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 1: Introduction and Methodology 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction When people step outside their home, or place of work, 

they enter the public realm – the streets, squares and 

greenspaces which are an essential component of our 

towns and cities.  If well designed and maintained, they 

contribute hugely to making somewhere an attractive place 

in which to live.  This is something which the Georgians, in 

particular, understood well, with their squares and 

crescents, all facing networks of attractive greenspaces. 

 

 Greenspace planning, however, has been much neglected 

since Georgian times, with a few exceptions including the 

great Victorian parks, the Garden City movement and of 

course the New Towns.  Management and maintenance 

also suffered as a result of the introduction of Compulsory 

Competitive Tendering for grounds maintenance in the mid 

eighties.  The effect has been to reduce the cost of 

maintaining parks and greenspaces and too many are now 

maintained by operatives using machines rather than 

gardeners using knowledge and skill.  To make matters 

worse, this has been accompanied by a nation-wide 

increase in vandalism and anti-social behaviour.  This 

seems to be a real concern in Portsmouth, judging by the 

number of notices on buildings advising that anti-climb 

paint has been used. 

 

 One obvious result of these changes is that the quality of 

the public realm declined significantly just about 

everywhere in the country over a twenty or thirty year 

period.  But in the past 5-6 years, a greenspace movement 

has emerged in the UK which champions the value of 

networks of high quality greenspaces and sport and 

recreation facilities.  Reversing the trend of the last three 

decades of the twentieth century will take some time, but 

the Government has recognised the problem and, with the 

publication of Planning Policy Guidance PPG17, Open 

Space, Sport and Recreation, requires planning authorities 

to undertake assessment of needs and opportunities in 

their area.  

 

 The simple fact is that high quality, accessible greenspaces 

help to make somewhere an attractive place in which to 
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live and work.  There is ample (and growing) evidence that 

they help to boost land values for properties in their 

vicinity and this in turn helps to attract development and 

economic activity from which everyone can benefit. 

 

 This is a great opportunity to reassert the importance of 

providing high quality greenspaces and then ensuring that 

they remain of high quality by managing them properly.  

Effective provision and good management and 

maintenance are different sides of the same coin and one 

without the other is likely to be a waste of time and 

resources.  Almost all of the cost of managing and 

maintaining open spaces in Portsmouth is met from 

taxation.  As there are many other competing priorities for 

resources, there is an obvious need to ensure value for 

money.  Portsmouth is typical of other councils in that it 

has had to cut back on the maintenance of its greenspaces.  

However, the impacts of these cutbacks are inevitably high 

profile as local residents, and visitors, see them every day.  

They have also led, perhaps indirectly, to a growing 

concern amongst residents for a better local environment. 

 

 A second opportunity is to make better use of planning 

agreements.  Increasingly local authority greenspace and 

sport and recreation services are seeing them as an 

important element of their capital budget.  Indeed, Sport 

England actively encourages and even expects councils to 

use them to provide sport and recreation facilities.  Its 

approach is however simplistic: it makes the implicit 

assumption that all new residential developments lead to 

an increased need for sport provision and tends to ignore 

the fact that sport is only one of the many forms of 

provision that might be funded through planning 

agreements and the pot of gold at the end of the 

development rainbow is of finite size.  But what this 

actually illustrates is the importance of having in place a 

clear policy basis for planning agreements and a plan for 

using developers’ contributions to best effect.  Looking to 

the future, the Government is considering various 

alternatives to planning obligations, including a tariff 

based approach or roof tax and a Planning Gain 

Supplement (PGS), complemented by a “scaling back” of 

planning obligations.  These changes will break the link 

between a development and need to mitigate its impacts, 

making it more important than ever to ensure that 

greenspace needs are “on the table”. 

 

 This is the background to this PPG17 Assessment for the 

city.  It can be summed up as relating to: 

 

 The need to comply with Government planning 

guidance 

 The need to bring planning and management together 

to ensure that the city is an attractive place in which to 

live, work and play or to visit and deliver the aims set 

out in the Community Strategy 
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 The need to match aspirations with resources

The Context for the 

Assessment 

Not all strategies and plans are of equal importance.  The 

most important, obviously, are international plans and 

targets, such as Local Agenda 21 and Kyoto Treaty, 

followed by UK Government, regional and then local ones. 

For obvious reasons, aims and objectives of higher level 

plans and strategies should “cascade” down to lower ones 

and set the context for them.  If they do not, planning for 

the future is disjointed and no-one can be quite sure what 

their priorities should be. 

This Assessment is very much a local one, of specific 

relevance to Portsmouth.  The local context for it is set 

primarily by the Community Strategy, the Council’s 

Corporate Strategy and the Local Plan and its replacement, 

the Local Development Framework (LDF). 

One of the roles of the LDF is to be a delivery mechanism 

for the spatial elements of the Community Strategy.  Its 

policies will be critical in protecting those greenspaces and 

sports facilities that meet local needs and ensuring that 

development and community infrastructure, such as 

greenspaces, are in an appropriate balance.  

The Content of the 

Assessment 

In the planning cascade, this assessment forms part of the 

evidence base for the LDF.    It: 

 Reviews the amount, distribution and quality of 

existing provision

 Identifies where there is a need for more or better

provision and the types of enhancements which will

benefit existing facilities and spaces most

 Suggests appropriate provision standards for the City

Council to use as part of the planning process

 Suggests how to tackle the key issues relating to open

space, sport and recreation provision facing the

Council and its partners

 Recommends priorities for the future

What is “Open Space”? 

We have used the definition of “open space” given in PPG17 

for this assessment.  It is:  

“… all open space of public value, including not just 

land, but also areas of water … which offer

important opportunities for sport and recreation 

and can also act as a visual amenity”. 

Typology of Provision 

PPG17 sets out a typology of provision which planning 

authorities can either adopt or adapt.  The typology we 

have used for this assessment is: 
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 Allotments 

 Artificial Turf Pitches 

 Bowling greens 

 Indoor sports facilities – bowls halls, tennis halls, 

gymnastics halls, sports halls and swimming pools 

 Multi-functional greenspaces, encompassing 

Cemeteries and churchyards; Amenity greenspaces 

(essentially informal recreation spaces, mainly in and 

around housing areas); Natural greenspaces (including 

woodland and all land with a nature conservation value 

or designation; and Parks and gardens 

 Playing fields and grass pitches, including recreation 

grounds 

 Play areas and playgrounds: equipped play areas 

intended for children up to the age of about 12 

 Tennis and multi-sport courts: these facilities are 

broadly similar, but multi-sport courts are hard 

surfaced outdoor areas, preferably floodlit, designed 

for a range of sports including tennis, netball and 5-a-

side football 

 Teenage facilities – BMX/skateboard parks, outdoor 

basketball hoops and other informal areas intended 

primarily for teenagers 

 The seafront 

 

 PPG17 also refers to athletics tracks and golf courses.  

Portsmouth has two excellent tracks, one at the 

Mountbatten Centre at the other at HMS Temeraire.  While 

it is desirable that a city of Portsmouth’s size should have 

a track, two is very unusual, albeit that one is owned by the 

Royal Navy.  Given this, there has been no need to include 

tracks in the assessment.  As for golf courses, the limited 

land availability in the city mean that there is no realistic 

possibility of providing another course and obviously the 

existing high quality course should be retained.  

Accordingly we have not included golf courses either. 

 

Methodology This assessment aims to provide a blueprint for the 

successful development of open space, sport and 

recreation provision in Portsmouth in a way which will be 

relevant to various departments of the City Council, but 

particularly Planning and Community Services.  The report 

sets out the conclusions of the various pieces of work 

which went into it in some detail.  They were: 
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 Identification of the policy context 

 ▼ 

 Assessment of local needs 

 ▼ 

 Audit of provision across the city 

 ▼ 

 Appraisal of existing provision in terms of 

quality, quantity and accessibility and the 

derivation of provision standards with 

these three components 

 ▼ 

 Identification of key issues and possible 

approaches to tackling them 

 ▼ 

 Advice to the Council on key issues and 

planning policy 

 

 The Policy Context 

 

As a preliminary to the main part of the assessment, and in 

order to set it within a broad policy framework, we 

reviewed a number of existing national, regional and City-

wide plans and strategies.  We summarise the results in 

Chapter 3 and give additional detail in Appendices A (the 

National and Regional Policy Context) and B (the Local 

Policy Context). 

 

 Assessing Local Needs 

 

The assessing needs part of the work took three main 

forms: 

 

 A survey of local residents, summarised in Chapter 4 

and Appendix C 

 Face to face or telephone interviews with local 

stakeholders, referred to as appropriate in Chapters 7-

20 and summarised in Appendix D 

 A questionnaire survey of City Council members 

 

 We also interviewed or obtained information from a 

number of Council officials dealing with planning, 

children’s play, sport and open space management and 

maintenance. 

 

 Audit of Existing Provision 

 

In order to assess supply, we undertook an audit of local 

greenspaces and sports facilities throughout the city, using 

a suite of standard audit forms designed to evaluate the 

quality and value of the different forms of provision in the 

above typology, based on their “primary purpose”. 
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 Quality and Value 

 

The definitions of “quality” and “value” are: 

 

 Quality relates to the range of features or facilities on 

the site (eg trees, shrubs or seats), their basic 

characteristics (eg appropriate to the site or not), and 

their condition (eg on a spectrum from very good to 

very poor) 

 Value is nothing to do with monetary value but refers 

to the value of a site to people and bio-diversity; to its 

cultural and heritage value; and to its strategic value - 

for example, by providing a sense of open-ness in a 

densely developed area.  

 

 Quality and value are entirely independent of each other.  

For example, if a particular greenspace is the only one in 

which young people can take part in a kickabout in an 

area, it is of high value, even if it is of poor quality.  

Conversely, a space or facility of superb quality may be of 

little value if it is inaccessible or no-one knows it is there. 

 

 It is easiest to summarise the meaning of value by 

identifying the things that make one space or facility more 

valuable than another.  They are: 

 

 The degree of public access: spaces with free public 

access are more inclusive and therefore more valuable 

than those with paid access, which are in turn more 

valuable than spaces with no public access.  Similarly, 

spaces that are easy to get to are more valuable than 

those which aren’t. 

 Purpose: spaces that serve a clear purpose and are 

designed and maintained for that purpose are more 

valuable than those which are a compromise between 

lots of different uses.  For example, if a bowling green 

was also used for 5-a-side football, it would be of very 

little value for bowls, at least.  A tarmac multi-spots 

court is less valuable for tennis, say, than the same size 

of court with a specialist tennis surface. 

 Range of facilities: the more facilities in a space the 

wider the range of people to whom it will appeal.  A 

wet and dry leisure centre has a wider appeal, and is 

more valuable to potential users, than a stand-alone 

sports hall or squash court.  Similarly parks with (say) a 

bowling green, play area, tennis courts, pond, 

horticultural areas, nature conservation area etc will be 

more valuable than a park which has just paths, grass 

and trees.  A teenage area with a skateboard ramp or 

two, a BMX track and a ball court will be more valuable 

than one with only a small shelter. 

 Context: as noted above, if a space or facility is the 

only one in an area it is more valuable than if it is 

merely one of many similar spaces or facilities.  

“Strategic gaps” and similar spaces are obviously 
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valuable. 

 Heritage value: spaces with a specific heritage 

designation (eg conservation area status, listed 

building etc) have been assessed by someone as being 

of high value 

 Biodiversity/nature conservation value: spaces with 

good biodiversity (eg canal corridors) or which are 

important for specific species (eg SSSIs, Ramsar sites) 

are more valuable than those which are green deserts 

(eg sports pitches) 

 Amenity value: some spaces contribute positively to 

amenity, others don’t.  The focus of a Georgian square 

is the greenspace in the middle of it and the 

greenspace is a key element in the urban design.  The 

scruffy bit of grass left over round the back of the 

garages in a housing area has very little amenity value. 

 Recreational value: some spaces are inherently more 

valuable for formal (eg sport) or informal recreation (eg 

strolling, walking a dog) than others.  The nature of 

specific facilities also has an effect on a site’s overall 

value if they allow higher levels of use or are likely to 

attract a wider range of people.  For example, a site 

with 3 or 4 pitches is more valuable than a site with 

only one; a floodlit pitch has greater value than one 

without floodlights; and an artificial turf pitch has more 

value that a grass pitch.   

 

 Because quality and value are independent variables, it is 

possible to combine them to reach an initial policy 

conclusion for each space or facility: 

 

 

 

High value 

These spaces should be protected, 

because they are of high value, and 

enhanced in order to improve their 

quality and move them into the high 

value/high quality category 

 

These spaces or facilities should 

be protected through the 

planning system as they are both 

high value and high quality. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Low value 

These spaces may be important if 

they are the only ones in an area, 

but unless it is possible to improve 

both their quality and value it may 

be better to use them for some 

other purpose.  PPG17 requires that 

using the space to remove or reduce 

a local deficiency in some other 

form of greenspace should be the 

first policy option; but if this is not 

necessary, or impractical, it may be 

acceptable to develop the land for 

some other purpose. 

 

These spaces are of high quality 

but not particularly valuable in 

terms of meeting people’s needs 

or bio-diversity and have little 

cultural or heritage value.  The 

priority is to find ways of 

improving their value, while 

retaining their high quality.  If 

this is not possible, it may be 

acceptable to use them for some 

other purpose.  PPG17 requires 

that using the space to remove or 

reduce a local deficiency in some 

other form of greenspace should 

be the first policy option; but if 

this is not necessary, or 

impractical, it may be acceptable 

to develop the land for some 

other purpose. 

 

 Low quality High quality 

 

 We stress that this is only an initial policy conclusion 
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because it ignores the context in which each site is set.   

 

 The long term objective of this approach is to try to ensure 

that spaces are as good as they can be for their main 

purpose, while at the same time recognising that many 

spaces can have one or more secondary purposes.  For 

example, publicly accessible playing fields are used for 

their primary (sports) purpose for only a very limited 

proportion of the week.  The rest of the time they are 

normally available for casual or informal use, such as 

walking, jogging or even sitting in the open air, and they 

also contribute considerably to the amenity of the area in 

which they are set.  In order to be suitable for sport, 

however, they must have large flat areas of short mown 

grass, almost inevitably lack many features of interest and 

have paths, if any, in positions which will not compromise 

their use for sport.  Most playing fields also have very 

limited nature conservation or biodiversity value, although 

Portsmouth is unusual in that Brent Geese over-winter on 

several of its pitch sites.  This means that playing fields are 

generally less attractive for casual use and have 

significantly less amenity value than, say, parks with 

mature trees, paths which follow desire lines, public art, 

horticultural areas, shelters, areas of water or fountains 

and other features. 

 

 Our analysis of existing provision is therefore in two main 

parts.  In the first, we analyse existing spaces purely in 

terms of their primary purpose and this part of the analysis 

reviews each typology in turn, ignoring secondary 

purposes or benefits.  For example, what is the quality and 

value of the city’s playing fields, purely as playing fields?  

The natural greenspaces, purely as natural greenspaces?  

The allotment sites, purely as allotments?  We present this 

analysis in Chapters 7-20, with each chapter reviewing a 

specific form of provision. 

 

 This analysis is essential in order to derive quantitative 

provision standards, but it fails to reflect the multi-

functional nature of most greenspaces.  Even spaces which 

are not accessible to the general public (for example, 

independent school playing fields) can serve an important 

secondary amenity or strategic purpose.  In the second 

part of the analysis of existing provision, therefore, we 

review a number of characteristics of the city’s greenspace 

provision as a whole in a “cross-cutting” manner in order to 

review issues such as amenity, biodiversity and nature 

conservation.  We present this analysis in Chapter 18.  For 

the sake of concision, and to reflect the fact that the whole 

is greater than the sum of the parts, we refer to the city’s 

overall greenspace provision as the “green network”. 

 

 In the main we based the audit on the open spaces or 

facilities identified by the Council and for which it supplied 

GIS (geographical information system) polygons, although 

we adjusted a number and added a few in the course of the 
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audit.  We have kept the Council’s reference numbers (IDs) 

for them, except in the few instances where we found 

errors, such as two spaces with the same ID.  Therefore 

the open space, sport and recreation polygons in the 

GIS tables resulting from the assessment are not wholly 

identical to those already in the Council’s GIS.   

 

 In all we evaluated around 500 sites or facilities.  We were 

then able to classify each of them as being of above 

average (high) or below average (low) quality and value in 

terms of their primary purpose.  We summarise the audit 

process in Appendix E and the results in Appendix G and 

have provided the full results in electronic form on CD to 

the Council.  They constitute a detailed database of local 

provision with information on factors such as the size and 

location of different spaces or facilities, quality - and 

therefore the possible need for enhancement – and value 

to local people and wildlife. 

 

City Neighbourhoods It is obviously desirable to review the amount of provision 

in different neighbourhoods of the city as well as the city 

as a whole, because this helps to identify priority areas for 

any new provision that might be desirable – assuming of 

course that it is possible to identify suitable sites.  We have 

therefore analysed the quantity of provision in terms of 22 

neighbourhoods suggested by the City Council and shown 

on the “Portsmouth Neighbourhoods” Map (note: all the 

maps are bound separately to make it easy to read the 

maps alongside this text). 

 

 We do not have up to date population estimates for these 

neighbourhoods and therefore unless otherwise noted this 

report relies on 2001 census data.  In 2001, the city’s 

population was 185,652, some 5,548 fewer than the City 

Council’s estimate for the 2007 population of 192,200.  

However, spread across 22 neighbourhoods this implies a 

relatively minor average error of around 500 people per 

neighbourhood. 

 

 Accessibility Standards/Distance Thresholds 

 

In order to be able to undertake an accessibility analysis, 

we first derived distance thresholds from our survey of 

local residents and then benchmarked the results against 

published information from a variety of sources.  Details of 

this process are also in Chapter 4 and Appendix C.  We 

then used the resulting distance thresholds to assess the 

accessibility of the various different forms of provision. 

 

 Quality Standards 

 

Portsmouth is very densely developed with less greenspace 

per person than most cities in the UK.  This means that 

spaces and facilities must be of high quality if they are to 

be able to withstand the higher than normal levels of use 

that will result.  Accordingly we derived quality standards 
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from a variety of sources, including the Green Flag scheme 

and good practice advice from agencies such as Sport 

England, the governing bodies of sport and English Nature.  

We give the rationale for quality standards in Chapter 5 

and set out the recommended standards in Appendix F. 

 

 Quantity Standards 

 

For the quantity analysis, we first analysed the audit results 

to identify the total quantity of existing provision for each 

element of the typology, expressed as sq m/person and, in 

relation to some forms of provision, for each 

neighbourhood in the city. 

 

 We then compared local views on the adequacy of existing 

provision with the quantity of it across the City to establish 

the level of provision that local interests generally found 

adequate.  We give details of this analysis, and the 

resulting quantity standards, in Chapters 6-20.   

 

 Issues and Options 

 

In Chapter 21 we summarise a number of issues on which 

we believe the Council needs to set out a clear policy 

direction, together with recommendations on how we 

suggest the Council and its partners should tackle them. 

 

 The Role of the Planning System and Planning Policy 

 

Portsmouth has only limited open space for its population 

and no significant unused land that could be used to create 

more or “move spaces around” by allowing developments 

that will deliver compensatory provision of greater benefit 

to local communities than those that already exist.  It 

follows that the Council’s starting point should be a policy 

presumption in favour of protecting existing spaces and 

sports facilities.   
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 2: Summary 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter provides a broad overview of the results of 

the assessment and covers: 

 

 The Policy Context 

 Local needs 

 The quality and value of local provision 

 The accessibility of local provision 

 The quantity of local provision 

 Provision standards for planning purposes 

 Issues and options 

 Planning policy 

 

The Policy Context This assessment is set within the context of a range of 

national, regional and local policy objectives.  In terms of 

national and regional policy: 

 

 The emphasis has shifted very clearly from the quantity 

to the quality and accessibility of provision 

 The Government regards the state of local 

environments as increasingly important and is 

requiring local authorities to take effective action to 

deliver what these days is known as “liveability”.  

Moreover, it is beginning to measure the performance 

of local authorities in terms of the quality of 

environment they deliver for their area’s residents and 

visitors.  

 There is a clear national need to drive up participation 

in sport and physical activity, primarily in the interests 

of health promotion.  This generally requires attractive, 

welcoming and well located facilities; in Portsmouth, 

because of the very limited land available for sport and 

active recreation, it also requires high capacity 

facilities. 

 

 The main policy objectives set in local plans and strategies 

include: 

 

 To enhance the City’s environment 

 To make the most of the seafront and waterfront 

 To boost physical activity and sports participation 

 To use the planning system creatively 
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Local Views The main conclusions from our review of local views are 

that: 

 

 Overall, respondents in our survey of local residents 

rated commercial fitness centres and public leisure 

centres as the best quality facilities in the city and 

youth centres, public swimming pools and community 

centres the worst.   

 Satisfaction with the quality of specific high profile 

sites is generally better, with an absolute majority of 

respondents regarding the quality of Portsdown Hill 

and Southsea Common as at least good, with 

Farlington Marshes and the Seafront very close to an 

absolute majority.  The priorities for enhancement are 

clearly Hilsea Lines, Milton Common and to a lesser 

extent the Langstone Coastal Path. 

