional works or management to enhance their
value. On average around 15% of Citizens Panel (2009) respondents did not use parks
more because of poor facility provision or poor maintenance, suggesting improvements
could still be made to increase value and enjoyment (although this is a small number of
respondents). The top three facilities parks are expected to have are bins, seating and
toilets, reporting at 96%, 96% and 89% respectively (2009 Citizens Panel). ‘Other’
facilities mentioned are increased security i.e. CCTV, Wardens or Guards; catering/picnic
facilities; sports/exercise facilities; more dog fouling bins/action on dog fouling; water
features; off road areas for mini motorbikes; skateboard equipment/facilities; emergency
telephones. There is a lack of toilets in parks outside the major sites, however all of the
parks are well provided for in terms of seating and bins.
5.4 Accessibility: the recommended travelling time/distance of 480metres was applied to all
parks. The mapping exercise highlighted key deficiencies in the north-west of Rugeley,
north and south Cannock and northern parts of Norton Canes (see Maps 2-3). Only 8% of
Citizen’s Panel (2009) respondents do not use parks because they are too far away,
however 6% highlighted ‘no disabled facilities’ as a barrier.
5.5 Consultation and Key Issues: The 2005 Green Space Strategy noted that 37.6% of the
Citizen’s Panel respondents were non-park users, suggesting that other sites in the District
play an important role too e.g. semi-natural or housing amenity sites. The main reason for
visiting parks was to visit a play area (58% of respondents) followed by the desire for
relaxation (37%). Key dislikes included ‘gangs of youths’, not feeling safe, vandalism, dog
mess or litter. In 2009, 32% of Citizens Panel respondents were non-park users (broadly
comparable to 2005). The majority of respondents visited parks at least once a month
(90%), for around 30minutes-2hours (80%). The main reasons for visiting parks were
again play areas (34%) and relaxation (27%), followed by ‘because they are close to home’
(23%). The top two reasons for not using parks more were anti-social behaviour (31%)
and not having enough time (28%). Around one fifth said there weren’t any reasons why
they didn’t use parks more. There are geographical deficiencies in accessibility, although
44% of respondents in 2004 felt that provision was enough. This increased to 62% of
respondents in 2009 (25% of respondents felt there weren’t enough parks).
5.6 Recommended Provision Standards: The recommended provision standards Districtwide are set out below in order to address the current situation and ensure future
appropriate provision. For instance, taking into consideration future population projections
up to 2026 the current level of provision would fall to 0.4ha per 1,000 population. Given
the size of the District the hierarchy is limited to major and local parks (there are only 4
‘major’ parks). Whilst the recommended travel distance of 480metres has been applied, it
is recognised that there are limited opportunities for the provision of new parks, particularly
major ones, within the urban areas given the historical development and physical make-up
of the District (they are only likely to come forward as part of large
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developments/redevelopment or by the conversion of existing large open spaces, if
appropriate). In addition, the consultation highlighted that residents were willing to walk
further to larger play areas (i.e. NEAPs), which are more likely to be provided in parks as
opposed to stand-alone sites or in housing amenity areas. Based upon these
assumptions, and in order to set a consistent target, a travel distance of 740metres9 (or 13
minutes walk time) to at least a local park is therefore recommended (see Maps 2-3). It
should be recognised that major parks, and many local parks, are likely to remain outside
of this travel distance given afore mentioned constraints; they will continue to serve more
neighbourhood level roles e.g. by providing NEAPS and playing pitch facilities. By
recognising this, investment in the existing parks can continue to enhance their quality and
value. In terms of gardens, these are typically more community-led initiatives (as
demonstrated by the only garden in the District at Rumer Hill). Therefore no specific
standard is recommended and proposals will be opportunity-led.

9

740 metres is the recommended travel distance to a NEAP
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Parks and Gardens- District Wide
National Standards Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standards (Districtwide)

40.5ha, which
equates to
approximately
0.43ha per
1,000 people

61% of 2009
Citizens Panel
respondents felt
that the current
level of provision is
enough. Only 8%
of respondents did
not use parks more
because they were
too far away.

South Staffordshire
DC: No
recommended
standard as
development of
such areas is
mainly
opportunistic
therefore a
standard is not
feasible.

The provision of new
parks (particularly major
parks) is largely
opportunistic, often
related to large
development sites. It is
therefore considered that
the current level of
provision at 0.43ha per
1,000 population is
maintained as a minimum.
As part of large
development sites,
opportunities to increase
this provision should be
explored. Investment
should continue to be
targeted at improving
existing areas.

Quantity
Ornamental parks
and gardens are
excluded from the
National Playing
Fields Association
recommendations
for quantity
provisions.

No specific
standards related
to parks and
gardens.
Local Plan Policy
H4 identifies
general 7 acres of
formal/informal
open space per
1,000 population

Lichfield DC: 1.43
per 1,000
population
Solihull MBC:
Other major parks
and major green
spaces: Areas of
unrestricted public
access of over 8
ha within 2 km of
all settlements of
over 5000 people.

The Council should aim to
achieve increases in
quantity and quality of
provision in particular
areas of deficiency,
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National Standards Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Local area
parks/local area
green spaces:
Areas of
unrestricted public
access between
1.5 and 8 ha within
one km of all
settlements of
more than 300
people.

Recommended
Standards (Districtwide)
guided by the
recommended travel
distance and quality
standards. These specify
that all dwellings should
be within 740metres of a
‘good’ quality park,
aspiring to be ‘very good’.
They should be of high
value.

Neighbourhood
Green Spaces:
Areas of
unrestricted public
access between
0.2 and 1.5 ha,
with at least 0.2 ha
of space within 400
m of homes in all
settlements with
more than 300
people.
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Quality and
Value

National Standards Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Green Flag Award
Criteria for Quality

The Green
Space Strategy
2005 gave an
average quality
score of 68% for
local and major
parks, which
equates to ‘Very
Good’. It
identified
deficiencies in
Hagley.

15% of Citizens
Panel (2009)
respondents do not
use parks more due
to poor quality
issues.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites
should be of ‘good’
quality (scoring at
least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
recommended
that all dwellings
should be within
0.53 miles of a
GOOD QUALITY
(scoring at least
46%) local, major
or country park
Current Local
Area Agreement
target in relation to
maintaining at
least 1 Green Flag
Award up to 2011.

2009 audits give
a slightly lower
average of 65%,
which equates to
‘Very Good’.
There are slight
qualitative
deficiencies in
Rawnsley and
Hednesford
South. Sites are
largely ‘medium’
value at least.

Recommended
Standards (Districtwide)

Lichfield DC:
Quality vision to
target areas of
deficiency
Solihull MBC: Sets
out specific
facilities and
landscaping
required for
suitable parks
according to
hierarchy

21

National Standards Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
recommended
that all dwellings
- No person should
live more than 300m should be within
0.53 miles of a
from their nearest
GOOD QUALITY
area of natural
(scoring at least
greenspace of at
46%) local, major
least 2ha in size
- There should be at or country park
least one accessible
20ha site within 2km
from home
- There should be at
least one 100ha site
within 5km
- There should be at
least 500ha site
within 10km

The Green
Space Strategy
2005 identified
access
deficiencies in
parts of
Hednesford
Green Heath,
Cannock Wood
and Little
Wyrley.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
outlines that the
majority of residents
walk to parks and
based upon the
average mean
travel time of 8
minutes, applies an
average distance of
0.53 miles (based
upon average
walking speed of
4mph). This
walking speed has
been reduced to
2mph and average
distance to 740
metres based upon
updated 2009
consultation,
making the
standards more
comparable with
national and local
benchmarks.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites
should be of ‘good
accessibility’
(scoring at least
70%). Relates
scoring to Green
Flag Award
criteria.

Recommended
Standards (Districtwide)

Accessibility
English Nature
ANGst:

More recent
analysis also
identifies these
deficiencies, but
highlights
Cannock South,
Hawks Green,
Etching Hill and
the Heath as
additional areas
of deficiency

Lichfield DC: Walk
time of 10 minutes
(480 metres)
Solihull DC: See
quantity standards
set out above.
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Map 2 Parks and Walking Time of 9/13 minutes in Rugeley/Brereton

Parks
9 minute walking time
13 minute walking time
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Map 3 Parks and Walking Time of 9/13 minutes in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes and Norton Canes

Parks
9 minute walking time
13 minute walking time
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Semi-Natural Sites
5.7 Definition: Semi-Natural sites are areas whose primary purpose is as ‘natural greenspace’ for
wildlife that require specialist management e.g. Local Nature Reserves. The District has a number
of varying semi-natural sites and they share a close relationship with Green Corridors. This
assessment has taken into account the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty both in its own right
and in terms of the various country parks or distinctive sites within it. However it is recognised that
the AONB is largely outside of the local recommended travel distances (480metres) and its
contribution substantially skews the overall provision of the District. As a result, the AONB is
largely excluded from the District’s overall quantity equation in relation to local level provision;
however where smaller distinct sites within the AONB at the urban edges are within the 480metre
recommended distance these are accounted for.10 The AONB is also taken into account under the
more strategic level analysis (see paragraphs 5.12-5.13)
5.8 Quantity: There are approximately 86 sites, totalling 662ha (minus the main AONB area outside of
recommended travelling distances and sites outside the District boundary) and 585ha of this
consists of sites with unrestricted access within recommended travelling distances (approximately
72 sites). These range in size from 0.05ha to over 100ha. This results in a level of provision
equating to 6.2ha per 1,000 population of semi-natural sites with unrestricted access for the District
(within recommended travelling distances). In terms of geographical distribution there are
approximately 441ha in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes (including the rural areas provision),
11ha in Rugeley and Brereton urban area (with an additional 98ha serving Slitting Mill and Brereton
urban edge), and 35ha in Norton Canes (the hamlet of Little Wyrley is served by an additional 41ha
in the rural south).
5.9 Quality and Value: 1 of the District’s semi-natural sites, Castle Ring now has a Green Flag Award,
representing the highest quality standard achievable. Across the rest of the District the quality of
internationally and nationally designated semi-natural sites can be partially informed by monitoring
of their ecological condition. Recent assessments suggest that large areas within the AONB are
moving towards a ‘favourable condition’; however some areas still remain ‘unfavourable’. Sites at
Bleak House and Cannock Chase Extension Canal remain more ‘unfavourable’. Development and
recreation pressures as well as inappropriate or poor management are particular concerns. In
terms of appropriate management and facilities the 2009 assessment quality scores ranged from
33% (Average) to 80% (Excellent) representing an average score of 56% (Good). Those areas
with the lowest average scores were Brereton and Ravenhill and Hednesford North (46% and 50%Good). The highest average scores were in Etching Hill (63%- Very Good) and Hawks Green
(60%-Good). The majority of semi-natural sites were considered to be of at least ‘medium’ value
and a good proportion were considered to be ‘high’ value (44%). Sites with a low value were
typically those that had not scored as well and could benefit from additional works to increase their
value e.g. overgrown, largely inaccessible sites. On average, around 8% of Citizens Panel (2009)
respondents did not use semi-natural sites more due to poor quality facility provision and poor
management. The top three facilities semi-natural sites are expected to have are bins, seating and
parking, reporting at 87.4%, 77.4% and 70.8% respectively (2009 Citizens Panel). ‘Other’ facilities
mentioned are catering/picnic facilities; increased security i.e. CCTV, Wardens or Guards; more
dog fouling bins/action on dog fouling; more/better maintenance. Only larger semi-natural sites
In order for consistency, sites not within the AONB and outside of recommended travelling distances have also been
excluded from the quantity analysis e.g. Kingswood Lakeside.
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typically have car parking facilities, however the majority of sites did score well in relation to bin
and seating provision.
5.10Accessibility: the mapping exercise adopted the recommended travelling time/distance of
480metres. When applied to all accessible semi-natural spaces the majority of the District has
some access to a site. However, the analysis also applied the 480metre standard to areas larger
than 2 hectares in order to benchmark against the Natural England ANGST (see summary table
below). An additional exercise was also undertaken to apply the 300 metre ANGST recommended
provision. Both of these analyses highlight key deficiencies in the whole of Rugeley/Brereton,
south Cannock and north-west parts of Norton Canes (see Maps 4-6)11. Combined with quality,
there are therefore deficiencies in access to ‘good quality’ semi-natural spaces in Brereton and
Ravenhill in particular. 8% of Citizens Panel (2009) respondents do not use semi-natural more
because they are too far away whilst 5% highlighted ‘no disabled facilities’ as a barrier.
5.11In relation to the Natural England ANGST for larger sites, the AONB serves as the 500ha site
covering the whole of the District within 10km. In terms of access to sites over 100ha there are
deficiencies south of the A5 in Little Wyrley. There are deficiencies in access to sites over 20ha in
size within 2km in western Rugeley and in some central areas of Cannock/Heath Hayes.
5.12Consultation and Key Issues: The 2005 Green Space Strategy identified that Local Nature
Reserves were used less frequently than formal parks- 39% of respondents only use ecological
sites once a year. The key barriers to usage were a lack of time (47% of respondents), dog fouling
(26% of respondents) and ‘not feeling safe’ (12% of respondents). In 2009, 27% of Citizens Panel
respondents were non-users- suggesting higher usage than formal parks. The majority of
respondents visited sites at least once a month (90%- the same as parks) for around 30minutes2hours (77%). The main reasons for visiting semi-natural areas were to experience nature (38%),
relaxation and ‘being close to home’, reporting at 32% and 26% respectively. The top two reasons
for not using semi-natural sites were not having enough time (34%) and poor maintenance (12%).
29% of respondents said there weren’t any reasons why they didn’t use semi-natural sites anymore
than they currently use them. There are key deficiencies in relation to accessibility standards,
mainly in the north of the District, and although 56% of respondents felt there were enough seminatural sites, 22% of respondents felt there weren’t enough.
5.13As part of the Citizens Panel (2009) consultation, respondents were asked questions directly
related to their use of Cannock Chase AONB (known locally as ‘The Chase’) given its unique
strategic and local role. Over half (52%) of the respondents stated that they used The Chase most
often out of all of the open spaces (almost two thirds of those respondents are aged 60+). Over
half of the respondents who said they use The Chase stated the main reasons were to experience
nature and for relaxation, reporting at 58% and 55%. The reason that reported the highest for not
using The Chase more it is not having enough time, reporting at 41%. 40% stated there weren’t
any reasons why they didn’t use The Chase anymore than they currently use it. 78% of
respondents travelled to The Chase by car, 18% walked and only 4% cycled. These results
highlight the continued recreation demand placed on the sensitive area, particularly given the high
number of car-borne users and reinforce the need to mitigate pressures via alternative provision.

