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O P E N S PA C E – T H E

R E P O RT S E X P L A I N E D

The Council undertook an audit of open space that maps and quantifies the amount, quality, and
accessibility of open space in East Riding. It represents a ‘snapshot in time’ and is presented in three
documents, described below:
1) OPEN SPACE REVIEW 2012
This is the main document, providing a detailed assessment of the quantity and quality of open space.
Open Space is split into nine individual typologies, in line with national planning policy guidance. The
typologies are:
 Parks & Ornamental Gardens.
 Natural and Semi-Natural Green Spaces.
 Green Corridors.
 Outdoor Sports Facilities (Refer to Playing Pitch Strategy).
 Amenity Green Space.
 Provision for Children and Young People.
 Allotments.
 Cemeteries.
 Civic Spaces.
The document provides an exploration of the national, regional and local context for open space
provision and summarises all measured open space that is available and publicly accessible to the
community in East Riding. The report also examines the individual typologies, relevant national standards
and introduces the Council’s new local minimum standards. In the final section there is an appendix for
each typology providing the name, area and a quality score for all measured open space within that
category.
2) PARISH AUDIT REPORTS VOLUMES 1 & 2
The Parish Audit Reports list open space within individual parishes and provides information on their
location, area and typology. Each audit report also provides a breakdown of space relative to population
and a location map. To assist the reader each open space has a unique reference number which is used on
the maps to identify their location.
3) OPEN SPACE PARISH SUPPLY REPORTS VOLUMES 1 & 2
The Parish Supply Reports show the provision of open space in each parish and compares these to the
Council’s new minimum space standards, identifying any surplus or shortfall for each typology. Access to
open space is also considered by applying maximum travel distance thresholds to determine if shortfalls
exist. The final section provides an overview of needs based on the analysis of the supply, quality and
access to open space in each parish. The reports will assist those with an interest in providing sufficient
open space to meet the needs of local communities.
In some cases, the supply of open space may be considered by using a cross boundary approach. For
example, the town of Beverley is made up three parishes (Beverley, Molescroft and Woodmansey). For
such reasons a Beverley Urban Area Supply Report has been produced that includes all three.
Similar reports have been compiled for Willerby, Anlaby & Kirk Ella and Elloughton, Brough & Welton.
These can be found as a separate appendix in each volume of the Parish Supply Reports.
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E X E C U T I VE S U M M A RY
The Open Space Review outlines the methodology and findings of the open space audit and recommends
minimum local standards to help maintain and achieve networks of accessible high quality open space
for sport, leisure, and recreation in the East Riding's urban and rural communities. The Open Space
Review's recommendations, are to:
a) set the following minimum quantitative standards:
 0.18 hectares of parks & ornamental gardens per 1,000 people.
 2 hectares of accessible natural & semi natural green space per 1,000 people.
 1 hectare of statutory local nature reserves per 1,000 people.
 0.6 hectares of amenity green space per 1,000 people.
 0.3 hectares of allotment gardening per 1,000 people.
 2.3m² equipped play space and 7m² recreation provision per child in rural areas.
 2.6m² equipped play space and 9m² recreation provision per child in urban areas.
b) set the following maximum distance thresholds:
 Residents to be living within 10 kilometres of a park or ornamental garden.
 Residents to be living within 4 kilometres of accessible natural green space.
 Residents to be living within 2 kilometres of accessible amenity green space.
 Children to be living within 100 metres of a small play area and within 1,000 metres of three
different types of recreation facility.
c) work towards achieving Upper Quartile Quality standards for all measured open space in ownership
and encourage private providers to do the same.
d) include a policy in the Local Plan that:
requires new development to contribute to addressing shortfalls in open space, using the local
standards recommended in this Review; and
protects existing open space from development or change of use, only allowing exceptions if:


there is a surplus of open space (for all the types/functions that it can provide), or



a suitable alternative open space can be provided on a like for like basis, or



the type of open space would change to one that is also in deficit, and



the loss would not have a detrimental impact on the character and amenity of the area.

O P E N S PA C E W I T H I N E A S T R I D I N G - A S U M M A RY
A)

Parks and Ornamental Gardens.

There are 60.3 hectares of space in 72 locations categorised as parks and gardens in East Riding with half
located within the four principal towns of Beverley, Bridlington, Driffield & Goole. This provides a local
provision of 0.18 hectares per 1,000 head of population. Currently, there are no definitive national
quantitative standards for the provision of parks and gardens. By mapping parks and gardens (Map A), it
was determined that less than 1% of households fell beyond a 10 kilometre (6.2 miles) radius of a park or
garden. As there is little or no realistic prospect of more urban parks and gardens, (unless associated to
opportunities from future large-scale housing projects) the Council shall adopt the existing level of
provision (0.18 hectares per 1,000 people) as a local standard. Further emphasis will be given to
achieving the authority's Upper Quartile quality standard.
Map A: Ten Kilometre Distance Buffer For Parks & Gardens In The East Riding.

B)

Natural and Semi – Natural Green Space.

At the time of the study, there were 71 natural and semi-natural green spaces in East Riding, accounting
for 1,281 hectares of green space. This determined that for every 1,000 people living in East Riding there
were 3.87 hectares of accessible natural or semi natural green space. This exceeds the former English
Nature standard of two hectares per 1,000 people. In 2006, Natural England became the successor to
English Nature and with a broader statutory remit launched revised recommendations within the
Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (ANGSt) for towns and cities. These are listed below.
 No person should live more than 300 metres from their nearest area of accessible natural green
space of at least 2 hectares in size.
 There should be at least one 20 hectare accessible natural green space within 2 kilometres of home.
 There should be one 100 hectare accessible green space site within 5 kilometres.
 There should be one 500 hectare accessible natural green space site within 10 kilometres.
 At least 1 hectare of statutory Local Nature reserve should be provided per 1,000 population.

Map B below compares the main urban settlements in East Riding against the ANGSt standard.
Map B: The East Riding Compared To The ANGSt Standard.

Natural England include one further recommendation that suggests a minimum of one hectare of
statutory local nature reserves per 1,000 population. Natural England have independently determined that
provision in East Riding is 0.8 hectares and that a shortfall exists.
In practice, many local authorities are not adopting Natural England’s recommendations due to the
application of the standard in highly urbanised localities. Natural England accepts that in some areas, their
standards will be hard to achieve in the short term. However, in real terms the distance thresholds are
ambitious and in many locations within East Riding are unachievable.
For these reasons the Council shall improve quality were possible to Upper Quartile, and apply a local
distance threshold that households should be within four kilometres of one natural green space. In
addition, the Council will apply a quantitative standard of two hectares of natural green space per 1,000
head of population and Natural England’s one hectare of local nature reserve per 1,000 people.
This measure will be applied at a radius of no less than four kilometres from any locality under
assessment. In Map C, the geographical spread of natural green space using the Council's four-kilometre
standard is shown. The Council acknowledges that rural settlements can expect a slightly longer journey
due to location and degree of isolation.

Map C: Four Kilometre Distance Buffers For Green Space In The East Riding.

C)

GREEN CORRIDORS.

At the time of the audit, 67 locations were categorised as green corridors, accounting for a total of
157.37 hectares or 0.47 hectares per 1,000 people. The need for green corridors arises from the need to
promote environmentally sustainable forms of transport such as walking and cycling within urban and
rural areas. This means that there is no sensible way of determining a provision standard, in most cases
green corridors are demand led and link the community to cycle networks, town centres, schools and
places of employment. For such reasons the Council will adopt a qualitative standard based on achieving
Upper Quartile but no quantitative standards for green corridors. The Council will promote and
protect green corridors using a number of local plans and strategies. Of particular significance is the
Public Rights of Way Improvement Plan and Local Biodiversity Action Plan.
D) OUTDOOR SPORTS FACILITIES.
This category of open space is considered separately in the Playing Pitch Strategy. The strategy provides
details on the provision of playing pitches for sport and sets minimum standards for East Riding.
E) AMENITY GREEN SPACE.
At the time of the study, 182.5 hectares of amenity green space or 0.54 hectares per 1,000 people
contributed to the recreation space available to the community for informal activities. In total, the
Council identified 220 individual pieces of amenity space suitable for recreation pursuits. To maintain
provision the Council will adopt a minimum quantitative standard of 0.6 hectares of amenity green
space per 1,000 head of population. This quantitative measure will be applied at a radius of two
kilometres from any household or locality under assessment. This standard is based on the average
travel distance of households within East Riding. In addition, the Council will apply a local quality
standard based on resident satisfaction levels at the time of the audit. The Council intends to achieve
Upper Quartile and increase overall satisfaction and enjoyment of amenity green space in the long term.

F)

PROVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE.

In East Riding of Yorkshire, there were 134 equipped play areas and 113.9 hectares of recreation space for
70,735 children and young people aged between 0 to 18 years of age. Statistics show that the population
of children and young people in East Riding has decreased by 1.02% since 2005. However, in the next
eight years, estimates indicate that the population of children aged 0 to 16 years will increase by 5.54%.
This indicates that 3,000 more children will play in East Riding by 2018. To compensate for changes in
population and existing shortfalls, the Council has determined a local standard for both rural and urban
locations as shown in the Table 1 below. In addition, the Council will implement a quality standard based
on the conclusions of the household survey. The majority of those who completed the survey indicated
that children’s recreation space was satisfactory, but still required improvement. This outcome determines
that the Council will adopt an Upper Quartile standard for all children’s recreation space to improve
standards in the long term.
Table 1: New Local Standards For Children's Equipped & Recreation Space.

In terms of distance, the Council acknowledges the need to sub-divide play space into categories and
supports the need for maximum walking distances. For this purpose, the Council will adopt the
maximum travel distances recommended by Play England. Table 2 shows the Council's maximum walking
and straight-line distances 1 for the five recognised types of children's recreation space. This will ensure
that all children will have access to at least on play area within 100m of home and three types of play
space with 1,000m of where they live.

Straight line refers the most practical and direct route that considers both natural and man made barriers that
restrict access to children's play and recreation space
1

Table 2: Children’s Equipped & Recreation Space: Distance & Walking Time Thresholds.

G) ALLOTMENTS.
The audit has shown that East Riding currently has sufficient allotment space to meet the Thorpe Report’s
minimum standard of 0.2 hectares per 1,000 people based on a population of 330,900. However, when
taking into account provision at settlement level (refer to Appendix G2), shortfalls in provision exist.
When considered against the need for more allotment space, the household survey shows that 23.1%
indicated an insufficient supply of allotments and a further 24% did not know. Therefore, the Council sees
the need to adopt a local standard of 0.3ha per 1,000 people, to address current demand and future
needs of the community. In addition the Council will implement a local Upper Quartile standard and
improve security where practicable.
H) CEMETERIES & CHURCHYARDS.
At the time of the audit, 242 locations have been categorised as cemeteries and churchyards, accounting
for a total of 119.2 hectares. The Council managed six operational cemeteries which were located in the
main settlements and had a total footprint of 21.5 hectares. By measuring the number of burials and
cremations requiring an internment plot, the Council has determined that sufficient burial plots exist in
the short term (5-10 years) to meet demand. As there are no national standards for burial sites in terms of
quantity and with open space being the by product of their primary purpose, the Council will undertake a
more detailed assessment of need in 2012. In terms of quality, results of the household survey indicate
that more than 95% of those who replied judged cemeteries & churchyards as satisfactory. To enhance

quality the Council will adopt an Upper Quartile standard for all burial sites that fall within its
ownership, management or control.
I)

CIVIC SPACES.

There are 15 sites categorised as civic spaces in East Riding, accounting for a total area of 0.735 hectares,
which equates to 0.02m² per person. At the time of the audit, there were no national standards for the
provision of civic spaces and Planning Policy Guidance 17 suggested that it was not realistic to set a
quantity standard for such spaces. The Council has taken this advice and determined that a reasoned
judgement in setting standards across East Riding area is not feasible due to the limited amount of civic
space provision. In terms of quality, the Council will adopt the Upper Quartile standard for all civic
spaces within its control.

Map D: Study Area: The East Riding of Yorkshire.

S E C T I O N O N E : I N T RO D U C T I O N

AND

CONTEXT

INTRODUCTION
Open space is one of East Ridings most precious resources and helps to provide the wide variety of
outdoor recreation space needed to meet the differing requirements of both urban and rural
communities.
This review measures the quantity and quality of open space using data from site audits and
incorporates the typology recommended by the Urban Green Spaces Taskforce as referred to in
Planning Policy Guidance 17 (now superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework). It splits
open space into two main sub-sets, green space that is normally vegetated and civic space, which is
normally hard-surfaced. Open space is defined by the following typologies.
 Parks & Ornamental Gardens.
 Natural and Semi-Natural Green Spaces.
 Green Corridors.
 Outdoor Sports Facilities (Refer to Playing Pitch Strategy).
 Amenity Green Space.
 Provision for Children and Young People.
 Allotments.
 Cemeteries.
 Civic Spaces.
The purpose of this review is to establish the current supply of open space in the East Riding,
including consideration of quality and accessibility, and to use this as a basis for determining where
future provision and/or investment is required.
THE STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT
This report contains three sections. Section one provides an introduction; section two describes the
methodology, tools and systems used to collect, record and analyse open space data; and section three
presents the findings of the audit, which are split between nine 'sub-sections'(A to I) based on each
open space category. Each sub-section outlines relevant legislation provides a summary of the current
supply, and recommends local minimum standards. In addition, there are reports detailing the current
supply of open space within each parish.
GENERAL CONTEXT
East Riding of Yorkshire Council is one of the top performing councils in the country and one of the
larger rural authorities. In mid 2010 East Riding had a population of 338,690 spread over 933 square
miles (242,000 hectares) and although increasing each year, East Riding experiences one of the lowest
population densities when compared to other similar local authorities.
NATIONAL CONTEXT
Healthy Lives, Healthy People: Public Health In England 2010.
In 2010, Britain was the most obese nation in Europe and rising levels of harm from drugs and alcohol
was on the increase. Smoking alone was claiming over 80,000 lives each year and action was called for.
However, the government put forward that a one size fits all solution was no good when public health
challenges varied from one neighbourhood to the next. The government's approach looked towards:
 Empowering individuals to make health choices.
 Giving communities the tools to address their own particular health needs.