 Local residents would like to see more of most forms of 

provision except for except commercial fitness centres, 

with their main priorities being off-road cycleways, 

youth centres, public swimming pools and public 

leisure centres. 

 A majority of respondents in our residents' survey 

identified a need for more of most kinds of provision in 

their home areas, with the exception of tennis courts.   

 As a compact, congested and high density city, it is 

obviously desirable to maximise the extent to which 

residents either walk or use bicycles to access open 

spaces and sport and recreation facilities.    The length 

of time for which city residents are willing to travel to 

different forms of provision is generally 10-15 minutes. 

 

The Quality and 

Value of Local 

Provision 

As a result of our audit, we were able to class all of the 

spaces and facilities in the city as being of high or low 

quality and value, using the average audit scores as the 

cut-off point between high and low quality or value.  The 

average quality and value audit scores and number of sites 

in each of the resulting high/low quality and value 

categories is: 

 

Allotments 

 

 Average quality score 80% 

 Average value score 97% 

 High quality, high value sites 2 

 Low quality, high value sites 6  

 High quality, low value sites  2 

 Low quality, low value sites 0 

 

Bowling Greens 

 

 Average quality score 98% 

 Average value score 99% 

 High quality, high value sites 7 

 Low quality, high value sites 5  

 High quality, low value sites  1 
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 Low quality, low value sites 0 

 

Children’s Play Areas 

 

 Average quality score 90% 

 Average value score 48% 

 High quality, high value sites 31 

 Low quality, high value sites 10  

 High quality, low value sites  22 

 Low quality, low value sites 28 

 

Cricket Sites 

 

 Average quality score 93% 

 Average value score 28% 

 High quality, high value sites 4 

 Low quality, high value sites 2  

 High quality, low value sites  5 

 Low quality, low value sites 4 

 

Football Sites 

 

 Average quality score 90% 

 Average value score 41% 

 High quality, high value sites 8 

 Low quality, high value sites 4  

 High quality, low value sites  6 

 Low quality, low value sites 7 

 

Rugby Sites 

 

 Average quality score 96% 

 Average value score 46% 

 High quality, high value sites 2 

 Low quality, high value sites 4  

 High quality, low value sites  0 

 Low quality, low value sites 4 

 

Multi-functional Greenspaces 

 

 Average quality score 86% 

 Average value score 50% 

 High quality, high value sites 66 

 Low quality, high value sites 84  

 High quality, low value sites  116 

 Low quality, low value sites 57 

 

Multi-sport Courts 

 

 Average quality score 65% 

 Average value score 34% 

 High quality, high value sites 5 

 Low quality, high value sites 6  

 High quality, low value sites  3 
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 Low quality, low value sites 8 

 

Teenage Facilities 

 

 Average quality score 79% 

 Average value score 17% 

 High quality, high value sites 7 

 Low quality, high value sites 5  

 High quality, low value sites  17 

 Low quality, low value sites 13 

 

Outdoor Tennis Sites 

 

 Average quality score 32% 

 Average value score 35% 

 High quality, high value sites 5 

 Low quality, high value sites 3  

 High quality, low value sites  0 

 Low quality, low value sites 7 

 

Note: we did not assess the quality and value of the city’s artificial turf 

pitches or indoor facilities because of the limited number of them 

 

 Because we used different audit criteria for the different 

type of provision, the average quality and values scores are 

not directly comparable.  However, in broad terms, it is 

possible to conclude that: 

 

 The overall quality of spaces and facilities is generally 

better than their value, indicating that the Council’s 

grounds maintenance contractor is doing a good job 

 The City’s pitch sport sites are generally of limited 

value as pitch sites; in the main arises from their low 

carrying capacity.  However, grass pitches are also 

multi-functional spaces for which they generally have 

better value scores. 

 It will be desirable to try to improve the quality and 

(particularly) the value of many sites across the city 

  

The Accessibility of 

Local Provision 

In order to minimise travel by car within the city it is 

obviously desirable that residents should be able to access 

as many different forms of provision as possible on foot.  

The table below summarises the percentage of properties 

in the city within the appropriate 10 or 15 minute walking 

distance threshold of at least site with each of the 

following different forms of provision and the percentage 

within the same distance of a high quality, high value 

(HQHV) site, where appropriate: 
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 Informal Outdoor Activities All 

sites 

 HQHV 

sites 

 Allotments 20%  9% 

 Multi-functional greenspaces (MFGS) 99%  72% 

 MFGS - Amenity Greenspaces 93%  57% 

 Parks and Gardens 68%  25% 

 MFGS – NGS 48%  10% 

 Equipped play areas - primary sites only 81%  54% 

 Equipped play areas - primary plus secondary sites 92%  59% 

 Equipped play areas – all classifications 92%  71% 

 Teenage Facilities 74%  22% 

 

 Outdoor Sport and Recreation All 

sites 

 HQHV 

sites 

 Artificial turf pitches (ATPs) 55%  N/a 

 Bowling greens 36%   Na/ 

 Cricket pitches (Club or Council owned) 29%  13% 

 Cricket pitches  (all owners) 32%  31% 

 Football Pitches – all 52%  26% 

 Football pitches - adults (publicly accessible) 51%  26% 

 Football pitches - adults (all owners) 51%  26% 

 Football pitches - junior (publicly accessible) 2%  0% 

 Football pitches - junior (all owners) 2%  0% 

 Football pitches - mini-soccer (publicly accessible) 6%  0% 

 Football pitches - mini-soccer (all owners) 6%  0% 

 Rugby pitches (all owners) 22%  6% 

 Rugby pitches (Club or Council owned) 19%  6% 

 Multi-sport courts (all owners) 57%  23% 

 Tennis courts (Club or Council owned) 40%  15% 

 Tennis courts (all courts) 44%  17% 

 

 Indoor Sport and Recreation  All sites 

 Indoor bowls halls 9% 

 Indoor tennis halls 23% 

 Pay and play sports halls with at least 3 badminton courts 37% 

 All sports halls with some public use 73% 

 Pay and play swimming pools 18% 

 All swimming pools with community use 37% 

 

The Overall Quantity 

of MFGS Provision  

The table below summarises the overall quantity of multi-

functional greenspace (MFGS) provision in the city.  For the 

purposes of this table, we define multi-functional spaces as 

amenity greenspaces, natural greenspaces, parks and 

gardens and open access playing fields. 
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Anchorage Park 51,516 72,616 67,026 0 191,158 9% 77.9 50.6 

Baffins 191,255 413,819 110,654 28,727 744,455 31% 74.7 63.6 

Buckland 14,830 0 0 7,395 22,225 2% 3.2 3.2 

Central Southsea 2,275 0 0 0 2,275 0% 0.1 0.1 

Copnor 1,102 0 0 12,400 13,502 1% 1.3 1.3 

Drayton and 

Farlington 

342,624 1,193,532 335,866 43,471 1,915,493 32% 151.7 125.1 

East Southsea 7,973 0 0 93,161 101,134 9% 12.7 12.7 

Eastney 61,375 75,123 0 4,996 141,494 8% 12.8 12.8 

Fratton 26,710 0 0 3,713 30,423 2% 2.2 2.2 

Highbury 4,905 0 0 12,527 17,432 3% 4.7 4.7 

Hilsea 68,304 137,647 0 10,569 216,520 9% 34.2 34.2 

Landport 29,052 0 0 37,687 66,739 7% 11.6 11.6 

Milton 32,665 463,821 76,007 49,926 622,419 26% 63.9 56.1 

North End 0 0 85,078 550 85,628 6% 7.0 0.0 

North Southsea 14,797 1,074 0 0 15,871 2% 1.6 1.6 

Old Cosham 8,746 0 0 0 8,746 2% 2.7 2.7 

Old Portsmouth 79,762 1,710 14,678 3,349 99,499 12% 38.3 32.6 

Paulsgrove 785,704 8,839 31,098 0 825,641 19% 55.7 53.6 

Portsea 9,223 0 0 0 9,223 1% 2.3 2.3 

Stamshaw and 

Tipner 

13,733 0 0 80,619 94,352 5% 10.6 10.6 

West Cosham 340,613 0 0 0 340,613 28% 80.9 80.9 

West Southsea 31,215 0 0 333,521 364,736 28% 43.7 43.7 

Other (Port Solent)   113,375  113,375    

City  2,118,379 2,368,181 833,782 722,611 6,042,953 16% 32.55 28.06 

 

 

 Overall, therefore there is around 33 sq m per person of 

multi-functional greenspace, excluding churchyards and 

cemeteries, or, if open access playing fields are excluded 

in order to avoid double counting (sports pitches have a 

separate quantity standard) to 28 sq m per person. 

 

The Overall Quantity 

of Other Forms of 

Provision  

The total amount of the other forms of provision reviewed 

in this assessment are approximately: 

 

 Allotments 278,000 sq m 

 Bowling greens 3,600 sq m 

 Artificial turf pitches 31,500 sq m 

 Grass pitches 1,500,000 sq m 

 Equipped play areas 97,500 sq m 

 Multi-courts 44,000 sq m 

 Teenage facilities 55,000 sq m 

 Tennis courts 38,000 sq m 
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Note: these figures are rounded because many of the city’s equipped play 

areas, multi-courts and teenage facilities are located within a multi-

functional greenspace 

 

Provision Standards 

for Planning 

Purposes 

Our analysis of the quality and value, accessibility and 

amount of local provision, coupled with the views of local 

residents and other stakeholders, has allowed us to 

determine a range of PPG17-compliant provision standards 

with qualitative, quantitative and accessibility components.   

These standards are set out in full in Appendix F. 

 

Issues and Options We have identified a number of issues which are important 

to the future of open space, sport and recreation provision 

across the city together with ways in which the City Council 

land its partners can tackle them.  The issues are: 

 

Strategic Issues 

 

 Climate change: as most of Portsmouth is a low lying 

flat island on the south coast, it is likely to be 

considerably affected by global warming and climate 

change 

 Community involvement: there appears to be 

relatively little community involvement in the 

management of the city’s parks and greenspaces, 

although we understand the Council has tried to foster 

“Friends” groups in the past without success.  There are 

however “Friends” groups for the main wildlife sites. 

 Former landfill sites: the City has a number of large 

former landfill sites around its periphery that it has 

grassed over to create greenspaces.  They are popular 

with some residents, but on the evidence of the 

number of “don’t know” responses to our residents’ 

survey use by many local residents is fairly limited. 

 Improving the accessibility of greenspaces: the city’s 

main greenspaces tend to be around the periphery. 

However, there are also quite a number of small spaces 

in the more densely developed areas.  It will obviously 

be desirable to encourage residents to use these 

spaces to walk through the city and maximise access to 

the larger peripheral spaces. 

 Public art: there are relatively few examples of public 

art in the city.  Public art adds interest to spaces and 

helps to create a sense of place and make 

neighbourhoods distinct. 

 

Specific Issues 

 

 Provision for children’s play: over the past decade the 

Council has invested significantly in new equipped play 

areas for children, but their play value is very variable 

 Provision for teenagers: The City Council has invested 

significantly less in provision for teenagers than in 

provision for younger children.  In our survey of local 

residents 57% of respondents classed the quality of 

teenage provision as poor or very poor and 74% 
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expressed a need for more. 

 Provision for adult football: football is probably on 

the brink of a major culture change brought about by 

the development of “third generation” artificial 

surfaces.   

 Provision for mini-soccer: there is a shortage of mini-

soccer pitches in the city and only very limited land on 

which to provide more. 

 Provision for hockey: the best playing surface for 

hockey is a water-based artificial surface, but the city 

has only one such pitch – at HMS Temeraire - and its 

availability is limited.  Against this, the city has two 

successful hockey clubs with the potential to expand. 

 Provision for bowls: indoor and outdoor bowls are 

both in decline in the city but the game provides a 

valuable and social means of keeping many older 

people active.  If present trends continue one or more 

greens in the city will no longer be viable. 

 Provision for cricket: the Hampshire Cricket 

Association is of the view that council cricket wickets 

are not particularly well prepared and may become 

dangerous as squares become harder as a result of 

climate change. 

 Low value greenspaces: the city has a number of very 

poor quality and low value spaces in housing areas, 

particularly around the low rise flats in Landport.  Some 

of these spaces have little apparent use and are little 

more than scruffy patches of grass with no shade.  If 

they are used for kickabouts those using them are 

likely to generate noise which will be a nuisance to 

those living around the space. 

 Signage:  while most of the greenspaces in the city that 

require signage have some, signs are sometimes 

worded negatively, less informatively than is desirable 

or entirely inappropriate.  

 

Planning Policy Policy Objective 

 

The Local Plan Review includes the Council’s vision for the 

future of the city.  This includes “a visually attractive city 

maintaining heritage, important natural areas and parks 

and gardens and reflecting best urban design practice”.  

With this in mind, we suggest that the Council’s policy 

objective for open space, sport and recreation provision 

should be  

 

To ensure that the City has a network of accessible, 

high quality greenspaces and sport and recreation 

facilities that meet local needs and enhance 

“liveability”, particularly in the high density areas, 

while supporting and enhancing bio-diversity and 

making the best use of land.   

 

 Local Development Framework 
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In preparing the LDF, the Council should: 

 

 Set a policy aspiration for the quality and value scores 

it would like all greenspaces in the city to achieve.  

These aspirations do not have to be the same for each 

typology and should be challenging but achievable. 

 Enter the required scores as “cut-off points” in the audit 

summary spreadsheets, which will automatically 

ascribe a high/low quality and value classification to 

each site and calculate the number of sites in each 

category.  At present, the cut-off points are set to the 

average quality and value scores for all of the sites in 

each typology. 

 Designate all the high quality/high value sites, plus 

those that are low quality/high value, as the “core 

greenspace network” and give them the highest level of 

protection.  They are coloured green or blue on the 

various provision maps, although the quality and value 

classifications will change if the Council adopts 

different cut-off points. 

 Review the continuing need for the low quality/low 

value and high quality/low value sites in the light of 

wider planning policies and determine whether there is 

a need to improve their value.  This can be done by 

changing the use of a poorly used space; by physical 

enhancements; or, if suitable opportunities arise, by 

“moving spaces around” as part of new developments 

(eg build on an existing poor quality or value 

greenspace and then create a replacement greenspace 

after demolishing outmoded buildings).  If it is possible 

to enhance the value of poor value spaces they should 

then become part of the core network. 

 Adopt a policy of requiring all small and infill 

developments (1 dwelling and above, and appropriate 

city centre commercial developments) to contribute to 

greenspace provision. 

 

 Greenspace Management and Maintenance 

 

The Council’s broad priorities should be: 

 

 To continue to manage and maintain high quality/value 

spaces as at present 

 To use developer contributions and Council resources 

to enhance the quality of low quality/high value and 

high quality/low value and carefully selected low 

quality/.low value spaces and facilities.  In order to 

comply with the policy tests in Circular 5/2005, the 

Council should use developer contributions within the 

distance threshold of development sites.  However, 

when determining where to expend its own resources it 

should give priority to those areas in which there are 

clusters of low quality/low value spaces with the 

explicit aim of increasing the proportion of city 

residents living within the distance threshold of high 
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quality/high value spaces and facilities.  Chapters 6-20 

of this report give the current proportion of properties 

across the city within meeting this requirement. 
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 3: The Policy Context 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction The first step in preparing an assessment such as this is to 

identify the policy context within which it is set.  For 

obvious reasons, the more that Government policy 

cascades down to local plans and strategies the easier it 

will be to ensure that resources are used as effectively as 

possible to deliver agreed national and local outcomes.  It 

should also make it easier to attract Lottery or other 

funding which supports Government priorities.  

Accordingly, we have reviewed a number of national, 

regional and local policy documents, plans and strategies 

and summarise them in Appendices A and B.  This chapter 

provides a brief overview of the main implications of them 

for the Assessment. 

 

The Implications of 

National and 

Regional Policy 

In terms of national and regional policy: 

 

 National policy emphasis has shifted very clearly from 

quantity to quality and accessibility.  This very much 

accords with the approach that Portsmouth has 

adopted because of the combination of development 

pressures and a very constrained supply of developable 

land. 

 

 The Council needs a tool it can use to monitor the 

proportion of green spaces in the city that meet Green 

Flag Award standard.  The Government regards the 

state of local environments as increasingly important 

and is requiring local authorities to take effective 

action to deliver what these days is known as 

“liveability”.  Moreover, it is beginning to measure the 

performance of local authorities in terms of the quality 

of environment they deliver for their area’s residents 

and visitors.  The Green Flag scheme, originally 

developed purely as a way of recognising high quality 

parks, is now being widened to encompass all forms of 

green space.  The Government view is very clearly that 

any council which does not deliver demonstrable 

“continuous improvement” in indicators such as the 

total area of Green Flag standard space in its area is 

failing.  

 

 Streets and hard surfaced spaces (”grey spaces”) are 
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every bit as important as green spaces  

 

 There is a clear national need to drive up participation 

in sport and physical activity, primarily in the interests 

of health promotion.  

 

The Implications of 

City-wide Policy 

Bringing the common threads of city-wide policy together 

suggests a need for those responsible for the City’s open 

space, sport and recreation provision to work in 

partnership with other council departments, local 

communities and others to concentrate on four key 

priorities.  With the plans or strategies to which they relate 

in brackets, they are: 

 

To enhance the City’s environment, in order to: 

 

 Help attract inward investment (Community Strategy, 

Cultural Strategy, Local Plan) 

 Improve the quality of life for residents (Community 

Strategy, Cultural Strategy, Community Safety Strategy, 

Local Plan) 

 Remove some of the symbols of deprivation, promote 

local pride, especially in deprived areas, and reduce 

anti-social behaviour (Community Strategy, Local Plan, 

Community Safety Strategy) 

 Attract visitors and maximise the economic benefits of 

tourism (Community Strategy, Cultural Strategy, Local 

Plan) 

 Encourage local residents to take part in more out-of-

home social and other activities in order to help 

strengthen neighbourliness (Community Strategy, 

Community Safety Strategy, Sport and Physical Activity 

Strategy) 

 Attract and encourage local people to take more 

interest in their local environment and help care for it 

(Community Strategy, Cultural Strategy, Community 

Safety Strategy) 

 Promote nature conservation and conserve the city’s 

natural resources (Community Strategy, Local Plan) 

 Make the city more “legible” and improve the local 

distinctiveness of neighbourhoods within it (Local Plan, 

Cultural Strategy, Local Transport Plan) 

 Encourage local residents to walk and cycle more in 

order to reduce pollution and congestion and improve 

personal health (Community Strategy, Corporate Plan, 

Local Plan, Integrated Health Development Strategy, 

Local Transport Plan, Cycling Strategy) 

 Improve the appearance of key sites and “gateways” to 

the city (Community Strategy, Local Plan, Cultural 

Strategy) 

 

To make the most of the seafront and waterfront, in order 

to: 

 

 Promote Portsmouth as a unique waterfront city with a 
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rich history of international significance (Community 

Strategy, Corporate Plan, Cultural Strategy, Local Plan) 

 

To boost physical activity and sports participation, in 

order to: 

 

 Reverse the decline in residents’ use of swimming 

pools, other sports facilities and parks, playgrounds, 

gardens and open spaces (Cultural Strategy, Integrated 

Health Development Strategy, Sport and Physical 

Activity Strategy, MORI survey) 

 Reverse the decline in participation in the pitch sports 

(Cultural Strategy, Sport and Physical Activity Strategy, 

Playing Pitch Assessment) 

 Promote better individual health and healthy lifestyles, 

thereby reducing health inequalities (Community 

Strategy, Corporate Plan, Integrated Health 

Development Strategy) 

 Promote walking and cycling, thereby reducing 

dependency on the car and therefore congestion and 

pollution (Community Strategy, Corporate Plan, Local 

Plan, Local Transport Plan, Integrated Health 

Development Strategy, Cycling Strategy) 

 Make public spaces busier and therefore safer 

(Community Strategy, Corporate Plan, Community 

Safety Strategy) 

 

To use the planning system creatively, in order to: 

 

 Deliver worthwhile enhancements to greenspaces and 

the rest of the public realm through the development 

process (Community Strategy, Corporate Plan, Local 

Plan) 

 Increase the amount of tree cover and other vegetation 

in order to boost air quality (Community Strategy, Local 

Plan, Cultural Strategy, Local Transport Plan) 

 

The City’s Social 

Geography 

The City Council has split the city into 23 neighbourhood 

forum areas.  These provide a consistent way of referring 

to different areas of the city and reflect the social 

geography of it much better than wards.  However, at the 

suggestion of the Council we have combined Buckland and 

South Buckland into a single neighbourhood of “Buckland”.   