This local assessment is broadly in line with the Natural England ‘Access to Nature’ assessment, which highlights areas
with no access or within the bottom 10% of areas with access in the West Midlands Region.
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5.14Recommended Provision: The recommended provision standards District-wide are consequently
set out below in order to address the current situation and ensure future appropriate provision. For
instance, taking into consideration future population projections up to 2026 the current level of
provision would fall to 5.7ha per 1,000 population. Whilst there are deficiencies in access,
particularly in Rugeley/Brereton, the lack of opportunities to provide new spaces (and the fact that
the District as a whole already exceeds national recommended standards) it is not considered
appropriate to set a higher than existing quantity standard. However, in order to help alleviate
recreational pressures on more sensitive sites there is a need to promote additional provision.
Whilst there are sites outside the recommended travelling distances (e.g. within the AONB and at
sites such as Wyrley Common) the importance of these is still recognised in terms of them offering
further a field recreation benefit opportunities for residents and addressing deficiencies which exist
elsewhere. This is particularly important given the often-limited opportunities within the District’s
urban areas for the provision of new, larger open spaces given their historical development and
physical make-up. Opportunities for the provision of additional sites outside recommended travel
distances should not therefore be dismissed.
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Semi Natural Sites- District-Wide

Quantity

National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking (local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

English Nature
Accessible Natural
Greenspace
Standards:

No specific
standards
related to seminatural sites.

- Provision of at
least 2ha of
accessible natural
greenspace per
1,000 population

Local Plan
Policy H4
identifies
general 7 acres
of
formal/informal
open space per
1,000
population

6.2ha per
1,000
population
(within
recommended
travel times,
with
unrestricted
access and
within the
District)

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
mixed views on
provision with 32% of
respondents stating
there were enough
sites and 35% stating
there were too few
sites.

South Staffordshire
DC: No recommended
standard as current
provision already
exceeds national
recommendations

Given that the District
currently well exceeds
national benchmarks and
limited opportunities for
additional provision in the
urban areas is it
considered appropriate to
maintain current levels
6.2ha per 1,000
population as a minimum
and ensure no net loss of
spaces.

- 1ha of Local
Nature Reserve
(LNR) per 1,000
population

56% of Citizens Panel
(2009) state there are
112.7ha of
enough sites, whilst
LNR, with a
22% disagree. This
further 31ha
may reflect the
awaiting
geographical variation
designation.
Current levels of provision. 8% of
of provision are Citizens Panel (2009)
respondents do not use
therefore
semi-natural more
1.19ha per
because they are too
1,000
far away.
population

Lichfield DC: 21ha per
1,000 population
Solihull MBC: one
accessible natural area
greater than 0.09 ha
within 300 m of home
for all settlements with
a population greater
than 300. One
accessible 10 ha or
greater site of natural
green space within 2
km catchment of home
for all settlements with
a population greater
than 5000.

The opportunity to
develop new semi-natural
sites should be pursued in
those areas of deficiency,
particularly in Rugeley,
Cannock North and
southwest Norton Canes.
This would also assist
improvements in quality
for the strategic AONB
sites by reducing some
recreation pressures.
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Quality and
Value

National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking (local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

No generic national
quality standard.
Standards in
relation to sites of
national importance
e.g. SSSIs do exist.

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommended
that all
dwellings
should be
within 0.53
miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
(scoring at
least 46%)
natural/seminatural
greenspace.

The Green
Space Strategy
2005 gave an
average quality
score of 75%
for
natural/seminatural
greenspaces.

Consultation suggests
that on average 8% of
Citizens Panel
respondents do not
visit sites more due to
poor facility provision
and poor maintenance.
Poor maintenance
specifically was the
second most important
reason.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should be
of ‘good’ quality
(scoring at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

All dwellings should be
within 480 metres of a
‘good quality’ semi-natural
site that is of ‘medium’
value as a minimum (sites
should be 2ha in size,
where possible). There
should be an aspiration to
achieve ‘very good’ sites
and the 300 metre and
2ha ANGst, particularly to
complement the wider
quality measures related
to the AONB.

2009 audits
give a lower
average score
of 56% with
main
deficiencies in
Brereton and
Ravenhill and
Hednesford
North. Sites
are largely
‘medium’ in
value at least.

Lichfield DC: Quality
vision to support and
target areas for
enhancement
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Accessibility

National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking (local)

English Nature
ANGst:

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommended
that all
dwellings
should be
within 0.53
miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
(scoring at
least 46%)
natural/seminatural
greenspace

The 2005
Green Space
Strategy
identified
access
deficiencies in
several areas,
including much
of Cannock,
areas of
Rugeley and
Norton Canes.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
that the majority of
residents walk to sites
and based upon the
average mean travel
time of 8 minutes,
suggesting an average
distance of 0.53 miles
(based upon average
walking speed of
4mph). This walking
speed has been
reduced to 2mph and
average distance to
480 metres based upon
updated 2009
consultation, making
the standards more
comparable with
national and local
benchmarks.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should be
of ‘good accessibility’
(scoring at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

- No person should
live more than
300m from their
nearest area of
natural greenspace
of at least 2ha in
size
- There should be
at least one
accessible 20ha
site within 2km
from home
- There should be
at least one 100ha
site within 5km
- There should be
at least 500ha site
within 10km

More recent
analysis
highlights
similar areas
but recognises
an overall
higher level of
accessibility
due to sites
outside the
District
boundary

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Lichfield DC: Walk time
of 10 minutes (480
metres)
Solihull MBC: one
accessible natural area
greater than 0.09 ha
within 300 m of home
for all settlements with
a population greater
than 300. One
accessible 10 ha or
greater site of natural
green space within 2
km catchment of home
for all settlements with
a population greater
than 5000.
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Map 4 Semi-Natural Sites and Walking Time of 9 minutes (for sites over 2ha in size) in Rugeley/Brereton

Semi Natural Sites (unrestricted access)
9 minute walking time

31

Map 5 Semi-Natural Sites and Walking Time of 9 minutes (for sites over 2ha in size) in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes

Semi Natural Sites (unrestricted access)
9 minute walking time
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Map 6 Semi-Natural Sites and Walking Time of 9 minutes (for sites over 2ha in size) in Norton Canes

Semi Natural Sites (unrestricted access)
9 minute walking time

33

Green Corridors
5.15 Definition: Green Corridors (or Links) are locally defined as designated footpaths or cycle ways
through informal and mostly ecological vegetation. They also form links between these ecological
spaces and boundaries are often well defined, but with unrestricted access. They are usually
developed along former railway lines or canals and may have security lighting and limited furniture
provided. This 2009 assessment has added to the 2005 assessment by identifying smaller scale
green links across the District.
5.16 Quantity: There are 60 sites, totalling 65.2ha. These range in size from 0.005ha to 7.7ha. As per
the PPG17 guidance it is not considered appropriate to set a quantity standard for such open
spaces as they serve to provide transport and wildlife links primarily, rather than recreation space.
As a result the focus is upon increasing their accessibility, quality and improving overall levels of
provision by better integrated existing networks. In terms of geographical distribution there are
approximately 26ha in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes, 19ha in Rugeley and Brereton, and
20ha in Norton Canes.
5.17Quality and Value: Across the District the quality of green corridors ranged from 34% (Average) to
61% (Very Good) representing an average score of 53% (Good). There were no discernible
patterns in terms of the geographical distribution of quality scores, although it could be noted that
green corridors in Hawks Green ward were amongst the highest scoring, achieving at least ‘good’
scores. The majority of green corridors were rated as having a medium/low value mainly
attributable to poor maintenance or facilities along some green links. A number of links that served
more than one neighbourhood or even the District e.g. Trent and Mersey canal were valued highly.
On average 6% of Citizens Panel (2009) respondents did not use green corridors more due to poor
facility provision or poor maintenance. The top three facilities green links are expected to have are
bins, signposts on entrances (e.g. litter/dog fouling reminders or information about the site) and
access via formally laid out paths or cycle routes, reporting at 75.4%, 57.2% and 54.0%
respectively (2009 Citizens Panel). ‘Other’ facilities mentioned are more dog fouling bins/action on
dog fouling; seating; increased security i.e. CCTV/Wardens/Guards; warning signs for dangerous
ground; emergency telephone; directions. The majority of green links were well provided for in
terms of formally laid out paths, however there was a notable lack of signage, particularly
directional signs in some of the smaller scale corridors.
5.18 Accessibility: the mapping exercise adopted the recommended travelling time/distance of 480
metres and this was applied to all green corridors (see Maps 7-9). The local analysis has also paid
reference to the Staffordshire County Council plans for public rights of way and cycle networks to
help identify areas of deficiency in these particular green corridors. The District is overall fairly well
provided for with the main green corridor deficiencies in the Cannock urban area. 6% of
respondents in 2009 Citizens Panel respondents do not use green corridors because they are too
far away whilst 4% highlighted ‘no disabled facilities’ as a barrier. The Rights of Way and Cycle
network plans highlight relatively good access to semi-natural areas around Kingswood Lakeside
(west of Norton Canes); south-east of Rugeley/Brereton; around Hednesford Hills and the AONB.
There is one main cycle route linking the urban Cannock, Hednesford and Heath Hayes to Rugeley
and another linking Norton Canes to Cannock via Kingswood Lakeside. However, as discussed
further below there is continued demand for such provision District-wide.
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5.19 Consultation and Key Issues: As part of the 2005 Green Space Strategy green corridors, or
links, were considered under semi-natural sites (see above analysis). In 2009, 48% of Citizens
Panel respondents were non-users of green corridors. The majority of users utilised green
corridors more than once a month (88%), spending around 30 minutes- 2 hours (87%). Naturally,
green links are mostly used for walking to work/home or other activity, reporting at 21%, followed
by ‘experiencing nature (20%) and ‘relaxation’ (19%). The top two reasons for not using green
links sites are not having enough time and having no interest, reporting at 26% and 17%
respectively. The low levels of usage or interest suggest a need to better promote green corridors
in the District and encourage this sustainable travel option. There are key deficiencies in relation to
accessibility standards, primarily in the Cannock urban area. In relation to the associated public
rights of way and cycle network there are also needs for improvement, as highlighted by
Staffordshire County Council:
“parts of Cannock Chase district such as the AONB, the Forest of Mercia and around the urban
areas have already been identified…as areas where demand for access by walkers, horse riders
and cyclists is already high and likely to increase. The Rights of Way Improvement Plan (RWIP)
sets out a number of priorities for improving these routes and encouraging their use, particularly for
commuting purposes, over the next ten years. As well as improving and promoting these routes,
the ROWIP also acknowledges the importance of green spaces in and around urban areas such as
Cannock town to promote healthier communities and increase tourism and boost the local
economy. One of the main aims of the ROWIP is to link the existing path network with these green
spaces” (Staffordshire County Council Response to Cannock Chase Council Core Strategy
Preferred Options 2009).
Many of the existing Green Corridors (alongside semi-natural sites) coincide with existing Rights of
Way and cycle routes, as well as proposed improvements to the networks. It is therefore crucial
that the District’s green corridors are protected and enhanced, working for both wildlife and
sustainable transport benefits. Green Corridors acting as links to alternative recreation sites could
also assist dispersals of visitor pressures upon more sensitive areas (such as parts of the AONB).
The two canals running through the District, the Trent and Mersey and Cannock Extension are
relatively unique given their historical legacy. The Trent and Mersey is a strategic route, linking the
East and West Midlands and it is a popular tourist attraction. It helps provide a local recreation site
for walking and angling as well as contributing to the built heritage of Rugeley Town. The Cannock
Extension is a cul-de-sac branch off the popular Wyrley and Essington Canal, which provides a link
through the Black Country area to surrounding authorities. It is more popular for mooring and
serves as a local recreation asset in terms of walking routes. Such key green corridors require
particular investment and management to enhance their built and environmental assets.
5.20Recommended Provision Standards: as per the PPG17 recommendations it is not considered
appropriate to set quantity standards. However it is considered appropriate to have regard to
quality, accessibility standards and local transport plan proposals to ensure suitable levels of
provision. Green corridors also form an integral part of the District’s locally designated Green
Space Network and opportunities for improved linkages as part of this will be pursued.
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Green Corridors- District Wide
National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

No specific
standards related
to green corridors.