1

 Introducing a dedicated new public health service "Public Health England" dedicated to
supporting local innovation.
As local health authorities consider the implications of the governments imitative there is consistency
in that considerable change is expected. Policy will direct the nations well being and its use of
resources such as open space to improve the health of its citizens.
National Planning Policy Framework
This sets out the Government’s planning policies on all topics, including on open space, sport, and
recreation. It specifies that in order to ensure effective planning for open space, local authorities
should undertake audits to identify existing and future needs for open space. . In addition, it specifies
that existing open space should not be developed unless: the assessment clearly indicates that the open
space is surplus to requirements; or the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in
terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or the development is for alternative sports and
recreational provision, the needs for which clearly outweigh the loss.
Natural England.
In 2006, the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act created Natural England by bringing
together English Nature, parts of the Rural Development Service and the Countryside Agency. Natural
England's remit was to deliver four strategic outcomes, which together would conserve, enhance and
manage the natural environment for the benefit of current and future generations.
 A healthy natural environment: England’s natural environment will be conserved and enhanced.
 Enjoyment of the natural environment: more people enjoying, understanding and acting to
improve, the natural environment, more often.
 Sustainable use of the natural environment: the use and management of the natural environment
is more sustainable.
 A secure environmental future: decisions which collectively secure the future of the natural
environment.
Play England.
The aim of Play England, is that all children and young people in England have regular access to free
local play provision and recreation space. Play England's objectives are:
 To build partnerships and promote local play strategies.
 To research and demonstrate the benefits of play.
 To promote equality and diversity in play provision.
 To raise awareness and promote standards.
As the national organisation for play, Play England is funded by the Big Lottery Fund and is an integral
part of their Children’s Play initiative. In 2009, Play England published four recommended national
standards based on participation, access and quality. One key recommendation was that children up to
the age of 16 should have access to at least three different types of play or recreation space, with at
least one being a dedicated place for play and informal recreation within 1,000 metres walking distance
of home.
Green Flag Award.
The Green Flag award is the national standard for quality and provides a recommendation against
which parks, gardens and green space can be measured. The scheme states that green spaces should:
 Be welcoming.
 Be healthy, safe and secure.
 Be clean and well maintained.

2

 Be managed in a sustainable manner.
 Promote the conservation of wildlife and built heritage.
 Reflect community needs and promote community involvement.
 Be well managed in accordance with a clear management plan.
These criteria represent what people expect to find in a quality park or green space. The aim is to set
the foundations for long-term sustainability by encouraging local communities to become involved in
management to conserve the fabric of the area for future generations.
LOCAL CONTEXT
The objectives for an open space review are based on the needs of the local community in East Riding.
The provision of quality open space has a significant role in contributing to the achievement of the
Council's strategic priorities.
The East Riding Community Plan 2006-2016 (Our East Riding).
This key strategic document provides a blue print for East Riding until 2016. The plan provides a
framework for how the towns and villages within the region will look as the authority moves through
the next decade. The priorities of the plan focus on long-term sustainability principles which aim to
improve the quality of life. There are three key community aims specified within the plan.
Sustainable communities and transport.
Safer, stronger and healthier communities.
The well being of children, young people and the elderly people.
East Riding Play & Free Time Strategy.
The East Riding Play and Free Time Strategy has been developed in consultation with children, young
people, partners and carers within the wider community, by a range of organisations that together form
East Riding Play Partnership. The Play Partnership consists of statutory, voluntary and other
organisations that have active involvement in children and young people's play and free time. One of
the main roles of the Play Partnership is to act as advocates for play by raising the profile and the
associated benefits of play to senior Council members and officers, ensuring the support of East
Riding of Yorkshire Council for the strategic provision of play.
Children and Young People's Strategy Plan 2009-2012 (The Single Plan).
Since April 2006, local authorities have been required to produce a Children’s and Young People's Plan
to set out the local vision for children and young people. The plan is a strategic analysis showing how
key outcomes will be achieved and the timescales and costs involved. The plan for children and young
people builds on the four key priorities.
 Children & young people's participation.
 Development of local and strategic planning.
 Parenting support & information sharing.
The plan will make a considerable contribution to the Council's strategy to enable young people to
have access to a wide range of positive activities, peer mentoring and access to information relating to
young people.
East Riding of Yorkshire Local Plan.
The East Riding of Yorkshire Local Plan will, once complete, determine where new development such
as housing, offices, industry, retail, community facilities, and infrastructure will take place. The Plan
will also protect land from development, such as valuable countryside areas and open spaces, nature
conservation sites, and important heritage assets. It will contain a policy that requires new development
to provide open space, and this will be informed by the local quantitative and qualitative standards put
forward in this report.
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S E C T I O N T WO : M E T H O D O L O G Y
2.1 EAST RIDING OPEN SPACE METHODOLOGY
Planning Policy Guidance 17.
East Riding of Yorkshire Council employed the methodology described in Planning Policy Guidance 17:
Planning for Open Space and Recreation. It provides a guide to the processes and information required to
make precise recommendations relating to open space provision. Although PPG17 has now been
superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the methodology outlined is
considered by this Council to be largely relevant and therefore continues to form the context for this
review.
Audit Of Provision.
There are key factors that local authorities need to consider when they are defining the scope of an
open space review. As a minimum, the study area should reflect the local administrative area and
consider cross boundary movement. For the purpose of this review the study area is East Riding of
Yorkshire and the following points are relevant:
 The Council carried out audits of open space that were in excess of 100m². The methodology
adopted by the Council included gathering data at parish level using inspections for both
Council and privately owned open spaces. The audit measured open space with the exception of
space adjacent to roads and coastal beach areas. For clarification purposes, excluded space such
as highways are visually appealing but unsuitable for recreation due to the potential health risks.
More details on measured and excluded space are included within Parish reports that support
this review.
 The Council accept that due to the scale and nature of the project that some locations may have
been unintentionally overlooked due to no knowledge of their existence. This is particularly the
case with local wildlife sites and other countryside sites which by their nature are often secluded.
Future open space audits will take every five-years and locations previously overlooked that are
brought to the attention of the Council will be included. This will mean that over time minimum
standards may change to reflect supply and demand in the future.
 The audit included the Council's own non-technical site inspections to establish quality and
accessibility. The methodology used to determine quality considered the physical characteristics,
condition in regards to maintenance, the value of the space and the benefits of each location to
the wider environment. To accurately determine quality five site ratings were used based on a
scale rating of 100%, the following explains the meaning of each rating. 2
 Above upper quartile (above 85%): Open space of exceptional value both in terms of
accessibility, visible appearance, maintenance and cleanliness that requires no improvement.
 Upper quartile (71-85%): Open space that is of exceptional value to local residents but requires
Minimal improvements to improve appearance and aesthetic value.
 Mid quartile (61-70%): Open space that requires minor improvements such as alterations to
access such as resurfacing of paths, garden maintenance or better signage.
 Lower quartile (41-60%): Open space that requires major improvements to improve quality to
meet the needs of local residents including reinstating boundaries, new paths, better disabled
access and site equipment.
 Less than lower quartile (below 40%): Open space that is close to or beyond serviceable use that
requires substantial remodelling, better drainage or improvements to maintain its sustainability
as a useable community asset.

Each type of open space has its own characteristics and individual requirements in regards to improvements to
its quality. Therefore suggested improvements are just examples of the possible enhancements that are required

2
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More information and details of individual quality scores for each open space can be viewed in the
relevant appendices attached to this review. By considering the quality score and the Council's
commitment to achieving upper quartile for all open space, areas of space that fall below upper quartile
can be identified and considered for improvement.
Provision Of Open Space Within Neighbouring Authorities.
Local authority, ward or parish boundaries can be fairly arbitrary and local communities may not
always identify with them. For such reasons the Council has determined that provision close to East
Riding of Yorkshire in particular facilities for recreation or children’s play within 1,000m of the study
area need including within the review. To assist this process and to map provision the Council has
consulted and considered the following neighbouring authorities:
 Doncaster Council.
 City of York Council.
 Hull City Council.
 Ryedale District Council.
 Scarborough Borough Council.
 Selby District Council.
Typology (Definition).
Typology is the overarching term given to describe the various forms of open space. In Planning
Policy Guidance 17, the recommendation is that local authorities adopt the typology proposed by the
Urban Green Space Taskforce. For this review the Council audited nine typologies and Table 2.1 lists
the typologies used to meet such recommendations. In addition, the table shows the sub categories
associated with each typology (the 'primary purpose').
Primary Purpose.
The primary purpose is the main use for the open space and all nine typologies have an alphabetical
reference ranging from A-I. In some circumstances, open space may have a secondary use (a 'subcategory'), an example being a small-equipped play ground within a large park. The park is the primary
purpose and the playground secondary.
Sub Category.
Due to the nature of open space, it would be unworkable just to have a primary or secondary purpose.
An example is an area of amenity green space that is inaccessible for recreation or play but has an
aesthetic value. To include such space as available for play would be misleading and would inflate
provision. By using a sub category number, the space can be categorised as visually appealing but
inaccessible. An example is E6: E (amenity green space); 6 (non-accessible).
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Table 2.1: East Riding Of Yorkshire Open Space Typology.

6

Urban/Rural differences.
Obvious differences exist between urban and rural settlements and some forms of provision are most
likely to be found in one type of locality. For instance, very few country parks are located within urban
areas and similarly few rural communities would experience the full range of facilities available in larger
towns. The Council understand these differences and where achievable different minimum standards
have been set for both urban and rural locations. To ensure consistency the Council identified urban
settlements using information published by the Research Group, East Riding of Yorkshire Council and
using guidelines put forward by the Office of National Statistics (ONS).
An urban area is of at least 20 hectares with 1,500 residents at the time of the 2001 census.
Separate urban areas are linked if less than 200 metres apart.
Output Areas that fit the urban area boundary are included using a 'best fit' approach. The use of a
best fit definition complies with ONS policy on the general use of small areas and meets
confidentiality, disclosure or protection requirements.
2.2 DATA COLLECTION
Identifying and Recording Open Space Data.
All of the sites were visited and the following details recorded electronically 3 :
 Accessibility to the site by public transport, walking or cycling.
 Adequate boundaries such as gates and fencing.
 Suitability of buildings in particular changing facilities.
 The quality of play equipment in parks and play spaces.
 The living habitat, vegetation, ground conditions, condition of exiting paths, signage.
 The cleanliness, maintenance and general appearance of the open space.
Open Space Data Base.
On completion of the data collection exercise, open space data and associated photographs were
electronically transferred to the Council's Open Space Data base. Figure 2.2 shows a sample page of
the database. The sample page shown identifies the main characteristics of the open space such as
address, unique property reference and footprint area. The data shown includes a breakdown of
quality as a percentage for the characteristics of the site and the main overall site assessment score. At
the time of the audit 2142 individual areas of open space were inspected and recorded in this manner
GIS Mapping.
To complement the Open Space Data Base the Council made use of GIS to map the locations of
audited open space within the study area. The GIS can be used to display the locations, population
numbers and recommended travel distance thresholds for each typology.

The characteristics of each type of open space determined that some aspects were not scored for quality as they
did not exit. An example being a small amenity green space comprising of just grass. Such open space would
normal have no on site buildings and no score would be recorded. In order to determine an accurate comparable
quality rating such occurrences where factored in to the software at the point of audit and Overall Site
Assessments scores where based on criteria added at that time.

3
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Figure 2.2: Example from East Riding's Open Space Data Base:

Figure 2.3 Example Of GIS And Maximum Travel Buffer Zones.

Figure 2.3 shows an example of the Review's recommended distance thresholds for open spaces within
Beverley. The map shows several shaded areas of different shapes with some overlaid on top of each
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other. Each shaded area represents a buffer that relates to set travel distance for each recorded open
space. The buffers show the recommended maximum travel distance that residents would need to
travel to access such facilities. In this example the buffers are clipped to reflect where travel is
restricted by a road, a railway line or river. By using GIS, the Council can identify current supply at
local community level.
Quality, Value & Community Needs Assessment.
At the same time as the audit, the Council undertook an assessment of local needs using open space
questionnaires. This involved contact with 4,500 individual households randomly chosen based on
family composition to record a representative cross section of views. The Council achieved a 31.4%
return rate (1,413 questionnaires). In support, additional questionnaires went to all known countryside
groups and associations with an interest in open space and the Council publicised the consultation in
the local press. Further consultation took place at libraries, Customer Service Centres; drop-in centres
and youth clubs. In total 2,643, questionnaires were returned and the results analysed to inform the
quality and the needs of local residents for each open space typology used within this study.
The Council also consulted relevant national organisations such as Natural England, Fields in Trust,
and the Woodland Trust, and Town and Parish Councils.
Population & Demographics.
The population statistics used for this study originate from the 2001 census and projections for the
future from the mid 2008 population estimates (Source: Research Group, East Riding of Yorkshire
Council). In summary, between 2008 and 2012 the population of East Riding grew by 2.3% and
estimates suggest that in 2033 there will be an increase of 24.1%. In terms of composition in 2008, the
proportion of people receiving an old age pension had increased and the number of people aged 80+
rose by 2.44%, with projections indicating that this will double in the next twenty years.
 In comparison. the number of children had also increased, but estimates suggest that the overall
number of children may decrease by 2% in the years leading up to 2033. For the purpose of the
report and to distinguish age groups amongst children the following age groups have been used.
 Young children: Are under the age of 5 years.
 Children: Are 5 to 9 years of age.
 Older children: Are 10 to 16 years of age.
 Young People: Are 15 to 18 years of age.
2.3 SETTING LOCAL STANDARDS OF PROVISION
The Review considers a number of data sources, including standards promoted by national
organisations such as Natural England, in recommending local standards for open space in the East
Riding. The proposed local standards are informed by the current level of provision compared to the
East Riding's population and the results of the local community assessments (that identified need,
average travel distances and the frequency of use). In summary the approach to setting local standards
is as follows:
i)

Current local provision of open space: Existing open space per 1,000 head of population.

ii)

Future provision: Based on population change and demographics.

iii)

Minimum local Standards: The required provision per 1,000 head of population to meet
demand in the future.

iv)

Required provision for children: Calculated using the actual number and expected increase in
children against existing provision.

v)

Travel distance standards: Is the maximum travel distance measured in all directions from the
location of open space based on the average travel distance of residents.
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S E C T I O N T H R E E : O P E N S PA C E W I T H I N E A S T R I DI N G

OF

YO R K S H I R E

3.1 INTRODUCTION
This section of the report provides the outcomes of the study for each of the open space typologies.
For clarification, all open spaces that are freely available and publicly accessible have been included.
Exceptions include open space associated to highways and housing (e.g. grassed strips/verges) that
provide visual amenity but, are not intended for recreation use.
3.2 SUMMARY OF MEASURED OPEN SPACE
At the time of the audit there were 3,258.6 hectares of open space available to the community. Figure
3.1 shows open space is broken down as a percentage and by the actual space that is available for each
open space typology.
Figure 3.1: Measured Open Space In The East Riding Of Yorkshire.

Note: D)
Sport: includes 413 hectares of playing pitches, the remainder is made up of other
facilities such as golf courses (please refer to the Playing Pitch Strategy) for more detailed information).
F)

Children: Includes only the equipped space within the study area.