We have used the resulting 22 neighbourhoods when 

reviewing provision across the city and in the remainder of 

this chapter summarise a number of key points relating to 

the City’s social geography derived from census data 

provided by the City Council.  To do this, we have prepared 

a number of simple maps to illustrate the main aspects of 

social geography relevant to open space, sport and 

recreation provision.  The maps, which are bound 

separately in order to facilitate cross-referencing the text 

and maps, identify: 

 

 Development density (Census Map 1) 
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 Socio-economic groups (Census Maps 2 and 3) 

 Age of residents (Census Maps 4 to 7) 

 Households with no car (Census Map 8) 

 

 For the socio-economic map we have used the standard 

groups used by the Office of National Statistics and based 

on the occupation of the head of each household, namely: 

 

A Higher managerial and professional  

B Intermediate managerial; and professional 

C1 Skilled clerical or junior managerial and 

professional 

C2 Skilled manual 

D Unskilled manual 

E Pensioners and casual workers 

 

 These social groups are grouped into two broad 

classifications, ABC1 and C2DE, which correspond broadly 

to higher and lower income households. 

 

 The maps highlight the following key points: 

 

Census Map 1: Development Density 

 

 Census Map 1 shows the number of dwellings per 

hectare across the city, with over 100 dwellings per 

hectare in a number of places.  Broadly speaking, the 

central spine of the city, running from Stamshaw and 

Tipner south through Fratton and down to Southsea, 

with Southsea and the western part of Eastney having 

the largest concentration of high density housing.  

Conversely, the lowest density areas are on the 

northern edge of the City, in Paulsgrove, West Cosham 

and Drayton and Farlington, and in the naval dockyard 

area of Portsea.  This results in a mismatch between 

the location of the city’s largest open spaces and its 

dwellings, although this is simply a corollary of housing 

density.  Southsea Common therefore stands out as the 

only major greenspace located immediately adjacent to 

a high density residential area.  The practical 

implication of this is that the densest areas of the city 

have very few and then only small greenspaces, apart 

from Victoria Park. 

 

Census Maps 2 and 3: Socio-economic Status 

 

 The highest concentration of ABC1 households is in 

Old Portsmouth, Anchorage Park and Drayton and 

Farlington.  These are the areas likely to have the 

highest participation in hockey, rugby, tennis and 

indoor sports.  Conversely, the highest concentration of 

C2DE households is in Paulsgrove, Portsea, North 

Southsea and Landport.  Therefore these are the areas 

likely to generate the highest participation in sports 

that appeal to these social groups, such as football.   

 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment 32 

Census Maps 4-7: Age of Residents 

 

 The highest concentration of children aged 5-9 is in 

Paulsgrove and West Cosham and the central spine of 

the city, particularly Copnor, Buckland and Fratton.  

These are therefore the areas in which there is the 

greatest need for high capacity play facilities. 

 

 The highest concentration of young people aged 10-19 

is in Portsea, Landport, Highbury and Paulsgrove.    

Therefore these are the areas with the greatest need 

for teenage provision. 

 

 The highest concentration of people aged 15-44 is in 

Portsea, Landport, Central Southsea, Highbury and 

Paulsgrove.  This is the age group most likely to take 

part in the pitch sports. 

 

 The highest concentration of older people is in Old 

Portsmouth and Drayton and Farlington.  This is the 

age group most likely to play bowls and both of these 

areas are fairly remote from the Victory Indoor Bowls 

Club. 

 

Census Map 8: Car Ownership 

 

 Car ownership is lowest in the Portsea, Landport, 

Buckland, Hilsea and Paulsgrove areas.  It is highest on 

the eastern side of the city, in Anchorage Park, Drayton 

and Farlington, Baffins, Milton, Eastney and Old 

Portsmouth.  This means that a significant proportion 

of residents in the central part of the city probably have 

to rely on public transport, cycling or walking to access 

large greenspaces and sport and recreation facilities.  

Victoria Park is obviously of significant importance to 

people in these areas. 
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 4: Local Needs 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter summarises local views on provision in 

Portsmouth.  It is based on three main sources of 

information: 

 

 A self-completion survey of Portsmouth residents.  The 

City Council placed the questionnaire on its website 

and also provided hard copies in public buildings such 

as local libraries throughout the District.  It also invited 

members of staff living in the city to complete the 

questionnaire, as all members of staff are also 

members of the public.   

 Interviews with local stakeholders, such as governing 

bodies of sport and local sports clubs  

 Discussions with Council officials 

 

Survey of City 

Residents 

The self-completion survey generated just under 320 

responses from residents across the city, although around 

half lived to the north of Port Creek.  The text below 

summarises the main results, with the various output 

tables grouped together in Appendix C. 

 

 The Quality of City-wide Provision 

 

We first asked for respondents’ views on the quality of 

various forms of open space or sport and recreation 

provision across the city as a whole, some of them generic 

(eg “off-road cycleways”) and some of them specific sites 

(eg Hilsea Lines).  The net percentages classing provision 

as good or very good (that is, the percentage classing 

provision as good or very good minus the percentage 

classing it as poor or very poor) were: 

 

Generic forms of provision 

 

 Commercial Fitness Centres 49% 

 Public leisure centres 42% 

 Nature conservation and wildlife areas 36% 

 Water sports areas 31% 

 Off-road cycleways 26% 

 Community centres 8% 

 Public swimming pools 3% 

 Youth centres -5% 
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Specific Sites 

 

 Portsdown Hill 63% 

 Southsea Common 60% 

 Farlington Marshes 49% 

 The Seafront 48% 

 Langstone Harbour coastal path 39% 

 Milton Common 31% 

 Hilsea Lines 20% 

 

 Overall, therefore, respondents rated commercial fitness 

centres and public leisure centres as the best quality 

facilities in the city and youth centres, public swimming 

pools and community centres the worst.  The low rating for 

public swimming pools is worrying as the Council invests 

considerable sums in keeping its pools open and implies a 

need particularly to invest in upgrading these forms of 

provision.  However, more positively it can be taken as 

support for the Council’s proposal to build a 50 m pool at 

the Mountbatten Centre and then close the Victoria Swim 

Centre. 

 

 Satisfaction with specific high profile sites is generally 

better, with an absolute majority of respondents regarding 

the quality of Portsdown Hill and Southsea Common as at 

least good, with Farlington Marshes and the Seafront very 

close to an absolute majority.  The priorities for 

enhancement are clearly Hilsea Lines – which we find 

surprising, as this area is very accessible and scored well in 

our audit - Milton Common and to a lesser extent the 

Langstone Coastal Path. 

 

 The Quantity of City-wide Provision 

 

The second set of questions related to the quantity of local 

provision across the city as a whole.  The net percentage of 

respondents thinking that there is a need for more 

provision of different kinds was: 

 

 Commercial Fitness Centres -28% 

 Community centres 17% 

 Nature conservation and wildlife areas 26% 

 Off-road cycleways 61% 

 Public leisure centres 30% 

 Public swimming pools 37% 

 Water sports areas 16% 

 Youth centres 43% 

 

 Accordingly a majority of respondents would like to see 

more of all of these forms of provision except commercial 

fitness centres, with their main priorities being off-road 

cycleways, youth centres, public swimming pools and 

public leisure centres. 
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 The Quality of Local Provision 

 

The third set of questions asked respondents’ attitude to 

the quality of provision in the area in which they live, 

defined as within about 15 minutes walk of home.  We 

have analysed the results of these questions by postcode 

district (PO1, PO2, PO3, PO4, PO5, PO6, PO7 and PO9) as 

the number of respondents in most postcode sectors (eg 

PO 1 1, PO1 2) is too small to have faith in the results.  The 

map below identifies the location of each sector, from 

which it is clear that only a tiny part of PO7 is in the City 

and none of PO9.  Accordingly we have ignored the three 

respondents from PO9. 

 

 

 

 

 In summary, the proportion of respondents in each district 

classing local provision as either good or very good was: 
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 PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 All 

Parks and public gardens 89% 65% 92% 86% 76% 80% 100% 80% 

Green spaces in housing areas 36% 39% 64% 49% 38% 66% 50% 86% 

Grass pitches in public use 50% 50% 80% 52% 52% 74% 100% 66% 

Public use changing pavilions 15% 23% 29% 30% 17% 33% 0% 32% 

Grass pitches on school sites 13% 47% 80% 35% 31% 78% 50% 65% 

Public tennis courts 37% 17% 27% 73% 61% 39% 0% 44% 

Club tennis courts 36% 33% 38% 55% 77% 50% 0% 46% 

Bowling greens 64% 80% 69% 81% 80% 69% 100% 71% 

Allotments 16% 79% 85% 54% 41% 50% 100% 53% 

Churchyards and cemeteries 71% 75% 78% 71% 58% 77% 100% 73% 

Children’s play (<8) 55% 50% 73% 69% 40% 70% 100% 65% 

Children’s play (8-12) 45% 38% 45% 54% 26% 55% 100% 51% 

Teenage facilities 13% 19% 11% 66% 38% 23% 100% 29% 

Averages 42% 47% 59% 60% 49% 59% 69% 62% 

 

 
Note: this table gives the percentage of respondents in each area, and in 

the city as whole, who classed each form of provision as either good or 

very good, as a percentage of those respondents who expressed a view – 

in other words, ignoring those who either did not respond or answered 

“Don’t know”. 

 

 Overall, therefore, a significant proportion of respondents 

are satisfied with the quality of most forms of provision 

within the City.  The provision that only a minority across 

the City regard as being of good quality are public use 

changing pavilions, public and club tennis courts and 

teenage facilities.  This conclusion tends broadly to apply 

in each of the postcode districts, with the following 

exceptions: 

 

 Only a minority of respondents in PO1, PO2 and PO5 

view the quality of greenspaces in housing areas as at 

least good 

 Grass pitches on school sites appear to be of the lowest 

quality in PO1, PO4 and PO5 

 Public tennis courts in PO2, PO3 and PO7 appear to be 

particularly poor, as do club courts in PO1, PO2, PO3 

and PO7 

 Allotments are particularly poor in PO1 and PO5 

 The quality of children’s play provision in PO5 (under 

8s) and in PO1, PO2, PO3, PO5 and PO7 (8-12 years) is 

regarded as poor by a majority of respondents 

 

 The Quantity of Local Provision 

 

We also asked respondents to comment on the quantity of 

provision in their home area.  As with the quality of local 

provision, we have analysed the results by Postcode 

District.  The proportions of respondents identifying a 

need for more provision in their home areas are:  
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 PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 All 

Parks and public gardens 59% 75% 50% 43% 48% 64% 50% 59% 

Green spaces in housing areas 81% 84% 55% 63% 72% 60% 100% 65% 

Grass pitches in public use 55% 67% 58% 53% 62% 61% 50% 59% 

Public use changing pavilions 67% 92% 75% 69% 82% 36% 100% 74% 

Grass pitches on school sites 64% 81% 55% 89% 75% 53% 50% 61% 

Public tennis courts 67% 85% 64% 47% 48% 78% 50% 69% 

Club tennis courts 62% 30% 14% 33% 58% 46% 0% 46% 

Bowling greens 32% 54% 33% 27% 35% 45% 0% 40% 

Allotments 75% 69% 45% 54% 74% 58% 0% 59% 

Churchyards and cemeteries 29% 54% 22% 39% 35% 30% 0% 32% 

Children’s play (<8) 70% 72% 30% 61% 83% 60% 50% 62% 

Children’s play (8-12) 70% 81% 70% 71% 83% 72% 100% 74% 

Teenage facilities 74% 93% 100% 76% 78% 89% 100% 86% 

Averages 62% 72% 52% 56% 64% 58% 50% 60% 

 

 Unusually in our experience of PPG17 related local surveys, 

a majority of respondents therefore see a need for more of 

most kinds of provision in their home areas, with the 

exception of tennis courts.  Whether there is land for more 

provision, and indeed the funding for it, is of course 

another matter. 

 

 Most Valued Spaces and Facilities 

 

We asked respondents to identify the spaces they value the 

most in their home area.  The most frequently named sites, 

in alphabetical order, were: 

 

Most Valued Parks 

 

 Baffins Pond 

 College Park 

 Cosham Park 

 Drayton Park 

 East Lodge Park 

 Farlington Recreation Area 

 Milton Park 

 Southsea Common 

 Victoria Park 

 Wimbledon Park 

 

Most valued play areas for children aged under 8 

 

 Alexandra Park 

 Baffins Pond 

 Canoe Lake  

 Cosham Park 

 Drayton Park 

 East Lodge Park 

 Farlington Recreation Area 

 Highbury Park 

 Hilsea Lido Park 

 Milton Park 

 Southsea Common 

 Wimbledon Park 

 Wimbledon Park 
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 Most valued play area for children aged 8-12 

 

 Bransbury Park 

 Canoe Lake  

 College Park 

 Cosham Park 

 Drayton Park 

 East Lodge 

 Farlington Recreation Area 

 Milton Park 

 Southsea Common 

 Wimbledon Park 

 Zetland Park 

 

 Most valued teenage facility 

 

 Bransbury Park 

 Drayton Park 

 Milton Park 

 Portsdown Hill 

 Southsea Skatepark 

 Zetland Park 

 

 Most valued pitch sport site 

 

 Bransbury Park 

 Cosham Park 

 Drayton Park 

 East Lodge 

 Farlington Recreation Area 

 King George V Playing Field 

 Mountbatten Centre 

 Roko 

 Southsea Common 

 Springfield School 

 

 It is safe to assume that the above spaces are regarded by 

residents as the best and most valued spaces in the city.  

Accordingly they set the standard to which the Council 

should aspire for other spaces. 

 

 

 

Distance Thresholds 

 

Walking Time Thresholds 

 

As a compact, congested and high density city, it is 

obviously desirable to maximise the extent to which 

residents either walk or use bicycles to access open spaces 

and sport and recreation facilities.  Accordingly, we asked 

residents the length of time for which they would be 

willing to walk, on a regular basis, to different forms of 

provision.  In order to analyse the results, we have 

calculated the length of time for which around 70-75% of 

those respondents expressing an opinion said they are 
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willing to walk.  The results, extrapolated to the nearest 

minute, are: 

 

 Allotments 11 minutes 

 Bowling greens 11 minutes 

 Community centre 12 minutes 

 Grass sports pitch 12 minutes 

 Park 10 minutes 

 Play areas for children under 8 9 minutes 

 Play area for children aged 8-12 9 minutes 

 Public leisure centre 14 minutes 

 Swimming Pool 16 minutes 

 Teenage facilities 13 minutes 

 Tennis court 12 minutes 

 Youth centre 13 minutes 

 

 It is cumbersome to have a range of different 

time/distance thresholds at one minute intervals.  

Accordingly we recommend rounding the time thresholds 

to the nearest 5 minutes, giving the following thresholds 

for Portsmouth: 

 

 10 minutes: allotments, bowling greens, community 

centres, grass sports pitches, parks, children’s play 

areas, teenage facilities, tennis courts and youth 

centres 

 15 minutes: artificial turf pitches, public leisure 

centres, swimming pools and youth centres 

 

Note: while we did not ask how far respondents to the public survey were 

willing to walk to an artificial turf pitch, we have assumed that they have a 

similar catchment to leisure centres and swimming pools 

 

 On the Ground Distance Thresholds 

 

A typical walking speed is around 80 metres per minute 

and cycling around 200 metres per minute.  Accordingly 

10 and 15 minute walking times translate into a walking 

distance of around 800 and 1200 m and assuming that 

individuals are willing to cycle for as long as they say they 

are willing to walk, around 2000 and 3000 km cycling 

distance. 

 

 Straight Line Distance Thresholds  

 

Individuals in a city like Portsmouth are rarely able to go 

from A to B in a straight line except for very short 

distances.  Accordingly, straight line distance thresholds 

are normally shorter than actual distances walked or 

cycled.  The longer the journey, the closer the two 

distances and vice versa.  We have found, however, that it 

is reasonable to assume for walking and cycling times of 

10-15 minutes that the straight line distance will be around 

three quarters of the actual distance travelled.  

Accordingly, we recommend the following distance 

thresholds for Portsmouth: 
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 10 minutes walk: 600 m straight line distance 

 15 minutes walk: 900 m straight line distance 

 

 10 minutes cycling: 1,500 m straight line distance 

 15 minutes cycling: 2,250 m straight line distance 

 

Stakeholder 

Interviews 

Local residents are a good source of information on the 

adequacy or otherwise of forms of provision such as parks 

and amenity spaces, but those not involved in sports have 

relatively little knowledge of how well the supply of 

facilities matches the demand for them.  Accordingly we 

conducted telephone interviews with a number of key 

stakeholders with detailed knowledge and experience of 

those sports which require significant amounts of land: 

 

County Governing Bodies of Sport 

 

 Hampshire Cricket 

 Hampshire Football Association 

 Hampshire Rugby Football Union 

 

Local Sports Associations 

 

 Portsmouth Football Association 

 Portsmouth Lawn Tennis Association 

 Portsmouth and District Bowling Association 

 

Local Sports Leagues 

 

 South Hants Glass Youth Football League 

 Portsmouth Sunday Football League 

 

Local Sport Clubs 

 

 Portsmouth Rugby Football Club 

 Nomads Rugby Football Club 

 Portsmouth and Southsea Hockey Club 

 Portsmouth Hockey Club (men’s and women’s sections) 

 Southsea Lawn Tennis Club 

 

 We give a summary of these interviews in Appendix D and 

also highlight key points from them in chapters 7-17. 

 

Discussions with 

Council Officials 

We have also discussed various aspects of this assessment 

during the course of it with officials from various Council 

services, including planning, sport and recreation and 

greenspace management and maintenance.  We have not 

prepared a summary of these discussions, but woven the 

conclusions of them into the material below as 

appropriate. 
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 5: Quality Standards 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction Appendix F sets out a number of general requirements 

plus draft quality and suggested minimum size standards 

for: 

 

Greenspaces Allotments 

 Amenity greenspaces 

 Bowling greens 

 Play provision  

 Natural greenspaces 

 Parks and Gardens 

 Seafront areas 

 Sports pitches 

 Teenage Facilities 

 Tennis and multi-courts 

 

Indoor provision Community centres and halls 

 Indoor sports halls and swimming 

pools 

 

 Each of the quality standards is derived from examples of 

best practice, such as the Green Flag Award criteria for 

parks, or published guidance, for example from English 

Nature or Sport England, and links directly to the KCA audit 

forms.  For the sake of concision, we have also included 

the accessibility standards/distance thresholds from 

Chapter 4 and the quantity standards identified in 

Chapters 6-20 below. 
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 6: Allotments 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of allotments across the 

City, derives a quantity standard and then applies it to 

identify potential shortfalls or surpluses in provision. 

 

Quality and Value Our audit of local allotments provision encompassed ten of 

the eleven sites listed on the Council’s website; we did not 

include the Durrants site at Rowlands Castle as it is not 

within the city boundary. 

 

 The average quality and value scores for the ten sites were 

77% and 97% respectively.  The scores relate to: 

 

 Quality: the range of facilities (eg the availability of 

water supplies, trading sheds/shops, toilets); general 

characteristics (eg signage, informal surveillance from 

neighbouring properties and condition); and 

accessibility (eg the availability of parking and access 

for people with disabilities) 

 Value: contribution to local amenity (eg appearance, 

value as a visual screen or buffer); contribution to 

recreation and well-being (eg attractiveness to potential 

plot-holders, recreational value); and wildlife and 

habitat value. 

 

 The chart below shows the quality and value scores for the 

various sites.  While it appears to have scores for only nine 

sites, the Eastney Lake and Milton Piece sites had identical 

quality and value scores of 78% and 100% respectively and 

so appear as a single point on the chart: 
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Allotments Quality and Value
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 These scores mean that Portsmouth’s allotment sites are 

generally very good, with few changes required to them.  

The sites with the lowest quality scores – Knowsley Road, 

Stamshaw and Tipner, Horsea Lane – are let down primarily 

by poor provision for people with disabilities, although 

Knowsley Road also lacks facilities, such as toilets and a 

shop/trading shed, as a result of its small size.  The two 

sites with the lowest values scores - Longmeadow and 

Moneyfields - have only limited biodiversity value but 

otherwise scored well in the audit. 

 

 Map 6.1 shows the various sites as high/low quality and 

value, with the cut-off point between high and low being 

the average scores of 77% and 97%.  Accordingly, “low” is 

very much relative, rather than a criticism of any of the 

sites.  However, it will be desirable to enhance disabled 

provision at some of the larger sites and to work with plot-

holders to enhance bio-diversity. 

 

Accessibility Map 6.1 also shows the accessibility of the various sites, 

using the 10 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standard derived in Chapter 4.  

Overall, 20% of the city’s dwellings lie within a 10-minute 

walk of at least one allotment site and 61% within a 10-

minute cycle ride.  The only significant area outwith the 10-

minute cycling distance threshold are in the south-west 

part of the city, encompassing Buckland, Landport, 

Portsea, Old Portsmouth and Southsea.  These are also the 

areas of the city with the highest proportion of households 

with no car. 

 

 Traditionally, most allotment holders tends to come from 

the C2DE social groups – although this is changing as 

more and more ABC1 households decide to “grow their 

own”.  Map 6.1 compares the location of the city’s 

allotment sites with housing density and demonstrates that 

several of the sites are peripheral to housing areas, thereby 

minimising the number of households with easy travel 
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distance.  Put another way, there appear to be accessibility 

deficiencies in part of Paulsgrove, Drayton and Farlington 

and Southsea. 