No specific
standards
related to green
corridors.

60 sites totally
65.2ha.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
mixed views on
provision with 32% of
respondents stating
there were enough sites
and 35% stating there
were too few sites.

South Staffordshire
DC: no recommended
standard

PPG17 states that “the
need for green corridors
arises from the need to
promote environmentally
sustainable forms of
transport such as walking
and cycling within urban
areas. This means that
there is no sensible way
of stating a provision
standard.” Therefore the
aim will be to improve and
add to existing routes as
identified.

Quantity

Lichfield DC: no
recommended
standard

Solihull MBC: no
recommended
43.5% of Citizens Panel standard
(2009) respondents felt
there were enough
green links whilst
18.8% didn’t.

As a guide, all dwellings
should ideally be within
480metres of a ‘good’
quality green corridor that
is of ‘medium’ value, with
the aspiration to achieve
‘very good’ sites.
However, particular
attention should be
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National
Standards
Quality and
Value

No specific
national quality
standard

Existing Local
Standards

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within 0.53
miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
(scoring at least
46%) green
link. Green
links should be
of sufficient size
to allow the
pursuit of a
range of
recreational
pursuits,
including
walking, jogging
and cycling

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)
The Green
Space Strategy
gave an
average quality
score of 58%
for green links.
More recent
audits give an
average quality
score of 53%
(good) for
green corridors.
Value varied,
but was largely
‘medium/low’.

Consultation

6% of Citizens Panel
(2009) respondents do
not utilise green
corridors more due to
poor facility provision or
poor maintenance.

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

focused upon areas
identified for the
South Staffordshire
development of additional
DC: All sites should
sustainable transport
be of ‘good’ quality
(scoring at least 70%). routes and linkages as
part complementary
Relates scoring to
transport plans.
Green Flag Award
criteria.
Lichfield DC: Quality
vision to target areas
of deficiency
Solihull MBC:
Priorities for
improvement
identified on a zoneby-zone basis
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National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

No specific
standards related
to green corridors.

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within 0.53
miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
(scoring at least
46%) of green
link.

More recent
analysis
highlights key
deficiencies in
the Cannock
urban area
(Cannock
North, South
and East
wards)

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
that the majority of
residents walk to such
areas and based upon
the average mean
travel time stated an
average distance of
0.53 miles (based upon
average walking speed
of 4mph) is assumed.
This walking speed has
been reduced to 2mph
and average distance to
480 metres based upon
updated 2009
consultation, making
the standards more
comparable with
national and local
benchmarks.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should
be of ‘good
accessibility’ (scoring
at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Accessibility

Lichfield DC: No
standard set. Overall
aim to enhance
provision.
Solihull MBC:
Priorities for
improvement
identified on a zoneby-zone basis
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Map 7 Green Corridors and Walking Time of 9 minutes in Rugeley/Brereton

Green Corridors
9 minute walking time
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Map 8 Green Corridors and Walking Time of 9 minutes in Cannock/Hednesford and Heath Hayes

Green Corridors
9 minute walking time
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Map 9 Green Corridors and Walking Time of 9 minutes in Norton Canes

Green Corridors
9 minute walking time
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Provision for Young People
5.21Definition: the provision for young people is defined locally as exclusive play areas with play
equipment or other facilities such as skate parks. This 2009 assessment has been more targeted
in identifying the specific play areas only (rather than their surrounding amenity spaces as well).12
Play provision can consist of Local Areas for Play (LAPS- typically limited, small scale equipment
for toddlers/young children); Local Equipped Areas for Play (LEAPS- medium range of equipment
for young children, but not necessarily teenagers); Neighbourhood Equipped Areas for Play
(NEAPS- large range of equipment catering for older children including teenagers) and MUGAS
(multi-use games areas e.g. five a side football or basketball courts).
5.22Quantity: there are 41 sites, totalling around 3.6ha (including provision within the District parks).
These range in size from 0.002ha to 1ha. This results in a level of provision of 0.038ha per 1,000
population (including provision in parks). In terms of geographical distribution there are
approximately 2.2ha in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes, 1.1ha in Rugeley and Brereton, and
0.3ha in Norton Canes.
5.23Quality and Value: Across the District the quality of play areas ranged from 48% (Good) to 80%
(Excellent), representing an average score of 63% (Very Good). 2 of the play areas are located
within parks that have recently been awarded Green Flag Status (as outlined above). Play
provision in the Rugeley and Brereton area was generally of a higher standard, whilst play areas in
the Cannock and Hednesford areas tended to be lower quality. The majority of play areas were
considered to be ‘medium’ value given their health and education benefits, although some of those
areas providing only for small toddlers and in a poorer state of repair were considered to be of ‘low’
value. Enhancement works would increase their value. In general terms it is apparent that some
sites do not meet the nationally recommended standards for provision in terms of equipment and
buffer zones. On average around 10% of Citizens Panel (2009) respondents did not use play
areas more because of poor facility provision or poor maintenance, suggesting improvements
could be made to increase enjoyment (however 62% of all respondents did not use play areas
regularly). The top three facilities play areas are expected to have are bins, seating and play
facilities reporting at 95%, 91% and 84% respectively (2009 Citizens Panel). ‘Other’ facilities
mentioned are increased security i.e. CCTV/Wardens/Guards; catering/picnic facilities; more dog
fouling bins/action on dog fouling; first aid facilities; baby changing facilities. The majority of all
play areas audited had sufficient bins and seating but could benefit from improved maintenance or
increased of play facilities.
5.24Accessibility: the mapping exercise applied the recommended travelling time/distance of 370
metres (to LAP/LEAP sites) and 740metres (to NEAP/MUGA sites). This has highlighted key
deficiencies in Cannock West, north Heath Hayes/Hawks Green and Brereton and Ravenhill (see
Maps 10-12).
5.25Consultation and Key Issues: The 2005 Green Space Strategy identified that 58% of the Citizens
Panel respondents made use of play areas. Key barriers to use were a lack of provision (50% of
respondents felt there were not enough play areas locally and 68% of young people surveyed also
felt the same). Additional issues of a lack of facilities for disabled users, vandalism, graffiti and the
control of dogs. In 2009, only 38% of Citizens Panel respondents were play area users. The
12

This was further refined following consultation comments received in November 2009.
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majority of respondents visited play areas at least once a month (85%), for around less than 30
minutes – 2 hours (86%). The main reasons for visiting play areas were for the play facilities (31%)
and family outings (9%). The top reason for not using play areas more was ‘having no interest’
(36%), whilst a quarter (25%) said there weren’t any reasons why they didn’t use play areas more.
Other top reasons for not using play areas more than they currently use them are anti-social
behaviour, not having enough time and poor maintenance, reporting at 17%, 16% and 14%
respectively. The Play Strategy 2007-2012 highlights the need to address key issues, including
increasing the provision of good quality sites and the range of equipment on these sites for
teenagers and toddlers. It also recognises that the needs of disabled young people should also be
better catered for and the Strategy is informing Council capital programmes. There are continued
areas of deficiency in relation to play provision across the District, particularly in terms of larger
sites and provision for teenagers e.g. LEAPs and NEAPs/MUGAs (that contain skate parks,
teenage shelters etc). The 2009 Citizens Panel consultation suggests a mixed view on the levels
of provision with 35% of respondents stating there were enough play areas whilst 33% felt that
there wasn’t. However, as part of the 2008-2009 Core Strategy consultation programme events at
Fair Oak and Cannock Chase High Schools highlighted that young people felt there was a lack of
affordable teenage facilities, both outdoor e.g. BMX tracks or skate parks and indoor e.g. bowling
alleys or youth clubs.
5.26Recommended Provision Standards (District-wide)- The recommended provision standards
District-wide are set out in order to address the current situation and ensure future appropriate
provision. For instances, taking into consideration future population projections up to 2026 the
current level of provision would fall to 0.035ha per 1,000 population. As outlined above there is an
identified need for additional play provision, based upon consultation and the accessibility
mapping. Compared with the majority of other typologies considered in this report, there are more
opportunities for providing additional provision within the urban areas given the size of sites
required for play provision and the potential for converting existing spaces readily (but only where
an additional deficiency would not therefore be created in access to another typology). As a result
it is considered appropriate to set a higher provision standard for play areas to ensure additional
facilities are provided. However, where there is limited space for new sites to be provided,
particularly larger NEAPs, then the focus will need to be upon enhancing the quality of existing
nearby provision to cater for needs including the expansion of facilities on site where feasible. This
is particularly important in terms of addressing some of the inadequacies of play provision
highlighted by the quality assessments.
5.27In order to set the provision standard for the District a series of assumptions and calculations have
been made. The calculation process is set out in Appendix 5. This recommends a slightly higher
provision standard of 0.045ha per 1,000 population for the Council to achieve.
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Provision for Young People- District-Wide

Quantity

National
Standards

Existing
Local
Standards

Existing Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (Districtwide)

NPFA Six Acre
Standard
recommends 2
acres (0.81ha) per
1,000 population
for children’s
playing space.
This 0.81ha
should make
provision for
0.2ha of equipped
play space.

Local Plan
Policy H4
identifies
minimum of 2
acres (0.8ha)
per 1,000
population of
children’s play
space, to
include 1 acre
(0.4) per 1,000
population of
informal kick
about areas
and formal
equipped play
areas.

0.038ha per 1,000
population
including
provision in parks

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation outlines
that 80% of
respondents do not
think there is enough
provision for young
people or teenagers
and 50% of
respondents think that
there isn’t enough
children’s play areas.

South Staffordshire
DC: 0.2ha per 1,000
population

Provision should be
increased to ensure
minimum standard of
0.045ha per 1,000
population of equipped
play area is maintained.
Increases in quantity
should be pursued as a
priority.

LAPS13minimum of 100
square metres
with small activity
zone. Should be
within 1 minute or
approx 60metre
walk time.
LEAPS14-

33% of Citizens Panel
(2009) respondents
felt that the current
level of provision is
not enough.
However, only 2% of
respondents did not
use play areas more
because they were
too far away

Lichfield DC:
0.042ha per 1,000
population
Solihull MBC: A
Local Equipped Area
for Play (LEAP)
should be provided
with a maximum
catchment distance
of 400 m from
housing in all
settlements greater
than 500 population.
Minimum provision
of one LEAP per
4300 population in
urban areas. A
Neighbourhood

All dwellings should be
within 370 metres of a
‘good’ quality, ‘medium’
value equipped LAP/
LEAP. All dwellings
should be within 740
metres of a ‘good’
quality, ‘medium’ value
NEAP/MUGA. The
aspiration should be to
achieve ‘very good’
sites.

Local Area for Play
Local Equipped Area for Play
15 Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play
13
14
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National
Standards
minimum area of
400 square
metres and buffer
of 20 metres. 5
types of play
equipment and
small games area.
Should be within 5
minute or approx
300metre walk
time.
NEAPS15minimum area of
1,000 square
metres and a
buffer of 30
metres. 8 types
of play equipment
with opportunities
for ball games or
wheeled activities.
Should be within
15minute or
approx
1,000metre walk
time.

Existing
Local
Standards

Existing Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)
Equipped Area for
Play (NEAP) should
be provided with a
maximum catchment
distance of 1000 m
in all settlements of
greater than 1000
population. Minimum
provision of one
NEAP per 8600
population in urban
areas. Skate and
other youth
provision: one site
per zone.
Multi-use games
areas (MUGA): to be
provided according
to future MUGA
strategy.

Recommended
Standard (Districtwide)
The need for LEAP’s or
NEAP’s should be
informed by the
population size of the
catchment/settlement it
is located within and with
regard to nearby existing
provision. In catchments
with larger populations,
greater provision will be
expected. In smaller
catchment areas (e.g.
villages), the provision of
a LEAP may nullify the
need for additional
provision.
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National
Standards
Quality and
Value

No national
quality standardsome standards
for LEAPs and
NEAPs provide
indication of
quality
expectations.

Existing
Local
Standards

The Green
Space
Strategy 2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within
0.40miles of a
Green Flag Award GOOD
Criteria for quality. QUALITY
(scoring at
least 46%)
equipped play
area

Existing Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
gave an average
score of 64% for
play areas, which
equates to ‘Very
Good’.

On average, 10% of
Citizens Panel (2009)
respondents do not
use play areas due to
poor facility or poor
maintenance issues.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should
be of ‘good’ quality
(scoring at least
70%). Relates
scoring to Green
Flag Award criteria.

2009 audits give
an average score
of 63%, which
equates to ‘Very
Good’. There are
slight qualitative
deficiencies in the
Cannock and
Hednesford area.
Sites are largely
‘medium’ value at
least.