3.3 SUMMARY OF EXCLUDED OPEN SPACE
Figure 3.2, shows that the total open space excluded from the study totalled 79.9 Hectares with 58.8
hectares of amenity open space associated with roads and 21.1 ha with housing.
Figure 3.2: Excluded Open Space In The East Riding of Yorkshire.
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Minimum Standards For Open Space Provision.
The minimum standards for open space originate from local community need. The Council also
acknowledge that a settlement hierarchy exists in East Riding, and that facilities in larger settlements
will serve several other smaller communities. In determining provision, this report acknowledges the
following recommendations.
 Fields in Trust (FIT) (formerly the National Playing Fields Associations) Six-Acre Standard.
 Play England: Local Play indicators: Guidance for Local Authorities.
 The Thorpe Report 1969: Minimum standards for the provision of allotments.
 Natural England Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (ANGSt).
 The Woodland Trust.
3.4 MEASURING OPEN SPACE PROVISION
By using GIS, the Council can determine provision at a local community level, measuring the amount
of open space against the minimum standards detailed within this review.
The following section presents the findings of the audit for each open space typology, except for
outdoor sports facilities, which is presented in a separate document - the Playing Pitch Strategy. Each
sub-section recommends minimum standards to ensure that a sufficient quantity and quality of open
space will be maintained/achieved.
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S E C T I O N A: PA R K S

AND

O R NA M E N TA L G A R D E N S

A1: INTRODUCTION
Parks and ornamental gardens provide an essential element to the harmony of towns and communities.
They can help to regenerate an area, enable healthy living and provide a sense of place. The primary
use of this typology is to provide an accessible green space for a variety of leisure activities ranging
from a tranquil place to sit and socialise, take exercise and a place for children to play.
Photo A1: Sewerby Hall and Gardens, Bridlington.

A2: NATIONAL CONTEXT
The country has inherited a legacy of first class public parks and landscapes from the Victorians who
invented and shaped the concept. The first public parks looked towards boosting civic pride by
making towns and cities attractive places to work and live. These parks were conceived as special
places where all sections of society could enter free of charge and mix freely. This concept has
remained unchanged, although very few urban parks are created today and no national standards for
provision exist. With the increasing demands on the public purse the reduction in maintenance has led
to the general decline of many parks and ornamental gardens in the last thirty years.
A3: LOCAL CONTEXT
Green Flag Award.
The Green Flag Award represents the national quality standard for parks and green spaces and aims to
raise standards through a means of recognising and rewarding the best green spaces in the country. At
the time of the review the Council had been awarded a Green Flag for three parks:
 North End Park, Driffield.
 Tower Hill Memorial Park, Hessle.
 King George V Cottingham.
Yorkshire in Bloom.
Yorkshire in Bloom is another significant local award for Yorkshire and Lincolnshire and falls under
the umbrella of Britain in Bloom organised by the Royal Horticultural Society and is one of the most
effective and longest running environmental competitions in the country. In 2008, Bridlington won a
gold award and entry to National Britain in Bloom for 2009, but unfortunately was unsuccessful.
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Biodiversity.
Parks and gardens, along with other types of green space, are often important wildlife havens. The
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 incorporates a general duty on all public
bodies to have regard to the purpose of conserving biodiversity in the exercise of all their functions.
The Council in partnership with other organisations has developed a Biodiversity Action Plan that will
support and complement local policies and action plans, such as the local development framework, the
community plan, the local area agreement and parish planning.
Current Provision
There were 72 locations categorised as parks and ornamental gardens in East Riding and table A1
provides a summary by settlement. The table shows that the majority of all parks and ornamental
gardens are located within urban settlements and the county’s four principal towns of Beverley,
Bridlington, Goole and Driffield. This conclusion runs parallel with the need for public green space in
urban areas where opportunities to access open space is restricted by the built environment.
Table A1:Parks And Gardens By Settlement Category

In total 60.3 hectares of parks and ornamental gardens provided 0.18 hectares per 1,000 head of
population or 1.8m² for every person living within East Riding. The most important park and garden
was Sewerby Hall (size 24.2 hectares) and together with West Park, Goole and Hall Garth Park,
Hornsea, account for two thirds of all park and garden space in the county.
In terms of ownership, the Council manages and maintains the majority of the parks including Sewerby
Hall and Gardens, which attracts 160,000 visitors per year. In other locations, parks are managed by
the parish councils and in some instances are privately owned like the Sir Tatton Sykes Monument, in
Garton.
Typology & Sub Categories.
Parks and ornamental gardens are divided into four sub-categories. A full list of the typologies and sub
categories used for this study are detailed in the methodology in section two.
 A1: Visual not suitable for recreation or play. Sixty-three locations fall into this category,
examples include memorial gardens and formal gardens.
 A2: Only suitable for adult recreation. No Parks, fall into this category.
 A3: Only suitable for children’s play. No Parks fall into this category.
 A4: Suitable for adult & Children’s Play. Nine parks fall into this category, essentially larger
parks. Photo A2 shows Hall Garth Park in Hornsea.
Full details relating to size and location of parks and gardens in East Riding are provided in Appendix
A1.
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Photo A2: Hall Garth Park, Hornsea.

A4: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT
The Council has used the Green Flag Award for benchmarking the condition of some parks and green
spaces. The selection criteria for the Green Flag Award are sufficiently flexible to allow for the wide
variety of facilities offered by parks and gardens, but any feature should conform to the following.
 A welcoming place: With good signage and equal access for all members of the community.
 Healthy, safe and secure: Well maintained equipment, grounds and facilities.
 Clean and well maintained: Good litter and waste management.
 Sustainability: Environmentally sound and fit for purpose.
 Conservation and Heritage: Conservation of natural features, wildlife, landscape & buildings.
 Local community involvement: Evidence of community involvement in management.
 Marketing strategy: The promotion of parks as a community resource.
Although the Council may refer to the Green Flag Award and use data from NI 199 (Children’s and
Young Peoples Satisfaction with Parks and Play Areas), for the purpose of this report, the quality of
parks and ornamental gardens in the county is assessed using two quality methods. The first considers
information gathered from questionnaires sent out to a representative sample of households and the
second, non-technical site inspections undertaken in at the time of the audit.
Household Survey.
At the time of the study the Council undertook a survey from a representative sample of households to
gather information on recreation needs, green space preferences, user profiles and the frequency and
manner of use of open space. In the following tables, the results of this survey are analysed.

Table A2: Frequency of Use – Parks & Ornamental Gardens.
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In total, 1,413 individual households returned their questionnaire. The first question asked
householders how often they used parks and gardens. In table 2, the results show that 8.5% of
respondents used parks and gardens on a daily basis and a further 24% on a weekly basis. This score is
low compared to the 37% of respondents who used parks or ornamental gardens only twice and the
23% of respondents who used parks and gardens on a monthly basis.
In terms of use, the sample indicated that the majority never used equipped play areas in parks and
18% on average used them twice a year. If the sample was applied to the population of East Riding it
would mean that 169,345 people never used children’s equipped play facilities in parks.
The primary reasons for visiting parks and gardens indicate that, 8% of households used them for
recreation and 6% for education. This left a significant 62% of households using parks for social
interaction and supports the ideology that parks provide a sense of place within local communities.
Table A3: Provision & Safety – Parks & Gardens.

At the time of audit 49% of respondents considered there to be sufficient parks and ornamental
gardens in their immediate locality leaving 40%, predominantly rural households indicating insufficient
facilities for their needs. By using GIS the Council has measured that 99% of households were within
10k (6.2 miles) of a park or ornamental garden. The household survey indicates that 83% of
households consider that on average they travel less than 10k to access parks leaving 17% indicating
they travelled further. In total, 44% of householders walked to parks and 44% travelled by car. Of
those travelling by car, 75% were households from rural communities who had to travel to parks and
gardens in urban settlements.
Roughly, two-thirds of those surveyed felt safe and secure using parks and ornamental gardens. The
main reasons stated for not feeling safe were anti-social behaviour (39%), poor lighting (19.6%) and
isolated location (17.2%). Finally respondents were asked what would improve parks and the most
popular in priority order were the removal of dog mess, more frequent litter clearance, installation of
more toilets and the planting of more trees and shrubs.

Table A4: Overall quality – Parks & Ornamental Gardens.
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The survey also asked households what was their general opinion of the overall quality of parks and
ornamental gardens. Table 4 shows that 94% of respondents viewed the quality of parks and gardens
as satisfactory with only 5.2% of household indicating that they were poor. The goal of the Council is
to improve the quality of all parks and ornamental gardens to Upper Quartile (see table 5) based on the
high satisfaction levels experienced at the time of the study.
The household surveys indicate that on average 73.8% of the sample expressed that the overall quality
of children’s equipped space in parks and gardens rated satisfactory to excellent. In comparison 21.1%
indicated such facilities were poor. Children’s play space is examined in more detail in section F.
Non-technical Site Audits.
This report uses information taken from non-technical site audits undertaken in 2008. In appendix A2,
a complete list of parks and gardens with quality scores identify the specific rating for each predefined
criteria and gives the reader an opportunity to compare scores and determine were scope for
improvement can take place. The quality of each site was assessed and scored using the following
predefined criteria:
 Special features (for example, viewpoints, trails and public art)
 Built features (for example, visitor centres, car parking and toilets)
 Habitats and vegetation (including trees, shrubs and mown grass)
 Boundaries (including access, fences, gates, walls and tree belt)
 Site furniture (for example, lighting, seating, waste bins and signage)
 Play equipment
The conclusions of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys. In the
following table, parks and ornamental gardens are ranked as a total in order of excellence.
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Table A5: Quality Overall Site rating – Summary Of Excellence.

Of the 72 parks and gardens, 52% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 85% for overall
site quality. A further 30 locations scored well and achieved the upper quartile rating of 71-85%,
leaving one in the mid quartile. The remaining four parks and gardens scored less than mid quartile.
When assessed for general impression the non-technical site audits show that the 92% of parks and
ornamental gardens were rated above upper quartile. Only eight of the 72 sites looked untidy and
achieved a poor rating. The parks and gardens categorised as untidy at the time of the study were
Beaconsfield Sunken Gardens, North Marine Gardens, Tower Hill Memorial Park, The Olympic
Gardens, St Anne's Road Garden in Bridlington, Champney Road Beverley, Hart Hill Crescent Full
Sutton and Hatfield Village Green.
In relation to accessibility and restrictions (uneven paths) which prevented use by particular groups
such as the disabled, only one garden, the Memorial Gardens in Hornsea fell below upper quartile due
to cracking of tarmac paths. 4

4

Hornsea Memorial Gardens refurbished during 2008
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Figure A6: BV119e Satisfaction With Parks And Open Spaces.

A5: NATIONAL STANDARDS
The analysis of local provision of parks and ornamental gardens needs to consider any relevant
national standards, site assessments of quality and consultation undertaken on local needs. Currently,
there are no definitive national standards for provision, although parks and gardens can contribute
towards meeting the Fields in Trust (FIT) (formerly National Playing Fields Association) standard of
2.4 hectares (6 acres) of open space per 1,000 population. The Greater London Authority has also
produced a graded accessibility standard for parks and gardens that states that all residents should have
access to a small local park within 400 metres of their home. This standard may be applicable in urban
areas but is challenging for the majority of rural settlements within East Riding due to their location.
A6: LOCAL STANDARDS
There are 60.3 hectares of space in 72 locations categorised as parks and gardens in East Riding with
half located within the four principal towns of Beverley, Bridlington, Driffield & Goole. This provides
a local standard of provision of 0.18 hectares per 1,000 head of population. Currently, there are no
definitive national quantitative standards for the provision of parks and gardens. By mapping parks and
gardens, it was determined that less than 1% of households fell beyond a 10 kilometre (6.2 miles)
radius of a park or garden. As there is little or no realistic prospect of more urban parks and gardens
unless associated to opportunities from large-scale development, it is recommended that the Council
adopts a standard that reflects the existing level of provision - 0.18 hectares per 1,000 people, within
a distance of 10k, based on the average travel distance of residents. It is recommended that emphasis
should be given to achieving the authority's Upper Quartile Quality Standard, based on existing
customer satisfactions levels. By using the quality assessments in appendix A2, the audit has identified
parks and ornamental gardens that did not achieve upper quartile.
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S E C T I O N B: N A T U R A L

AND

S E M I -N A T U R A L G R E E N S PA C E

B1: INTRODUCTION
Natural and semi-natural green space is informal less intensively maintained land with few formal
facilities and include spaces such as forests, grasslands, wetlands, nature reserves and wasteland.
Natural and semi-natural green spaces are important for informal recreation as well as wildlife
conservation and biodiversity. They often have an economic value and can generate income for a
landowner, from forestry production, grazing or more formal leisure activity. The mental and physical
benefits that can accrue from accessing this type of green space are significant and national research
demonstrates the importance of green space in enhancing the quality of life.

Photo B1: Millington Woods, Millington.
B2: NATIONAL CONTEXT

Enhancing Urban Green Space.
In recent years, the government has recognised the need to address the long-term decline of green
spaces, particularly in urban areas and has encouraged local authorities to address both the quality and
quantity.
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006.
This act incorporates a general duty on all public bodies, including local authorities, to have regard to
the purpose of conserving biodiversity in the exercise of their functions.
UK Biodiversity Action Plan.
The UK Biodiversity Action Plan describes the UK’s biological resources and commits a detailed plan
for the protection of these resources.
B3: LOCAL CONTEXT
Natural and semi-natural green spaces are often important wildlife havens, and places where people
can have contact with nature and learn to understand the natural world. Strengthening and expanding
networks of such green spaces in East Riding has a key role in facilitating the movement of species
between site based biodiversity in areas where semi-natural habitats are fragmented. This is essential to
allow species to colonise new sites or replacement sites as climate conditions change and to allow
genetic exchange between species meta-populations. Biodiversity is one of the functions of green
infrastructure identified in national planning guidance and thus local green infrastructure should reflect
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this guidance/legislation. The Council has developed a Biodiversity Action Plan that provides
information on the importance of green corridors for biodiversity which will be incorporated into and
complement local policies and action plans, such as the Local Plan, the Community Plan, the Local
Area Agreement and parish/neighbourhood planning. Within East Riding, there are 12 local nature
reserves, nine of which are categorised as natural or semi-natural, These are:
 Humber Bridge Country Park.
 Eastrington Ponds.
 Danes Dyke (Dyke Wood).
 Millington Wood.
 Mayfield Nature Reserve (Mayfield and Broom Park).
 Sugar Mill Ponds, Rawcliffe.
 Howden Marsh.
 South Landing.
 Flamborough Outer Headland & Heritage Coast.
B4: CURRENT PROVISION
There are 70 natural and semi-natural green spaces in East Riding, accounting for a total of 1,281
hectares of open space or 3.87 hectares per 1,000 people. Full details of the natural and semi-natural
green spaces are provided in Appendix B1. The sites have been divided into three sub-categories:
 Non-accessible natural and semi-natural green space (Category B1)
o 21 locations fall into this group, which includes ponds and wetlands.
 Natural and semi-natural green space for active recreation, for adult (Category B2)
o 45 locations fall into this group, which includes nature reserves.
 Natural and semi-natural green space for active recreation, for adults and children (Category B4)
o 5 locations fall into this group.
The key groups responsible for the management and maintenance of natural and semi-natural green
space in the county are the Council, parish councils, the Wildlife Trust, voluntary groups and private
owners.
The East Riding of Yorkshire Council manage a number of the natural and semi-natural sites including
the Humber Bridge Country Park, Millington Woods, Eastrington Ponds, Oakhill Pastures in Goole,
Beverley Parks, South Landing, Flamborough. In addition, the Council’s Countryside Access Team
also manage and maintain a number of picnic sites categorised as natural and semi-natural green spaces
such as Wayrham layby picnic area in Bishop Wilton.
There are a range of groups and organisations responsible for the conservation and management of the
other natural and semi-natural green space sites in East Riding. Some examples include:
 Allerthorpe Woods: Located near Pocklington and managed by Forestry Commission.
 Bempton Cliffs: An area for sea birds managed by the RSPB.
 Spurn Nature Reserve: A Nature Reserve owned and managed by the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust.