 

Quantity The city currently has 1,490 individual plots, occupying 

277,630 sq m of land, within its boundary.  Accordingly 

the average plot size is around 186 sq m.  This suggests 

that the City currently has roughly equal numbers of 5-rod 

(approximately 125 sq m) and 10-rod (approximately 250 

sq m) plots.  All of the plots are tenanted, although a few 

tenants appear to be ignoring their plots, much to the 

annoyance of nearby plot holders, and there is a waiting 

list at all sites.  

 

 Local Views 

 

Our survey of the views of the local community identified 

that a majority of respondents throughout the city, except 

in Anchorage Park and Baffins, saw a need for more 

allotment provision in their area.  

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

In Appendix J1 we calculate that the current level of 

provision equates to one plot to around 125 people or 

1.50 sq m per person. 

 

 We understand that the Council has waiting lists equivalent 

to a need for around 100 additional plots, although some 

of those on them already have a plot but would like to 

change to another site.  In order to provide enough 

additional plots to wipe out the current waiting lists, there 

will be a need for a total of around 296,000 sq m of 

provision, giving a provision standard of around 1.6 sq m 

per person.  This calculation assumes that the present 

proportions of 5 and 10-rod plots will continue, although 

there is a general national trend towards the sub-division 

of 10-rod plots.  However, this is likely to be counter-

balanced by growth in the popularity of allotment 

gardening as housing densities increase and domestic 

gardens in new developments are necessarily smaller as a 

result.  We have assumed that the two trends will roughly 

cancel out. 

 

 Application of Quantity Standard 

 

Appendix J1 also applies the proposed quantity standard of 

1.60 sq m per person to the city’s current and forecast 

2012 population of 198,000 to identify the following 

rounded shortfalls: 

 

 Current 18,700 sq m (1.9 ha) 

 100 plots 

 

 By 2012 38,300 sq m (2.6 ha) 

 206 plots 
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 This is a net city-wide calculation, but Appendix J1 

identifies a surplus of provision in Baffins Hilsea, Milton 

and Old Cosham and shortfalls in all other 

neighbourhoods.  The greatest shortfalls are in Central 

Southsea, Fratton, Drayton and Farlington, North End and 

Eastney.  This is a slightly theoretical calculation: first, it 

assumes that all residents of the city are equally likely to 

want to rent an allotment, which is unlikely to be the case, 

and second it assumes that it will be possible to identify 

land that the Council can allocate for use as new 

allotments.  Obviously this is unlikely in Central Southsea, 

Fratton and North End, at least.  Accordingly we suggest 

that it will be best to try to find new sites which will help 

overcome some of the accessibility deficiencies from C2DE 

households identified above in Paulsgrove and Drayton and 

Farlington. 

 

Quality Standard We set out the proposed quality standard for allotments in 

Appendix F. 

 

Recommendations We recommend that the City Council should aim to allocate 

around 2.6 ha of land for additional allotments in its Local 

Development Framework if it can identify suitable sites. 
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 7: Artificial Turf Pitches 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of artificial turf pitches 

(ATPs) in the city and derives a quantity standard. 

 

 ATPs (also known as Synthetic Turf Pitches or STPs) are 

becoming increasingly significant as a means of providing 

for the pitch sports.  As they have evolved over the last 

twenty years, they have become more sport-specific and 

therefore more specialised.  The initial artificial surface, 

AstroTurf, was designed for the Houston Astrodome – 

hence its name – and this has become a generic term 

rather like “Hoovers” for vacuum cleaners.  However, hardly 

any current ATPs are actually AstroTurf, which is now used 

mainly for other purposes such as patios, practice putting 

greens and heavy duty play areas. 

 

 Broadly speaking there are currently three main types of 

artificial turf: 

 

 Water-based surfaces, designed for hockey.  These 

pitches have a felt-like surface and are sprayed with 

water before use in order to slow down the ball and 

reduce the likelihood of friction burns when players 

fall. 

 Third generation (3G) surfaces, designed for football 

and, to a lesser extent, rugby.  These pitches have a 

35-50 mm long pile, designed to simulate blades of 

grass, infilled with small rubber granules. 

 Sand-filled or sand-dressed surfaces, which are 

intended to be suitable for hockey, football, rugby and 

tennis.  These pitches also have artificial blades of 

grass, but they are usually 25-30 mm long and have a 

sand infill.  Sand-filled and sand-dressed surfaces 

predate water-based and 3G surfaces and are not 

particularly good for any sport.  However, like other 

artificial surfaces, they can withstand high levels of 

wear. 

 

 All artificial carpets should last for around 7-10 years after 

which they have to be replaced.  However, replacing the 

carpet costs significantly less than the initial construction, 

which has to include baseworks, fencing and ideally, 

floodlighting. 
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Quality and Value We have identified a total of 11 ATPs in the city as follows: 

 

 Sand-  Water- 

 filled based 

School ATPs 

Admiral Lord Nelson School 1  

City of Portsmouth Girls School 1  

Medina School 1  

Miltoncross School 1  

Portsmouth Grammar School 1  

Priory School 1  

 

Royal Navy ATPs  

Fleet Sports Ground 1 1 

Whale Island 1  

 

Public ATPs 

Mountbatten Centre 1  

 

University ATPs 

Langstone Student Village 1 

 

 We have not undertaken a formal audit of the various ATPs 

in the city.  The main reasons for this are: 

 

 Almost all of them have been constructed in the past 

few years, are fenced to prevent unauthorised use and 

well looked after, so any audit would identify only 

marginal differences in their quality, at best  

 It is possible adequately to summarise the quality and 

value of the various pitches in words rather than 

through numerical scores 

 

 Of the various pitches, the Royal Navy and University 

pitches are in good condition, although the Navy ones have 

only limited public use; the carpet of the Mountbatten 

Centre pitch is effectively at the end of its useful life, but 

the City Council is committed to its replacement; and the 

school pitches are of varying quality and size.  However, all 

are floodlit, except for the pitch at the City of Portsmouth 

Girls’ School which is therefore of little value for 

community use. 

 

 In qualitative terms, the greatest current need is for 

greater community access to water-based pitches designed 

for hockey. 

 

Accessibility In Chapter 4 we identified a 15-minute distance 

threshold/accessibility standard for ATPs and Map 7.1 

shows the location of them in the city.  55% of dwellings 

are within a 15-minute walk of at least one ATP, although 

only 46% within this distance of one with public use.  95% 

of dwellings lie within a 15-minute cycle ride, and this 

percentage applies to both all pitches and those pitches 

with community use. 
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Quantity The City Council’s proposed 50 m pool development will 

result in the closure of the Mountbatten Centre pitch, but 

the development also includes a replacement.  In addition, 

the University is currently seeking to provide a 3G pitch at 

its playing fields in Milton.  It will then transfer as much 

football demand as it can from its present sand-based 

pitch, freeing up time for the Portsmouth Hockey Club and 

University hockey teams.  The new 3G will also be used by 

Portsmouth Rugby Football Club for training. 

  

 Provided the Mountbatten and University developments 

proceed, the city will have a total of twelve ATPs: 

 

 One water-based pitch, with limited community access 

because it is owned by the Royal Navy 

 One 3G pitch, at the University playing fields 

 Ten sand-filled or sand-dressed pitches, of which one 

will be at the Mountbatten Centre, two will be owned by 

the Royal Navy with limited community use, one owned 

by the University and six by schools 

 

 Of the existing and proposed ATPs in the city, only the one 

at the Mountbatten Centre is available throughout the peak 

hours for community use each week, with restrictions on 

the amount of public use at all of the others.  There are 

also two ATPs in the city that are below full size and 

therefore of only limited in terms of their ability to 

accommodate football and rugby demand – at the City of 

Portsmouth Girls’ School and the Medina Primary School.  

In appendix J2 we calculate, by taking account of both size 

and availability for community use, that the eleven current 

ATPs are equivalent to approximately 4.9 public use ATPs 

or one public ATP equivalent to around 39,400 people. 

 

 We have sought to identify the views of the potential users 

of ATPs by interviewing representatives of the local football 

leagues and the rugby and hockey clubs.   

 

 Football Views 

 

The International and European Football Federations have 

approved 3G pitches of almost all standards of play.  

However, the (English) Football Association (FA) has 

publicly welcomed the opportunities they can create for 

more community football, and has even published a 

specification for them.  In spite of this, to date it has taken 

a fairly cautious line in relation to their use by local 

leagues, ostensibly because of a concern that if some clubs 

or teams play their matches on ATPs, other teams may be 

at a disadvantage.  This view does not stand up to critical 

examination, because football officials do not worry much 

about the enormous differences between very good and 

very bad grass pitches.   
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 However, it means that local football interests are equally 

cautious.  On the one hand, they can see that 3G pitches 

have enormous potential benefits for their game, especially 

given the unplayability of many grass pitches in the city in 

January-March 2007.  On the other, until the FA sanction 

their use for community matches, clubs and local leagues 

are unlikely to be willing to allow the use of ATPs for match 

play.  This will require something of a culture change, but 

it is probably essential for the future of the sport.  In the 

meantime, clubs and teams are more than happy to use 

artificial surfaces for training, practice and coaching. 

 

 Rugby Views 

 

Hampshire Rugby regards the provision of at least one 3G 

pitch as the game’s top priority in Portsmouth.  This view 

is supported by the Rugby Clubs, which see such a pitch as 

creating opportunities for their teams to train and practice 

more without increasing the wear on their match pitches.  

Portsmouth Rugby Club is working actively with the 

University to provide a 3G pitch at the University’s playing 

fields in Milton. 

 

 Hockey Interests 

 

All league hockey matches are now played on artificial 

surfaces – preferably water-based, but sand-filled if a 

water-based pitch is not available.  The Portsmouth Hockey 

Club has recently moved its matches to the University’s 

sand-filled pitch in the expectation that it will be able to 

use it to a significantly greater extent once the University 

builds its 3G pitch as this will reduce the demand for the 

sand-filled one from football.  Ideally, however, the hockey 

clubs would like to have greater access to a water-based 

pitch in the city. 

 

Quantity Standard Given the City Council’s commitment to replacing the 

Mountbatten Centre pitch, and assuming the University is 

able to progress its proposed 3G pitch, the city will have 

slightly more provision within the next few years.  In the 

short term this should be adequate.  Looking to the future, 

however, there is likely to be a significant increase in the 

demand for 3G pitches, complemented by a reduction in 

the demand for grass pitches.  The main reasons for this 

are: 

 

 Climate change, leading to grass pitches being 

waterlogged more often in winter and therefore 

unplayable for lengthy periods 

 An acceptance by football interests that 3G pitches 

allow significantly more play per week, with a 

consistent standard of surface from one pitch to 

another  

 The potential to create mid-week floodlit leagues, 

possibly over shorter periods than the traditional 90 

minutes, in order to keep older players in the game for 
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longer and bring younger ones into it more effectively. 

 

 In the long term we believe that most football training and 

formal match play in cities such as Portsmouth will take 

place on artificial surfaces: the advantages are too 

important to ignore.  However, it will take some time to 

achieve this, partly for the reasons given above and partly 

because of the need for significant investment in pitch 

construction.  Nonetheless, the City Council should aim to 

ensure that there are at least 50% more public ATP 

equivalents within the next decade.  Taking the current 

provision as roughly 4.9 public pitch equivalents, and 

allowing for anticipated population growth to 2012, this 

will require the creation of approximately three additional 

public use pitch equivalents.  As calculated in Appendix J2, 

this gives a quantity standard of 0.27 sq m per person. 

 

Quality Standard We set out the proposed quality standard for ATPs in 

Appendix F. 

 

Recommendations We recommend that the Council should: 

 

 Use the planning system to protect all of the current 

artificial turf pitches in the city 

 Adopt a quantity standard of 0.27 sq m per person 

 Keep the demand for artificial turf pitches constantly 

under review and investigate with football interests the 

potential to move some of the matches currently played 

on grass pitches to artificial surfaces.  This will allow an 

expansion of participation without requiring 

significantly more land and should also be cost 

effective. 
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 8: Bowling Greens 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of bowling greens 

across the City, derives a quantity standard and then 

applies it to identify potential shortfalls or surpluses in 

provision. 

 

Quality and Value We have identified and audited a total of 17 greens on 11 

sites: 

 

 Alexandra Bowls and Social Club 

 Alexandra Park (2 greens) 

 Canoe Lake 

 College Park 

 Copnor Road 

 Cosham Park (2 greens) 

 Drayton Park 

 Milton Park (2 greens) 

 Pembroke Gardens Bowling Club 

 Southsea Common (3 greens) 

 Waverley Bowls and Social Club 

 

 The average quality and value scores for the facilities at 

these sites were 96% and 99% respectively.  The scores 

relate to: 

 

 Quality: the extent to which there is a need for better 

maintenance or upgrading of general characteristics 

(eg the availability of parking or shelter planting and 

freedom from overhanging deciduous trees), playability 

(eg the size and conformity of the size of the playing 

area, ditches and banks with the laws of the game), 

management and maintenance (eg the condition of the 

green, ditches and banks or whether there is an 

automatic watering system) and the pavilion (eg the 

range of accommodation and its condition)  

 Value: the extent of bowling facilities on the site, 

whether there is public (or club) use, and whether the 

facility has a changing pavilion.  

 

 The chart below shows the quality and value scores for the 

various sites: 
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Note: while this chart appears to relate to only seven sites, it actually 

covers all eleven.  The scores for some sites are identical. 

 

 These scores mean that Portsmouth’s bowling greens are 

generally very good, with few changes required to them.  

Accordingly we have not ascribed a high/low quality or 

value designation to any of them.  The sites with the lower 

quality scores – Southsea Common and Alexandra Park – 

are let down respectively by the lack of shelter planting 

and seats around the greens (Southsea Common) and lack 

of parking close to the entrance (Alexandra Park), although 

there is considerable parking at the Mountbatten Centre 

that can be used by bowlers. 

 

Accessibility Map 8.1 shows the location of the various sites, together 

with 10 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standards derived in Chapter 4– 

although the latter is of little more than academic interest 

as few bowlers cycle in order to participate in their sport.   

 

 Overall, 36% of the city’s dwellings lie within a 10-minute 

walk of at least one green.  Eight of the 17 greens are 

located in the southern 25% of the city, leaving parts of 

Paulsgrove, Buckland and Landport, in particular, without 

easy access to a green.  However, all of the greens are 

reasonably close to those areas of the city with the highest 

concentration of over-45s: Southsea, North End/Copnor 

and Old Cosham. 

 

Quantity All of the city’s greens have 6 rinks and therefore the 17 

greens provide 102 rinks.  The Laws of Bowls allow some 

variation in the size of rinks and therefore greens.  Rinks 

should be between 36.58 and 40.23 m long and 5.49 and 

5.79 m wide, plus a margin of not less than 610 mm on 

the ditch side of each outside rink.  Taking the midpoint of 

these dimensions, a 6-rink green (the preferred size as it 

allows play both across and along the green) gives a green 

38.4 m long and 35.06 m wide with an area of 1,345 sq m 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment 56 

or 224 sq m per rink.  Appendix J3 identifies the 

normalised level of provision across the city as 102 rinks x 

224 sq m per rink or 22,848 sq m of green, which equates 

to one rink to approximately 1,820 people or 0.12 sq m of 

green per person. 

 

 This is the average level of provision across the city as a 

whole.  However, 14 of the 22 neighbourhoods have no 

greens and the area of green in those that do varies from 

0.11 sq m per person in Drayton and Farlington to 0.73 sq 

m per person in Highbury. 

 

 Local Views 

 

Our survey of the views of the local community identified 

that 41% of respondents thought the current level of 

provision is about right, 30% think more is needed and the 

remaining 29% either did not respond or believe there is 

more than enough.  Accordingly public opinion seems to 

be fairly evenly balanced. 

 

 While the views of the public at large are interesting, it is 

more valuable to know what active bowlers think.  

Accordingly we consulted the former secretary of the 

Portsmouth and District Bowling Association.  His view, as 

someone who has been involved in the administration of 

the game in Portsmouth and District for many years, is that 

bowls is going through a period of decline with the number 

of players reducing slowly as the result of a lack of new 

players joining clubs.  In support of this view, he noted 

that the Highbury Club disbanded in 2006 and at least two 

other clubs in the city have a membership of fewer than 

30.  He forecasts that some of the city’s clubs will be 

forced to merge in the next few years and, if so, it is 

possible that one or more greens may become redundant.  

Certainly the declining membership of the Victory Indoor 

Bowls Club (see Chapter 20) confirms the view that the 

demand for bowls is slowly but steadily reducing.   

 

 In the meantime, it seems that the City Council is 

effectively keeping some clubs going by meeting the costs 

of maintaining greens and requiring bowlers only to 

purchase a season ticket to use them.  In addition, 

however, it is clear that bowling greens are part of the 

city’s tourism “offer”, particularly those on Southsea 

Common, and therefore there is a good case for retaining 

those likely to be used by visitors even if resident demand 

for them is in decline. 

 

 The greens most likely to be used by visitors are those on 

Southsea Common (4 greens, one disused) and at Canoe 

Lake (2 greens).  Single green clubs - Drayton Park, Copnor 

Road, College Park, the Waverley Bowls and Social Club and 

Pembroke Gardens - are generally likely to be the most 

fragile, and those sites with more than one green - 

Alexandra Park, Cosham Park and Milton Park – the most 
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sustainable for the longer term.  Against this, housing 

development in the city may lead to an increase in the 

short or longer term demand for greens, depending on the 

nature of incoming residents.  However, as most new 

residents will probably be younger than the traditional 

bowls-playing age group, this is likely to take a 

considerable time. 

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

This suggests that the quantity standard should be set, at 

least for the moment, at the current level of provision.   

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standard for 

bowling greens. 

 

Recommendations Overall, therefore, we recommend that: 

 

 The Council should use the planning system to protect 

the present supply of greens for the next few years at 

least, but keep the need for them under review 

 Work with bowling clubs to try to boost demand for the 

game 

 In the event that it becomes clear there is a surplus of 

greens, the Council’s preference should be to retain 

those sites with more than one green  

 The City Council should adopt a quantity standard of 

0.12 sq m per person, but there will be no need to 

apply this standard in the context of new residential 

developments for at least some time to come. 
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 9: Children’s Play 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of children’s equipped 

play areas across the City, derives accessibility and 

quantity standards and then applies the quantity standard 

to identify potential shortfalls or surpluses in provision.  It 

relates only to facilities for children below the age of about 

10.  We summarise the position in relation to facilities for 

older children and teenagers in Chapter 16.  

 

Play 2000 The City Council’s “Play 2000” initiative, launched in the 

latter part of the nineties, had two broad aims: 

 

 To ensure that all unsupervised play areas in the city 

were brought up to a common standard, in keeping 

with the wishes of local people 

 To ensure there is a play area within half a mile 

(defined as 15 minutes walk) of all houses in the city 

 

 Since then, the City Council has developed or upgraded a 

number of play areas throughout the city.  It gives details 

of most of them on its website, classified into: 

 

 Doorstep facilities, usually intended for young children 

from a particular block of flats and therefore restricted 

access.  Many of these facilities have only one or two 

pieces of play equipment, although the average is 2.3 

items. 

 Secondary facilities, usually (but not always) designed 

for public access.  Secondary sites generally have 3-5 

pieces of play equipment with an average of 3.8 items. 

 Primary facilities, always designed for public access and 

generally with 5-9 pieces of play equipment.  On 

average, primary sites have 6.4 items of equipment. 

 

Quality and Value We have identified and audited a total of 91 children’s 

equipped play areas as follows: 

 

 Doorstep sites listed on the Council’s website 21 

 Secondary sites listed on the Council’s website 30 

 Primary sites listed on the Council’s website  33 

 Supervised sites list on the Council’s website 4 

Sub-total 88 
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Less sites that have been removed 

 Butterfly Drive 1 

 Hercules Street 1 

 Hertford Street 1 

 

Plus sites not listed on the Council’s website 

 Arundel Street 1 

 Farmside Gardens 1 

 Normandy Road 1 

 Paulsgrove inside out supervised site 1 

 Pembroke Estate 1 

 St John’s Court, Holbrook Road 1 

 

Total current sites 91 

 

 The average quality and value scores for these sites were 

91% and 56% respectively.  The scores relate to: 

 

 Quality: general characteristics (eg the distance to the 

nearest dwelling window, signage and separation of 

equipment for children of different ages); pedestrian 

accessibility (eg for people with disabilities or 

maintenance equipment); safety and security (eg the 

type and condition of any safety surface and dog-proof 

fencing); the condition of play equipment, surfaces and 

facilities for parents/carers; and management and 

maintenance 

 Value: the play value of the range of facilities on the 

site  

 

 The chart below summarises the various quality and value 

scores: 
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 These scores mean that Portsmouth’s play areas are 

generally in good condition and therefore well maintained 

but their play value is quite variable.  The main quality 

drawbacks relate to issues such as: 
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 Limited signage (for example, the council’s standard 

signs do not explain the age of children for whom a 

play area is intended, or who to contact in the event of 

an accident)  

 The nature and condition of safety surfacing 

 The condition of furniture (such as seats – often a 

target for minor vandalism) 

 The condition of grass surfaces within play areas 

 The amount of litter – something which is extremely 

difficult to keep under control as teenagers tend to 

congregate at play areas in the early evening and leave 

litter behind when they depart 

 Entrance gates opening inwards – gates should open 

outwards so that dogs cannot push them open and 

then become trapped inside. 