Recommended
Standard (Districtwide)

Lichfield DC: Quality
vision to target areas
of deficiency
Solihull MBC: Sets
out specific facilities
expected in line with
national standards
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Accessibility

National
Standards

Existing
Local
Standards

Existing Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Minimum
catchment area of
400m
recommended by
NPFA (see above
quantity
standards)

The Green
Space
Strategy 2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within
0.40miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
(scoring at
least 46%)
equipped play
area

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
identifies
deficiencies in
many parts of the
District,
particularly in
Hednesford
Green
Heath/Hednesford
South. Areas
such as Hagley
were well served.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
that the majority of
residents walk to such
areas and based upon
the average mean
travel time of 6
minutes, applies an
average distance of
0.40 miles (based
upon average walking
speed of 4mph). This
walking speed has
been reduced to
2mph and average
distance of 370metres
(LAPs/LEAPs) and
740metres (NEAPs)
based upon updated
2009 consultation,
making the standards
more comparable with
national and local
benchmarks.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should
be of ‘good
accessibility’ (scoring
at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

This assessment
has identified
similar
deficiencies but
further ones in
Cannock West,
Brereton and
Ravenhill, north
Heath Hayes and
Hawks Green.

Recommended
Standard (Districtwide)

Lichfield DC: Walk
time of 10 minutes
(480 metres)
Solihull MBC: See
quantity standards
set out above
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Map 10 Provision for Young People sites and Walking time of 7 and13 minutes in Rugeley/Brereton

Play Areas
7/13 minute walking time
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Map 11 Provision for Young People sites and Walking time of 7 and 13 minutes Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes

Play Areas
7/13 minute walking time

49

Map 12 Provision for Young People sites and Walking time of 7 and 13 minutes in Norton Canes

Play Areas
7/13 minute walking time
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Amenity Greenspace
5.28Definition: Amenity greenspace has been locally defined as consisting of several elements. There
are areas which are large enough or suitably located to provide informal recreation space (housing
and other amenity space). Other areas serve to be of more visual value i.e. roadside sites. Whilst
these may not be suitable for recreation use they do play a role in contributing to the character and
quality of an area. This assessment has sought to differentiate between these types of sites.
Calculations in relation to quantity, quality and accessibility have focused upon the housing
amenity greenspace with recreational value (i.e. excluding roadside sites) so as to gauge people’s
access to informal opportunities. PPG17 guidance highlights that such spaces are likely to be
provided as part of a development proposal and its landscaping design.
5.29Quantity: there are 272 ‘housing and other amenity space’ sites, totalling 64.2ha (0.68ha per
1,000 population). In addition there are 192 ‘roadside’ sites, totalling 70.7ha (totalling 1.43ha per
1,000 population). This represents an increase from the Green Space Strategy due to the lower
site thresholds applied in this 2009 update, the reclassification of some former ‘parks’ as housing
amenity spaces, and spaces arising from new developments that have come forward in recent
years. In terms of geographical distribution of housing amenity sites there are approximately
52.5ha in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes, 9.8ha in Rugeley and Brereton, and 1.9ha in Norton
Canes.
5.30Quality and Value: Across the District the quality of housing amenity spaces ranged from 29%
(Poor) to 70% (Very Good) representing an average score of 53% (Good). Given that the
surveying of sites was not sufficiently evenly spread it is not appropriate to consider geographical
differences, however it could be noted that from the surveys conducted an area was equally as
likely to have both good and poor quality sites. The majority of housing amenity areas were rated
as having a medium/low value mainly attributable to poor maintenance or facilities, litter problems
and their overall contribution to the neighbourhood within which they are situated. On average
around 5% of Citizens Panel (2009) respondents did not use housing amenity spaces more
because of poor facility provision or poor maintenance. The top three facilities housing amenity
areas are expected to have are bins, seating and lighting, reporting at 80%, 61% and 55%
respectively (Citizens Panel 2009). ‘Other’ facilities mentioned are increased security i.e. CCTV or
Wardens; sports/exercise equipment; more dog fouling bins/action on dog fouling; plenty of open
space. There was a notable lack of seating and bins in some larger housing amenity sites.
5.31Accessibility: the mapping exercise applied the recommended travelling time/distance of 370
metres. It only considered sites above 0.2ha in size as these were considered to be of greatest
value in terms of informal recreation opportunities. This has highlighted key deficiencies in
Cannock North, Heath Hayes, northern Rugeley and eastern Norton Canes (see Maps 13-15).
However, it should be noted that the majority of the District’s population is catered for when sites
below 0.2ha are taken into account. Only 2% of Citizen’s Panel (2009) respondents do not use
housing amenity spaces because they are too far away whilst 3% highlighted ‘no disabled facilities’
as a barrier.
5.32Consultation and Key Issues: The 2005 Green Space Strategy identified that potentially 25% of
respondents use amenity green spaces more than once a week, primarily for walking or as a
thoroughfare. 70% of respondents in 2005 felt there was enough in their area, but only 46% of
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young people agreed. A key barrier to the use of these spaces was anti-social behaviour (61% of
respondents). In 2009, 78% of Citizens Panel respondents did not use housing amenity spaces.
This may reflect the demographic of the respondents i.e. people under-16 are excluded from the
Panel. The majority of users visited more than once a month (77%) and there were more daily
visits to these sites than for any other typology (20%). 72% of users spent less than 30 minutes to
1 hour on the sites. Housing amenity areas are popular as they are close to home (8%), used for
dog walking and play areas for children, (both reporting 8%). The reason that reported the highest
for not using housing amenity areas more was ‘having no interest’ (34%). Just over a third (37%),
stated there weren’t any reasons why they didn’t use housing amenity areas anymore than they
currently use them. There are key deficiencies in the urban areas of the District according to
accessibility standards; however consultation suggests a mixed view of provision levels. 28% of
Citizens Panel (2009) respondents felt there was enough housing amenity space whilst 16% didn’t.
Despite the apparent low levels of usage it should be borne in mind that the 2005 consultation
demonstrated that younger people were more likely to agree there were a lack of sites, probably
due to their increased use of such spaces for informal recreation. There is a potential key role for
housing amenity sites in terms of alleviating some visitor pressures upon more sensitive sites (such
as parts of the AONB) by providing safe, good quality areas for dog walking.
5.33Recommended Provision Standards (District-wide): the recommended provision standards
District-wide are set out in order to address the current situation and ensure future appropriate
provision. For instance, taking into consideration future population projections up to 2026 the
current level of provision would fall to 0.63ha (housing amenity space only) or 1.32ha per 1,000
population (housing amenity space plus roadside sites). Whilst it is recognised that a populationbased standards are useful to maintain overall levels of provision, given the nature of this open
space there will need to also be an emphasis upon ensuring appropriate sites are incorporated into
future developments as part of an urban-design led approach (as per PPG17 guidance).
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Amenity Greenspace- District-Wide
National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

NPFA Six Acre
Standard
recommends 6
acres (2.43ha) per
1,000 population
for playing space,
to include 2 acres
(0.81ha) per 1,000
population for
children’s playing
space. This
0.81ha should
make provision for
0.2ha of equipped
play space.

Local Plan
Policy H4
identifies
minimum of 2
acres (0.8ha)
per 1,000
population of
children’s play
space

64.2ha
(excluding
roadside sites)equates to
0.68ha per
1,000
population

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
that 70% of people felt
that there was enough
open space in their
area. 46% of young
people felt there wasn’t
enough open space.
Deficiencies were
identified in Hednesford
South and Rawnsley.

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Quantity

134.9ha
(including
visual value
roadside sites)
- equates to
1.43ha per
1,000
population.

The current level of
provision at 0.68 ha per
1,000 population of
housing amenity space
Lichfield DC: 1.5ha
should be maintained
per 1,000 population
through protection of
existing sites and the
Solihull MBC:
provision of additional
ones. The importance of
Other major parks and sites with more visual
major green spaces:
value should also be
Areas of unrestricted
recognised.
public access of over
8 ha within 2 km of all All dwellings should be
28% of Citizens Panel
(2009) respondents felt settlements of over
within 370metres of a
5000 people.
there was enough
‘good’ quality housing
amenity space (56%
amenity space that is of
Local area parks/local recreational value (as a
were did not know).
Only 2% of respondents area green spaces:
guide 0.2ha). The
Areas of unrestricted
did not use sites more
aspiration should be to
because they were too public access
achieve ‘very good’ sites.
between 1.5 and 8 ha
far away.
within one km of all
settlements of more
than 300 people.
South Staffordshire
DC: 1.6ha per 1,000
population

53

National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Neighbourhood Green
Spaces: Areas of
unrestricted public
access between 0.2
and 1.5 ha, with at
least 0.2 ha of space
within 400 m of homes
in all settlements with
more than 300 people.
Internal/informal green
spaces: Areas within
new developments
with unrestricted
access. A
minimum of 0.4 ha per
1000, with a minimum
area of 0.2 ha, for all
settlements of over
300 people.
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Quality and
Value

National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Green Flag Award
Criteria

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within
0.40miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
amenity
greenspace

The Green
Space Strategy
2005 gave an
average score
of 78%, which
equates to
‘Excellent’
(although this
excluded
‘housing
amenity’
spaces).

34% of Citizen’s Panel
(2009) respondents do
not use housing
amenity sites more
because they ‘have no
interest’. Around 5% do
not use them due to
poor quality issues.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should
be of ‘good’ quality
(scoring at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

More recent
audits give an
average score
of 53% for
housing
amenity
spaces, which
equates to
‘good’. No
roadside sites
were audited.
Value varied,
but largely
‘medium’.

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Lichfield DC: Quality
vision to target areas
of deficiency
Solihull MBC: Sets out
specific facilities,
landscaping and
additional works
expected per type of
space
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National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

No national
standards

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within
0.40miles of a
GOOD
QUALITY
amenity
greenspace

The Green
Space Strategy
2005 identified
key barriers
including lack
of provision for
disabled users.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
that the majority of
residents walk to
housing amenity areas
and based upon the
average mean travel
time of 6 minutes,
applies and average
distance of 0.40 miles
(based upon average
walking speed of
4mph). This walking
speed has been
reduced to 2mph and
average distance to 370
metres based upon
updated consultation,
making the standards
more comparable with
national and local
benchmarks.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should
be of ‘good
accessibility’ (scoring
at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Accessibility

This 2009
assessment
has identified
that access is
generally good
in terms of
travelling
distance/times
but that there
are deficiencies
in Cannock
North, Heath
Hayes,
northern
Rugeley and
eastern Norton
Canes.

Lichfield DC: Walk
time of 10 minutes
(480 metres)
Solihull MBC: See
above quantity
standards
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Map 13 Housing Amenity Sites over 0.2ha and Walking Time of 7 minutes in Rugeley/Brereton

Housing Amenity Sites (over 0.2ha)
Housing Amenity Sites
(under 0.2ha)
7 minute walking time
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Map 14 Housing Amenity Sites over 0.2ha and Walking Time of 7 minutes in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes

Housing Amenity Sites (over 0.2ha)
Housing Amenity Sites
(under 0.2ha)
7 minute walking time
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Map 15 Housing Amenity Sites over 0.2ha and Walking Time of 7 minutes in Norton Canes