Photo B2: Spurn National Nature Reserve.
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B5: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT

There are no definitive national quality standards, although consideration should be given to the Green
Flag Award which was launched in 1996 as a means of recognising the best parks and green spaces in
the country. The judging criteria for the Green Flag Award is sufficiently flexible to allow for the wide
variety of facilities offered by green space but feature should conform to the relevant key criteria:
 A welcoming place: with safe access, good signage & equal access for all.
 Healthy, safe and secure: where equipment & facilities must be safe to use.
 Clean and well maintained: good litter and waste management and well maintained grounds.
 Sustainability: methods of maintaining the park should be environmentally sound.
 Conservation and heritage: particular attention given to natural features, landscape & buildings.
 Community Involvement: knowledge of community and levels & patterns of use.
 Marketing: for example, promotion of park or green space as a community resource.
At the time of the review three parks had been selected for assessment, but in the long term the
Council may not fully commit itself to adopting the Green Flag standard in preference to local quality
standards. For the purposes of this report, the quality of green space in East Riding has been assessed
using two methods. First, information gathered from questionnaires sent to a representative sample of
households and the second from non-technical site audits.
Household Survey.
The Council conducted a survey from a representative sample of households to gather information on
recreation needs, green space preferences, user profiles and the frequency and manner of use of green
space.

Table B1: Frequency Of Use Of Green Space-Household Survey.
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In total 1,413 individual householder open space questionnaires were completed. Question one asked
householders how often they used different types of natural and semi-natural green space. Table B1
above shows that 12% of respondents used natural areas (woodlands, rivers, lakes) on a daily basis and
a further 24% on a weekly basis. The remaining respondents used natural space less frequently and 8%
of respondents never used them at all. In terms of the reason for visiting natural and semi-natural
green spaces, 8% of respondents used natural areas for physical activity, 10% for education, 68% for
recreation and 14% for children’s play.
The household survey also asked householders what was their general opinion of the overall quality of
natural and semi-natural green space. Table B2 shows that 70.6% of respondents viewed the quality of
natural & semi-natural green space as good. In general, householders’ impressions of natural and seminatural green spaces were favourable. Only 5% of respondents viewed the natural & semi-natural green
space they used as poor.
Table B2: Overall, Quality Of Green Space - Household Survey.

Table B3 indicates that 58% of householders thought there was sufficient natural and semi-natural
green space whilst 36% thought there was not enough.

Table B3: Is There Sufficient Green Space - Household Survey.
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In terms of travel, 41% of those surveyed walked to natural areas and 46% travelled by car. Of these
53% of respondents had to travel on average 2.5 miles to the natural and semi-natural green spaces
that they used. Roughly, two-thirds of respondents felt safe and secure using natural and semi natural
green spaces. The main reasons for respondents stating that they did not feel safe were anti-social
behaviour (39%), poor lighting (19%) and isolated location (17%).
Non-Technical Site Audits.
The conclusions of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys. In
Table B4, natural and semi natural space are ranked in order of excellence. Appendix B2 gives a
complete list of natural and semi natural green space with quality scores identifying their specific rating
for each location.
Table B4: Quality – Summary of Excellence.

Of the 70 natural and semi natural areas, 45% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 85%.
A further 26 locations scored well and achieved the upper quartile rating of 71-85%, leaving seven in
the mid to lower quartile and six natural areas in or below the lower quartile.
As with the other categories of open space this report used the non-technical site audit to evaluate the
quality of natural and semi-natural green spaces in the area.
The quality of each site was assessed and scored, derived from a number of predefined criteria:
 Habitats and Vegetation (for example the preservation of the tree belt, woodland and copse).
 Boundaries (for example the condition of fences, gates, walls and tree belt).
 Site Furniture (for example the maintenance of lighting, seating and signage).
 Built Features (for example access to visitor centres, car parking and toilets).
 Special Features (for example the right of entry to viewpoints, trails and public art).
Figure B5 shows the general impression of natural and semi natural green space as well as accessibility.
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Figure B5: General Assessment & Accessibility.

The results of the study indicate that most natural and semi-natural green spaces were scored as
excellent or good in terms of general impression. Those rated as untidy at the time of the assessment
were the Ellerby Picnic Site, Paull Woodland and the Paull Holme Strays Reserve.
As for accessibility, the site inspections indicated that most sites rated as either excellent (60%) or good
(33%). It was noted at the time of the audit that access to Oakhill Pastures, Airmyn was poor which
meant that this site was practically disused. This said, legitimate reasons exist why access is restricted
and the Council is in negotiations to ensure full access is available to all.
B6: NATIONAL STANDARDS
In terms of national standards for natural and semi-natural green space, the two main contributors are
the Woodland Trust and Natural England.
The Woodland Trust recommendations are:
 No person should live more than 500 metres from at least one area of accessible woodland of
no less than 2 hectares in size.
 There should be also at least one area of accessible woodland of no less than 20 hectares within
4 kilometres (8 kilometre round-trip) of people’s homes
The East Riding's dispersed settlement pattern and sparse woodland cover mean that the Woodland
Trust's recommendation would be very difficult to achieve.
In 2006, Natural England became the successor to English Nature who had recommended two
hectares of green space per 1,000 people. With a broader remit, Natural England launched the
Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (ANGSt) for towns and cities. This recommends that:
 No person should live more than 300 metres from an accessible natural green space of at least 2
hectares in size.
 There should be at least one 20 hectares accessible natural green space within 2 kilometres of
home.
 There should be one 100-hectare accessible green space site within 5 kilometres.
 There should be one 500-hectare accessible natural green space site within 10 kilometres.
Natural England put forward one further recommendation that there should be a minimum of one
hectare of statutory local nature reserve per 1,000 head of population. Natural England have
determined that the provision required to achieve this recommendation in East Riding was 0.8 hectares
and by their calculations, a shortfall did exist.
B7: LOCAL STANDARDS
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Natural England recognise their recommendations are ambitious and not practicable for many
authorities to achieve and see their model more as a point of reference against which to measure
natural green space. In practice, many local authorities are not adopting Natural England’s
recommendations due to the fact that the standard relates more to highly urbanised localities. Natural
England accepts that in some areas, their standards will be hard to achieve in the short term.
However, in real terms the distance thresholds are ambitious and in many locations within East Riding
they are unachievable.
For such reasons it is recommended that the Council adopts a local travel distance threshold of four
kilometres (2.5 miles) for natural & semi natural green space based on the average travel distance of its
residents. In addition, it is recommended that the Council apply a minimum quantitative standard
of two hectares of green space per 1,000 head of population and Natural England’s one hectare
of statutory local nature reserve per 1,000 people.
Also, it is recommended that this quantitative standard is applied at a radius of no less than four
kilometres from any locality under assessment. For the purposes of this study, the review compares
East Riding against the two-hectare local standard and a full breakdown at parish level is available in
Appendix B3.
To maintain and improve quality, an Upper Quartile Standard is recommended for all natural and
semi natural green spaces. By using Appendix B2 the Council can identify locations that fall below this
standard and implement improvements in order to increase customer satisfaction.
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SECTION C : GREEN CORRIDORS
C1: INTRODUCTION
Green corridors are defined as linear features of open character, including towpaths along canals and
riverbanks, cycle ways, and disused railway lines, which act as wildlife corridors and safe off-road links
between residential areas, urban centres, leisure facilities and employment areas. They also provide
residents with access to green space and open countryside and provide opportunities for recreation.
Photo C1: The Green Corridor At Leman Wood, Etton.

C2: NATIONAL CONTEXT
Planning Policy Guidance 17 – The Role of Green Corridors.
Planning Policy Guidance 17 (now superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework) gave
emphasis to urban green corridors and used the typology from the Urban Green Spaces Taskforce
Report.
C3: LOCAL CONTEXT
Green corridors are a key component of the green infrastructure of East Riding and provide important
links between local settlements. In addition to improving sustainability, green corridors are important
wildlife havens and represent an important opportunity to promote health through walking and
cycling. So by strengthening and expanding green infrastructure in East Riding the Council has a key
role in facilitating the movement of people and enabling wildlife to colonise green space as climate
conditions change.
To support green corridors, the Council's Biodiversity Action Plan provides information on the
importance of green infrastructure for biodiversity and complements local policies and action plans,
such as the Local Plan, the community plan and parish planning.
C4: CURRENT PROVISION
In total 67 locations were categorised as green corridors in East Riding, accounting for 157 hectares of
green corridors or 0.47 hectares per 1,000 people. Many of the green corridors are sections of much
longer rights of passage such as rail trails developed on former railway lines that run for many miles.
In Appendix C1 a full list of green corridors are shown, however the ones below are seen as the main
routes in the East Riding.
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 The South Holderness Rail Trail runs for 12 miles from East Hull to Patrington, through the
parishes of Hedon, Keyingham, Ottringham, Patrington, Preston, Burstwick and
Thorngumbald.
 The Hornsea Rail Trail starts in Hull and crosses into East Riding south of Swine, following the
old Hull to Hornsea railway for 10 miles. The trail has sections in the parishes of Hatfield,
Burton Constable, Ellerby, Hornsea, Swine, Wawne and Withernwick.
 The Bubwith Rail Trail runs for 9 miles from Holme on Spalding Moor to Bubwith. The trail
has sections in the parishes of Bubwith, Everingham, Foggathorpe, Seaton Ross and Holme on
Spalding Moor.
 Hudson Way Rail Trail – runs for 11 miles following the old railway line between Beverley and
Market Weighton. The trail has sections in the parishes of Molescroft, Leconfield, Cherry
Burton, Etton, Goodmanham and Market Weighton.
Photo C2: The Hornsea Rail Trail at Ellerby.

To complement rail trails other green corridors exist within East Riding such as towpaths along canals
and linear green spaces. When linked together by Public Rights of Way they form important natural
highways that provide essential routes for travel and recreation.
In most cases the Council manages and maintains the green corridors within East Riding with the help
of organisations that take an interest in conservation. An example is the Pocklington Canal Towpath
where the Pocklington Canal Amenity Society is actively involved in restoration and improving
facilities.
C5: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT
There are no definitive national quality standards for green corridors but Natural England has issued
guidance on what the user should expect to find. These include vegetation, ground hard enough to
prevent a cycle or horse to sink into it and a path on un vegetated natural surface.
For the purposes of this review the quality of open space in East Riding has been assessed using two
measures. First, information gathered from questionnaires sent to a representative sample of
households, and second from non-technical site audits.
Household Survey.
To support the review East Riding of Yorkshire Council conducted a survey from a sample of
households to gather information on recreation needs, green space preference, the frequency and
manner of use of green space. A total, 1,413 households returned their open space questionnaires.
Question one asked how often they used green corridors.
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Table C1 indicates that 16.1% of respondents used green corridors on a daily basis, a higher figure
than for other types of green space apart from amenity space. Of the respondents, 22% visited green
corridors on a weekly basis, 19.9% monthly, and 15% of respondents never used green corridors at all.
The survey then asked householders what was their general opinion of the overall quality of green
corridors.
Table C1: Frequency Of Use - Household Survey.

Table C2 shows that 86% of respondents were satisfied with the quality of green corridors. However,
14% of respondents viewed the quality as poor due to potholes, flooding and disturbance due to
farming. A realistic and long-term goal of the Council is to improve quality to upper quartile based on
the conclusions of the household survey. In the short term the Council will maintain standards and
protect existing green corridors from unnecessary deterioration. In the next table the Council considers
supply but are wary of the conclusions due to the nature and location of this type of open space.
Table C2: Opinion Of The Overall Quality - Household Survey.

In table C3, 53% of householders indicated there were sufficient green corridors for their use within
their local community, whilst 39% would like to have more. Overall, a majority of respondents were
happy with the provision of green corridors in their locality.
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Table C3: Is There Sufficient Space - Household Survey.

In terms of travel, 47% of respondents walked to green corridors, 30% travelled by car and 20%
cycled. Over 68% of respondents had to travel less than two miles to green corridors that they used.
The survey found that over two thirds of respondents felt safe and secure using green corridors. The
main reasons why respondents did not feel safe were anti-social behaviour (39%), poor lighting
(19.6%) and isolated location (17.2%).
Non-Technical Site Audits.
The conclusions of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys. In
table C4, green corridors are ranked as a total in order of excellence.
Table C4: Quality – Summary of Excellence.

Of the 67 green corridors, 66% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 71%, leaving 24%
in the mid to lower quartile and 12% of green corridors in or below lower quartile. To achieve upper
quartile will be a challenge for the Council in the short term, yet to set the standard lower when
considering that 56% or residents considered green corridors to be good would not be a robust
challenge. In appendix C2, a complete list of green corridors with quality scores identifies the specific
quality rating for each location.
As with the other categories of open space, this report uses the non-technical site audit to evaluate the
quality of green corridors in the county. The quality of each site was assessed and scored, derived
from a number of predefined criteria:
 Habitats and Vegetation (including Tree Belt, Woodland, Mown Grass and Copse).
 Boundaries (including Fences, Gates, Walls and Tree Belt).
 Site Furniture (for example, Lighting, Seating and Signage).
 Built Features (for example, Visitor Centres, Car Parking and Toilets).
 Special Features (for example, Viewpoints, Trails and Public Art).
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Figure C5: General Assessment & Accessibility.