 

 This said, it is clear that the Council’s grounds 

maintenance contractor does a good job.  The Council 

obviously made a decision to specify bark or other timber 

chips as its preferred safety surfacing.  Chips are very good 

in some respects; for example, they provide a softer 

landing for falling children than all other practical surfaces, 

they are attractive and bio-degradable, they may have 

some limited play value in their own right (for example, 

children can kick their way through them)and it is always 

easy to add more.  However, they are difficult to keep clean 

(especially if there is any dog fouling) and they tend to 

blow or be kicked or carried on to adjacent path or grass 

surfaces and to be displaced beneath swings and some 

other equipment items.   

 

 The value scores vary quite widely and are based on the 

range of play equipment available at each site.  Each 

generic item of equipment receives a score based on its 

popularity with children as follows: 

 

 Balancing, crawling, jumping and rocking equipment: 

score 1 

 Climbing and rotating equipment: score 2 

 Slides: score 3 

 Multi-play structures and swings: score 4 

 

 The value score is the total of the scores for each item of 

equipment divided by 19, the maximum possible score.  

Accordingly, larger sites generally have higher value scores 

than smaller ones, but sites with several low-scoring types 

of equipment have a lower value score than sites with the 

same number of higher scoring items.  For example, a site 

with four equipment items for balancing, rocking, climbing 

and sliding receives a score of (1+1+2+3)/19 = 21% while a 

similar sized site with balancing and rocking equipment, 

swings and a multi-play structure receives a score of (1 

+1+4+4)/19 = 53%. 

 

 The sites with the lowest play value scores are Grenville 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment 61 

house in Portsea (5%), Farmside Gardens in Hilsea (11%) 

and the Cornwallis Flats in Southsea (also 11%).  Overall, 

relatively few play areas in the city are likely to catch or 

stimulate children’s imagination.  Like most play areas up 

and down the country, they are formulaic in design, based 

around standard brightly coloured play equipment 

constructed mainly from tubular steel and designed to be 

as risk-free as possible.   

 

 In large part this is a result of the Council’s reliance on BS 

7188 and BSEN 1176 (the British and European Standards 

for play area safety surfacing and play equipment) or the 

National Playing Fields Association’s recommendations on 

LEAPs and NEAPs (Local and Neighbourhood Equipped 

Areas for Play).  However, this “safety-first” approach – 

followed by almost every local authority in the UK - does 

little to stimulate children’s imagination.  Increasingly, play 

interests see the best form of children’s play provision as a 

landscape-based approach – as seen, for example, in 

Denmark, the Netherlands and Germany.   

 

 The Play 2000 objective of bring all of the City’s play areas 

up “to the same high standard” is unclear it terms of what 

is meant by “the same high standard”.  In terms of the 

consistency of the quality of play areas, however, the 

Council can reasonably claim to be well on track; but in 

terms of play value it still has a considerable way to go. 

 

 Portsmouth does nonetheless have several “adventure play 

parks” with a mix of indoor and outdoor facilities – such as 

the Paulsgrove “Inside Out” Playground – designed to offer 

interesting and challenging experiences for children.  Their 

drawback is that they are expensive to build and require 

dedicated staff; they are therefore also expensive to 

operate.  The challenge for the Council is to develop 

something which will provide as much of the stimulation 

that these adventure play areas provide as possible while 

still being cheap to operate. 

 

Accessibility The charts below summarise the percentage of people in 

our residents’ survey willing to walk for different times to a 

children’s play areas for under-8 and 8-12 year olds 

respectively: 
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Note: these charts are based on the results of our residents’ survey 

reported in Appendix C.  For obvious reasons, those willing to walk for 20 

minutes are willing to walk for any lesser time, but not more; those 

willing to walk for 15 minutes are willing to walk for any lesser time, but 

not more; and so on.  As all respondents were willing to walk for at least 

5 minutes, this time threshold applies to 100% of respondents and longer 

time thresholds apply to lower proportions of respondents. 

 

 In recreation planning, the “effective catchment” of any 

facility is the time or distance for which around 75% of 

people are willing to travel.  On the basis of these charts, 

this time is obviously just under 10 minutes for play areas.  

Accordingly, we have taken 10 minutes as a reasonable 

time threshold, or around 600 m “as the crow flies”.  This 

is shorter than the 15 minutes walk/half mile threshold 

used by the City Council for its Play 2000 initiative.  15 

minutes to and from a play area may be acceptable to 

some parents or carers with older children, but it is too 

long for young children to walk.  In our residents’ survey, 

only about 30% of respondents were willing to walk for up 

to 15 minutes to a play area. 
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 Accordingly, while the Council has almost achieved its Play 

2000 accessibility objective of ensuring that all dwellings 

in the city lie within half a mile of at least one play area 

(only a few dwellings in a small area of Drayton do not 

meet this aspiration), we recommend that it revise its 

objective to 600 m/10 minutes walk. 

 

 Map 9.1 shows the location of all the equipped play areas 

in the city and 10-minute walking thresholds round them.  

The proportion of dwellings in the City lying within a 10 

minute walk of at least one play site is: 

 

 All sites HQHV sites 

 Primary sites only 81% 54% 

 Primary plus secondary sites 92% 59% 

 All sites 92% 71% 

 

 Accordingly, the Doorstep facilities that the City Council 

has developed do not increase the overall accessibility of 

play facilities, but do make a difference to the accessibility 

of good quality sites with reasonable play value.  However, 

as including the doorstep facilities in the accessibility 

assessment does not increase the percentage of dwellings 

within a 10-minute walk of at least one facility, it is 

impossible to avoid the conclusion that it would probably 

have been more cost effective to increase the size of some 

of the primary or secondary sites rather than provide the 

doorstep facilities. 

 

 From Map 9.1 it is clear that: 

 

 Three areas lack provision within 10 minutes walk: a 

sizeable, but low density area of West Cosham/Drayton 

and Farlington; a fairly densely populated area of 

Fratton/North End; and a small but densely populated 

area in Central Southsea. 

 

 Although west and south Southsea have the lowest 

proportions of young children amongst residents, they 

probably attract more visitors than other areas.  As 

such the limited play provision on the Common is fairly 

poor. 

 

 Most of the western part of the area with the highest 

proportion of households with no car – Portsea, 

Landport and Buckland - is particularly well served by 

play areas; indeed, there may be an opportunity to 

rationalise provision in this area at some time in the 

future where there is a need to re-invest in upgraded 

play facilities  

 

 It will be desirable to maximise the attractiveness of 

those play areas which have the potential to serve 

young children in central Southsea, who currently have 

no provision within a 10-minute walk, even if they are 
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just outside the distance threshold – Canoe Lake, 

Wimbledon Park, Prince Albert Road, Britannia Gardens 

and Orchard Park. 

 

 Map 9.2 shows the location of the facilities the Council has 

designated as “primary sites”, together with 10-minute 

walking thresholds, while Map 9.3 does the same for all 

primary and secondary sites.  The areas lacking in 

reasonable access to at least one primary site are the 

northern part of Drayton; parts of Paulsgrove; part of the 

Hilsea area; relatively small parts of Copnor, North End, 

Stamshaw and Tipner; Old Portsmouth; part of Southsea; 

and the eastern part of Eastney.  However, almost all of 

these areas have ready access to at least one secondary 

site except North Drayton; a small area of Copnor, North 

End, Stamshaw and Tipner; and a small part of Southsea. 

 

Quantity Local Views 

 

Our survey of local community views identified that a 

majority of respondents in the PO1 (Portsea, Landport and 

Fratton), PO2 (the north-western part of Portsea island), 

PO4 (south-east Portsmouth), PO5 (the western part of 

Southsea) and PO6 (the northern part of the city) postcode 

districts see a need for more provision for young children 

and a majority of those in all postcode districts see a need 

for more provision for older children.  

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

We have created polygons for the various play areas across 

the City, although in some cases they are approximate 

because it was not possible to identify play area 

boundaries accurately without undertaking a detailed 

measured survey.  Overall, we estimate the total area of the 

91 play areas in our audit, excluding buffer zones, as 

approximately 97,500 sq m or an average of 0.53 sq m per 

person based on the 2001 population.  The reason for 

excluding buffer zones from this calculation is that some 

sites do not have one – for example, some of the small 

play areas serving specific blocks of flats.  However, 

equipped play areas should generally have a buffer zone 

and therefore the provision standards in Appendix F 

include them.  While there is a good argument in favour of 

basing any quantity standard for play provision on the 

number of children in an area, it is far easier to create and 

apply a standard based on the total population; this also 

keeps the quantity standard for play facilities compatible 

with other quantity standards and therefore avoids 

potential confusion and minimises the potential for the 

mis-application of the standard. 

 

 Using the site polygons provided by the City Council, We 

calculate the total area of land occupied by the 91 

equipped play areas as some 93,123 sq m or 9.3 ha’ an 

average of 0.5 sq m per person.  These play areas contain 
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a total of around 412 items of play equipment giving an 

average of just over 4.5 items of equipment per site.  In 

round figures, this equates to one play area to around 

2,100 people or one item of equipment to around 465 

people.   

 

 These overall figures mask considerable variation in the 

amount of provision in different neighbourhoods.  For 

example, as Appendix J5 identifies, there is none in North 

End or Old Cosham, but the equivalent of 2.3 sq m per 

person in West Cosham. 

 

 There is a need for a quantity standard which will deliver 

an appropriate level of play provision for children while 

being affordable in terms of both land take and money.  In 

most of those areas in which the overall level of provision 

is less than the average of 0.5 sq m per person a majority 

of local respondents see a need for more provision, 

suggesting that an appropriate quantity standard will be 

around this level.  Certainly, in terms of equity, it will make 

sense to bring all those areas with less provision than 

average up to the average level, although this of course 

will then raise the average. 

 

 Application of the Quantity Standard 

 

Applying this quantity standard to the population in each 

neighbourhood of the city and comparing it with the 

current level of provision identifies shortfalls and surpluses 

in provision.  Overall, we have concluded that there are: 

 

 Significant shortfalls in the city’s densely developed 

central spine neighbourhoods - Central Southsea, 

Copnor, Drayton and Farlington, East Southsea, Fratton 

and North End  

 Relatively minor shortfalls in Anchorage Park, Baffins, 

Eastney, Milton, North Southsea, Old Cosham, Old 

Portsmouth, Stamshaw and Tipner and West Southsea 

 Surpluses in Buckland, Highbury, Hilsea, Landport, 

Paulsgrove, Portsea and West Cosham 

 

 These deficiencies and surpluses are slightly academic 

because the accessibility of play provision is in many ways 

more important than the amount of it.  However, linking 

this quantitative assessment to the accessibility one above, 

suggests a need for more play provision in Central 

Southsea and Fratton in particular.  However, both of these 

areas have been densely developed for housing and finding 

suitable sites may well prove impossible. 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standard for play 

areas. 

 

Recommendations We recommend that: 

 

 The Council should adopt a quantity standard for new 
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developments of 0.5 sq m of play area per person, to 

include a buffer area where appropriate. 

 The Council should give priority to improving play 

provision for older children in Central Southsea and 

Fratton, if it proves possible to identify suitable sites.   
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 10: Cricket Pitches 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of cricket pitches across 

the City and derives a quantity standard in terms of 

residents per pitch.  In Chapter 13 we then convert this 

into a provision standard for grass pitches in general. 

 

Quality and Value We have identified and audited a total of 13 sites with 16 

adult pitches, 2 junior pitches and 20 practice nets as 

follows: 

 

 Adult Junior Practice 

 Pitches Pitches Nets 

Independent schools 

 Portsmouth GS 1 1 15 

 St John’s College 3 0 0 

 

Clubs 

 Portsmouth CC 1 1 2 

 Portsmouth & Southsea CC 1 0 2 

 

City Council 

 Drayton Park 1 0 0 

 Eastern Road 1 0 0 

 Farlington  3 0 0 

 Great Salterns 1 0 0 

 Rugby Camp 1 0 0 

 

Ministry of Defence 

 Clarence Ground 1 0 0 

 Eastney Playing Field 1 0 0 

 United Services 1 0 1 

 Whale Island 1 0 0 

 

Others 

 Roko 1 0 0 

 

 Totals 18 2 20 

 

 It is very noticeable from this table that three quarters of 

all the practice nets are located on the Portsmouth 

Grammar School site in Hilsea and therefore not available 

for community use. 
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 The average quality and value scores for the facilities at 

these sites were 92% and 28% respectively.  The scores 

relate to: 

 

 Quality: the extent to which there is a need for better 

maintenance or upgrading of general characteristics 

(eg the availability of parking or shelter planting and 

freedom from overhanging deciduous trees), playability 

(eg the boundary distance, condition of the square and 

outfield, availability of a watering system for the square 

and a heavy roller), the availability and condition of 

practice nets and the availability and condition of 

changing accommodation 

 Value: the range of facilities on the site, the suitability 

for representative games and whether the facility has a 

changing pavilion 

 

 The chart below shows the quality and value scores for the 

various sites: 
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 These scores mean that most of Portsmouth’s cricket 

pitches are of quite good overall quality, with relatively few 

physical changes needed to them.  However, the best 

pitches are those owned and maintained by independent 

schools and the MoD.  To bring the council and club 

pitches up to the same high standard will require more 

even outfields, watering systems for squares, better 

maintenance and more practice nets.  The sites with low 

value scores generally lack changing, an artificial wicket 

and practice nets. 

 

Accessibility Map 10.1shows the location of the various sites, together 

with 10 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standards derived in Chapter 4.  

Overall, only 32% of the city’s dwellings lie within a 10-

minute walk of cricket pitch, irrespective of owner, and 

only 29% within this distance of a publicly accessible pitch, 
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defined as one managed by the City Council, a cricket club 

or the Ministry of Defence.  While access to MoD pitches 

can be limited, and withdrawn at any time without warning, 

they tend to be under-used and it is normally possible for 

local clubs to book its pitches.  More seriously, only 13% 

live within a 10-minute walk of a pitch that we have classed 

as being of high quality and high value.  Accordingly, while 

the city’s pitches are generally quite good, hardly any 

residents live close to a good quality publicly accessible 

pitch.  This is significant because cricketers have to carry a 

lot of equipment to matches and therefore nearly always 

travel by car, so those individuals without a car who may 

have to walk are at a disadvantage – although teams are 

usually adept at arranging to share cars.  In addition, 

relatively few people arte able to walk in order to watch a 

cricket match. 

 

Quantity Of the 18 adult and two junior pitches, four of the adult 

and one of the junior pitches belong to an independent 

school and therefore are not generally available for 

community use.  This means that the effective supply of 

publicly accessible pitches is 14 adult pitches and one 

junior pitch.  This is equivalent to one adult pitch to 

13,260 people. 

 

 Overall, the publicly accessible pitches are located on a 

land area of just under 490,000 sq m (49 ha): appendix J4 

gives details of them.  However, this cannot be taken as 

the total area of the pitches because several of the sites 

are also used for other sports.  Farlington Playing Fields, 

for example, contains three cricket pitches but a large part 

of the site is used only for football.   

 

Governing Body 

Views 

Hampshire Cricket is of the view that the number of cricket 

pitches in the City is adequate to meet all the current 

demand: its main concerns relate to the maintenance of 

pitches and outfields, the desirability of having more 

practice nets and the need for indoor practice facilities.  It 

is also of the view that the Council’s grounds maintenance 

contractors either do not know how to prepare cricket 

wickets properly (and therefore should go on a suitable 

training course); that the maintenance specification needs 

revision; that the budget for maintenance is inadequate; or 

a combination of two or more of these factors.  Overall, 

however, there does not seem to be any need for more 

cricket pitches. 

 

Quantity Standard 

 

One cricket pitch requires an area of around 120 x 125 m 

or 15,000 sq m (1.5 ha) and so the potential for creating 

new pitches in Portsmouth is very limited indeed.  

However, there is a need for a quantity standard so that 

the Council can determine the extent to which different 

levels of population growth may require additional 

provision or to identify developer contributions to 

enhanced provision.  One publicly accessible pitch to 

13,260 residents - the current level of provision - equates 
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to around 1.1 sq m per person. 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standards for 

grass pitches and supporting pavilion accommodation. 

 

Recommendations In specific relation to provision for cricket, therefore, we 

recommend that the Council should: 

 

 Use the planning system to protect the present supply 

of pitches 

 Seek to develop sites for cricket with controlled access 

which can then be leased to clubs, on the model of the 

Portsmouth Cricket Club or the Portsmouth and 

Southsea Club at the St James Hospital.  Given the lack 

of additional land in Portsmouth suitable for use for 

cricket most large areas of open space are landfill and 

therefore subject to settlement), this may require a 

partnership with one of the adjoining local authorities. 

 Encourage schools with suitable playing fields to 

develop cricket wickets and artificial surface net 

practice facilities; Hampshire Cricket can make 

available qualified coaches to help schools. 

 Review the maintenance specification for Council-

owned cricket pitches and encourage its grounds 

maintenance contractor to send one or more of its 

groundstaff on suitable training courses 

 Provide artificial wicket cricket nets at one or more 

Council playing fields so that clubs can use them for 

practice 
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 11: Football Pitches 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of adult, junior and 

mini-soccer pitches across the City and derives a quantity 

standard for them.  In Chapter 13 we then convert this into 

a provision standard for grass pitches in general. 

 

Quality and Value We have audited a total of 23 sites across the City 

containing a total of 64 adult, 2 junior and 6 mini-soccer 

pitches, although these totals include the five pitches at 

Great Salterns used only informally.  The average quality 

and value scores for these sites were 89% and 39% 

respectively.  The scores relate to: 

 

 Quality: pitch details (eg orientation; the availability of 

floodlights; pitch dimensions and slope; the extent of 

grass cover; the condition of key playing areas such as 

goalmouths; line markings and damage from unofficial 

use); and the availability, adequacy and condition of 

changing provision  

 Value: the number of pitches on the site, whether any 

pitches have a barrier around them and the availability 

of floodlighting and changing 

 

 The chart below shows the quality and value scores for the 

various sites: 
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 These scores mean that most football pitches in the City 

are of reasonable quality, reflecting the investment in them 

by the City Council in recent years.  However, although we 

were unable to access the interior of most of the pavilions 

in order to inspect them, their external appearance 

suggests that around 9-10 sites require upgrading.  As for 

the pitches, the main enhancements required include 

floodlighting of selected pitches (obviously not acceptable 

on all sites); better surface repairs; better drainage; and 

levelling.  We conducted the audit in the summer and 

therefore it was impossible to assess the extent to which 

the pitches drain in winter, but we know from football 

interests that most of the pitches in the city were 

waterlogged and unplayable during January to March 2007 

– as they were in many other areas.  This was a period of 

exceptional rainfall and there is clear evidence on some 

sites (eg Farlington Playing Fields) of the relatively recent 

installation of sand slit drainage.  Accordingly we have not 

given low audit scores for drainage to most of the sites. 

 

 Generally speaking, the best pitches are those owned and 

maintained by the MoD and independent schools, where 

access is strictly controlled.  City Council pitches, on the 

other hand, have necessarily to be open access so that they 

can be used on a casual basis and this inevitably impacts 

on their condition. 

 

Accessibility Maps 11.1, 11.2 and 11.3 respectively show the 

accessibility of mini-soccer, junior and adult football 

pitches across the city, using 10 minute walking and 

cycling distance thresholds/accessibility standards derived 

in Chapter 4.  Overall: 

 

 Only 6% of dwellings lie within a 1-minute walk of at 

least one mini-soccer pitch, irrespective of ownership, 

and 17% within a 10-minute cycle ride.  The same 

proportions of dwellings are within these distances of a 
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council or club pitch. 

 2% of dwellings lie within a 10-minute walk of at least 

one junior pitch, irrespective of ownership, and 12% 

within a 10-minute cycle ride.  Almost the same 

proportions are within these distances of a council or 

club pitch. 

 51% of dwellings lie within a 10-minute walk of at least 

one adult pitch, irrespective of ownership, and 94% 

within a 10-minute cycle ride.  Almost the same 

proportions are within these distances of a council or 

club pitch. 

 

 Maps 11.1 and 11.2 show that the city’s mini-soccer and 

junior football pitches are concentrated on just four sites, 

Allaway Avenue, East Lodge Playing Fields, Farlington 

Playing Fields and Anchorage Park.  However, Allaway 

Avenue is an “unofficial” pitch with only goals but no 

markings.  Map 11.3, on the other hand, shows that adult 

pitches tend to be located in the northern and eastern 

areas of the city.  The only areas in which residents do not 

have ready access to at least one adult pitch within a 10-

minute walk are the northern part of Drayton and 

Farlington; parts of Stamshaw and Tipner; part of Fratton; 

and most of Southsea. 