Housing Amenity Sites (over 0.2ha)
Housing Amenity Sites
(under 0.2ha)
7 minute walking time
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Allotments
5.34Definition: Allotments are commonly defined as specific areas set aside for community use, but
with restricted access. They serve to provide key health and educational benefits by their use for
food and ornamental plant growing.
5.35Quantity: There are 9 allotment sites, totalling 5.35ha. These range in size from 0.1ha to 1.3ha.
This results in a level of provision equating to 0.057ha per 1,000 population. There are around 74
plots on the 6 sites operate by the Council, equating to 0.78 allotment plots per 1,000 population. 3
sites are privately owned/ran by trusts or associations. In terms of plot numbers, estimates
suggest there could be around 4816. In terms of geographical distribution there are approximately
3.9ha in Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes, 1.3ha in Rugeley and Brereton, and 0.1ha in Norton
Canes.
5.36Quality and Value: Of the 3 allotment sites audited quality ranged from 57% (Good) to 65% (Very
Good), representing an average score of 61% (Very Good). The value of the sites was generally
considered to be ‘high’ due to the continued demand for plots and their unique role in the District.
On average around 2% of Citizens Panel (2009) respondents do not use allotments more because
of poor facility provision or poor maintenance. The top three facilities allotments are expected to
have are bins (78%), parking (74%) and boundary fences (73%). ‘Other’ facilities mentioned are
increased security; water on tap and composting facilities. It is recognised that there are issues of
a lack of appropriate and up-to-date facilities on some Council-run sites such as sufficient parking,
disabled access, site security and water/toilet provision.
5.37Accessibility: the mapping exercise applied the recommended travelling time/distance to all
allotment sites in the District. Whilst virtually the entire District is within 2 miles of an allotment site,
there are issues with the number of plots available at these sites and the uneven distribution
across the District. For instance, there are no plots in Hednesford Green Heath or Rawnsley and
there are limited numbers available in Norton Canes or the Heath Hayes area (see Map 16). 5% of
Citizens Panel (2009) respondents do not use allotments more because they are too far away
whilst 3% highlighted ‘no disabled facilities’ as a barrier.
5.38Consultation and Key Issues: Only 3% of respondents to the Citizens Panel (2009) used
allotments. Of those who do use them, the most popular reason is to experience nature. The
reason that reported the highest for not using allotments more is ‘having no interest’, reporting at
almost a half (45%). The 2005 Green Space Strategy noted that the current supply has surplus
plots and low interest in some areas, whilst on certain Council sites waiting lists are in excess of 2
years. It was recommended that the use of single plot sites should be reconsidered and a move
towards larger sites encouraged, addressing some issues of poor site infrastructure. This
assessment has identified that there is continued demand for plots across the District with around
116 people waiting for sites in the south of the District (primarily in the Cannock urban area) and 62
people waiting for sites in the north of the District. There are geographical deficiencies in
accessibility and 31% of respondents to the Citizens Panel (2009) felt there wasn’t enough
provision (10% did).
Whilst a community trust site at Bridgtown is included in the 3 private/community-ran sites it is currently in the process of
being restored. Therefore it is not included in the plot figures at present. However, estimates suggest this restoration could
provide an additional 35 plots- see ‘Recommended Provision Standards’.
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5.39Recommended Provision Standards (District-wide): the number of allotment plots required is a
function of demand. The history of demand statistics suggests that there is a need for additional
plot provision in the long-term. The fact that the majority of respondents used a car as their means
of travel to an allotment is perhaps reflective of the existing historical uneven plot distribution
pattern, as well as being related to the need to transport goods/tools. As such the Council needs
to, in line with its sustainable transport objectives, promote more sustainable options of walking
and cycling by increasing numbers of plots available across the District and improving facilities
(storage etc) at them to reduce the need for car use. However, there is also a continued need for
consolidation of smaller sites to provide infrastructure improvements on larger sites. As a result a
relatively higher accessibility standard for this typology (compared with others in the report) is
considered appropriate. There is a need to increase the quantity of plots available. In order to set
a realistic target for the Council, it is appropriate to consider where new plots could be provided in
practical terms given available space. Estimates of where Council could possibly deliver allotment
plots, on both Council-owned land and as part of large development sites, suggests that an
additional 92 plots could be provided. The restoration of the Bridgtown allotment site by the
community will provide an estimated additional 35 plots. If all of these plots could be delivered
(subject to further consultation and feasibility assessments) then the District total would increase to
249 plots (almost a doubling of provision). This would equate to 2.6 plots per 1,000 population, or
0.065ha per 1,000 population (based upon 94,300). In the longer-term there is a need to increase
provision further so that as the District population increases to 102,300 provision does not relatively
fall. As such this standard should remain under review and be updated in line with demand
statistics, particularly given that it is significantly lower than the benchmark figures utilised.

61

Allotments- District Wide
National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

5.35ha
equating to
0.057ha per
1,000
population

Recent demand
statistics suggest a
continued need for
additional plot
provision. 31% of
Citizens Panel (2009)
respondents felt there
wasn’t enough
provision.

South Staffordshire
DC: 0.25ha per 1,000
population

Demand statistics support
an increase in the overall
level of provision in the
District. The aim should
be to increase allotment
provision to achieve the
benchmark figure of
0.065ha of allotment
space per 1,000
population in the shortmedium term. This could
be achieved by the
consolidation of small
sites, restoration of
derelict allotment sites,
support for provision on
larger development sites
or Council-owned land.

Quantity
National Society of No local
Allotment and
standard
Leisure Gardeners
recommend 20
allotment plots per
1,000 households
i.e. 20 plots per
2,470 people
(based upon
2.47average
household size in
CCDC). This
equates to 8 plots
per 1,000
population. With
an average
allotment plot of
250m2 this
equates to 0.2ha of
allotment space
per 1,000
population

74 plots are
Council-run
equating to
0.78 allotment
plots per 1,000
population.
There are
additional
privately run
plots at 2 sites
increasing
overall levels to
potentially 1.3
allotment plots
per 1,000
population.

Lichfield DC: demandled provision
Solihull MBC: 0.3 ha
per 1000 population
with minimum total
allotment area of 0.5
ha, which includes
ancillary facilities.

All dwellings should be no
more than 2 miles from an
allotment. Quality of sites
should be ‘good’ as a
minimum but given their
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National
Standards
Quality
And Value

Green Flag Award
Criteria

Existing Local
Standards

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within 2.2miles
of a GOOD
QUALITY
allotment site
(scoring at least
46%)

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)
The Green
Space Strategy
2005 gave an
average score
of 73%, which
equates to
‘Very Good’.
2009 audits
give a slightly
lower average
of 61%, still
equating to
‘Very Good’.
Sites are
mainly high
value.

Consultation

On average, 2% of
Citizens Panel (2009)
respondents do not use
allotments more due to
poor facility provision or
poor maintenance.

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

limited availability, ‘very
South Staffordshire
good’ sites should be the
DC: All sites should
aspiration. The ‘high’
be of ‘good’ quality
value of these unique
(scoring at least 70%). sites should be
Relates scoring to
maintained.
Green Flag Award
criteria.
Lichfield DC: No
standards set
Solihull MBC:
specifics facilities to
be provided
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National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

No national
standards

The Green
Space Strategy
2005
recommends
that all
dwellings
should be
within 2.2miles
of a GOOD
QUALITY
allotment site
(scoring at least
46%)

The Green
Space Strategy
2005 identified
deficiencies in
Hednesford
Green Heath,
Hednesford
North and
Rawnsley.

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
that local residents
travel up to 2.2 miles
(15 minutes by car) to
allotments.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should
be of ‘good
accessibility’ (scoring
at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Accessibility

The same
deficiencies
have been
identified in
2009,
particularly in
the rural areas.

This standard has
remained broadly the
same at 2 miles, based
upon updated
consultation and a
wider desire to
encourage more
sustainable transport
options to allotments.

Lichfield DC: demandled provision
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Map 16 Allotment Sites and 2 mile travelling distance

Based on Ordnance Survey Mapping with the Permission of the controller of Her Majesty’s Stationary Office ©
Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil
proceedings. Cannock Chase District Council, Licence No 100019754, 2009
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Cemeteries and Churchyards
5.40Definition: Cemeteries and Churchyards are identified locally as serving a key role in terms of
their spiritual and memorial purposes and open space amenity value. They display a distinct
historic quality and landscape form with specialist horticulture and arboriculture management. They
have clearly demarcated boundaries with appropriate signage.
5.41Quantity: there are 15 cemetery and churchyard sites, totalling 24ha across the District. The
Council currently manage 6 churchyards and 3 cemeteries.
5.42Quality and Value: Across the District quality of cemetery and churchyards was broadly consistent
with scores ranging from 52% (Good) to 68% (Very Good), representing and average score of 63%
(Very Good). It is generally considered overall there is a ‘good’ standard of maintenance across
the District with seating and bins been provided at most sites and no major geographically uneven
standards. The mainly ‘high’ value of the District’s cemetery spaces is recognised in terms of their
unique memorial role.
5.43Accessibility: there are no recommended standards for the accessibility of churchyards in terms
of walking time/distance given that the provision of such spaces are often dependent upon the
presence of an established church. Whilst distribution is fairly evenly spread across the District, it
could be noted that there are no spaces in the south-east (rural areas of Cannock Wood for
example).
5.44Key Issues: Focus needs to be upon the quality of provision; however the responsibility for such
maintenance of some sites falls outside the responsibility of the Council. On a wider scale, the
Council recognises that there is a shortage of burial spaces within the District and as such there
will need to be an increase in provision, potentially via the development of around 8ha of new burial
space in the south of the District to cater for approximately 150 burials per annum (based upon
current burial rates). This would enable long-term provision for up to 85years. Potential locations
for future burial provision in the District are under review and infrastructure requirements will need
to be further identified.
5.45Recommended Provision Standards (District-wide): no recommended standards are set for the
quantity or accessibility in terms of travelling time. Focus is upon meeting the demand for burial
spaces and quality of sites.
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Cemeteries and Churchyards- District Wide
National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

No national
standard

No local
standard

15 sites (24ha)

The Green Space
Strategy 2005
consultation suggests
this type of provision is
not well used or viewed
as open space. No
information requested
as part of 2009 Citizens
Panel consultation.

Green Flag Award
Criteria

No local
standard

The 2005
Green Space
Strategy gave
an average
score of 92%,
which equates
to ‘Excellent’.

Benchmarking
(local)

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Quantity

Quality and
Value

2009 audits
give a lower
score of 63%,
which still
equates to
‘Very Good’.

South Staffordshire
DC: no standard

The 2005 Green Space
Strategy and PPG17 state
that provision is
Lichfield DC: demand- dependent upon the
presence and location of
led provision
a church and therefore
the only provision
standard will be a
qualitative one. Demandled provision is the norm.
There is a need for
additional burial space of
No information provided South Staffordshire
as part of 2005 Green
DC: All sites should be approximately 8ha to
ensure long-term
Space Strategy/2009
of ‘good’ quality
Citizens Panel
(scoring at least 70%). provision.
consultation.
Relates scoring to
Quality standards of ‘very
Green Flag Award
good’ should be achieved
criteria.
with ‘high’ value given the
limited number of sites
Lichfield DC: No
and their unique role.
standard set
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National
Standards

Existing Local
Standards

Existing
Current
Provision
(District-wide)

Consultation

Benchmarking
(local)

No national
standards

No local
standard

Geographical
distribution
fairly evenly
spread, but with
a lack of
provision in
some rural
areas.

No information provided
as part of 2005 Green
Space Strategy/2009
Citizens Panel
consultation.

South Staffordshire
DC: All sites should be
of ‘good accessibility’
(scoring at least 70%).
Relates scoring to
Green Flag Award
criteria.

Recommended
Standard (District-wide)

Accessibility

Lichfield DC: demandled provision.
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Civic Squares
5.46Definition: Civic spaces or squares are areas surrounded by buildings, both public and private,
often characterised by hard surfacing and hard landscaping with little or no vegetation. These sites
often have well designed seating and street furniture and designed for maximum usage by
shoppers, tourists workers and street trading.
5.47Quantity: There are 3 civic spaces in the District- Cannock Town Centre, Rugeley Town Centre
and Hednesford High Street. They total 1.9ha.
5.48Quality and Value: No detailed quality audits were undertaken. However, the conditions of these
civic squares has been greatly improved over recent years and they generally considered to be
well maintained and provided for in terms of seating, bins, ornamental landscaping and signage
and have benefited from heritage-led regeneration projects such as the Chase Heritage Trail which
runs through all three spaces. There are areas for improvement in terms of litter, graffiti and the
condition of paving (particularly in Rugeley town centre). The spaces are also considered to be of
‘high’ value given their role with the town centres.
5.49Accessibility: Whilst the distribution of the civic squares is not necessarily evenly spread across
the District, the presence of a civic square is dependent upon the existence of a town/market
centre and associated facilities. It is therefore not possible to set accessibility standards.
5.50Recommended standards (District-wide): As set out above, it is not feasible to set District-wide
standards for quantity or accessibility standards. However, quality should remain high to ensure
maximum enjoyment and usage of these spaces by all users.
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6. Key Findings by Area
6.1 The PPG17 guidance recommends that key findings and issues by area are not calculated by
reference to ward boundaries, as these are artificial and may not fully reflect catchments of the open
spaces. The key findings by area are therefore separated into the key settlement areas and are
informed by the District-wide analysis. For ease of reference only ward names have also been used to
identify specific areas.
District-wide
6.2 The analysis has identified that the majority of all settlement areas are within recommended
travelling time/distance of at least one form of open space provision (excluding roadside,
church/cemetery, allotments and civic spaces- see Map 1). However, there are key deficiencies in
relation to specific open spaces in each of the settlements, and importantly some of these key
deficiencies occur in areas of multiple social and economic deprivations e.g. Cannock North and South.
The quality of spaces is fairly comparable across the District although there are some geographical
disparities (discussed further below). The Citizens Panel (2009) consultation results highlighted that
when asked what spaces people would like to see more of, 50% of respondents rated at least one type
of open space as being a high priority. Parks were rated as the highest priority, followed by play areas
and allotments. Green Links, Allotments and Housing Amenity Areas were rated as lowest priorities (in
that order). Overall, allotments were used least by respondents and ‘The Chase’ was the most popular.
The space used most often (daily) is housing amenity areas, followed by allotments. These results are
important for informing where future resources should be directed in terms of improved open space
provision. Table 4 below provides an overview of the geographical distribution of open spaces across
the District and compares this with the approximate population distribution. This clearly highlights
where distribution is fairly evenly matched to population and where there are key deficiencies. Table 5
summarises the approximate number of households which lie outside the recommended travelling
distances to each type of open space.