The results of the non-technical inspections show that 51 out of the 67 (77%) green corridors scored a
good rating in terms of general impression and 8 (12%) were rated as excellent. Eight locations
appeared either untidy or very poor in terms of quality. The untidy sites were three sections of the
South Holderness Rail Trail (Hedon, Preston and Thorngumbald) and those rated as very poor were:
 South Sea Road Amenity Land 11 in Flamborough.
 South Holderness Rail Trail (Keyingham, Ottringham, Patrington and Burstwick sections.)
In fact all sections of the South Holderness Rail Trail were in need of attention at the time of the
inspection. This was due to being badly pot-holed and damaged by farm equipment and other vehicles
that had used the trail. The non-technical inspections also graded green corridors for their accessibility
and whether barriers were present which prevented equal access to all. Of these, 12% of green
corridors were rated as excellent, 33% as good and 40% rated as poor.
C6 NATIONAL STANDARDS
There are no national standards for green Planning Policy Guidance 17 recommended that planning
policies should promote the use of green corridors to link housing areas to the Sustrans National Cycle
Network, town and city centres, places of employment and community facilities such as schools, and
take opportunities to use established linear routes, such as disused railway lines and river banks, as
green corridors, and supplement them by providing ‘plug-in’ or connecting routes where possible
C7 LOCAL STANDARDS
The audit identified 67 green corridors, accounting for a total of 157 hectares of green space. The
need for green corridors arises from the need to promote environmentally sustainable transport links
and forms of transport such as walking and cycling within urban and rural areas. This means that there
is no rational way of stating a provision standard.
For such reasons the Review does not recommend a local quantitative standard for green corridors
In terms of quality, the Upper Quartile standard is recommended, and it is acknowledged that a
number of local plans and strategies, such as the Local Plan, Public Rights of Way Improvement Plan
and Local Biodiversity Action Plan, promote the protection and enhancement of green corridors.
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S E C T I O N E: A M E NI T Y G R E E N S PA C E
E1: INTRODUCTION
The standard of a local authority's management and upkeep of the green spaces in its care is a very
public indicator of its broader performance. A piecemeal reactive approach to providing and
maintaining green space will deliver few, if any benefits to the community. High quality, well-used
spaces are possible only if those responsible for planning, management and improvement think
strategically.
Good quality amenity green spaces are an essential element of neighbourhoods and contribute to the
quality of the community. Usually located close to housing or within built up areas, amenity green
space provides opportunities for informal activities close to the home and the workplace. Primarily
amenity green space enhances the appearance of residential areas and forms a link between green
corridors, natural & semi natural space and other local community facilities.
There are a number of benefits in providing this type of open space including recreation, a place for
meeting or a focal point for communities. It is also important to value and take note of the secondary
functions in particular the visual benefits, increasing participation in physical activity and providing
local opportunities to participate in activity and informal sport.
Photo E1: Stylefield Road Amenity Land, Flamborough.

E2: NATIONAL CONTEXT
The final report of the Urban Taskforce (Towards An Urban Renaissance) recommends that a strategic
approach to providing open space provision exists. The government white paper “The Natural
Environment" published in 2010, acknowledged that well-managed public open spaces are vital to
enhancing the environment and for stimulating the residents of local communities.
A very similar approach championed by Natural England, sees amenity green spaces as assets valued
by the local communities and an important refuge for wildlife in built up areas. Natural England
believes that local authorities should consider the provision of natural areas as part of a balanced policy
to ensure that local communities have access to an appropriate mix of green space.
To these ends Natural England, recommend the Accessible Natural Green Space Standard or ANGSt
using the following criteria.
 No person should live more than 300 metres from their nearest area of accessible natural green
space of at least 2 hectares in size.
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 There should be at least one 20-hectare accessible natural green space within 2 kilometres from
home.
 There should be one 100-hectare accessible green space site within 5 kilometres.
 There should be one 500-hectare accessible natural green space site within 10 kilometres.
 At least 1hectare of statutory local nature reserve should be provided per 1,000 population.
E3: LOCAL CONTEXT
Before this review no local standards for the supply of amenity green space were in place. Generally,
amenity green spaces are provided to ensure roads and housing areas are pleasant, they also include
large areas of amenity green space that border such things as foreshore and the banks of a river. The
style and density of a community has a direct link to the amount of amenity space that is provided.
This often results in the high-density areas in town and village centres having less amenity areas when
compared to surrounding residential or rural areas.
E4: LOCAL DEFINITIONS
Amenity green space known as typology E is subdivided into eight distinct categories. By using this
methodology, the Council was able to measure amenity green space based on accessibility. In this
section, the Council describes space that is included and excluded from the audit.
Excluded Amenity Green Space.
The term-excluded space refers to highway amenity space (E1) defined as dangerous due to location or
small parcels of amenity space located with housing settlements (E3). Many are narrow road verges or
areas of land surrounding utility sub stations and neither have practical recreation value. For this audit,
the Council has maintained accurate records of excluded area for reference purposes, but exclude them
from the study.
Measured Amenity Green Space.
Areas of amenity green space have both visual and recreational value and contribute to the
environmental stability of local communities. In table 1, is a description of the six amenity space
categories used to determine provision within East Riding. For the purpose of this study, the Council
defined these areas as measured space to be included within the audit.
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Table E1: Measured Amenity Green Space.

E5: CURRENT PROVISION
In table E2, measured and excluded spaces are shown for each sub category. At the time of the review
182.5 hectares of usable amenity green space or 0.54 Hectares per 1,000 people, contributed to the
recreation space available to the community for informal activities. In total, the Council identified 220
individual pieces of amenity space suitable for recreation pursuits.
Table E2: Measured & Excluded Amenity Green Space.
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In comparison, the study identified 80 hectares of amenity green space in 948 different locations that
were classed as unsafe or of no recreation value. To assist the reader, Appendix E1 provides full
details of measured space at parish level. The parish audit reports that accompany the Open Space
Review provide more detail on the space excluded from the assessment.
E6: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT
The objective of community engagement is not only to gather information about the needs of the
users, but also to ensure that local people contribute to any assessment of their local communities. For
these reasons the following assessments originate from questionnaires returned from a representative
sample of households. In addition, further reference to quality is made using observations obtained
from the non-technical site audits.
Household Surveys.
Table E3: Frequency of Use – Amenity Green Space.

Of the three categories used to determine quality, informal areas of space had more daily visits than the
two remaining categories. In comparison, foreshores experienced the lowest percentage of daily
visitors primarily due to location and travel distance from home. The results of the survey also
indicated that on average 15% of the sample would never use any category of amenity green space for
informal recreation. In terms of use, the majority of the sample indicated that they used amenity green
space on average twice a year. If the average figure of all categories (27%) was applied to the
population of East Riding it would equate to 90,091 people using amenity green space only twice in
every 12 month period. The remaining users indicated that on average 21% made use of space once a
week with river banks the most popular location for recreation. In comparison, foreshores appear
more popular as locations for recreation once a month when 31% of the sample travelled to enjoy the
space bordering the coast.
Table E4: Means of Travel – Amenity Green Space.
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The outcome of the study indicated that there were two popular means of travel to amenity green
space. The majority walked indicating that facilities were accessible on foot and within a short travel
distance of home. The second form of travel was by car with an average of 40% of the sample using
private means to access the larger areas of amenity green space. Of this 65% of the sample had no
choice but to travel by car to foreshores due to location. In terms of public transport very few used
this option and on average 3% of people used local bus transport leaving 10% that used bicycles.
Table E5: Travel Distance – Amenity Green Space.

The conclusions of the survey demonstrate that on average 40% of the sample travelled less than one
mile to access amenity green space and 20% travelled no more than two miles. If this were a reflective
measure for East Riding, this would mean that on average over 80% of the population have at least
one accessible amenity space within 1.24 miles (two kilometres) of their home. In real terms
residents understand the need to travel to large areas of amenity green space such as green areas
aligned to the coast. However, the conclusions of the household survey show that on average only 4%
of households had to travel over 10 miles to access substantial areas of amenity green space.
Table E6: Provision – Amenity Green Space.

On average 59% of the households indicated that the provision of amenity green space based on the
three categories met local needs. This left 28% of households indicating that an under supply of
amenity space existed. In real terms the possibility of providing more rivers or natural formations such
as the coast are virtually impossible, so attention needs to focus on amenity green space in areas of
housing where provision of space is limited.
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Table E7: Overall Quality –Amenity Green Space.

The household surveys indicated that 85% of households were satisfied with the overall quality of
amenity green space. This left 15% of households with the opinion that amenity space was poor or
very poor. In comparison, rivers and foreshores both received an average satisfactory score of 80%. In
both scenarios this determines that the Council should aim to achieve upper quartile satisfaction for all
measured amenity green space. By using the quality assessments in appendix E2, the Council has
identified amenity green space that does not achieve upper quartile and in the long-term will use
resources to improve their quality.
Non-Technical Site Audits.
The conclusions of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys,
however distinct differences do exist. Table E8 shows amenity green space ranked in order of
excellence.
Table E8: Quality – Summary Of Excellence.

Of the 224 amenity green spaces, 63% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 71%. A
further 20 amenity areas scored well and achieved the mid quartile rating of 61-70%, leaving 40 in the
lower quartile and 10% of amenity green spaces scoring less than the minimum standard. In Appendix
E2, a complete list of measured amenity green spaces with quality scores identify the specific rating
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given to each location. The list is a guide that will direct and prioritise resources to improve areas of
amenity green spaces that fall below the upper quartile thresholds shown above. Table E9 is a
summary of the audit and the focus centres on accessibility to recreation space and equal access to all.
Table E9: Quality – Non-technical Audit Summary.

In general, the conclusions of the non-technical site audit of amenity green space within East Riding
are acceptable with over half rated as good and visually appealing. In comparison, the survey team
rated more locations as excellent than the household survey.
In terms of accessibility to amenity green space, which considers access using roads and travel routes
and not physical access such as gates, inspectors rated accessibility to amenity green space as acceptable
with 82% of locations being rated as excellent. In comparison, 'Equal access to all' considers the
opportunities that enable those with impairment to have access to amenity green space. In summing
up, the survey team determined that more than half of amenity green spaces were accessible to the
majority of residents. This left 34% of measured amenity space categorised as inaccessible to those
with disabilities. In practice this is often unavoidable and the Council accepts that access may be
restricted by the actual physical nature of the living environment. In the following photograph, an area
of dense vegetation with shrubs adds value to an existing amenity green space. However access to this
area is limited to those who are able to travel using a narrow path running between dense nettle beds.
The result is that this space was rated as having poor equal access.
Photo E2: Beverley Road, South Cave
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E7: NATIONAL STANDARDS
No national standards are in place for amenity green space, however Natural England recommend the
Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (ANGSt) for towns and cities (See National Context).
Natural England recognise their recommendations are ambitious and not practicable for many
authorities to achieve and should be viewed more as a point of reference against which to measure
green space. Nationally, many local authorities are not adopting Natural England’s ANGSt due to the
application of their standard in highly urbanised localities.
E8: LOCAL STANDARDS
It is recommended that the Council adopts a minimum quantitative standard of 0.6 hectares of
amenity green space per 1,000 head of population based on the needs of the community and the
conclusions of the audit, and apply an accessibility standard of no less than two kilometres from any
household or locality under assessment. In addition, it is recommended that an Upper Quartile
quality standard is adopted for all amenity green spaces.
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S E C T I O N F: P ROV I S I O N F O R C H I L D R E N A N D Y O U N G P E O P L E
F1: INTRODUCTION
Children and young people play and meet for recreation purposes on many different types of public
open space. The most obvious are playgrounds with fixed equipment but many use their local park,
the street or even rough ground.
Recent national studies indicate a dramatic decrease in children’s independent mobility due to the
perceptions of modern living. Often young children are dependent on their parents for travel so play
space needs to be in easy walking distance of local communities where children live.
Photo F1: King George V Playing Field, Cottingham.

F2: NATIONAL CONTEXT
The Government recognises the need to make better provision for children’s play and their Play
Strategy sets out a commitment to delivering better play opportunities in England. The strategy is
supported by a £235 million investment with the aim of ensuring every residential area has a variety of
high-quality places for all children to play. This will mean up to 3,500 new or refurbished play areas
being developed plus 30 new adventure playgrounds or play parks. The Government's funding is
intended to enhance and improve local authority provision and they expect local authorities to ensure
that communities and the third sector are engaged in the delivery of local play provision. To assist the
Government, Play England will help deliver the vision for the future of play. The primary purpose of
Play England will be to support and challenge local authorities receiving funding, and to introduce four
new national indicators based on participation, access, quality and satisfaction. One of their key
indicators is that children up to the age of 16 will have access to at least three different types of play
space with one being a dedicated place for play within easy walking distance of home.
F3: LOCAL CONTEXT
In 2008, the Council achieved Play Pathfinder status, which attracted £2.5 million of funding over a
two-year period. This enabled the Council to fund innovative and exciting play opportunities that
addressed a significant number of local needs identified through the Council's Play and Free-time
Strategy. Since 2008 children and their families have been involved in developing new initiatives that
will help achieve Play England’s ten principles for designing successful play spaces, these are:
 Tailored to local needs.
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 Well located.
 They make use of natural elements.
 The provide a wide range of play experiences.
 Accessible to both disabled and non-disabled children.
 They meet community expectations.
 They allow children of different ages to play together.
 Built-in opportunities to experience risk and challenge.
 Sustainable and appropriately maintained.
 They allow for change and evolution.
By adopting such principles the Council will create spaces where children and young people can use
their imagination, seek challenges and create their own play environment.
F4: LOCAL DEFINITIONS
Children’s Recreation Space.
Children’s recreation space is informal play areas that provide opportunities for creative play using the
natural environment. These include open areas of grass, rocky outcrops or even waste ground. This
study recognises that recreation space can add to the total play space that is available to children and
that such space makes up the majority of the three different types of play space recommended by Play
England.
Equipped Play Space.
Equipped play space is the name given to play areas that provide free play equipment such as swings or
other fixed items of play. Often equipped areas of play do not always match the age group of children
that actually use them and children of all age groups may use them at different times. The Council also
recognise that young people aged 17-18 may use equipped play space, yet understand they tend to use
facilities of a more mature nature such as hang out shelters.
To determine the actual recreation space available for children, the Council has used four age groups
for measuring purposes.
 Young children:

Under the age of 5 years.

 Children:

5 to 9 years of age.

 Older children:

10 to 16 years of age.

 Young people:
17-18 years of age.
To establish the actual provision, the Council carried out non-technical site audits to determine the
possible users of equipped play equipment. By measuring the area occupied by the equipment and the
relevant surrounding safety zones, the Council was able to determine the exact space allocated to each
age group using population statistics.
F5: CURRENT PROVISION
This review focuses on all types of play and goes beyond the traditional method of measuring play by
the provision of equipped playgrounds. This section examines the vast range of play provision
encompassed within this typology and measures provision of open space for play using both local
indicators and national recommendations.
In East Riding of Yorkshire, there were 134 equipped play areas and 114 hectares of recreation play
space for 70,735 children and young people aged between 0-18 years of age. In the following tables
the provision for equipped and recreation play space for both urban and rural locations are compared.
The tables indicate the average m² area per child and the maximum and the minimum spaces
measured. The conclusions originate from detailed measurements of equipped play space that defined
both age group and the area assigned to that age group. Additional information on equipped and
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recreation play provision at parish level is shown in Appendix F1 & F2, which identify the provision of
equipped play space by age group and the average m² per child for each parish.
Table F1: Equipped Play Space Per Child.