 

Quantity Adult Pitches 

 

In the course of our audit we identified 69 adult football 

pitches as follows: 

 

 Independent school pitches 3 

 MoD pitches 9 

 Club pitches 2 

 University pitches 6 

 FE College pitches 2 

 City Council pitches 47 

 Total 69 

 

 The City Council pitches are at: 

 

 Alexandra Park 7 

 Allaway Avenue 4 

 Anchorage Park 1 

 Bransbury Park 4 

 Eastern Road 2 

 Farlington 9 

 Great Salterns 5 

 King George V 8 

 Langstone Harbour 2 

 Rugby Camp 4 

 Sevenoaks Road 1 

 Total 47 

 

 The Great Salterns pitches operated by the City Council are 

used mainly for informal training and kickabouts and only 
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very rarely for matches.  Accordingly the effective publicly 

accessible provision is 59 adult pitches: 69 pitches as 

above, less the three managed by independent schools, the 

five at Great Salterns and the two at Portsmouth College.  

Accordingly there is one publicly accessible adult pitch to 

around 3,150 residents. 

 

 Junior and Mini Pitches 

 

There are nine public use junior and mini pitches at 

Anchorage Park (4), Farlington Playing Fields (2), East 

Lodge (1) and Drayton Park (2).  Accordingly there is one 

mini pitch to around 23,000 residents and one junior pitch 

to around 93,000 residents. 

 

 The Pattern of Demand 

 

The pattern of demand for adult football pitches has 

shifted noticeably in recent years, with a move from 

Saturday afternoon to Sunday morning play.  In part, this 

has contributed to the decline of football as some players 

find it difficult to play the morning after what tends to be 

referred to as a “good” Saturday night.  Certainly in 

Portsmouth the main demand is now on Sunday mornings 

although only league rules – which can obviously be 

changed – prevent clubs playing matches on Sunday 

afternoons. 

 

The Views of 

Football Interests 

Portsmouth Football Association 

 

In summary, the Portsmouth Football Association’s views 

on the current football pitch provision in the City are that: 

 

 The City Council has done a lot of good work to 

upgrade pitches in recent years.  The greatest need 

now is to upgrade changing pavilions, not least to 

facilitate simultaneous male and female use of pitch 

sites. 

 The demand for pitches decreased sharply during the 

late nineties and start of the noughties but now 

appears to be levelling off.   

 Overall, supply and demand for adult football pitches is 

approximately in balance and there is no particular 

need for more pitches at present.  However, this 

assumes that pitches are ready for use at the start of 

each season; in the 2006-7 season, some pitches were 

not available for early matches.  In addition, many 

pitches were waterlogged and therefore unplayable for 

approximately two months at the start of 2007.  This 

resulted in fixtures stretching into the beginning of the 

cricket season. 

 The City’s junior pitches are under-used and clubs are 

able to use school pitches for mini-soccer.  However, 

there is probably a need for more mini pitches as clubs 

and teams find school pitches expensive.  

 In order to create more mini pitches, and possibly 
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increase the overall capacity of adult pitches, it may be 

desirable to bring Great Salterns back into use as a site 

with no changing; the Association accepts that 

providing changing will be expensive.  It points out that 

most mini players do not require changing 

accommodation and that some adult clubs might also 

find it attractive to be able to book a pitch without the 

added cost of changing. 

 

 The argument that teams find hiring school mini-pitches 

expensive does not necessarily justify the provision of 

more such pitches, but instead for a review of hire charges.  

It should be significantly cheaper for the City Council to 

subsidise community use of school pitches slightly more 

than at present than to create more community pitches.  It 

is also the case that many football teams claim to find 

pitch hire unacceptably expensive even though they may 

be relatively cheap when compared to some other publicly-

funded sports facilities. 

 

 South Hants Glass Portsmouth Youth League 

 

The Portsmouth Youth League includes teams from Havant, 

Fareham, Gosport and Winchester as well as Portsmouth.  

Overall, the league has around 60 divisions and 410 teams 

for boys and girls in age groups from U8 to U17.  The 

League Secretary believes that around half of all these 

teams currently come from Portsmouth. 

 

 The number of boys teams has been more or less static for 

several seasons, but the number of girls’ teams fluctuates 

considerably from one season to another.  For example, in 

the last few seasons the girls’ league has gone from 1 

division of 8 teams, to 2 divisions of 10 teams, to 1 

division of 10 teams.  The league is finding it increasingly 

difficult to complete its fixtures within its planned season 

as a result of the increasing unplayability of pitches as a 

result of global warming and climate change.  However, it 

also believes there is a shortage of affordable min-soccer 

pitches and would like to see Great Salterns brought back 

into use for this version of the game.   

 

 The League views Portsmouth’s pitches as slightly better 

than those in other areas, although it notes that some are 

badly worn by the end of each season.  It echoes the views 

of the Portsmouth FA in criticising the quality of changing 

accommodation on some Portsmouth pitch sites and notes 

that this is a real disincentive for girls when they reach 13- 

14.  It believes that the other priorities in Portsmouth 

should be: 

 

 Allowing teams to book 3-4 weeks ahead 

 Ensuring pitches are available until mid May 

 Stopping unbooked 11-a-side matches eg at Bransbury 

Park it is apparently common for two teams to take 

over a pitch and play a pre-arranged but unbooked 
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(and therefore not paid for) match after a junior game 

is finished.  This results in damage to the pitch which 

are then in worse condition for the next booked and 

paying users.  It also creates more wear and tear than 

the casual use by small groups of people that the City 

Council regards as perfectly acceptable. 

 

 This suggests that the current level of adult and junior 

pitch provision is about right but there is a need for more 

mini pitches. 

 

Quantity Standard Junior and mini-soccer football teams in the city depend on 

access to school pitches.  However, such pitches are 

provided in response to government guidelines for school 

sports facilities and school rather than community needs 

so the analysis below relates only to community use 

pitches.  Appendix J6 contains details of these pitches. 
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 Adult Pitches 

 

As an adult pitch is generally around 100 x 60 m, plus 

safety margins of 9 m at the ends and 6 m at the sides, 

one pitch requires approximately 8,500 sq m of land.  One 

pitch to 3,150 residents therefore equates to around 2.7 

sq m per person. 

 

 Junior Pitches 

 

A junior pitch is generally around 90 x 55 m with safety 

margins of 9 m at the ends and 6 m at the sides.  One 

pitch therefore requires around 7250 sq m of land.  One 

pitch to 93,000 residents therefore equates to 0.08 sq m 

per person. 

 

 Mini-soccer Pitches 

 

A mini-soccer pitch is generally around 55 x 37 m, plus 

safety margins of 3 m at the sides and ends.  One pitch 

therefore requires around 2,625 sq m of land and one 

pitch to 23,000 residents equates to 0.1 sq m per person. 

 

 Added together, these levels of provision equate to some 

2.9 sq m per person.  However, given the need for more 

mini-soccer pitches, and the need for some additional adult 

pitches to make it easier to accommodate the demand for 

pitches at the beginning and end of each season, we 

recommend a composite quantity standard of 3.0 sq m per 

person.  The main use for this standard in relation to grass 

pitches will be in relation to the calculation of developer 

contributions towards pitch enhancement. 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standards for 

grass pitches and supporting pavilion accommodation. 

 

Recommendations In specific relation to provision for football, therefore, we 

recommend that the Council should: 

 

 Use the planning system to protect the present supply 

of pitches 

 Review the condition of changing pavilions and prepare 

a rolling programme of upgrading as appropriate 

 Encourage schools to make their pitches available for 

community use, if necessary providing a limited 

subsidy to mini-soccer teams 
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 12: Rugby Pitches 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of rugby union pitches 

across the City and derives a quantity standard.  In Chapter 

13 we then convert this into a composite quantity standard 

for grass pitches in general. 

 

Quality and Value We have audited a total of nine sites as follows: 

 

 Adult  Junior 

Independent Schools 

 Portsmouth GS 0 4 

 St John's College 4 0 

 

Ministry of Defence 

 Burnaby Road 1 0 

 Eastney Play Field 1 0 

 Fleet Sports Ground 1 0 

 Whale Island 1 0 

 Clarence Field 2 0 

 

City Council 

 Rugby Camp 3 0 

 

Others 

 University  2 0 

 

 Totals 15 4 

 

 The average quality and value scores for the six sites were 

97% and 50% respectively.  The scores relate to: 

 

 Quality: pitch details (eg orientation; the availability of 

floodlights; pitch dimensions and slope; extent of grass 

cover; condition of the playing surface; line markings 

and damage from unofficial use); and the availability, 

adequacy and condition of changing provision  

 Value: the number of pitches on the site, whether any 

pitches have a barrier around them and the availability 

of floodlighting and changing 

 

 The chart below shows the quality and value scores for the 

various sites: 
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Note: this appears to be only five sites, but the scores for the two parts of 

the St John’s College site were identical 

 

 These scores mean that Portsmouth’s rugby pitches are in 

good condition, with few changes required to them, 

although additional floodlighting is desirable.  As the value 

scores relate primarily to community use, the independent 

school pitches, which are not generally available for 

community teams, received a low score.  However, the 

schools’ pitches are obviously extremely valuable to them. 

 

Accessibility Given the small number of rugby pitches, it is not 

surprising that only 19% of dwellings lie within the 10-

minute walking distance threshold of at least one publicly 

accessible pitch, derived in Chapter 4, although 22% of 

dwellings are within this distance of a pitch irrespective of 

its potential for community use.  However, 74% of 

dwellings are within a 10-minute cycle ride of at least one 

pitch, irrespective of ownership, and 68% within this 

distance o fat least one publicly accessible pitch.  Map 12.1 

shows the accessibility of the various sites, using 10 

minute walking and cycling distance thresholds.   

 

Quantity Appendix J7 gives details of the city’s publicly accessible 

rugby pitches and calculates that, on average, there is one 

rugby pitch to roughly 9,770 residents. 

 

 Governing Body and Club Views 

 

While we asked respondents to our residents’ survey to 

give their views on the adequacy or otherwise of current 

provision for rugby, the Hampshire Rugby Football Union 

and the clubs in the city have a much more informed view 

of the possible need for more pitches.  As noted in 

Appendix D, the County Union’s top priority is a third 

generation pitch that players can use for training and 

possibly some mini or junior games.  At present however, 

it does not believe that there is a shortage of grass pitches. 
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 The Portsmouth Rugby Club, based at Rugby Camp, 

currently has 4 men’s teams, a veterans’ team, a colts team 

and a women’s team.  Over the past few years the number 

of teams has fluctuated slightly around this number.  On 

average during the season, it has around 3.5 home games 

a week on its three pitches, ie an average of just over one 

game a week per pitch.  It also has an active programme of 

mini and junior rugby.  The Nomads Rugby Club runs two 

men’s teams and uses the University’s playing fields at 

Furze Lane where there are two pitches.  It believes there is 

a general decline in the popularity of rugby.   

 

 The St John’s and Portsmouth GS pitches are not available 

for general community use so there are in effect 11 

community use pitches in the city.  As there appear to be 

enough pitches to accommodate match demand the 

appropriate provision standard will be one pitch to 

approximately 16,900 people.  Training needs are 

currently met on grassed areas, but the University’s 

proposal for a third generation artificial turf pitch will 

create a high capacity training facility for rugby as well as 

football.  There are no minimum dimensions for rugby 

pitches, only maximum ones, but a typical size, including 

the in-goal area and 5 m safety margins, is around 130 x 

75 m or 9,450 sq m.  Accordingly the appropriate 

provision standard will be 0.6 sq m per person. 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standards for 

grass pitches and supporting pavilion accommodation. 

 

Recommendations In specific relation to provision for rugby, we recommend 

that the Council should: 

 

 Use the planning system to protect the present supply 

of pitches 

 Aim to increase the capacity of publicly accessible 

pitches in the city, for example by enhancing drainage 

and supporting planning applications for the provision 

of floodlighting, subject of course to the acceptability 

of the proposals in terms of wider policy 

 Support the University’s proposals for a floodlit third 

generation pitch on its site at Furze Lane 
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 13: Grass Pitches - Summary 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter summarises the findings of Chapters 10-12 in 

order to derive a composite quantity standard for grass 

pitches. 

 

Composite Quantity 

Standard 

Pitches 

 

Chapters 10-12 identified the following sport-specific 

quantity standards: 

 

 Cricket 1.1 sq m per person 

 Football 3.0 sq m per person 

 Rugby 0.6 sq m per person 

 

 This gives a composite standard of 4.7 sq m per person, 

which we suggest rounding up to 5 sq m per person in 

order to give greater flexibility and allow for some growth 

in demand as a result of the various pitch sport 

development initiatives being promoted by the governing 

bodies and agencies such as the City Council.  This is 

roughly half the quantity standard appropriate in other 

areas of around 9-12 sq m per person.  However, the 

amount of land that can realistically be used for pitches in 

Portsmouth is severely constrained.  It should also be 

noted that this composite standard excludes school 

pitches and implicitly assumes that all existing school 

pitches will remain. 

 

 Changing Pavilions 

 

All community use pitches should be supported by a good 

quality changing pavilion.  The minimum provision 

required in changing pavilions is: 

 

 2 team changing rooms per pitch, with integral 

showers on sites with more than pitch as this facilitates 

simultaneous use by male and female teams.   For 

cricket the minimum size for a changing room is 15 sq 

m; for football and hockey it is 16 sq m; and for rugby 

it is 20 sq m. 

 Disabled, male and female toilets 

 At least one match officials’ changing room, although 

two is better as this allows matches to have both male 
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and female officials  

 A first aid room 

 

 Pavilions with this range of accommodation will have a 

minimum floor area of around 80 sq m for cricket, football 

and hockey and 90 sq m for rugby.  Club pavilions, as 

distinct from public use changing rooms, will also require 

social accommodation and a committee room.  

 

 Given the lack of land available for pitches, we recommend 

that the Council should use the composite standard 

together with the average pavilion standard primarily to 

calculate the contributions that developers should make to 

enhancing existing pitch provision and particularly 

changing accommodation. 
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 14: Multi-functional Greenspaces 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of multi-functional 

greenspaces across the City and derives an overall quantity 

standard for this form of provision, excluding outdoor 

sports facilities which have their own provision standard.  

However, as open access playing fields serve an important 

amenity function, and are generally available to residents 

and visitors except when being use for formal sport, we 

included them in the quality and value audit as multi-

functional spaces.  This chapter therefore covers: 

 

 Amenity greenspaces 

 Churchyards and cemeteries 

 Natural greenspaces 

 Open access playing fields 

 Parks and Gardens 

 

Quality and Value Our audit of local provision covered a total of 329 spaces 

as follows: 

 

 Amenity greenspaces 169 

 Churchyards and cemeteries 9 

 Natural greenspaces 44 

 Parks and Gardens 88 

 Open access playing fields 13 

 Total 323 

 

 The average audit scores for these forms of provision were: 

 

 Quality Value 

 Amenity greenspaces 89% 44% 

 Churchyards and cemeteries 84% 74% 

 Natural greenspaces 81% 80% 

 Parks and Gardens 90% 44% 

 Open access playing fields  66% 49% 

 All forms of provision 86% 50% 

 

 We derived our audit forms for multi-functional 

greenspaces primarily from the Green Flag Award manual.  

As well as purely factual information, such as each space’s 

location, the range of facilities present, the degree of 

public access and predominant nature (eg grass, woodland 

or whatever) they covered: 
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Quality 

 

 A welcoming place: signage, physical access, 

inclusiveness and design and specification 

 Healthy, safe and secure: health and well-being, safety 

and security, control of dogs,  

 Well maintained and clean: litter and waste 

management, grounds maintenance and horticulture, 

the design, management and maintenance of buildings 

and the condition of public toilets and infrastructure 

such as paths and railings 

 Conservation and natural or historic heritage 

 Negative features which detract from the space 

 

Value 

 

 Context value 

 Historical/heritage value 

 Contribution to local amenity, vitality and sense of 

place 

 Recreational value 

 Play value for children 

 Ecological/biodiversity value 

 

 The features and characteristics we evaluated in the audit 

were common to all forms of multi-functional greenspace.   

However, we gave different weightings to the various 

components of the scores for each of the different types of 

greenspace in order to reflect the way that the importance 

of particular features or characteristics varies according to 

their primary purpose.  For example, play value for 

children is clearly important in amenity greenspaces, but 

irrelevant in relation to cemeteries.  We explain the 

weighting system in more detail in Appendix E, The Audit 

Process.   

 

 Amenity Greenspaces 

 

The chart below summarises the quality and value scores 

for the city’s amenity greenspaces: 
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 It is very noticeable from this chart how closely bunched 

the quality scores are.  In our experience of undertaking 

PPG17 assessments in various parts of England, they cover 

an unusually limited range.  More than anything else, this 

indicates that the Council’s grounds maintenance 

contractors are doing a good job to a consistent standard 

across the city.  The one site with a quality score of 0% (it 

also has a very low value score) is just under 600 sq m of 

vacant and overgrown land in Wiltshire Street adjacent to 

the Solihull House flats.  It may have been a children’s play 

area at one time and could easily be improved at relatively 

low cost with some grass, seats and a couple of trees. 

 

 The good quality scores mean that only relatively minor 

improvements will be generally desirable to amenity 

greenspaces.  They include: 

 

 Better signage to and within in larger spaces: signs in 

adjacent streets could give directions to them – 

especially in densely developed areas or where spaces 

could be linked to create pedestrian routes through the 

city – and signs within spaces, some of which could be 

worded more positively 

 Better disabled access, including designated disabled 

parking bays in appropriate locations 

 Better maintenance of seats – a favourite target for 

vandals 

 Larger or more litter bins 

 

 The value scores, on the other hand, vary significantly.  It 

will be possible to improve the value of many spaces 

significantly by: 

 

 Enhancing their biodiversity  

 Enhancing their play value for children 

 Enhancing their amenity value with additional planting 
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 Churchyards and Cemeteries 

 

The chart below summarises the quality and value scores 

for the city’s cemeteries: 
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 The site with poorest quality score is the Highland Road 

Cemetery in Eastney.  It scored poorly because of poor 

signage; poor vehicular access and parking; the very 

limited conservation of historical features such as 

headstones; the lack of horticultural interest; the condition 

of infrastructure such as railings, paths and seats; and the 

lack of interpretive material giving the history of the space. 

 

 Highland Road apart, the other spaces achieved reasonably 

good quality scores, with the only generally desirable 

improvements being better signage and interpretation of 

historical features, disabled parking, safety repairs to some 

headstones and the introduction of some bedding or other 

colour. 

 

 The sites with the lowest value scores are the Jewish 

Cemetery in Central Southsea (primarily because it is 

enclosed behind a high wall and inaccessible) and the 

Royal Garrison Church in Old Portsmouth.  Although 

English Heritage has provided some interpretive material, it 

is very small and of only limited interest.  There should be 

opportunities to provide significantly more interpretation, 

linking the history of the church to the naval garrison in 

years gone by and the adjacent Long Curtain and King’s 

Bastion. 

 

 Natural Greenspaces  

 

The chart below summarises the quality and value scores 

for the city’s natural greenspaces: 
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 The site with the poorest quality score was Gloucester 

Road in North Southsea.  The worst in terms of value were: 

 

 Eastern Road, an area that the Council’s tree contractor 

is using to chip timber and in which public access 

could therefore be dangerous (note, however, that the 

adjacent Farlington Triangle has high value in terms of 

biodiversity) 

 Gloucester Place, a small fenced and overgrown area 

 Port Solent: a large flat site with no shade and only 

marina residential properties nearby, although it is 

apparently used for kite flying, kickabouts and other 

informal activities 

 

 The main improvements required to natural greenspaces 

include: 

 

 Better signage of where the spaces are and 

interpretation of the flora and fauna to be seen there 

 Better safety and security – it is fairly common for 

thieves to break into cars in the car park at Farlington 

Marshes, for example 

 Better disabled provision 

 

 Open Access Playing Fields 

 

The chart below summarises the quality and value scores 

for the city’s open access playing fields: 
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 Although most of the sites attracted good quality and 

values scores as spaces in which local people could take 

part in informal recreation, or whose open-ness 

contributed significantly to local amenity, two did not: 

 

 Tangier Road in Baffins, once a former bowling green 

but now fenced off.  Although not a playing field, we 

highlight it here as it used to be an outdoor sports 

facility. 

 Eastern Road in Anchorage Park, an apparently 

neglected site containing a former concrete structure 

which suggests it has been used for some other 

purpose in the past.  Strictly speaking this is not a 

playing field, but simply land adjacent to the Eastern 

Road Recreation Ground. 

 

 Parks and Gardens 

 

The chart below summarises the quality and value scores 

for the city’s parks and Gardens: 
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 These spaces should be the city’s “Green Flag-ships” and 

most of the quality and value scores support this.  We 

suggest that the spaces the Council should consider 

entering for Green Flag Awards are Victoria Park in 

Landport (a vitally important space, given the paucity of 

other public access greenspaces in the vicinity) and South 

Parade Gardens in East Southsea.  Gatcombe Gardens in 

Hilsea and the Southsea Rock Garden are also two hidden 

gems; Gatcombe, in particular, could probably be a Green 

Flag park if given the development and subsequent loving 

care and attention of a Friends group. 