70

Table 4 Summary of Distribution of open spaces compared with population

Parks
SemiNatural18
Green
Corridors
Provision for
Young
People
Housing
Amenity
Space
Allotments

Rugeley and Brereton
(including northern rural
areas)
26% of population

Cannock/Hednesford/
Heath Hayes (including
south-east rural areas)
67% of population

Norton Canes17
7% of population

Ha

Number
of sites

Ha

Number
of sites

Number
of sites

5

8

1

4

53

7

1.7
(4%)
35
(6%)

Ha per
1,000
population
(approx)
0.3

8

27.6
(68%)
441
(75%)

Ha per
1,000
population
(approx)
0.4

Ha

11.2
(28%)
109 19
(19%)

Ha per
1,000
population
(approx)
0.5

11

6

19
(29%)

18

0.8

26
(40%)

13

0.4

20
(31%)

29

6

1.1
(31%)

10

0.05

2.2
(61%)

28

0.04

0.3
(8%)

4

0.04

9.8
(15%)

61

0.4

52.5
(82%)

193

0.8

1.9
(3%)

12

0.3

1.3
(25%)

2

0.05

3.9
(73%)

6

0.06

0.1
(2%)

1

0.02

Table 5 Summary of % of District households outside recommended travel distance for each
relevant open space

Parks
Semi-Natural
Green Corridors
Provision for Young People
Housing Amenity Space

% Households outside recommended travel distance
(approximate)
57% (mainly Norton Canes and Hednesford North areas)20
37% (mainly Rugeley, Brereton and central Cannock areas)
28% (mainly central and southern Cannock areas)
34% (deficiencies fairly evenly spread District-wide)
24% (deficiencies fairly evenly spread District-wide)21

Excluding the 41ha of semi-natural space at the hamlet of Little Wyrley
Sites with unrestricted access only and within recommended travel distances
19
There are only 11ha of semi-natural sites within the Rugeley and Brereton urban area- the remaining 98 ha are located at
Slittling Mill and the edge of Brereton urban area (Chetwynd Coppice)
20
This is measured against the original consultation figure of 9 minutes (or 480metre) walking time
21
This only measures sites over 0.2ha. When those below are included the majority of the District is within recommended
travel distances
17
18
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Rugeley and Brereton
6.3 Overall, parts of Etching Hill and south-east Brereton are those with the most deficiency in access
when all open spaces are combined. Housing Amenity sites are the most well represented space in the
Rugeley and Brereton area with semi-natural sites representing the least (in terms of coverage). There
are notable deficiencies in semi-natural sites in Western Springs, Brereton and Hagley (the area has
the lowest amount of semi-natural space outside the AONB with only 11ha compared to 441ha in
Cannock/Hednesford/Heath Hayes and 35ha in Norton Canes). In terms of play provision there are
notable deficiencies in access at Etching Hill, east and west Brereton; although overall the level of
provision in the area is sufficient. The two allotment sites in the area are over-subscribed and
additional provision is required. Quality of the open spaces varied from between 72% (Very Good) for
Parks and 48% (Good) for Housing Amenity sites (see Table 6). On average the housing amenity
spaces were the lowest scoring across the District, whilst the parks and play areas were the highest.
6.4 The Citizens Panel (2009) consultation results highlight that persons in Western Springs were the
highest non-users of open spaces (see Table 6). Residents of Hagley were the highest users. The
lack of usage of sites was fairly even however the marginally least used spaces in the area were green
corridors, followed by allotments and semi-natural sites. This may reflect a lack of such sites; however
it could equally be indicative of the respondent preferences for open spaces.
Cannock, Hednesford and Heath Hayes
6.5 Overall, parts of Hednesford North, Hednesford Green Heath, Cannock South, Cannock West, and
southern Heath Hayes East and Wimblebury represent those with the most deficiency in access when
all open spaces are combined. Hednesford (apart from some northern parts) is relatively well catered
for along with central Cannock. Semi-natural and housing amenity sites are the most well represented
in the area overall. Play provision is most notably lacking in Hednesford Green Heath, Hednesford
North, all of the Cannock wards (but particularly Cannock South and West) and central Heath Hayes
(although forthcoming developments at Pye Green Valley may increase overall provision for some of
these areas). There is a lack of green corridors, particularly in the urban area of Cannock. There are
several allotment sites in the area but these are over-subscribed and additional provision is required
(the forthcoming restoration of derelict land at Longford Road by the Bridgtown Allotments Association
will assist in increasing this provision). Quality of the open spaces varied from 61% (Very Good) for
Allotments, Cemeteries and Churchyards to 55% (Good) for Green Corridors and Housing Amenity
sites. On average, despite having some high standard parks, these spaces were the lowest scoring
across the District.
6.6 The Citizens Panel (2009) consultation results highlights that persons in Cannock West and East
were the highest non-users of open spaces (District-wide also) , which may be indicative of the lack of
provision in this vicinity. Residents of Hednesford Green Heath were the highest users (most likely
related to use of The Chase as no respondents from the ward were non-users of this space, unlike
other wards). The lack of usage of sites was fairly even however the marginally least used space was
parks. Residents of Cannock West and East used parks the least across the whole District (see Table
7).
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Norton Canes
6.7 Overall, Norton Canes is well provided for when access to all of the open spaces is considered.
There are relatively good levels of accessibility to all of the typologies. However, northern parts of
Norton Canes are most deficient with access to semi-natural sites only. Whilst the east appears to be
well-served by adjacent Chasewater Country Park, there are issues with poor connecting footpaths
across the boundary preventing suitable access. There is a lack of allotment provision in the area,
although sites to the north e.g. in Heath Hayes Park do provide nearby opportunities. Quality of the
open spaces varied from 71% (Very Good) for Parks and 45% (Average) for Green Corridors. On
average, housing amenity sites in the area were the highest scoring space across the District whilst
Green Corridors were the lowest.
6.8 The Citizens Panel (2009) consultation results highlights that persons in Norton Canes represented
the ‘median’ in terms of non-users District-wide. The least used spaces were ‘The Chase’ and Housing
Amenity spaces. This could be reflective of the nearby access to Chasewater serving as a clear
alternative to ‘The Chase’ and the availability of other nearby semi-natural sites.
Rural Areas
6.9 The villages of Slitting Mill, Cannock Wood, Rawnsley and Hazelslade have been considered under
the respective area assessments above however there are specific issues for each settlement in its
own right. Whilst many of the villages lie within or are in close proximity to the AONB and accessible
semi-natural areas, there are key deficiencies in terms of access to alternative open spaces or
provision for young people. Hazelslade and Rawnsley are relatively well catered for, however Cannock
Wood is lacking in any play provision. Slitting Mill is the least well catered with access to semi-natural
sites via the AONB only.
Table 6 Summary of Average Quality by Area
Typology
Parks
Semi Natural
Green Corridors
Provision for Young People
Housing Amenity
Cemeteries and Churchyards
Allotments

Rugeley and
Brereton
72%
55%
53%
70%
48%
65%
(None audited)

Cannock, Hednesford
and Heath Hayes
(including Rawnsley)
60%
57%
55%
60%
55%
61%
61%

Norton Canes
71%
57%
45%
62%
57%
(None audited)
(None audited)
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Table 7 Summary of Non-Users of Open Spaces by Ward (in overall rank order)

Cannock
West
Cannock
East
Western
Springs
Cannock
South
Heath
Hayes East
and
Wimblebury
Hednesford
South
Norton
Canes
Etching Hill
and the
Heath
Hednesford
North
Rawnsley
Hawks
Green
Brereton
and
Ravenhill
Cannock
North
Hednesford
Green
Heath
Hagley

Overall

Parks

SemiNatural

Don’t use Open Spaces
Green
Play
Housing Allotments The
Corridors Areas
Amenity
Chase

10.0%

12.7%

13.8%

10.9%

11.5%

11.1%

10.3%

8.5%

8.7%

13.4%

8.3%

8.3%

8.3%

8.6%

8.8%

6.4%

8.0%

4.5%

6.4%

6.2%

7.5%

7.0%

7.8%

6.4%

7.8%

7.5%

12.8%

10.4%

9.9%

8.0%

8.1%

19.1%

7.8%

6.7%

8.3%

8.8%

7.9%

7.6%

7.6%

6.4%

7.3%

8.2%

2.8%

6.2%

9.1%

7.0%

7.6%

2.1%

7.0%

6.7%

4.6%

6.2%

6.7%

8.6%

7.3%

10.6%

6.8%

7.5%

6.4%

8.8%

6.3%

5.1%

6.5%

4.3%

6.6%

5.2%

4.6%

6.2%

5.9%

6.7%

6.0%

4.3%

6.6%
6.3%

5.2%
9.%

5.5%
6.4%

6.2%
5.2%

5.9%
6.7%

7.6%
5.7%

6.8%
6.5%

8.5%
10.6%

5.8%

3.7%

6.4%

4.1%

3.6%

4.8%

5.5%

4.3%

4.6%

3.7%

7.3%

4.1%

4.0%

4.8%

4.0%

4.3%

4.1%

3.0%

2.8%

3.6%

3.6%

4.8%

4.3%

-

2.7%

3.0%

3.7%

4.7%

3.2%

2.5%

2.8%

4.3%
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7. Strategic Issues and Recommendations
7.1 Following the above analysis it is clear that there are a number of strategic issues and
recommendations that could be taken forward to ensure the District’s provision of open spaces is suited
to the resident’s needs or aspirations. The 2005 Green Space Strategy made a number of key
recommendations which are still consider relevant following this 2009 assessment update and where
applicable these are included. Generic issues and recommendations are set out first, followed by an
analysis of each typology in turn.
Generic Issues and Recommendations
7.2 A number of issues are highlighted with implications for future strategy, policy and practice. The
following recommendations are made:
•

Future investment should be targeted at those typologies with current greatest deficiencies
in certain areas and with the highest level of recreational value i.e. parks, semi-natural
spaces, play areas and allotments. Given that areas of deficiency coincide with some of
the most deprived areas of the District, there are obvious links to be made to improving
quality of life with improved facilities in these areas. However, given the historical
development and make-up of the District there are physical constraints which result in
limited opportunities for new (particularly larger) sites. Therefore the emphasis should also
be on enhancing overall quality, particularly the accessibility of existing sites (e.g. improved
disabled access, linkages to sites via green corridors etc). There are greater opportunities
to enhance play area and allotment quantitative provision in particular;

•

Given the deficiencies in the quantities, the provision of new sites should be identified in
the LDF to prevent sites being built on and existing sites should be protected. This is
linked to the need to ensure appropriate levels of provision of alternative semi-natural and
other recreational spaces so that pressures upon strategic sites, such as the AONB, can
be reduced. Whilst there may be pockets of ‘high’ provision, these areas are effectively
serving larger catchments due to deficiencies elsewhere- therefore the need for protection
of existing spaces is paramount. Opportunities arising from new developments and the
redevelopment of existing built areas (typically large scale) should seek to address
deficiencies, particularly by considering how the reconfiguration of existing spaces on site
could contribute;

•

Each major site should have a clear development plan and priorities for investment,
building upon the success of the recent Green Flag Awards and existing management
plans for key sites;

•

Audit green spaces on a regular basis (every two years) and publish findings. This will
allow trend data to be collated and improvements to be tracked. It is important that findings
are published to enable wider stakeholders to track progress. Develop a central record of
all open space to include the findings of the assessment undertaken. Currently many
sections of the Council hold information regarding open space. Often this information is
not consistent (sites listed by different names etc). The central record should include
access to GIS mapping;
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•

Continue to develop the marketing information produced about the parks and open space
facilities available, key activities accommodated and access arrangements. The Council
should seek to work with key partners in future marketing, such as the local PCT, to ensure
that green space fulfils a valuable role in meeting wider social objectives (e.g. health
improvement);

•

Improve disabled access on all typologies and develop an access standard regarding
physical access for those users and potential users with a disability;

•

Develop and fund a programme of signage installation. The absence of signage or the
presence of outdated signage was found to be a key weakness of sites inspected.
Develop a consistent approach to the provision of signage at all sites, through a rolling
programme of installation and improvement. All sites should have a sign with site details,
ownership and contact numbers. This can address a number of issues including helping
with the reporting of vandalism and improving community safety. Improved signage could
also contribute to a greater sense of character in some spaces and assist improved civic
pride;

•

Continue to work towards the reduction of the effects of crime and anti-social behaviour in
parks and open spaces;

•

The relevant recommendations of this assessment should be implemented by planning
policy through the LDF and a revised Section 106 agreement system for open space and
recreation provisions is required (given that the current system relies upon Local Plan 1997
standards).

Formal Parks
7.3 The recommended quantity, quality and accessibility standards should be taken forward in policy.
On the basis of the assessment undertaken the following recommendations are made:
•

Identified deficiencies in provision should be addressed as a priority through the Local
Development Framework (LDF); in terms of the ‘major parks’ this is likely to be in the form
of a more qualitative, investment approach rather than new provision given physical and
financial constraints to greater quantitative provision. The Council should adopt a policy of
providing “Good” sites rather than “Average” or “Poor” as a minimum;

•

Continue to develop and improve Parks Management Plans and extend the practice of
management planning to a greater range of parks and open spaces;

•

Continue to test the quality and “performance” of parks through entering externally judged
competitions and quality recognition schemes (e.g. Green Flag);
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•

Invest in the infrastructure of formal parks to ensure they continue to improve and
recognising that things wear out with age and use. Develop long term investment plans of
improvement and replacement of infrastructure fixtures and fittings.