The majority of equipped play areas within East Riding are designed for children aged under 9 years
and equipped play space for children beyond the age of ten is significantly less. There are also distinct
differences between the provision in both urban and rural locations, on average the space provided in
rural settlements exceeds the average for children living in urban areas. The exception is the 10 to 16
year age group that shares the same average of 1.5m² per child. There is also an exceptional difference
between the maximum equipped play area available per child in rural locations. On average, children
in rural locations enjoy 15.1m² more equipped play space per child compared to those in urban
environments. This primarily is due to limited space in densely populated urban areas were housing
and commercial developments compete for space. In comparison, urban areas faired better when
compared with the minimum space available for children. In table F1, the average minimum space
available per child in rural locations is similar to that found in urban areas and only children aged 10 to
16 years in rural areas (1.3m²) have an average that exceeds 1m².
During the study, it was found that the provision and distribution of children’s facilities in the rural
parishes tend to focus around the larger villages and are located at the main formal green space such as
the village recreation ground. This often meant that children in rural areas had to travel further to
access facilities and in all but the largest villages the provision of equipped facilities is not always viable
due to remoteness and limited numbers of children.
Of the 134 parish councils classed as rural locations, 87 (65%) had no identifiable equipped play
provision at the time of the review. In comparison, only seven (20%) urban settlements from a total of
35 had no equipped play areas. Appendix F3 provides a complete list of rural and urban parishes that
have or do not have equipped play provision.
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Table F2: Recreation Play Space Per Child.

On average the amount of recreation play space for children residing in both urban and rural areas is
similar. Table two indicates that rural areas have a slight advantage, with children having 1.8m² more
recreation space than children living within built up urban areas where space is restricted.
The results of the review also reveal the maximum size for recreation space within the rural and built
up urban areas differs considerably. This is expected and it would be fair to suppose that opportunities
to access large recreation space in rural areas is the national norm. As for minimum areas, the table
indicates that the least area of space for urban locations is slightly larger than the smallest rural area of
recreation. This in some ways contradicts the previous statement until you consider that rural
settlements with small populations may only have a small areas of recreation such as a village green
where children can play.
F6: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT.
The objective of community engagement is not only to gather information about the needs of the
users but also to ensure that local people contribute to any assessment of their local communities. For
these reasons, the following conclusions originate from questionnaires returned to the Council from a
representative sample of households. In addition, further reference to quality uses information
obtained from non-technical site audits that took place at the same time.
Household Survey.
Table F3: Frequency of Use – Children’s & Young Peoples Recreation Space.
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Of the four typologies used to measure children’s recreation, amenity green space had more daily visits
than the three remaining categories. In comparison, equipped play space experienced the lowest daily
visit count and featured poorly in all other timescales. This result indicated 50% of the sample would
never use equipped play areas for children’s recreation. This reflects the lack of provision in rural areas
and the poor visual quality and playability value of existing equipment.
In terms of use, the sample indicated that they used recreation facilities on average twice a year. If the
average figure of 27% was applied to the population of East Riding it would equate to 91,107 people
using children’s recreation facilities only twice in every 12 month period. When compared to the
average of those who never use children’s recreation space 23% of the population would choose
alternative means of recreation. Again further analysis is needed to determine if other space is used for
children’s recreation purposes. If the conclusions indicate inactivity amongst children, then long term
health issues need addressing by encouraging more children to use recreation facilities by improving or
providing more challenging play spaces.
Table F4: Means of Travel – Children’s & Young Peoples Recreation Space.

The outcome of the study indicated that there were two popular means of travel to children’s play
space. The majority preferred to walk to play areas indicating that facilities for children were accessible
on foot and within a short travel distance of home. The second form of travel was by private vehicle
such as the family car, families often used this means of transport to access the larger parks and areas
of natural & semi natural green space. This left a very small proportion of the sample using public
transport, bicycle or horse. This may reflect that the rural nature of the area restricts the number of
public transport options and that a limited service leaves families with few options other than car.
Table F5: Travel Distance - Children’s & Young Peoples Recreation Space.
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Travel distance to children’s recreation space is one of the main concerns of Play England who
stipulate that successful play spaces are normally located where children would play naturally and away
from dangerous roads, noise and pollution. No matter how well designed a play space is in the wrong
location it will be neither used or sustainable. The conclusions of the review show that on average 48%
of the sample travelled less than one mile to access children’s recreation space and that 67% of
children lived within one mile of an equipped facility. As can be expected, travel to larger areas of open
space would not be against the norm and the conclusions of the survey show that only 11% of children
and young people travel more than ten miles to access large areas of recreation space.
Table F6: Provision - Children’s & Young Peoples Recreation Space.

By using the four categories of children’s recreation space, on average 52% of the population indicated
that provision was just right and met local needs. However, 46% indicated that an under supply of
children’s space existed. This again may be the effect of rural living and the remoteness of outlying
settlements where provision of play space is sparse.
Table F7: Overall Quality - Children’s & Young Peoples Recreation Space.

Again, by using the four categories of children’s recreation space, the household surveys indicate that
on average 42% of the sample expressed that the overall quality of children’s recreation space was
good. In the excellent category, the score reduced with an average of 14% of the sample scoring space
positively. The household survey also identified that 74% of those who completed the survey
indicated that children’s equipped play space was satisfactory but still required improvement. This
outcome determines that the Council should aim at achieving upper quartile satisfaction for all
children’s recreation space. Initial conclusions from the assessment suggest that the visual appearance
of equipped play space is off putting. In general equipped play areas within East Riding are safe but of
similar age and design and appear worse due to the physical deterioration of paint and fading colours.
In the next photograph is an example taken before refurbishment took place that supports this
hypothesis.
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Photo F1: Percy Street Playground, Goole.

In terms of safety, the play equipment meets the Playground & Equipment Design & Installation
Standard (BS EN 1176). In contrast, the physical appearance of the play equipment is off-putting and
appears dangerous to the user.
Non-Technical Site Audits.
The conclusions of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys, Table
F8 shows equipped play space ranked in order of excellence.
Table F8: Quality – Summary Of Excellence.

Of the 134 equipped play areas 77% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 71%. A further
13 play areas scored well and fell within the mid quartile rating of 61-70%, leaving only 11 in the lower
ranks and 4% of play areas falling below the minimum standard. In Appendix F4, a complete list of
equipped play areas and quality ratings identify the specific rating given to each equipped play space.
The list is a guide that will direct and prioritise resources to improve play areas that fall below the
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upper quartile threshold shown above. Table F9 is a summary of the audit and focuses on accessibility
to children’s recreation space and 'Equal access to all'.
Table F9: Quality – Non-technical Audit Summary.

In general, the surveyor’s impression of children’s recreation space within East Riding was acceptable
with just over half rated as good and visually appealing. In comparison, the survey team rated more
locations as excellent than the household survey. This left a marked difference between the surveyor’s
score and the 14% average excellent score implied by results of the household survey.
As for accessibility to facilities using local travel routes inspectors scored local access to children’s
recreation as excellent. This compares well with the household survey that confirms that walking to
recreation areas is the preferred method of travel.
One area of concern relates to the category equal access to all. This considers the opportunities that
enable disabled children or those young people with learning difficulties to have access to recreation
facilities. In summing up, the survey team rated almost a quarter of the children’s recreation space as
having poor access and offering only limited access for all. This, combined with the facilities that
achieved only a satisfactory score, suggests that improvements are required if the Council is to
continue to promote equality. In photograph F2, a typical equipped play space demonstrates an

unintentional lack of equal access.
Photo F2: Ebor Avenue Playing Field, Hornsea.
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Initial impressions suggest a reasonably modern playing area with a range of free standing and brightly
coloured play equipment. A car park provides for cars and a metal fence with self-returning gates
protects the play area. Only when you consider equal access does it become apparent that equal access
is limited. For most users the grass would result in nothing more than muddy shoes, for users with
buggies, wheelchairs and sight difficulties the waterlogged grass acts as a barrier and hinders access.
Improvements to this play area would include a 1.5m wide play friendly path leading from both access
gates to the car park. Once inside the play area, paths should link each item of play equipment and the
seating areas. This example identifies how easily the needs of different users are overlooked and
therefore requires careful consideration at the design stage.
F7: NATIONAL INDICTORS
Fields In Trust.
Formerly known as the National Playing Fields Association, Fields in Trust (FIT) are the custodians of
the Six-Acre Standard 5 . The standard is a guide for planners to ensure that sufficient land is set aside
to enable people of all ages, and especially children to participate in outdoor play. The standard is a
minimum of 2.4 hectares (6 acres) of outdoor playing space for every 1,000 people with a specific
requirement of 0.8 hectares for children’s recreation and 0.25 hectares for equipped play space. For
the purpose of comparison the Council has measured existing play provision against the FIT
minimum standard. In Table F10, the minimum standards are measured against the actual play space
within East Riding of Yorkshire.
Table F10: Fields In Trust Six Acre Standard.

When compared to the Six Acre Standard East Riding has a shortfall of both informal children’s
recreation and equipped areas of play. In Appendix F5 & F6, the FIT minimum Six Acre Standard is
compared against each Parish within East Riding.
This is not unique and other local authorities have undertaken similar calculations based on the Fields
In Trust recommendations in an attempt to identify a surplus or a deficiency. In practice, this is a
logical approach, except that there is no way of knowing whether such recommendations are
appropriate to the local situation. The danger is that by using the total population of an area, the
outcome can often overlook the needs of specific age groups like children and young people.
Research undertaken by Play England supports this ideology and they promote that location is perhaps
the single most important factor in how well children use play areas. The justification is that each
recreation space has a different purpose and each facility will serve specific age groups. The consensus
is, that FIT minimum standards cannot be sustainable in sparse rural areas or highly populated urban
areas due to the concentration of people and the limitations of available space. Local Authorities are
therefore encouraged to develop their own local standards for both urban and rural locations.

5

Reissued in a new edition in 2008 entitled: Planning and Design for Outdoor Sport and Play (PAD)
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F8: LOCAL STANDARDS
Local Travel Distance Thresholds.
The Council acknowledges the need to divide play space into categories and supports the need for
maximum walking distances. For this purpose, the Council has adopted the play indicators
recommended by Play England and Table F11 shows the Council's maximum walking distances for the
five recognised areas of play space.
Table F11: Children’s Equipped & Recreation Space: Distance & Walking Time Thresholds.

Note

Straight line refers the most practical and direct route that considers both natural and man made barriers that
restrict access to children's play and recreation space.

Urban and Rural Differences.
In setting maximum travel distances for children’s recreation space, the Council is aware that the
distance thresholds are ambitious. Residents in rural areas cannot realistically expect to have the
same level of access to the full range of children’s recreation facilities normally available in more
densely populated urban areas. This means that residents of rural areas usually have to travel
further than most urban residents to some forms of provision. However, residents of small villages
expect to have basic facilities such as a village green within or immediately adjacent to their village.
This means that both urban and rural space standards are required. For these reasons, the Council will
consider provision based on travel distance, the actual population of children and the actual
space available. This provides an accurate assessment of local need based on supply and demand.
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Population And Local Space Standards.
The population of children and young people in East Riding has increased since 2008 and projections
indicate that the population of children aged between 0-16 years of age will increase by over 5% by
2018. This indicates that 3,000 more children will play in East Riding by 2018. Figure F12 shows the
total population of children and their number as a percentage of the whole population.
Figure F12: Population Trends Of Children Aged Below 16, 2006 to 2018.

With an increasing population especially in urban areas where a significant demographical change will
see a 5.5% increase in the number of children aged 10 to 16 based on available birth rates (Source:
Research Group, East Riding of Yorkshires Council), to market deflated minimum standards would be
counter productive. In Table 13, the Council compares a variant to the recommended FIT Six Acre
Standard for equipped play by using the actual numbers of children in preference to 1,000 head of
the total population.
Table F13: Children’s Equipped Play Space: Variant To Field In Trust Six-Acre Standard.
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The table breaks down the actual number of children into three age bands and reports the expected
minimum standard when compared to the actual space available. In comparing the actual number of
children against the supply of equipped play space in preference to the total population of East Riding,
a significant shift occurs. As described earlier, the Fields In Trust Six Acre Standard is a minimum of
0.25 hectares of equipped play space per 1,000 head of population. The table is more specific and
looks at space for every 1,000 children in each of the three age groups using 0.25 hectares as a guide.
In the 0-4 year age group, a small but positive surplus of equipped play space is reported. A similar but
more significant surplus of 2.1 hectares for the 5 to 9 year age group indicates an over supply of free
play equipment. However, the Council recognises that some communities are under supplied and
equipment in some areas is nearing the end of its serviceable life. This leaves only the 10 to 16 year age
group with a shortfall. Local research has shown that children of this age group report a lack of
facilities to meet their recreation needs and the Council needs to change their design principles to allow
more opportunities for children above the age of ten. When compared to the shortfall of
-64.4 hectares using the Six Acre Standard against the total population of East Riding (See table 10),
the review identified a surplus of +0.60 hectares using the actual number of children.
The second area of play to compare against the Fields In Trust standard is children’s recreation play
space. In measuring play space, the Council extends the age range to include the 17 to 18 year olds as
recreation space is an asset used by children and young people of any age. It is well known that
facilities used by young people differ greatly to their younger siblings and focus on the more mature
facilities like skateboard parks, basketball, kick-about areas, seating and hang out shelters. In Table
F14, children’s and young people’s recreation space is compared against the FIT 0.8 hectare Six Acre
Standard per 1,000 children.
Table F14: Children’s Recreation Play Space: Compared To Field In Trust Six-Acre Standard.

Again, there is a significant difference between the conclusions when using the overall population of
East Riding. When considering the population you are measuring, supply against a demand of 338,690
people, in real terms only a small proportion of this population would actively use children’s recreation
space. When comparing the FIT standard against the population of East Riding, a shortfall of 137
hectares is realised (table F10). This shortfall is unrealistic and unachievable in terms of providing such
an expanse of additional children’s recreation space. A more realistic approach as previously used to
measure equipped play space is to count the actual children and young people and then apply the
Six Acre Standard. The outcome shows that a considerable surplus of 57 hectares of children's
recreation space exists within East Riding of Yorkshire.
In summing up, the Council realises that settlements within the study area will have varying degrees of
supply and that the figures shown in this section reflect East Riding as a whole. This means that
detailed assessments at a community level are required and these are provided in the parish audit and
parish supply reports that accompany this review.
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East Riding Minimum Space Standards.
To assist planners and those involved in the provision of play for children and young people the
Council will implement local space standards for children’s play space.
Having completed the review, a local standard based on the FIT Six Acre Standard using the
population of children suggests a local benchmark of 10.5m² per child based on the population at the
time of the review. This would comprise 2.5m² for children’s equipped play space and 8m² for
recreation (See Appendix F7 Item 1). However, due to the expected increase in the numbers of
children, their location and the shortfall in provision for 10-16 year olds, this standard requires
adjustment.
At the time of the assessment, 72.6% of all children aged 0 to 16 years lived in urban areas, leaving
27.3% residing in rural locations. Current population trends (Research Group, East Riding of
Yorkshire Council) indicate that the number of children and young people will increase especially in
the built up urban settlements. To compensate for changes in population, the Council has determined
a local children's space standard for both rural and urban locations (See Appendix F7 Item 3) . The
new standards to accommodate local need are shown in table 15.
Table F15: Minimum Space Standard For Equipped & Recreation Space.