 

 In order to boost the quality of the city’s parks and 

gardens even further, the improvements that will be 

desirable include: 

 

 Better signage, both in nearby streets and within 

spaces 

 Better disabled provision, especially designated parking 

spaces 

 More horticultural interest 

 The incorporation of public art 

 Additional tree or shrub planting in some spaces 

 Interpretive material 

 Enhanced biodiversity and nature conservation 

 

Accessibility Amenity Greenspaces 

 

As most greenspaces serve an amenity function, any 

assessment of the accessibility of amenity greenspaces as 

a specific form of provision would be largely meaningless.  

Instead, what mattes is the accessibility of the green 

network as a whole, summarised in Chapter 18 below. 
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 Churchyards and Cemeteries 

 

The accessibility of churchyards and cemeteries is 

significant primarily in terms of making it possible for 

people to be buried reasonably close to home.  The need 

for them is also dictated primarily by the need for graves 

rather than in response to a specific desire for people to 

visit cemeteries as such.  As individuals move house it is 

almost inevitable that they will tend to move away from 

where their family members may be buried and therefore 

the accessibility of cemeteries as a specific typology is not 

important. 

 

 Natural Greenspaces 

 

Map 14.1 shows the location of the city’s natural 

greenspaces, together with 10-minute walking distance 

thresholds.  Concentrated mainly down the eastern side of 

the city, and in part created from landfill, they are very 

much linked to Langstone Harbour and it will be important 

to retain their open character.  Accordingly we have not 

included any of them in the suggested list of 

neighbourhood parks above.  Overall, 33% of dwellings lie 

within a ten-minute walk of at least one natural space, but 

only 5% within this distance of a high quality, high value 

space. 

 

 Parks and Gardens 

 

Parks and gardens are very different and particularly 

important in densely developed cities like Portsmouth.  

They need to be highly accessible in order to encourage 

and make it easy for people to visit them as they offer 

visual stimulation, opportunities to see wildlife and nature 

at work and simply relax in the open air.  There is also 

growing evidence that spending time in parks and other 

high quality greenspaces helps significantly to reduce 

individual stress – an under-rated justification for parks in 

city centres so that local people can visit them while 

shopping or in their lunch break.  Moreover, high quality 

parks boost land values in their vicinity, thereby helping to 

promote economic development.  

 

 Map 14.2 shows the accessibility of the city’s parks and 

gardens.  Overall, 68% of the city’s residents live within 10 

minutes walk of at least one park or garden, although this 

figure falls to 54% for high quality/high value parks.  The 

areas in which there is an accessibility deficiency are 

Paulsgrove, the northern part of Drayton and Farlington, 

Anchorage Park and North and Central Southsea.  

Portsdown Hill obviously offers an alternative experience 

for people in Paulsgrove, West Cosham and Drayton and 

Farlington, but of a very different nature from a park.  

Ideally, each neighbourhood should have its local park, 

complemented by larger parks in strategic locations.  This 
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suggests the desirability of having both city-wide and 

neighbourhood parks.  We suggest that the Council should 

designate and then manage the following as City parks in 

order to give them a specific status: 

 

 Alexandra Park 

 Southsea Common 

 Victoria Park 

 

Note: both Victoria Park and Southsea Common are included in the 

English Heritage Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic 

Interest. 

 

 These parks also serve a local purpose for the most 

densely developed parts of the city.  The spaces which are, 

or could be, the city’s neighbourhood parks are 

 

 Allaway Avenue Recreation Ground 

 Baffins Pond 

 Buckland Park 

 College Park 

 Cosham Park 

 Drayton Park 

 Gatcombe Gardens 

 Hilsea Lines 

 Milton Park 

 Stamshaw Park 

 Wimbledon Park 

 

 As it is clearly impractical to consider creating any 

additional parks in most of the city, it will be desirable to 

enhance a number of these spaces in the ways suggested 

above in order to make them more attractive to potential 

visitors.  This should increase the distance that people are 

willing to walk to them and therefore widen their benefits 

to the city’s local communities. 

 

 Open Access Playing Fields 

 

We review the accessibility of outdoor sports facilities in 

Chapters 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15 and 17. 

 

Quantity We have aggregated the amount of each type of multi-

functional greenspace in each neighbourhood to calculate 

the total area in each of them and in the city as a whole.  

Overall, Portsmouth has around 645 ha of multi-functional 

space, or slightly less than 17% of the city’s land area.  

This total, details of which are in Appendix J8, breaks 

down into: 

 

 Amenity greenspaces 212 ha 

 Cemeteries 41 ha 

 Natural greenspaces 237 ha 

 Parks and gardens 72 ha 

 Open access playing fields 83 ha 

 Total 645 ha 
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 The table below gives a breakdown by neighbourhood, 

excluding churchyards and cemeteries: 
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Anchorage Park 51,516 72,616 67,026 0 191,158 9% 77.9 50.6 

Baffins 191,255 413,819 110,654 28,727 744,455 31% 74.7 63.6 

Buckland 14,830 0 0 7,395 22,225 2% 3.2 3.2 

Central Southsea 2,275 0 0 0 2,275 0% 0.1 0.1 

Copnor 1,102 0 0 12,400 13,502 1% 1.3 1.3 

Drayton and 

Farlington 

342,624 1,193,532 335,866 43,471 1,915,493 32% 151.7 125.1 

East Southsea 7,973 0 0 93,161 101,134 9% 12.7 12.7 

Eastney 61,375 75,123 0 4,996 141,494 8% 12.8 12.8 

Fratton 26,710 0 0 3,713 30,423 2% 2.2 2.2 

Highbury 4,905 0 0 12,527 17,432 3% 4.7 4.7 

Hilsea 68,304 137,647 0 10,569 216,520 9% 34.2 34.2 

Landport 29,052 0 0 37,687 66,739 7% 11.6 11.6 

Milton 32,665 463,821 76,007 49,926 622,419 26% 63.9 56.1 

North End 0 0 85,078 550 85,628 6% 7.0 0.0 

North Southsea 14,797 1,074 0 0 15,871 2% 1.6 1.6 

Old Cosham 8,746 0 0 0 8,746 2% 2.7 2.7 

Old Portsmouth 79,762 1,710 14,678 3,349 99,499 12% 38.3 32.6 

Paulsgrove 785,704 8,839 31,098 0 825,641 19% 55.7 53.6 

Portsea 9,223 0 0 0 9,223 1% 2.3 2.3 

Stamshaw and 

Tipner 

13,733 0 0 80,619 94,352 5% 10.6 10.6 

West Cosham 340,613 0 0 0 340,613 28% 80.9 80.9 

West Southsea 31,215 0 0 333,521 364,736 28% 43.7 43.7 

Other (Port Solent)   113,375  113,375    

City  2,118,379 2,368,181 833,782 722,611 6,042,953 16% 32.55 28.06 

 

 

 Overall, therefore there is around 33 sq m per person of 

multi-functional greenspace, excluding churchyards and 

cemeteries, or, if open access playing fields are excluded 

in order to avoid double counting (sports pitches have a 

separate quantity standard) to 28 sq m per person. 

 

 This represents a low average level of multi-functional 

greenspace provision.  For comparison purposes, a survey 

by the Scottish Wildlife Trust in 1997 found that multi-

functional greenspace makes up 38% of the City 

Edinburgh’s area with an average of 109 sq m per person 

and that the City of Glasgow, which enjoys the sobriquet of 

“the dear green place”, has an average of 68 sq m per 

person. 
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 Local Views 

 

Our survey of local residents identified that: 

 

 A majority of respondents in the PO1 (Portsea, Old 

Portsmouth, Landport and Fratton), PO2 (Buckland, 

Copnor, Stamshaw and Tipner) and PO6 (the area north 

of Port Creek) postcode districts believe there is a need 

for more parks and gardens in their home area 

 A majority of respondents across the city think there is 

a need for more nature conservation and wildlife areas 

 A majority of respondents in all areas of the city there 

is an inadequate amount of local greenspaces in 

housing areas 

 A majority of respondents in all parts of the city believe 

there is enough land allocated to cemeteries 

 A majority of respondents in all parts of the city think 

there are enough grass pitches 

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

These results point to a general desire amongst residents 

for more greenspace across the city – a desire which it is 

obviously impossible to satisfy because of a lack of land.  

Indeed, with the pressures on the city, already the densest 

in England, to accommodate several thousand more 

dwellings, the problem of land supply is set to become 

significantly worse.  The obvious corollary is that the 

Council must aim to make the best of every greenspace 

that the city already has.  In simple terms, this means that 

there is a need for two things: 

 

 To maximise the quality and value of the city’s 

greenspaces 

 To find ways of making each greenspace as multi-

functional as possible 

 

 This argues for a quantity standard that takes as its 

starting point the existing level of provision of 28 sq m per 

person, excluding open access playing fields as there is a 

separate quantity standard for sports pitches.  

 

Quality Standards 

 

Appendix F sets out proposed quality standards for the 

various types of multi-functional greenspace in a way that 

differentiates between the qualities required of amenity 

greenspaces, churchyards and cemeteries, natural 

greenspaces and parks and gardens.  The quality standard 

for Sports Pitches will apply to all open access playing 

fields. 

 

Recommendations  The City Council should adopt a quantity standard for 

multi-functional greenspaces, excluding outdoor sports 

facilities, of 28 sq m per person 

 In some areas, it may be sensible to use this quantity 

standard to calculate developer contributions to the 
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enhancement of those existing outdoor sports facilities 

that serve an important amenity purpose as well as 

being used for sport 

 

 This approach will allow the Council the opportunity of 

requiring contributions to the enhancement of existing 

outdoor sports facilities in two ways, depending on local 

circumstances: 

 

 Contributions to the enhancement of outdoor sports 

facilities as sports facilities, for example better 

drainage, shelter planting, the installation of automatic 

irrigation or pavilion improvement 

 Contributions to the enhancement of outdoor sports 

facilities as multi-functional spaces, eg additional 

habitats, seats or ornamental trees and shrubs 
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15: Multi-sport Courts 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of multi-sport courts 

(also known by the inelegant name of MUGAs, or multi-use 

games areas) across the City, derives a quantity standard 

and then applies it to identify potential shortfalls or 

surpluses in provision.  For the purposes of the 

assessment, we define multi-sport courts as enclosed areas 

of at least one tennis court is size, marked out for a range 

of sports such as basketball, tennis, netball and five-a-side 

soccer.  As such multi-sport courts can be used casually or 

for organised sport, for example by local sports clubs, and 

they are therefore intended for by both young people and 

adults.  In Chapter 16 we review the provision of smaller 

ball courts intended exclusively for young people.  Young 

people are obviously important users of multi-courts, 

particularly in areas where there is a shortage of dedicated 

youth facilities, but teenage ball courts are very unlikely to 

be used by adults for formal sports activities. 

Quality and Value Our audit of local provision identified 22 sites with a total 

of 53 multi-sport courts and average quality and value 

scores of 65% and 34% respectively.  However, the three-

court facility at Tipton House is disused with the gate 

welded shut.  When in use, it must have been a source of 

very considerable noise and disturbance to nearby 

residents.  We understand that the Council is planning to 

bring it back into use, although first it will require 

upgrading.  At present, therefore, the effective provision in 

the city is 50 courts. 

The audit scores relate to: 

 Quality: signage (eg details of ownership and

bookings, if appropriate); design and condition (eg

dimensions, playing surface and the condition of

surround netting and rebound walls); and management

and maintenance (eg freedom from litter and graffiti)

 Value: the number of courts and their quality; and the

availability of floodlighting and changing

The chart below shows the quality and value scores for the 

various sites: 
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Multi-sport Courts: Quality and Value
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 The site with quality and value scores of 100% is the Roko 

commercial complex with its nine floodlit third generation 

artificial turf courts.  The recently constructed courts at 

Bransbury Park have the second highest scores. 

 

 38 of the available courts have a tarmac surface and three 

a sand-filled artificial turf surface.  As only 28 of these 38 

courts are floodlit, the value of around a quarter of the 

courts in the city is very limited because they can be used 

only in daylight.   

 

 Map 15.1 shows the various sites as high/low quality and 

value, with the cut-off point between high and low being 

the average scores of 65% and 34%.  The main reasons for 

low scores on some sites were: 

 

 Quality: the condition of the playing surface, lines, 

surround fencing or gates; the lack of rebound boards 

for 5-a-side soccer (mesh fencing does not give an 

adequate ball rebound); and litter 

 Value: the lack of floodlighting (although on some sites 

floodlights would not be acceptable because of the 

proximity of dwellings – the result of poor siting); the 

limited number of courts; and the lack of changing, 

meaning that the courts are really suitable only for 

casual use.  This limits their use for more formal sports 

activities. 

 

Accessibility Map 15.1 also shows the accessibility of the various sites, 

using 10 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standards derived in Chapter 4.  

Overall, 57% of the city’s dwellings lie within a 10-minute 

walk of at least one court and 95% within a 10-minute cycle 

ride.  However, across the city only 23% and 65% of 

dwellings are with a 10-minute walk and cycle ride of a site 

that we have classed as above average quality and value.  

The only significant areas outwith the 10-minute cycling 
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distance threshold are much of Paulsgrove and a 

significant part of Drayton and Farlington.   

 

 It is desirable that all teenagers and other young people 

should be able to walk to at least one multi-sport court.  

Map 15.1 therefore suggests that it will be desirable to 

provide additional courts, if suitable sites can be found, in: 

 

 The Drayton and Farlington area, for example at 

Drayton Park where it will be possible to convert two 

derelict tennis courts 

 The Central/East Southsea area (there is a small ball 

court, but not a proper multi-court, in Wimbledon Park) 

 The Highbury area 

 

 Of these areas, Paulsgrove has the higher concentration of 

10-19 years olds, who tend to be the main users of multi-

sport courts and is therefore the top priority for more 

provision.  As a first step the Council should upgrade the 

poor quality multi-court with sub-standard floodlighting 

behind the Grove Community Centre and Library. 

 

Quantity We have identified and audited 53 multi-sport courts on 22 

sites, resulting in current provision of one court to around 

3,500 people.   

 

 Local Views 

 

In our residents’ survey, respondents throughout the city 

identified a need for more teenage facilities.  It is likely 

that at least some respondents regarded multi-courts as 

teenage facilities, but for the purposes of this assessment 

we have defined them as noted in the Introduction to this 

chapter and review teenage facilities in the next chapter. 

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

Assuming that the City Council re-opens the Tipton House 

courts and adding one further court in Paulsgrove, two in 

Drayton and Farlington, one in Highbury and two in 

Southsea suggests a need for a total of around 59-60 

courts across the city, giving a provision of one court to 

around 3,100 people.  The average size of courts in the 

city at present is around 830 sq m, in between the 

minimum useful size of 36 x 18 m (648 sq m) and the 

better size for 5-a-side football of 36 x 27 m (972 sq m).  

Based on the current average size, however, this gives a 

provision standard of 0.26 sq m per person. 

 

 Application of Quantity Standard 

 

Appendix J9 applies this quantity standard on a 

neighbourhood by neighbourhood basis and to the city as 

a whole.  It identifies current surpluses of provision in 

Anchorage Park, Baffins, Buckland, Copnor, Eastney, North 

Southsea, Stamshaw and Tipner and West Cosham, with 
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deficits in the other areas.  In addition to the six courts 

suggested above on accessibility grounds, there will be a 

need for an additional four courts across the city by 2012. 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standard for 

multi-courts. 

 

Recommendations We recommend that the City Council should: 

 

 Aim to create additional multi-courts in Paulsgrove, 

Drayton and Farlington, Highbury and Central/East 

Southsea 

 Adopt a quantity standard of 0.26 sq m of multi-sports 

court per person and use this to calculate developer 

contributions towards the upgrading of existing courts 

in other parts of the city.  Where acceptable in planning 

terms, floodlighting of unlit courts to increase their 

carrying capacity should generally be the first priority 

as this will not require more land. 
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 16: Teenage Facilities 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of teenage facilities 

across the City, derives a quantity standard and then 

applies it to identify potential shortfalls or surpluses in 

provision.  For the purposes of the assessment we have 

defined teenage facilities as: 

 

 Ball courts: generally unenclosed small areas, well 

under a tennis court in size, provided in order to 

provide teenagers with an informal sports facility for 

kickabouts and possibly basketball.  In Portsmouth 

these facilities generally consist of a tarmac or grassed 

area with one or two freestanding lime green fences, 

part of which can be used as a kickabout goal.  For the 

reasons given in the introduction to Chapter 15, they 

are different from multi-courts. 

 Basketball areas: freestanding basketball hoops, 

generally set in  tarmac area 

 BMX tracks: facilities: a track with hillocks and dips 

which allow teenagers to developer manoeuvrability 

skills on BMX or other bicycles 

 Shelters: small roofed but generally unenclosed 

structures with seats which teenagers and young 

people can use for sitting, chatting and “hanging out” 

 Skateboard areas: skateboard facilities with slalom 

areas, ramps, half pipes and bowls.  Skateboard areas 

also double up as BMX facilities. 

 

Quality and Value On its website, the City Council lists the following teenage 

facility sites: 

 

 33 ball courts 

 13 basketball areas 

 7 BMX tracks 

 15 five-a-side football areas 

 4 skateboard areas 

 

 In our audit, however, we identified 42 separate sites with 

the following facilities: 

 

 29 ball courts  

 26 basketball areas 

 6 shelters 
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 6 skateboard areas/BMX tracks

There are also some free-standing football goals on 

grassed areas that are used mainly by teenagers. 

The differences in the number of facilities on the Council’s 

website and in our audit arise in three main ways.  First, 

several are simply a matter of definition.  For example, we 

have classed six of the ball courts listed on the Council’s 

website as multi-courts, because they are at least one 

tennis court in size (eg Baffins Pond, Gurnard Road and 

Stamshaw Park), and some as basketball facilities because 

they have only one or two basketball goals and do not 

appear particularly suitable for multi-purpose use.  Second, 

we have identified some additional facilities not listed on 

the Council’s website, for example at Drayton Park and 

Blendworth House.  Third, we have generally classed five-a-

side goals as either ball courts or multi-courts, rather than 

as a facility in their own right, and analysed them as such 

and not as teenage facilities.   

The average quality and value scores for the various 

facilities were 79% and 17% respectively.  The scores relate 

to: 

 Quality: general characteristics (eg the distance to the

nearest dwelling window, signage); accessibility (eg for

people with disabilities); safety and security (eg the

condition of surfaces, the availability of informal

surveillance and lighting); the condition of the various

facilities on the site; and management and

maintenance (eg freedom from litter and vandalism)

 Value: the type and range of facilities on the site.  In

general terms, the more multi-purpose a facility, the

wider the range of potential users and therefore the

higher its value to teenagers in general.  However, we

have also classed different individual facilities as of

varying value, based on their popularity with teenagers.

For example, a floodlit ball court is inherently of higher

value than one that is not floodlit because it can be

used for more hours each year.

The chart below shows the various quality and value scores 

for the sites: 
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Teenage Facilities - Quality and Value
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The city’s teenage areas are therefore generally in fairly 

reasonable condition – the Council provided most of them 

relatively recently - but the value of many is very limited.  

Map 16.1 shows the various sites as high/low quality and 

value, with the cut-off point between high and low being 

the average scores of 79% and 17% respectively.  The main 

reasons for the low scores on some sites are: 

 Lack of choice: most sites have only limited facilities.

For example, a single basketball hoop can cater for

only two or three teenagers at once and most of the

ball courts are too small to be used for very much, or

by more than two or thee individuals at once

 The lack of lighting, which means the facilities are very

little use in the dark

 Inappropriate surfaces: some ball courts have grass

surfaces and so become very muddy and slippery in

wet weather

 Lack of seats; this is significant as girls often want

somewhere to sit while boys are playing a ball game

Accessibility Map 16.1 also shows the accessibility of the various sites, 

using 10 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standards derived in Chapter 4. 

Overall: 

 74% of dwellings lie within a 10-minute walk of at least

one teenage site, but only 22% within this distance of a

site that we have classed as above average quality and

value

 All dwellings in the city lie within a 10-minute cycle ride

of at least one teenage site

Map 16.1 makes clear that the teenage facilities are spread 

across the city, but with particular clusters of facilities in 

Buckland and Landport.  There are no fewer than ten 

teenage sites in Landport and Buckland, but unfortunately 

half of them are of low value.  The Lord’s Street ball court, 
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for example, is intended to serve a densely populated 

flatted area but offers only a semi-enclosed area of tarmac.  

The areas lacking in access to teenage facilities are: 

 

 The western part of Paulsgrove 

 The northern part of West Cosham/Drayton and 

Farlington 

 Anchorage Park 

 An area in the northern part of the city centre in North 

End/Fratton 

 The eastern parts of Baffins and Milton 

 The eastern part of Eastney 

 Central and West Southsea 

 The Southern part of Old Portsmouth 

 

 We have also mapped the accessibility of each of the 

different teenage facilities that we audited as follows: 

 

 Map 16.2: ball courts: there is a good distribution of 

these facilities across the city, with 57% of dwellings 

within a 10-minute walk of at least one court.  On this 

Map we have also shown multi-courts as, although 

intended for people from a side age range, they are 

also important teenage facilities. 