Semi Natural -Ecological Sites and Green Corridors
7.4 The recommended quantity, quality and accessibility standards should be taken forward in policy.
On the basis of the assessment undertaken the following recommendations are made:
•

Identified deficiencies in provision should be addressed as a priority through the Local
Development Framework (LDF). This could be via the provision of additional sites
alongside new developments, contributions to off-site provision from new developments
and the identification of specific sites for provision (through the Site Allocations
Development Plan Document). Given physical constraints within the urban areas, the
provision of additional sites may be problematic; however there may be more opportunities
at the urban fringes that should be considered (which may be outside of recommended
travel distances). Ensuring high quality sites are maintained will help to overcome some of
the quantitative deficiencies in accessibility. The Council should adopt a policy of providing
“Good” sites rather than “Average” or “Poor” as a minimum;

•

Prioritise improvements to quality in the sites that fall below ‘good’ standards. The
provision of signage, bins and seating (where appropriate) are seen as key to improving
the quality of current provision. There is a need to develop a rolling programme of renewal
and improvements;

•

Ensure the social element on sites such as sight lines and personal safety are improved,
particularly for green corridors.

Provision for Children and Young People
7.5 The recommended quantity, quality and accessibility standards should be taken forward in policy.
On the basis of the assessment undertaken the following recommendations are made:
•

Identified deficiencies in provision should be addressed as a priority through the Local
Development Framework (LDF). This could be via the provision of additional sites
alongside new developments, contributions to off-site provision from new developments
and the identification of specific sites for provision (through the Site Allocations
Development Plan Document). There are more opportunities to increase quantitative
provision for this typology and improvements should therefore be pursued as a priority.
Where new sites are not available there should be a focus upon updating facilities,
improving overall quality and possibly consolidating smaller sites to provide single larger
ones (but done in a way so to ensure no deficiencies are exacerbated). The Council
should adopt a policy of providing “Good” sites rather than “Average” or “Poor” as a
minimum;
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•

Undertake minor maintenance improvements to sites such as the painting of benches &
bins, increased provision of bins, tidying of entrances etc. Remove evidence of vandalism
quickly;

•

Continue to implement and develop the Play Strategy 2007-2012 for young people’s
provision that provides a balance between active and passive space that is formal, well
designed and provided in areas that are safe for young people.

•

Improve provision for Young People especially Teenagers and Toddlers through a wider a
range of equipment ;

•

Introduce equipment that caters for children and young people with disabilities;

Amenity Greenspace
7.6 The recommended quantity, quality and accessibility standards should be taken forward in policy.
On the basis of the assessment undertaken the following recommendations are made:
•

Identified deficiencies in provision should be addressed as a priority through the Local
Development Framework (LDF). This could be via the provision of additional sites
alongside new developments, contributions to off-site provision from new developments
and the identification of specific sites for provision (through the Site Allocations
Development Plan Document). An urban-design led approach should be considered to
ensure appropriate siting and function of such spaces. The Council should adopt a policy
of providing “Good” sites rather than “Average” or “Poor” as a minimum;

•

Prioritise improvements to quality in the area where the average quality is the lowest
across all areas. The provision of signage, bins and seating (where appropriate) are seen
as key to improving the quality of current provision. There is a need to develop a rolling
programme of renewal and improvements;

•

Consider the use of amenity greenspace, where there is substantial provision, for change
of use to other types of open space. In some areas, amenity spaces could be changed to
semi-natural greenspace or laid out as formal provision with play areas or allotments (in
areas where there are deficiencies in these typologies and surpluses of housing amenity
space. However, this must be subject to consultation with local residents);

•

Continue to work with local communities to develop sense civic pride in local areas by
enhancing the character and value of larger housing amenity areas.

Allotments
7.7 The recommended quantity, quality and accessibility standards should be taken forward in policy.
On the basis of the assessment undertaken the following recommendations are made:
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•

Identified deficiencies in provision should be addressed as a priority through the Local
Development Framework (LDF). This could be via the provision of additional sites
alongside new developments, contributions to off-site provision from new developments
and the identification of specific sites for provision (through the Site Allocations
Development Plan Document). There are opportunities for increased provision, which
should be pursued as a priority- particularly given the low availability of plots compared
with benchmark standards;

•

Develop an allotment strategy with clear aims and objectives for the service;

•

A programme of facility development with a focus on toilet provision needs to be
established and prioritised. Facilities for users/potential users with a disability need to be
further developed;

•

The Council need to work together to increase capacity by reducing the plot sizes on offer
to potential plot holders. This will increase the number of plots available on some sites;

•

There is potential for the development of a number of partnerships to increase the value
and accessibility of allotments that should be progressed. These include partnerships with
schools (where sites are close enough) and the further development of health-related
projects;

•

Rationalise sites with 2-4 plots in favour of larger sites serving a wider audience;

Cemeteries and Churchyards
The following recommendations are made in relation to cemeteries and churchyards:
•

Increase burial space as a District-wide priority to ensure strategic, long-term needs of the
community are met. Maintain current high standards of quality working in partnership with
other landowners, where applicable.

Civic Spaces
The following recommendations are made in relation to civic spaces:
•

Continue to seek environmental improvements as part of town centre regeneration plans in
and surrounding the civic spaces. Maintain current high standards of quality, addressing
graffiti and litter issues as a priority.
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Appendix 1 List of Consultation and Quality Audit Sources
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

2009 Citizens Panel Consultation on Open Spaces and Recreation
Green Space Strategy 2005
Play Strategy 2007-2012
Sustainable Community Strategy 2008
Core Strategy Consultations 2008-2009
Open Spaces and Parks Monitoring (Consultation and Independent Quality Inspections) 20082009
7. Independent Play Area Inspection Reports 2009
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Appendix 2 Quality Criteria Form
Site Number………….. ………. Date…………….

Recorder……………………

Site Name (if applicable)…………………………………………………………………

Setting

- Within residential area
- Within industrial/commercial area
- Within mixed use area
- Edge of settlement
- Other………………………………………………………………

Quality
Site Type
Parks (Major, Local and Gardens)

Roadside (complete ‘Condition’ and
Vegetation sections only)

Semi-Natural (Ecological and Green Links)

Church/Cemetery

Provision for Young People (Playground)

Allotment

Housing Amenity Land

Civic Space

Guidance: It should be recognised that not all sites will be expected to have the following features by
virtue of their size and purpose. Overall, if a site has the feature and it is in good condition/appropriate
to the site then a score of ‘Excellent’, or ‘Very Good’ can be awarded. If the site does not have the
facility, and it would be expected to do so, then a score of very poor can be awarded. Sites should
therefore only be assessed against the relevant criteria, but litter bins and seating should ideally apply
to all.
Excellent
(5)

Very
Good
(4)

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

Facilities and Equipment
Play Area
Litter bins
Seating
Toilets
Parking
Additional
facilities
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Score ……………… (Maximum of 35 possible)

Condition
Excellent
(5)

Very
Good
(4)

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

Maintenance
Litter
Vandalism and
Graffiti
Dog Fouling

Score……………………. (Maximum of 20 possible)

Access
Excellent
(5)

Very
Good
(4)

Clear
entrances to
sites
(signposted
and visible)
Disabled
Access
Access via
cycleways and
paths
Appropriate
signposting/
information

Score…………………… (Maximum of 20 possible)
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Safety and Security
Excellent
(5)

Very
Good
(4)

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

Lighting

Boundary
fencing or
hedges
Natural
Surveillance

Score………………………. (Maximum of 15 possible)

Vegetation
Excellent
(5)

Very
Good
(4)

Woodland

Planting
(shrubs and
flower beds)
Grassed
Areas
Water
Biodiversity

Score………………………. (Maximum of 25 possible)
Any comments on site:
Any comments on site:

Value
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Role
Strategic
High Medium

District
High Medium

Low

Low

Neighbourhood
High Medium

Low

Other benefits
Amenity benefits
(visual and ‘sense of
place)
Ecological benefits
Economic Benefits
Education Benefits
Heritage benefits
Landscape Character
Social Inclusion and
Health Benefits

High

Medium

Low

High
High
High
High
High
High

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low

NB. These benefits can be judged by the use of the site and its designation e.g. Local Nature
Reserves are likely to have high/medium benefits in all section whilst Housing Amenity Land may only
score high in relation to amenity benefits. In can also be informed by the quality assessments e.g.
those areas that score highly, such as Green Flag Award Parks are likely to have a high value.

Site Summary

Overall Quality Score (out of 115 maximum) …………………………………..
Ranking
0-15%
Very Poor

16%-30%
Poor

31%-45%
Average

46%-60%
Good

61%-75%
Very Good

76%+
Excellent

NB. Take into account potentially altered total achievable scores based upon omissions from
the facilities section

Overall value (based on average assessment)
High

Medium

Low
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Appendix 3 2009 Citizens Panel Consultation on Open Spaces and Recreation22
The survey below was sent to all members of the Cannock Chase Council Citizens’ Panel, which
contained 1,283 residents and is representative of the population of the Cannock Chase District. The
survey was mailed out on 11th September 2009. In total 420 members of the panel replied, making the
overall response rate 32.7%.
Cannock Chase Citizen’s Panel Consultation
Autumn 2009 Citizens’ Panel Survey
Panel Number:
Dear Panel Member,
As a member of the Cannock Chase Citizens’ Panel your answers given in the following questionnaire
will help us to review and improve the services that the Council provides within the District. This survey
focuses on Open space, Sports and Recreation.
All who reply are eligible to be entered into a prize draw. First prize is a 3 month leisure family
membership (up to 2 adults and 2 children – terms and conditions apply). Second prize is a 3
month individual ‘any time’ golf membership (subject to availability) and third prize is £25.00
cash. The draw will be made on Monday 12th October 09.
Introduction
Open space sport and recreation facilities are important to people’s quality of life. The Council wishes to
ensure that facilities which are valued by people are retained and improved. It is also required to plan
for the future needs of a growing population and to support more healthy lifestyles by securing the
provision of new facilities, sometimes in connection with the construction of new housing and
commercial development. This process may also involve dealing with deficiencies in existing provision.
The starting point in the process of planning for open space sport and recreation is identifying what
facilities exist now in the District, in terms of quantity, quality and accessibility. We have identified on
maps what open spaces are available to the general public at all times in the categories listed below.
We are seeking your views on how and why you use these spaces, what is good and bad about them
and how accessible you think they should be. We have also identified sports pitches for team games
(football, rugby, cricket, hockey) and other sports facilities such as tennis courts and bowling greens.
Some of these are operated by the Council and others owned by clubs or made available outside
school hours on school premises. We’d also like to know what team games you may play, what use you
make of other outdoor sports facilities and what you think about the quantity, quality and accessibility of
these facilities.
We define the categories of open space sport and recreation facilities below:

22

Sport questions have been omitted for clarity
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Parks – Normally large spaces serving a Town or Parish with a mix of facilities which may include
sports pitches, tennis courts, bowling greens, children’s playgrounds, multi-use games areas for older
children, skate parks, trees, flowerbeds and paths with car parking. They can also accommodate events
such as travelling circuses and fairs e.g. Cannock Park, Hednesford Park, Ravenhill Recreation Ground
Brereton. Smaller spaces also fall within this category which serve a more limited area where some of
the above facilities are provided together on one site, usually as a minimum play areas, kick about
areas, paths and seating e.g. North End Park Rugeley, Wrights Avenue Chadsmoor.
Semi-natural sites – Sites where the focus is on nature, including designated nature reserves e.g.
Hednesford Hills, Hazelslade and other sites comprising woodland, heathland, ponds, grassed areas
and paths but with no formal play or sports facilities e.g. Chadsmoor Valley, Etching Hill.
Green Links – Footpaths and cycleways which are separate from the main highway network. They
may run through semi-natural sites or be along former railway lines or canals e.g. parts of the Chase
Heritage Trail, the former Brereton Mineral Line.
Play Areas – Local play provision outside parks, usually within housing estates which have play
equipment seating and bins in fenced off areas and may include teenage facilities such as skate parks.
Housing Amenity Areas – Green spaces within housing estates which are grassed sometimes with
trees but with no play equipment. They may be large enough for kick about use or small gatherings.
Many older estates of Council or ex Coal Authority housing in the District contain this type of space.
Allotments – Plots of land grouped together which people can rent to grow fruit and vegetables.
Cannock Chase Country Park (The Chase) and Forestry Commission Access Land – The District
is unique in having substantial tracts of heathland and woodland with unrestricted public access
adjoining or close to some of the main urban areas. Whilst “The Chase” attracts people from a much
wider area, for the purpose of this questionnaire we are just asking about how the local community uses
these areas. This land would be classed as natural or semi-natural but because it is at a much greater
scale than the categories listed above we have identified it separately in the questions.
Pitches for football, rugby, hockey, cricket, tennis courts and bowling greens - There are
separate questions about these facilities.
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Please place a tick in the box/boxes which most closely reflects your opinion.
Q1a

Do you use parks for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use parks
Relaxation
Close to home
Sports and recreation
Walking to work/home/other activity
Dog Walking

Q1b

1
2
3
4
5

Meet friends

7

Play Areas for children

8

Experience nature

9

For family outing

10

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)
11

6

Do you use semi-natural sites for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use semi natural sites
Relaxation
Close to home