F9: SUMMARY
It is recommended that the Council adopts local minimum standards for children's play space (See
Table F15), and that, in the long term, the Council continues to provide play space in areas of shortfall
and focus attention on providing more play facilities for children aged 10 – 16 years. It is
recommended that the Council adopts the maximum travel distances presented in Table 11. This will
ensure that all children will have access to at least one play area within 100m of home and three
types of play space with 1,000m of where they live.
It is recommended that the Council adopts the Upper Quartile standard (71-85%) for all children's
play space.
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S E C T I O N G: A L L OT M E N T S
G1: INTRODUCTION
Allotments are open spaces used by members of the public for growing fruit and vegetables for their
own consumption. This type of open space includes all forms of allotments with a primary purpose to
provide opportunities for people to grow their own produce as part of the long-term promotion of
sustainability, health and social inclusion.
There has been a notable surge in demand for allotments, with an estimated 100,000 people now on
waiting lists throughout the UK. The reasons behind this relate to high food prices and an increased
awareness of the value of home grown produce. This desire for home grown food is leading many
people to turn to allotment gardening as a means of growing fresh food at low cost. For such reasons
the National Trust announced that it would create 1,000 new allotment plots on Trust land by 2012 to
help meet this demand 6 .
There are other benefits associated with allotment gardening as they help address health issues relating
to concerns over the UK’s diet and the increasing numbers of obese people. Public health campaigns
are consistently highlighting the necessity of a diet high in fruit and vegetables along with adequate
exercise. Allotment gardening can also contribute to encouraging wildlife, educational opportunities
and social interaction within a community by providing a common interest and focal point for local
people.
Photo G1: North Bar Without Allotments In Beverley.

G2: NATIONAL CONTEXT
Legislation relating to allotments dates back to the ‘Small Holdings and Allotments Act 1908’ whereby
a duty was placed on local authorities to provide sufficient allotments when requested by a letter from
six resident registered parliamentary electors or ratepayers. The Act also makes provision for local
authorities to compulsorily purchase land to provide allotments. The ethos of the original Allotment
Act has remained constant although several further acts have been introduced over time, for example;
Allotment Act 1922 - limited the size of an allotment plot to one-quarter of an acre; the Allotment Act
1925 - Established ‘statutory’ allotments, which a local authority could not sell or convert to other
purposes without Ministerial consent.

6

National Trust claims to have hit this target in September 2011
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After the Second World War, allotment gardening went into decline. This was highlighted when the
National Society of Allotment and Leisure Gardeners published a survey of English Allotments in
1997 revealing a national loss of approximately 9,400 plots per year between 1978 and 1996. Over the
same period, the occupancy rate fell from 96% to 85% in 1996 (English Allotments Survey 1997). In
1998, a Parliamentary Inquiry held in response to public concern over the loss of allotments to other
uses (Select Committee on Environment, Transport and Regional Affairs, Fifth Report The Future For
Allotments). This made a number of recommendations to Local Authorities – including the need to
examine the potential for self-management of individual sites, the need to maintain an ‘active allotment
policy’, and also to actively encourage demand for allotments.
Following this in October 2000, the Local Government Association published ‘A New Future for
Allotments’, calling for recognition of the potential of allotments to provide a community resource
with benefits in a wide range of service areas. During this period, a new generation of local authority
allotment strategies were developed and since then a growing body of good practice has been available
through the experiences of other local authorities and allotment societies. Many of these are
documented in ‘Growing in the Community’ a comprehensive guide to the management of allotments
published in 2001 by the Local Government Association 7 , and are also captured through the
development of new partnership organisations such as the Allotments Regeneration Initiative.
There are currently around 250,000 allotment holders in England. The traditional image of an
allotment holder is an older, retired person, although the profile has started to broaden in recent years.
Figure 1 shows the age profile of allotment holders in the UK:
Figure G1: Age Profile.

7

2nd edition published in 2008
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G3: LOCAL CONTEXT
At the time of the review three key groups were involved in the day to day management of allotments,
theses were the Council, Parish Councils and Allotment Societies. As part of the review, the Council
consulted a number of Parish and Town Councils to ascertain demand for allotment gardening. The
general response was that the majority of plots were already let and waiting lists to secure a plot ranged
from one to ten years.
G4: CURRENT PROVISION
There are 107 allotments in East Riding accounting for 106 hectares of allotment space and an average
allotment size of one hectare. A full list of allotment sites is shown in Appendix G1. Table G2
provides a summary of the allotments within East Riding by settlement type. This shows that the
Principal Towns (Beverley, Bridlington, Driffield and Goole) had the greatest area of allotments and
indicates the high demand for allotments in urban areas where space for cultivation is significantly less.
Table G2: Allotments In The East Riding By Settlement Category.

G5: NATIONAL STANDARDS
There are no formal national standards for the provision of allotments but local allotment authorities
such as Parish Councils have a duty by legislation to provide enough allotments to meet the demands
of their residents.
In terms of space the Thorpe Report in 1969 recommended a minimum standard of 0.5 acres (0.2
hectares) per 1,000 people and is a well-established benchmark against which many local authorities
still measure supply. In applying this standard to East Riding, the provision of allotments at the time
of the review was 0.3 hectares per 1,000 people and exceeded the standard put forward by Thorpe. A
full break down of allotment space per 1,000 head of population for the main settlements in East
Riding is shown in appendix G2.
G6: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT
The Plot Holders Guide published by Department for Transport 8 recommends the basic facilities
required on allotment sites:
 Accessible water supply.
 Toilet facilities.
 Site huts & Sheds for storage of equipment.
 Adequate security measures to prevent vandalism.

8

A Plotholder's Guide Rev. ed. 5 June 2007, pub ARI for DCLG
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For the purposes of this review the quality of open space in East Riding was assessed using two
measures. Information gathered from household questionnaires sent to a representative sample of
households, and non-technical site audits.
Household Survey.
At the time of the review the Council conducted a survey from a representative sample of households
to gather information on recreation needs, green space preferences, user profiles and the frequency
and manner of use of green space.
Table G3: Frequency Of Use - Household Survey.

A total of 1,413 individual Open Space Questionnaires were returned. Question 1 asked householders
how often they used different types of open space. Table G3 shows the results relating to allotments,
with 4% of respondents using allotments on a daily basis and 2.4% weekly; 91% of respondents never
used allotments, which is perhaps not surprising as unlike other types of open space, individuals are
unlikely to use sites unless they are allotment holders.
Table G4: Opinion Of The Overall Quality of Allotments - Household Survey.

The survey asked householders what was their general opinion of the overall quality of allotments.
Table four shows that 84% of respondents viewed the quality of allotments as excellent, leaving 16%
indicating that the quality was poor. The main cause for dissatisfaction related to security, theft and
damage caused to crops. This outcome supports the Council's intention to improve the quality of
allotments to Upper Quartile status.
Table G5: Are There sufficient Allotments - Household Survey.

Table G5 shows that 53% of householders thought that there were sufficient allotments whilst 23%
thought there was not enough. In terms of travel 50% walked to allotments, 36% travelled by car and
11% cycled. Over 80% of respondents had to travel less than two miles to the allotment that they
used. Roughly, two-thirds of respondents felt safe and secure when using allotment space. The main
reasons why respondents did not feel safe were anti-social behaviour, poor lighting and isolated
location.
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Non-Technical Site Audits.
The conclusions of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys. In the
following table, allotments are ranked as a total in order of excellence.
Table G6: Quality – Summary Of Excellence.

Of the 107 allotments, 11% scored above upper quartile, and 32 locations scored well and achieved the
upper quartile rating of 71-85% leaving 37 allotments in the mid to lower quartile. At the time of the
audit 27 allotments were not measured for quality due to access restrictions. In appendix G3, a
complete list of allotment space and quality scores identify the specific rating for each location.
As with other categories of open space, this report uses the non-technical site audit to evaluate the
quality of allotments in the county. The quality of each site was assessed and scored, derived from a
number of predefined criteria:
 Habitats and vegetation (including cultivation, shrubs and trees).
 Boundaries (walls, fences, hedgerows and gates).
 Site furniture & built features (for example water butts, stores, sheds).
Figure 7: General Assessment & Accessibility.

The result of the site audits show that 64% of all allotments were rated as good and 15% were rated as
excellent. However the following three sites were rated as very poor.
 Elwell Avenue, Beverley
 Sewerby Road Allotments, Bridlington
 Old Station Yard, Great Hatfield
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At the time of inspection all three were over grown, untidy and appeared uncultivated. The nontechnical site audit also graded allotments for their accessibility and whether barriers were present
which prevented use by particular groups such as the disabled. Indeed, many allotments presented
difficulties for disabled users and only 40% of sites in East Riding were rated as functional for equality
of access. The prime reason being travel around allotments in particular earth paths interlinking plots
that were uneven or to narrow for many users.
G7: LOCAL STANDARD
In the last ten years and after a long period of decline there has been a surge in demand for allotments.
This has led to previously uncultivated plots and sites being brought back into use and new sites being
created. Within East Riding there are waiting lists for most allotment sites and applicants could be
waiting years to secure a plot.
The audit has shown that East Riding currently has sufficient allotment space to meet the Thorpe
Report’s minimum standard of 0.2 hectares per 1,000 people based on a population of 338,900.
However, when taking into account provision at settlement level (Refer to Appendix G2) shortfalls in
provision exist. When considered against the need for more allotment space, the household survey
shows that 23% indicated an insufficient supply of allotments. Therefore the Review recommends a
local standard of 0.3ha per 1,000 people to address current and future demand. In addition it is
recommended that an Upper Quartile standard is set for allotments.
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S E C T I O N H: C E M E T E R I E S A N D C H U RC H YA R D S
H1: INTRODUCTION
Cemeteries and churchyards provide a unique element of open space for the public to use and their
primary purpose is for burial. However, their visual and amenity benefits have an ancillary benefit as
areas of wildlife conservation and biodiversity. According to Planning Policy Guidance 17, this
typology includes private burial grounds, local authority burial grounds and disused churchyards.
Photo H1: All Saints Church, Shiptonthorpe.

H2: NATIONAL CONTEXT
There is no statutory duty for local authorities to provide burial grounds and nationally there is a lack
of information relating to the number of operational and closed cemeteries, churchyards and burial
grounds. Often cemeteries are large tracts of Council land traditionally located on the outskirts of
settlements. In comparison, churchyards are associated with churches, and are maintained by the
church whilst operational. When they are full, the responsibility for their maintenance and safe upkeep
can be passed to the burial authority, usually the local authority, under the Open Spaces Act 1906. In
England and Wales, burials took place in churchyards until the 19th century then due to concerns about
hygiene many town and city churchyards closed and a series of Burial Acts during the 1850s led to the
development of larger joint-stock cemeteries, often on urban fringes.
In 2010 there were 493,242 deaths in England and Wales which was an increase of 0.4% compared to
2009. In the United Kingdom the dominant forms of funeral are cremation (72%) and burials (28%).
Nationally it has been said that the high rate of cremation cannot be entirely down to choice and many
see the absence of local, accessible cemeteries as the real reason behind such statistics.
Capacity & Past Audits of Provision.
There were no accurate figures on the number, condition and operational status of burial grounds in
the country in 2010. However, in 2005, the Home Office commissioned research with the objective of
gathering information on any piece of ground that had been set aside for burial. The results were
published in 2007 and the conclusions were that 80% of burial land had already been used for
internment. The report identified that the majority of churchyards in the country would run out of
burial space in the years leading up to 2027 and cemeteries within 40 years. The only exception being
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the London boroughs that would run out of burial space by 2019. Indeed, concerns over the loss of
burial space has led the Department of Justice to announce the reuse of old burial grounds by the “Lift
and Deepen” method by using amendments to existing legislation.
H3: LOCAL CONTEXT
Burials In East Riding Of Yorkshire.
Analysis of the county' population statistics for the six years leading up to 2010, indicate there is an
average annual death rate of 0.0088% of the population. Of these deaths, the ratio of burials to the
interment of cremated remains is around 30% to 70% for all sites. Actual numbers have not been
collated centrally for all interment sites, however they are recorded for those that are buried or interred
in East Riding owned cemeteries. On average, since 2004, 569 burial and cremation interments have
taken place per annum within the county.
H4: CURRENT PROVISION
At the time of the audit, 242 sites were categorised as cemeteries or churchyards, accounting for a total
of 119.2 hectares of burial space. In appendix H1, burial sites are separated into three local subcategories.
 Churchyards (Category H1) – 143 sites fall into this category covering 53 hectares.
 Cemeteries (Category H2) – 49 sites fall into this category covering 48.5 hectares.
 Closed Cemeteries (Category H3) – 50 sites covering 17.8 hectares.
The Council manages six operational cemeteries, which are located in the main settlements, with a total
footprint of around 21.5 hectares. In table H1, the number of burial plots at each cemetery and the
total vacant plots are measured at the time of the audit.
Table H1: Burial & Internment Plots At The Six key Cemeteries.

By measuring the number of burials and cremations requiring an interment plot, the Council has
determined that sufficient burial plots exist to meet demand for the next 23 years based on 3.3m² per
burial. In comparison for cremation interment based on an average 1m² of space there is sufficient
space for the next 6 years based on the average number of deaths per year. However local shortages of
burial space in Anlaby, Bridlington & Hessle need to be addressed in the short term to ensure
sufficient provision is available.
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H5 QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT
There were no national quality standards for churchyards or cemeteries, however nationally an
increasing number of cemeteries and churchyards are being entered for the Green Flag Award. Over
the past decade, there have also been other industry initiatives to encourage best practice in cemetery
maintenance and management. The Charter For The Bereaved was established in 1996 by the Institute
Of Cemeteries and Crematorium Management (ICCM) and is awarded to cemeteries that can
demonstrate a proper respect for the rights of the bereaved. For the purposes of this report, the quality
of churchyards and cemeteries in East Riding are compared using two measures. First, information
gathered using questionnaire sent out to a representative sample of households and the second from
non-technical site audits.
Household Survey.
At the time of the review the Council undertook a survey from a representative sample of households
to gather information on recreation needs, green space preferences, user profiles and the frequency
and manner of use of open space. In the following tables, the results are analysed for areas of burial.
Table H2: Frequency Of Use – Cemeteries & Churchyards.