1
2
3

Meet friends

7

Play Areas for children

8

Experience nature

9

For family outing

Sports and recreation

10

4
Walking to work/home/other activity
Dog Walking
Q1c

5

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)
11

6

Do you use green links for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use green links
Relaxation
Close to home

1
2
3

Meet friends

7

Play Areas for children

8

Experience nature
9
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Sports and recreation
Walking to work/home/other activity
Dog Walking
Q1d

4
5

For family outing

10

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)
11

6

Do you use play areas for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use play areas
Relaxation
Close to home

1
2
3

Sports and recreation

Meet friends

7

Play Areas for children

8

Experience nature

9

For family outing

10

4
Walking to work/home/other activity
Dog Walking

Q1e

5

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)
11

6

Do you use housing amenity areas for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use housing amenity areas
Relaxation
Close to home

1
2
3

Sports and recreation

Meet friends

7

Play Areas for children

8

Experience nature

9

For family outing

10

4
Walking to work/home/other activity
Dog Walking

5

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)
11

6
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Q1f

Do you use allotments for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use allotments
Relaxation

11

6

Do you use The Chase for any of the following reasons?
Please tick all that apply

I do not use The Chase

Meet friends

1

Relaxation

10

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)

5

Dog Walking

9

For family outing

4

Walking to work/home/other activity

8

Experience nature

3

Sports and recreation

7

Play Areas for children

2

Close to home

Q2

10

Another reason (Please tell us what this
is)

5

Dog Walking

9

For family outing

4

Walking to work/home/other activity

8

Experience nature

3

Sports and recreation

7

Play Areas for children

2

Close to home

Q1g

Meet friends

1

11

6

How often do you use each of the following open spaces?
Please tick one box per row
More
than
once a
week

Daily
Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links

Once a
week

More
than
once a
month

Once a
month

Yearly

Never

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments
The Chase
Q3

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

How much time do you usually spend in the park or open space?
Please tick one box per row

Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links
Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments
The Chase
Q4

1

Less than
30
minutes
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

30
minutes
to 1 hour
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1 to 2
hours

2 to 4
hours
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Not
More than
applicable
4 hours
/ never
5
6
5
6
5
6
5
6
5
6
5
6
5
6

How do you most often travel to these sites?
Please tick one box per row
Walk

Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links
Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments
The Chase

Car

Cycling

Bus

Motorbike

Other

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Q5

On average, how long do you think it is reasonable for people to travel to the following open
spaces? Please think about your usual mode of transport to these locations (as stated above).
Please tick one box per row
5 minutes
or less

Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links
Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments
The Chase
Q6

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Please
1 answer Q7

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

16-20
minutes
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

20
minutes
plus
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

N/a
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

Please
2 skip to Q8

No

If yes, how much longer would you expect to travel to a larger play area?
Please tick one box per row

5 minutes
or less
Walk
Cycle
Car
Bus
Motorbike
Other
Q8

11-15
minutes

Do you think it is reasonable for people to travel further to larger play areas with more facilities
e.g. skate parks and provision for children of all ages?

Yes
Q7

6-10
minutes

6-10
minutes

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

11-15
minutes
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

16-20
minutes
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

20
minutes
plus
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Don’t
know
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

What type of space do you use most often?
Please tick one box only

Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links
Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments
The Chase

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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Q9a

What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using parks more than you currently use them?
Please tick all that apply

Not enough time
No interest
Not aware of location
Sites too far away
Not enough site facilities
Poor quality facilities
Q9b

1
2
3
4
5
6

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

10

Vandalism/Graffiti

11

None

12

What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using semi-natural sites more than you currently
use them?
Please tick all that apply

Not enough time
No interest
Not aware of location

1
2
3

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

Sites too far away

10

4
Not enough site facilities
Poor quality facilities

5
6

Vandalism/Graffiti

11

None

12

Q9c What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using green links more than you currently use
them?
Please tick all that apply
Not enough time
No interest

1
2

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8
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Not aware of location
Sites too far away
Not enough site facilities

3
4
5

Poor quality facilities

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

10

Vandalism/Graffiti

11

None

12

6
Q9d What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using play areas more than you currently use
them?
Please tick all that apply
Not enough time
No interest
Not aware of location
Sites too far away
Not enough site facilities
Poor quality facilities
Q9e

1
2
3
4
5
6

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

10

Vandalism/Graffiti

11

None

12

What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using housing amenity areas more than you
currently use them?
Please tick all that apply

Not enough time
No interest
Not aware of location

1
2
3

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

Sites too far away

10
11

4
Not enough site facilities

5

Vandalism/Graffiti
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Poor quality facilities

Q9f

6

None

12

What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using allotments more than you currently use
them?
Please tick all that apply

Not enough time
No interest
Not aware of location
Sites too far away

1
2
3
4

Not enough site facilities

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

10

Vandalism/Graffiti

11

5
Poor quality facilities

None

12

6
Q9g

What, if any, are the key reasons for you not using The Chase more than you currently use
them?
Please tick all that apply

Not enough time
No interest
Not aware of location

1
2
3

Sites too far away

Don’t feel safe

7

No disabled facilities

8

Poor maintenance (litter, dog fouling
etc)

9

Anti-social behaviour

10

4
Not enough site facilities
Poor quality facilities

5
6

Vandalism/Graffiti

11

None

12
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Q10

Do you agree that there are enough of the following open spaces?
Please tick one box per row
Yes

Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links
Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments

No
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

Don’t know
3
3
3
3
3
3

IF YOU HAVE ANSWERED NO TO ANY AT Q10, PLEASE GO STRAIGHT TO Q11,
IF YOU HAVE ANSWERED YES OR DON’T KNOW PLEASE GO DIRECTLY TO Q12.
Q11

If not, what type of space would you like to see more of?
Please rank from 1-5 with 1 representing ‘the highest priority’ and 5 representing ‘the
lowest priority’- more than one space can be given the same rank e.g. Allotments and
Green Links could both be ranked ‘1’ if appropriate.

Parks
Semi-Natural Sites
Green Links
Play Areas
Housing Amenity Areas
Allotments

Highest
priority
1
1
1
1
1
1

Lowest
priority
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

Don’t
know
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

Q12a What facilities or features would you expect parks to have?
Please tick all that apply
Toilets
Bins

1
2

Seating

Lighting

8

Access via formally laid out paths or
cycle routes

9

Woodland

10

3
Disabled Access
Parking
Signposts on entrances (e.g.
litter/dog fouling reminders or
information about the site)
Boundary fencing

4
5

Flower Bed Planting

11

Play facilities

12

Other…(Please tell us what this is)
13

6
7
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Q12b What facilities or features would you expect semi-natural sites to have?
Please tick all that apply
Toilets
Bins

1
2

Seating

Lighting

8

Access via formally laid out paths or
cycle routes

9

Woodland

10

3
Disabled Access
Parking
Signposts on entrances (e.g.
litter/dog fouling reminders or
information about the site)
Boundary fencing

4
5

Flower Bed Planting

11

Play facilities

12

Other…(Please tell us what this is)

13

6
7

Q12c What facilities or features would you expect green links to have?
Please tick all that apply
Toilets
Bins
Seating

1
2
3

Disabled Access

Lighting

8

Access via formally laid out paths or
cycle routes

9

Woodland

10

Flower Bed Planting

11

4
Parking
Signposts on entrances (e.g.
litter/dog fouling reminders or
information about the site)
Boundary fencing

5

Play facilities

12

Other…(Please tell us what this is)
13

6
7
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Q12d What facilities or features would you expect play areas to have?
Please tick all that apply
Toilets
Bins

1
2

Seating

Lighting

8

Access via formally laid out paths or
cycle routes

9

Woodland

10

3
Disabled Access
Parking
Signposts on entrances (e.g.
litter/dog fouling reminders or
information about the site)
Boundary fencing

4
5

Flower Bed Planting

11

Play facilities

12

Other…(Please tell us what this is)

13

6
7

Q12e What facilities or features would you expect housing amenity areas to have?
Please tick all that apply
Toilets
Bins

1
2

Seating

Lighting

8

Access via formally laid out paths or
cycle routes

9

Woodland

10

3
Disabled Access
Parking
Signposts on entrances (e.g.
litter/dog fouling reminders or
information about the site)
Boundary fencing

4
5

Flower Bed Planting

11

Play facilities

12

Other…(Please tell us what this is)

13

6
7
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Q12e What facilities or features would you expect allotments to have?
Please tick all that apply
Toilets
Bins

1
2

Seating

Lighting

8

Access via formally laid out paths or
cycle routes

9

Woodland

10

3
Disabled Access
Parking
Signposts on entrances (e.g.
litter/dog fouling reminders or
information about the site)
Boundary fencing

4
5

Flower Bed Planting

11

Play facilities

12

Other…(Please tell us what this is)

13

6
7
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Appendix 4 Cannock Chase DC Statistical Neighbours in the West Midlands
Population
93353
93232
92126
87837
87453

+/+1227
+1106

Local Authority
Sandwell
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Cannock Chase
Wolverhampton
Redditch

Area (Hectares)
8558
7896
7888
6944
5425

+/+670
+8

Local Authority
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Redditch
Cannock Chase
Solihull
Newcastle-under-Lyme

Population
Density
15.09
14.53
11.68
11.19
5.78

Local Authority
Worcester
Lichfield
Cannock Chase
Bromsgrove
Rugby

-4289
-4673

-944
-2463

+/+3.41
+2.85
-0.49
-5.90

All the above are taken from Census 2001 data.
Rural population (Including Large Market Towns)

Local Authority
South Staffordshire
East Staffordshire
Cannock Chase
Bromsgrove
Warwick

Rural
Population
42,570
38,822
31,320
26,883
37,947

Rural population
%(of total
population)
40.14%
37.46%
33.93%
30.59%
30.14%

Statistics published by DEFRA, modelled on 2001 Census Stats, July 2005
Lichfield and South Staffordshire and Solihull are chosen for local benchmarking due to their
geographical proximity, their relationship in terms of population similarities and the recent nature of their
PPG17 assessments (Lichfield and South Staffordshire both 2008; Solihull 2006).
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Appendix 5 Play Standards Calculation
In order to set an appropriate standard for the District the following calculation process was carried out.
1. Calculate the amount of play space needed across the District (assuming even distribution):
This can be calculated by determining the broad number of LEAPs, NEAPs and MUGAs required to
service the District population.
LEAPS- The recommended travel distance buffer is 370metres (43ha area). The average population
that would be within a 43ha radius is around 3,186 people (based upon 1290 dwellings at 30dph and
the average CCDC occupancy rate of 2.47 from 2001 Census). To work out the amount of LEAPS
needed for the District population we then divide the resident population of 94,400 by 3,186, which
equals 30 LEAPS. To work out the amount of space this equates to we then multiply 30 LEAPS by the
average size of 400 sq m to give a total of 12,000sq m required for the whole 94,400 residents. To
work out what this means in terms of space per 1,000 population we can divide the figure by 94.4 (i.e.
94,400 divided by 1,000) to give a standard of 127sqm per 1,000 population (or 0.01ha).
NEAPS/MUGAS- The recommended travel distance buffer is 740 metres (172ha area). The average
population that would be within a 172ha radius is around 12,745 (based upon 5160 dwellings at 30dph
and the average CCDC occupancy rate of 2.47 from 2001 Census). To work out the amount of NEAPS
needed for the District population we then divide the resident population of 94,400 by 12,745, which
equals 8 NEAPs/MUGAs. To work out the amount of space this equates to we then multiply 8
NEAPs/MUGAs by the average size of 1500 sq m to give a total of 12,000sq m required for the whole
94,400 residents. To work out what this means in terms of space per 1,000 population we can divide
the figure by 94.4 (i.e. 94,4000 divided by 1,000) to give a standard of 127sqm per 1,000 population (or
0.01ha).
This means that in terms of pure play space for LEAPs, NEAPs and MUGAs (i.e. no buffer amenity
areas) the District needs 0.02ha per 1,000 population.
2. Calculate what the District currently has:
The District total currently amounts to 0.038ha per 1,000 population (based upon ‘pure’ play space of
3.6ha). This means that at first glance it appears we are already over-providing (based on calculations
in point 1). However, this calculation doesn’t account for the uneven spatial distribution, overlapping of
travel distance buffers and the areas of Greenfield land with no houses that are covered by the travel
distance buffers i.e. approximately 33% of the District’s households are actually outside the
recommended travelling distances (see Maps 10-12 and Table 5).
3. Calculate what additional provision is needed to account for the 33% of households outside
recommended travel times:
To account for these factors we can assume that 33% of households equates to approximately 33% of
the population, which is 31,152 people. Based upon the recommended standards as set out in point 1
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above, where it states there is a need for 0.02ha of play space per 1,000 population, we can calculate
how much additional space is needed for these 31,152 people as follows:
0.02 (ha per 1,000 population) x 31 (31,152 divided by 1,000) = 0.62ha of additional space required.
4. Calculate district-wide standard to account for additional need based upon accessibility gaps:
We can add the 0.62 ha to the current totals of either 3.6ha (equals 4.2ha) to give the recommended
district-wide standards of 0.045ha per 1,000 population.
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