In total, 1,413 individual households returned their questionnaire. The first question asked
householders how often they used churchyards and cemeteries for recreation purposes. In Table two
the results show that 2.9% of respondents used cemeteries and churchyards on a daily basis and a
further 15.1% on a weekly basis. The survey also asked householders what was their general opinion of
the overall quality of cemeteries and churchyards. In table three, 95.9% of respondents viewed the
quality as satisfactory.
Table H3: Overall Quality – Cemeteries & Churchyards.

In terms of travel table H4 shows that 60% of respondents walked to area of burial and 33% by car.
Table H4: Travel – Cemeteries & Churchyards.
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In general two-thirds of those surveyed felt safe and secure using cemeteries and graveyards. The main
reasons for not feeling safe were anti-social behaviour (39%), poor lighting (19.6%) and isolated
location (17.2%). Finally, respondents were asked what improvements could be made to improve
places of burial and the results indicated that the removal of dog mess, more litter clearance and
installation of toilets would be beneficial.
Non-technical Site Audits.
The results of the non-technical site audits were similar to those of the household surveys, however
distinct differences do exist. In table H5 cemeteries & graveyards are ranked in order of excellence.
Table H5: Quality – Summary of Excellence.

Of the 243 cemeteries and graveyards, 43% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 85%. A
further 42 burial locations scored well and achieved the upper quartile rating of 71-85%, leaving 11 in
the mid to lower quartile and 4% of burial grounds scoring less than the lower quartile. In appendix
H2, a complete list of cemeteries and graveyards with quality scores identify the specific rating for each
location.
Figure 6: Non-Technical Inspections, General Impressions And Equal Access.

The results of the non-technical inspections show that the vast majority of churchyards and cemeteries
were excellent (45%) or good (48%) in terms of general impression. Only 11 of the 242 sites were
untidy and five rated as very poor. The five cemeteries and churchyards rated as very poor were:
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 Londesborough Road Cemetery, Market Weighton.
 Baylegate Burial Ground, Bridlington.
 St Mary's Churchyard, Rimswell.
 St Lawrence's Churchyard, Elstronwick.
 St Nicholas Churchyard, Withernsea.
The non-technical audits also graded cemeteries and churchyards for their accessibility and whether
barriers prevent or hinder use by particular groups such as the disabled. At the time of the study 55%
of all cemeteries were rated as poor in terms of access to all.
In the following photograph, an example of a typical cemetery identifies the restrictions imposed by
grass, uneven ground and the trip hazards formed by the monuments. In real terms to ensure access
to all would be extremely difficult due to the nature and costs involved in upgrading existing burial
sites. The Council accepts that design principles need to incorporate mechanisms that aid access,
however it should be noted that access to all areas of a burial ground may not be achievable.

Photo H1: Mill Lane Cemetery, Cottingham.

H6: NATIONAL STANDARDS
There are no national standards for cemeteries and churchyards in terms of quantity. As churchyards
can only exist where there is a church this itself restricts the available space for burial. For cemeteries,
Planning Policy Guidance 17 Annex 17 (now superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework)
stated that every individual cemetery has a finite capacity and therefore there is a continuing need for
more.
H7: LOCAL STANDARDS
The main purpose of a churchyard or cemetery is for the burial of the deceased and the value to
society as an open space and for wildlife is secondary. Therefore, it remains important to consider the
future delivery of burial grounds and the anticipated future demand in the context of current levels of
provision.
On average the Council purchases over 100 new internment plots per year, however there is a need to
embark on a more detailed examination of births, deaths and burial rates to determine the minimum
supply standards for the next 30 years. For such reasons the Council will undertake a full review

65

outside the remit of open space criteria in 2012 and therefore no minimum standard is
recommended at this time.
However, the Council intends to deliver high quality standards to guide the future improvement of
burial sites across East Riding. Therefore it is recommended that the Council adopts an upper
quartile standard for all churchyards and cemeteries that are managed or maintained by the Council.
The Council will also encourage churches, the Friends Of Churches and all others maintaining areas of
internment to implement the same standard of excellence.
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S E C T I O N I: C I VI C S PA C E S
I1: INTRODUCTION
Civic spaces are important assets for residents across East Riding. Civic spaces can act as a venue for
social events, promote neighbourliness and community cohesion. The typology of civic spaces as set
out in Planning Policy Guidance 17 includes civic areas, market squares and other hard surfaced areas
designed for civic or public ceremonies. At the time of the review promenades were not included
within the audit as they were seen as non green pedestrian travel routes and an excluded typology.
However, future audits of provision may consider a summary of all promenades including those leased
by private organisations who charge for recreation pursuits such as fun fairs and amusements.
Photo I1: Civic Space at Welton Road, Elloughton-cum-Brough.

I2: CURRENT PROVISION
There were 15 sites categorised as civic spaces in East Riding, accounting for a total area of 0.735
hectares or 0.02 m² per person. The majority of civic spaces are relatively small paved areas, designed
for pedestrians with seating and areas of planting. Three of the civic spaces were war memorials,
including the Welton Road War Memorial in Elloughton-cum-Brough (photo I1) and only three spaces
exceed 0.1 hectares (Station Square Beverley, the Square Hessle and Central Promenade Withernsea).
Most civic spaces within the county are owned by the Council, however a small civic space at Riviera
Drive in Bridlington is owned by Sewerby Residents Association and some civic areas are maintained
by local parish councils. Full details of civic spaces in the county are provided in Appendix I1.
I3: NATIONAL STANDARDS
There are no national standards for the provision of civic spaces and Planning Policy Guidance 17
advocates that it is not realistic to set a quantity standard for civic spaces due to the limited amount of
civic space at a local level.
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I4: QUALITY AND NEED ASSESSMENT
No national standards for the quality of civic spaces exist. For the purposes of this report the quality of
open spaces in East Riding has been assessed through two measures. First, information gathered from
visual site audits and feedback from a questionnaire sent to a representative sample of residents.
Household Survey.
To source the review the Council conducted a survey from a representative sample of households to
gather information on the recreation needs, the demand and the frequency of use of civic space.
Table I1: Frequency Of Use Of Recreation Space.

A total of 1,413 individual householder questionnaires were completed. Question one asked how often
they used civic space. Table I1 shows the results, with 9% of respondents using civic spaces
(bandstands, town squares) on a daily basis and a further 27% on a weekly basis. Fifteen percent of
respondents used civic spaces on a monthly basis and 24% never used civic spaces at all.
Table I2: Opinion Of The Overall Quality Of Open Space.

The survey also asked for an opinion on the overall quality of civic space. Table I2 shows that 91% of
respondents viewed the quality of civic spaces as satisfactory or mid quartile. Resident’s views on
quality support the Council's intention to improve quality to upper quartile. Around 10% of
respondents viewed the quality as poor or very poor.
Non-Technical Site Audits.
The conclusions of the non-technical inspections were similar to those of the household surveys. In
the following table, civic spaces are ranked in order of excellence.
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Table I3: Quality – Summary Of Excellence .

Of the 15 civic areas, 47% scored above the upper quartile base line figure of 85%. A further five
locations scored well and achieved the upper quartile rating of 71-85%, leaving three in the mid to
lower quartile. Appendix I2, provides a complete list of all civic areas with associated quality scores.
As with the other categories of open space, this report uses the non-technical site audit undertaken by
the Council to evaluate the quality of civic spaces in the County. The quality of each civic space was
assessed and scored using predefined criteria:
 Vegetation (including mature specimen trees, ornamental bedding & shrubs)
 Boundaries (including fences, gates, walls).
 Site Furniture (such as lighting, seating and signage).
 Built Features (such as plaza, toilets, car parking).
 Special Features (such as public art).
The results of the audit show that seven civic spaces were ranked as excellent and eight rated as good.
No sites where seen untidy or in poor condition at the time of the audit.
Figure I1: General Impression & Equal Access.

The site inspections also graded civic spaces for their accessibility and whether barriers were present
which prevented use by particular groups such as the disabled. Nine sites were rated as excellent and
four good with two rated as poor (Riviera Drive, Bridlington & Etton War Memorial.)
The majority of respondents (54%) felt that there were sufficient civic spaces whilst 22% thought that
there was not enough. Nearly 24% of respondents were not aware of any civic spaces in their area. In

69

terms of travel 43% walked and 46% travelled by car. Roughly, two thirds of householders felt safe
and secure using civic spaces and one third did not. The main reasons for respondents stating that
they did not feel safe were anti-social behaviour (39%), poor lighting (20%) and isolated location
(17%).
I5:

LOCAL STANDARD

There are fifteen civic spaces in the area and the nature of this typology means that they are very
specific to their locality. Therefore, no quantitative standard is recommended, but a quality
standard of Upper Quartile is recommended for civic spaces owned or managed by the Council.
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A P P E N D I X A: PA R K S & G A R D E N S
Appendix A1: Parks & Gardens Within The East Riding Of Yorkshire.
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Appendix A2: Parks & Gardens - Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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A P P E N D I X B: N A T U R A L A N D S E M I - N A T U R A L G RE E N S PA C E S
Appendix B1: Natural and Semi Natural Green Spaces In The East Riding Of Yorkshire.
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Appendix B1: Natural And Semi Natural Green Spaces In The East Riding of Yorkshire.
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Appendix B2: Natural & Semi Natural Green Space - Quality A Summary Of Excellence
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Appendix B3: Natural & Semi Natural Green Space Compared To The Local Standard.
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Appendix B3: Natural & Semi Natural Green Space Compared To The Local Standard.
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Appendix B3: Natural & Semi Natural Green Space Compared To The Local Standard.
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A P P E N D I X C: G R E E N C O R R I D O R S
Appendix C1: Green Corridors In The East Riding Of Yorkshire.
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Appendix C2: Green Corridors- Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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A P P E N D I X E: A M E N I T Y G R E E N S PA C E
Appendix E1: Measured Amenity Green Space Within The East Riding.
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Appendix E1: Measured Amenity Green Space Within The East Riding.
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Appendix E1: Measured Amenity Green Space Within The East Riding.
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Appendix E1: Measured Amenity Green Space Within The East Riding.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary of Excellence

96

Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix E2: Amenity Green Space – Quality A Summary Of Excellence.
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A P P E N D I X F: P ROV I S I O N

F O R C H I L D R E N A N D YO U NG P E O P L E

Appendix F1: Equipped Play Space In The East Riding.
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Appendix F1: Equipped Play Space In The East Riding.
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Appendix F1: Equipped Play Space In The East Riding.
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Appendix F2: Children’s Recreation Space In The East Riding.
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Appendix F2: Children’s Recreation Space In The East Riding.
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Appendix F2: Children’s Recreation Space In The East Riding.
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Appendix F3: Rural and Urban Locations With & Without Equipped Play Space.
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Appendix F4: Site Audits, Quality Assessment Results For Each Parish\Location.
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Appendix F4: Site Audits, Quality Assessment Results For Each Parish\Location.
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Appendix F5: The East Riding Compared To Fields In Trust Minimum Standard.

110

Appendix F5: The East Riding Compared To Fields In Trust Minimum Standard.
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Appendix F5: The East Riding Compared To Fields In Trust Minimum Standard.
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Appendix F6: The East Riding Compared To Fields In Trust Minimum Standard.
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Appendix F6: The East Riding Compared To Fields In Trust Minimum Standard.
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Appendix F6: The East Riding Compared To Fields In Trust Minimum Standard.
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Appendix F7: Local Standards For Children’s Play Space.
How The Minimum Standard For Children’s Play Space Was Calculated.
1)

Population of children

The following table was used to calculate the minimum standard required by Fields In Trust (FIT) if
you only look at the population of children. Usually, the FIT Six Acre Standard would use the full
population of a study area.
Table 1

The second column shows the total number of children in each age group and the green columns the
amount of equipped or recreation space required by FIT in hectares for each age group using 0.25
hectares per 1,000 for equipped (i.e. 15.7 x 0.25 hectares = 3.9 hectares) and 0.8 hectare per 1,000 for
recreation space.
The blue columns then show how many m² that FIT would expect to see per child, in this case the FIT
minimum standard is 2.5m² for equipped (i.e. 39,250 divided by 15,700 =2.5m²) and 8m² for
recreation. The FIT benchmark standard is therefore 10.5m² for every child in East Riding.
2)

Provision when compared to FIT.

To compare the actual space for children against the FIT standard the following were calculated.
For equipped play areas, the Council considered children between 0 - 16 years of age and totals are
shown in table 2. For recreation space, children & young people aged 0 - 18 are included as shown in
table 3
Table 2
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Table 3

3)

The Council's minimum standards

The Council's minimum standards are calculated using the expected increase in children, location and
the shortfall of provision for the 10 –16 year old children. This calculation includes 3,000 more
children which are expected to be resident in the county in 2018.
The Council expects a shift in population that will see an increase of 5.54% more children living in
urban areas in 2018 (72.6% Urban, 27.3% Rural 2010).
The next step breaks down the total expected increase into a %, the increase population of children
and the additional space required by such children.
Urban: 78.2% increase (of 3,000) = 2,346 more children, required space = 24,633m² (2346 x10.5m²).
Rural: 21.8% increase (of 3,000) = 654 more children, required space = 6,867m².
Total Required Space: 31,500m²
Using these calculations the Council was able to determine that the following minimum local standards
were necessary to accommodate the expected increase in children and to address the shortfalls in
provision for the 10-14 year old population. In table 4: equipped space & table 5: recreation space, the
Council uses two sets of local standards, one for urban settlements and one for rural locations. Adding
both urban and rural increases in provision from both tables demonstrates that the Council addresses
the expected shortfalls in space overall and in urban locations (24,633m²). However, an increase of
6,082m² still gives an expected small shortfall of 785m² in rural areas, but with further migration to
urban localities, such shortfalls are expected to be eroded over time.
Table 4
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Table 5

The final table the new local minimum standards for children in both urban & rural settlements are
shown.
Table 6
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A P P E N D I X G: A L L OT M E N T S
Appendix G1: Allotments In The East Riding.
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Appendix G1: Allotments In The East Riding.

Appendix G2: Allotment Space Per 1,000 Head Of Population For Main Settlements In The East Riding.
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Appendix G3: Quality Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix G3: Quality Summary Of Excellence.
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A P P E N D I X H: C E M E T E R I E S A N D C H U RC H YA R D S
Appendix H1: Cemeteries And Churchyards In The East Riding.
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Appendix H1: Cemeteries and Churchyards In The East Riding.
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Appendix H1: Cemeteries and Churchyards In The East Riding.
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Appendix H2: Quality Summary Of Excellence.
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Appendix H2: Quality Summary of Excellence.
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Appendix H2: Quality Summary Of Excellence.
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A P P E N D I X I: C I VI C S PA C E S
Appendix I1 Civic Spaces In The East Riding.

Appendix I2 Quality Summary Of Excellence.
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