 Map 16.3: Basketball Goals: there is also a good 

distribution of these facilities, with 64% of dwellings 

within a 10-minute walk of at least one court, largely 

because most of the ball courts have at least one 

basketball goal 

 Map 16.4: BMX and Skateboard areas: only 26% of 

dwellings lie within a 10-minute walk of a 

BMX/skateboard area, although 81% within a 10-minute 

cycle ride.  Potential users with a BMX will obviously be 

able to cycle to a facility.  Based on the proportion of 

young people aged 10-14 in each of the 

neighbourhoods (see Census Map 5), the priorities for 

additional provision, assuming suitable sites can be 

found, should be North Southsea, North End, Copnor 

and Paulsgrove. 

 Map 16.5 Shelters: the six shelters we identified and 

included in our audit were at Allaway Avenue (2 sites), 

East Lodge Park, Zetland Field, Hawthorn Crescent and 

College Park.  Overall, 13% of dwellings lie within a 10-

minute walk of at least one of them. 

 

Quantity Appendix J10 identifies that , in aggregate, the 42 teenage 

sites in the city occupy around 5.5 ha giving a city-wide 

average level of provision equivalent to 0.30 sq m per 

person. 

 

 Local Views 

 

Across the city, three quarters or more of respondents to 

our residents’ survey in all areas of the city identified a 

need for more provision for teenagers – the highest level of 
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support for more of any form of local provision.  

Accordingly it seems that local residents are clearly of the 

view that provision for teenagers is inadequate.  In 

addition, users of the Southsea Common “wheels” facility 

regard it highly but indicated in the course of our audit 

that they would like more facilities of its kind elsewhere in 

the city. 

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

Filling the accessibility gaps identified above will require at 

least an additional eight teenage facilities, or an increase 

of around a fifth in the total number of sites to around 50.  

In addition, many of the existing sites are quite small.  In 

order to derive a suitable quantity standard for teenagers, 

we suggest using a conceptual model as a normalised form 

of provision, or benchmark.  Ideally, this will consist of: 

 

 A basketball court/kickabout area, with basic lighting, 

of around 30 x 18 m (540 sq m) 

 A shelter, with seats for 8-10 people 

 A skateboard area of around 500 sq m 

 Circulation space 

 

 This gives a minimum area of around 12-1500 sq m, 

excluding any buffer zone needed to ensure that teenagers 

do not disturb nearby residents to an unacceptable extent.  

This compares favourably with the current average size of 

just over 1,300 sq m.  Fifty sites with this area will require 

a total land area of some 65,500 sq m or 0.35 sq m per 

person. 

 

 Application of Quantity Standard 

 

The application of the quantity standard of 0.35 sq m per 

person results in the following city-wide shortfalls in 

provision: 

 

 Current shortfall 10,488 sq m 

 2012 shortfall 14,847 sq m 

 

 On a neighbourhood basis, this quantity standard results 

in a surplus of teenage provision in Buckland, Drayton and 

Farlington, Highbury, Landport, Paulsgrove, Portsea, West 

Cosham and West Southsea and a deficit in all other areas. 

 

 It is unrealistic to suggest increasing the size of some of 

the existing teenage areas significantly and therefore more 

sensible to think in terms of creating a network of 

“strategic” facilities on a largely opportunistic basis.  

Accordingly we suggest that the Council should aim to 

develop a network of high profile teenage facilities, each 

with at least the facilities noted above, in locations where 

teenagers congregating will not be seen as a nuisance.  

The Southsea Common “wheels” park is obviously one of 

them.  Possible additional locations, subject to their 
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acceptability in terms of wider planning policy, might be in: 

 

 The Paulsgrove area (for example, Allaway Avenue, 

through expansion of the existing teenage facility 

 The Drayton and Farlington area (eg Drayton Park, for 

example on the currently disused tennis courts) 

 Bransbury Park (through expansion of the existing 

small teenage facility) 

 Victoria Park 

 Kingston Park (through expansion of the existing small 

teenage facility) 

 The Baffins Pond area (through development of the 

existing multi-court) 

 Stamshaw Park (through expansion of the existing 

small skatepark area) 

 

 This distribution, which is shown on Map 16.6, will result 

in: 

 

 27% of dwellings being within a 10-minute walk of one 

of the strategic facilities 

 91% of dwellings being within a 10 minute cycle ride of 

at least one strategic facility 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standard for 

teenage facilities. 

 

Recommendations The Council should: 

 

 Adopt a quantity standard of 0.35 sq m per person 

 Concentrate on developing a network of strategically 

located teenage facilities as described above 
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 17: Outdoor Tennis Courts 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of tennis courts across 

the City, derives a quantity standard and then applies it to 

identify potential shortfalls or surpluses in provision. 

 

Quality and Value We have identified and audited a total of 73 tennis courts 

at 15 sites across the city, of which: 

 

 13 (18%) have a sand-filled artificial turf surface, with 7 

of them floodlit 

 5 (7%) have a porous concrete or porous bitmac 

surface, with 2 of them floodlit 

 35 (48%)  have a tarmac surface, with 3 of them floodlit 

 20 (27%) have a natural grass surface, with none of 

them floodlit (floodlit grass courts can be dangerous 

after dew has formed) 

 

 Of these courts, 13 are owned by an independent school 

and 8 by the MoD, with severe restrictions on their use, so 

52 are at least reasonably available for community use. 

 

 The average quality and value scores for the various courts 

were 32% and 35% respectively.  The scores relate to: 

 

 Quality: court details (eg dimensions, the nature and 

condition of the playing surface and surround netting, 

amount of litter) and the size and condition of 

changing accommodation 

 Value: the number of courts and floodlit on a site, the 

condition of the courts and the availability of changing 

 

 We have ascribed a hierarchy of quality scores to different 

tennis court surfaces, depending on their year-round 

playability and suitability for good class play.  From 

highest to lowest, it is: 

 

 Acrylic/clay: tournament surfaces, of which there are 

none in Portsmouth 

 Sand-filled artificial turf: a good, free-draining almost 

all-weather surface 

 Porous concrete/bitmac: a free-draining surface, but 

very hard underfoot and causes significant wear and 

tear on balls and players’ shoes 
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 Tarmac: the most common all year round surface, but 

one which offers poor playing conditions.  However, it 

is probably the most cost effective surface for 

community use and acceptable to the Lawn Tennis 

Association. 

 Grass: potentially an excellent surface for summer play, 

but not usable in winter or after dark 

 

 The chart below shows the various quality and value scores 

for the sites: 
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Note: this chart appears to relate to only eleven sites.  However, the two 

sites in Cosham Park both have the same scores, as do the two in Drayton 

Park 

 

 The city’s courts are generally in reasonable condition, but 

their value is limited.  In large part this arises from the fact 

that most have a tarmac surface. 

 

 Map 17.1 shows the various court sites as high/low quality 

and value, with the cut-off point between high and low 

being the average scores of 30% and 33% respectively.  

Several of the courts in the city are of poor quality and 

value.  The main reasons for this are: 

 

 Tarmac surfaces: unpleasant to play on, especially in 

hot weather, and tarmac causes a lot of wear and tear 

to both the balls and players’ shoes.  In addition, if 

players fall they tend to suffer painful abrasions. 

 The courts at Drayton Park are unusable 

 The lack of changing at some sites, eg Baffins Pond and 

Milton Park 

 

Accessibility Map 17.1 also shows the accessibility of the various sites, 

using the 10 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standards derived in Chapter 4.  
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Overall: 

 

 44% of dwellings lie within a 10-minute walk of at least 

one court site, irrespective of ownership, and 17% 

within this distance of a council or club court.  The 

accessibility of courts in the northern half of the city is 

much worse than in the south. 

 93% of dwellings lie within a 10-minute cycle ride of at 

least one court site, irrespective of ownership, and 89% 

within this distance of a council or club court 

 Only 15% and 68% of dwellings lie within a ten minute 

walk or cycle ride of a court which we have classed as 

high quality and high value 

 

 However, these maps include the courts at Cosham Park 

and Drayton Park.  As they are unusable, the northern part 

of the city has very poor accessibility to any courts.  

Accordingly it is likely that most of those who might wish 

to play tennis on Portsea Island are able to do so but those 

living in the northern part of the city may not.  Against 

this, the Buckland Club, which used the Cosham Park 

courts, has recently disbanded, suggesting a lack of 

demand. 

 

Quantity In Appendix J11 we calculate that the level of community 

provision equates to one court to approximately 2,543 

people.  Most of the city’s neighbourhoods have no 

provision, but in those in which there is at least one court 

the level of provision varies from one court to slightly 

fewer than 450 to slightly fewer than 10,000 people.  Of 

the 52 public access courts, 28 are located at either Canoe 

Lake in East Southsea or Southsea Tennis Club in West 

Southsea.  Probably because both sites are used primarily 

by the Southsea Tennis Club they are well used, although 

the potential for year-round play is very limited at Canoe 

Lake.  It is also noticeable that there are no floodlit public 

access courts other than in Alexandra Park, Milton Park 

and the joint use courts at the Priory Sports College.  Given 

that tennis may become a year-round outdoor sport as a 

result of climate change, this suggests a need for more 

floodlit courts with all-weather surfaces that can be used 

immediately after rain. 

 

 Local Views 

 

Across the city as a whole, nearly 70% of respondents 

identified a need for more public courts and just under 

50% a need for more club courts.  This suggests a 

significant potential need for more, but against this a 

number of courts in the city are open access but show few 

signs of being well used.  

 

 The Portsmouth Lawn Tennis Association is of the view 

that the provision of tennis courts in the city is “hopelessly 

inadequate”, primarily on the grounds of the quality of 

provision.  It is particularly critical of the condition of the 
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Council’s tarmac park courts and lack of floodlit courts, 

and believes this has led to the disbanding of some local 

clubs.  It also thinks that while local coaches are doing a 

good job in terms of developing interest in the game 

amongst young people of school age, this interest tends to 

evaporate once they leave school.  It highlights the loss of 

a number of courts in the past decade, for example at 

Cosham Park, Drayton Park and Southsea Common and the 

loss of the grass court tournament at Canoe Lake, which it 

believes was primarily the result of inadequate 

maintenance by the Council. 

 

 The Association supports the provision of more indoor 

courts as part of the Mountbatten Centre development (for 

which it believes the Lawn Tennis Association is willing to 

provide capital funding) in spite of the recent opening of 

the Priory Sports College indoor courts.  It would also like 

to see the creation of a high profile, accessible centre with 

6-12 floodlit outdoor courts, good back-up facilities and 

high quality coaching and points to the success of Totally 

Tennis in Basingstoke as good role model.  Totally Tennis 

is run by a local tennis coach and has developed a high 

quality, popular coaching and playing programme on the 

Borough’s park courts.  The programme has been so 

successful that the LTA selected Basingstoke as the 

location for a low cost fabric covered indoor centre. 

 

 The Southsea Lawn Tennis Club is the largest in the city 

and it uses the tarmac courts at Southsea Common (year 

round) and the grass courts at Canoe Lake (in the summer 

months).  It currently has around 170-180 members and 

runs five teams.  Its short term aim is to modernise the 

pavilion at the Common and its longer term aspiration is to 

get its current tarmac courts resurfaced (again in tarmac) 

and floodlit and bring the currently unused courts back 

into use.  It has been investigating the (limited) potential 

for attracting grant aid for this without much success so 

far. 

  

 Quantity Standard 

 

There seems to be something of a chicken and egg issue 

with tennis in Portsmouth.  Lack of demand as a result of 

poor court provision has led to a lack of investment in 

courts which in turn has contributed to a downward spiral 

of decline in demand.  However, the popularity of the 

indoor courts at the Portsmouth Indoor Tennis Centre on 

Burnaby Road and the newly opened Priory Sports College 

suggest there is demand for good quality provision.   

 

 While tennis interests believe there is a need for a major 

new tennis centre, there are also some other unused courts 

in the City.  If the Council (or anyone else) builds more 

courts at a new location it should be possible to redevelop 

the existing ones, but in the meantime it seems sensible to 

keep the current level of provision and enhance existing 
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courts where possible.  The enhancements most needed 

are floodlighting (to allow courts to be used in winter) and 

resurfacing.  It will also be desirable to provide shelter 

planting for the Southsea Common Courts.   

 

 An alternative approach will be to consolidate tennis 

provision at a limited number of key sites with Southsea 

Common and Canoe Lake being two obvious candidates for 

development.  Another good site, in the northern part of 

the City, will be the Mountbatten Centre.  Unfortunately 

there are no sites that it will be sensible to sell in order to 

fund these developments. 

 

 One court, with runbacks and safety margins, requires an 

area of 36.5 x 8.25 m or 666 sq m.  Accordingly one 

community court to 2,543 people equates to a provision 

standard of 0.26 sq m per person. 

 

Quality Standard Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standard for 

tennis courts 

 

Recommendations We recommend that the City Council should: 

 

 Adopt a quantity standard of 0.26 sq m of outdoor 

court per person 

 For the foreseeable future, use the provision standard 

to calculate developer contributions towards the 

upgrading of existing courts; where acceptable in 

planning terms, floodlighting of club used unlit courts 

should generally be the first priority and resurfacing 

the second priority 

 Consider bringing the Drayton Park courts back into 

use, unless it decides to convert them to a strategic 

teenage site 

 

 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment 112 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment 113 

 

 18: The Green Network 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the city’s “green network” – the 

overall provision of greenspace in the city in terms of: 

 

 Context value: the extent to which greenspaces are 

significant because of the context within which they are 

set.  For example, the only greenspace in a densely 

developed area is almost inevitably of value to local 

residents 

 Nature conservation value: the extent to which spaces 

support biodiversity and nature conservation 

 Amenity value: greenspaces can contribute significantly 

to local amenity, but only if they are of good quality 

 Recreational value: some spaces are suitable for a 

range of recreational activities from jogging to 

kickabouts  

 Play value: local greenspaces are critically important as 

places for children to play, but they must be of good 

quality and safe  

 

 This analysis ignores allotments, artificial turf pitches, 

bowling greens, tennis courts, children’s play areas, golf 

courses and teenage facilities, all of which are provided for 

highly specific users, in order to concentrate on spaces 

that are of relevance to all members of the community.  

For each of the above characteristics, we have used audit 

cut-off scores of below 50%, 50-74% and 75-100% in order 

to differentiate between spaces of greater or lesser value 

to the city and its residents.  The significance of these 

scores is: 

 

 Scores below 50%: these spaces are of limited value in 

terms of a specific secondary purpose and converting 

them into high value spaces is likely to require both 

significant capital investment and better management 

and maintenance 

 Scores of 50-74%: these spaces are of worthwhile value 

in terms of a specific secondary purpose and increasing 

them to high value spaces is likely to require relatively 

limited capital investment and better management and 

maintenance.  These spaces therefore have the 

potential to become much more valuable parts of the 

green network with only limited investment. 
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 Scores of 75-99%: these spaces are of significant value 

in terms of a specific secondary purpose and any 

desirable capital investment or changes to 

management and maintenance required to them is very 

minor.  These spaces are currently the most valuable in 

the city’s green network in terms of secondary 

purposes. 

 

 Appendix E describes the way in which we have calculated 

the various value scores.  Although we audited all of the 

spaces using the same audit form and scoring system, the 

primary purpose of each space dictates the weighting 

given to particular characteristics in the overall value 

scores. 

 

 The analysis below highlights those areas of the city in 

which it will be desirable to concentrate resources on 

enhancing the value of spaces and the objective of those 

enhancements- whether it is to enhance amenity value, 

context value, nature conservation value, play value or 

general recreational value.  It starts from two implicit 

assumptions: 

 

 Given the pressure for the city to find ways of 

accommodating significant new housing development 

over the next decade or so, it will not be possible to 

plan for the provision of significant (and in many areas 

any) new green spaces; therefore almost all of the 

spaces that will make up the green network in 20 years 

from now already exist  

 It is clearly desirable, in the interests of making 

Portsmouth an attractive place in which to live and 

work, and therefore economically buoyant, that all 

residents of the city should be able easily to access well 

designed and managed green spaces.  This necessarily 

means maximising the quality and value of existing 

spaces. 

 

Context Value Spaces can sometimes be quite poor but enormously 

significant in terms of their context, for example if they are 

the only greenspaces in a particular area.  In our audit, we 

appraised the following aspects of context value: 

 

 Value as a cycle or pedestrian route 

 Value in terms of a linked series of green or hard 

spaces 

 Value in terms of open-ness in a densely developed 

area 

 Value in terms of providing a setting for buildings 

 

 Map 18.1 shows the spaces that achieved context value 

scores of below 50%, 50-75% and over 75% in our audit.  

The main conclusions from this analysis are: 

 

 Most of the city’s spaces are of high context value and 
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there are few opportunities for the City Council to 

make limited enhancements that will have a significant 

local impact 

 There may be the potential to create a green corridor 

down the western side of the city from Stamshaw Park 

down to the city centre.  Some of this corridor will have 

to follow streets and roads, but also pass through a 

number of greenspaces such as Buckland Park, the 

Lords Court area and Holbrook Road 

 The Council should continue actively to promote the 

development of a cycling “ring road” from the western 

end of Hilsea Lines down the eastern edge of the city 

and round to Southsea Common.  A large part of this is 

already a Sustrans national route.  It will also be 

desirable to seek to develop links to this “ring road” 

from the developed areas of the city, for example 

Hilsea, Baffins, Milton, Eastney and Southsea. 

 

Nature Conservation 

Value 

The UK government and all UK local authorities are keen to 

support biodiversity and nature conservation, not least 

because upsetting the balance of nature may have serious 

but unforeseeable consequences for mankind.  Biodiversity 

is a huge subject and a specialist area of study which it is 

possible only to consider in very broad terms in an 

assessment such as this.  The aspects of nature 

conservation value that we appraised through our audit 

were: 

 

 Value as a green corridor for wildlife 

 Value for public enjoyment of nature 

 Value of habitats within the space (including water) 

 Value of trees to the neighbourhood 

 

 Map 18.2 shows the land spaces that achieved 

biodiversity/nature conservation value scores of below 

50%, 50-75% and over 75% in our audit.  Although not 

included in the audit, the two harbour areas are probably 

the City’s most significant areas in terms of nature 

conservation.  The main conclusions from this analysis are: 

 

 Many, if not most, of the city’s smaller spaces and 

some of the larger ones have a low nature conservation 

value.  There is therefore a significant opportunity, if 

not a need, for the City Council to seek to do more to 

promote biodiversity and nature conservation.  This will 

be particularly desirable in the densely developed areas 

of the city such as Charles Dickens, Fratton and 

Southsea/Eastney. 

 Hilsea Lines is clearly the most important wildlife 

corridor in the developed part of the city, especially as 

it contains water habitats as well as land-based ones.  

The Council has erected good interpretation 

information boards at key points in this area, and of 

course on those of its sites where Brent Geese over-

winter.   
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 Most of the northern part of the city relies on 

Portsdown Hill for its contribution to nature 

conservation.  It will therefore be desirable to review 

the opportunities for more street trees in this area.  It 

may also be desirable to do more to promote the 

nature conservation significance of Porstdown Hill by 

providing interpretive material. 

 

Amenity Value In a densely developed city such as Portsmouth, 

greenspaces have the potential to contribute significantly 

to local amenity and the quality of life.  They do this in 

various ways, depending on the context in which they are 

set and their design and management, but the 

characteristics or qualities we evaluated through audit 

were: 

 

 Contribution to the appearance of the neighbourhood 

 Evidence of use for events 

 Value as a noise buffer 

 Value as a visual screen or buffer 

 Value in terms of a "sense of place" 

 Value in terms of "busyness" for social interaction 

 Value in terms of local air quality and amelioration of 

pollution 

 Value in terms of providing a setting for buildings 

within the space 

 Visual attractiveness 

 

 Map 18.3 shows the spaces that achieved amenity value 

scores of below 50%, 50-75% and over 75% in our audit.  

The main conclusions from this analysis are: 

 

 Most greenspaces in the city are of high amenity value, 

although there is a cluster of low value spaces in the 

Charles Dickens ward and one or two playing field sites 

are little more than featureless “green deserts”.   

 There are only a few spaces that the Council could 

enhance at relatively low cost in order significantly to 

enhance local amenity. 

 The amenity of large parts of the city depends almost 

totally on the quality of the built environment as there 

are no publicly accessible greenspaces.  This 

emphasises the critical importance of the Council’s 

efforts in the “Britain in Bloom” competition and the 

need to harness the interest and enthusiasm of local 

residents and encourage them to maximise the 

contribution of domestic gardens to the appearance of 

the city.  During our audit, we detected few examples 

of gardens in which their owners or tenants had made 

a serious effort to enhance their neighbourhood.  It 

may be desirable for the City Council to promote an 

annual “best front garden/hanging baskets” 

competition if it does not already do so. 

 

Recreational Value Greenspaces offer opportunities for people of all ages and 
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abilities to take part in activities ranging from formal sport 

to informal ones such as dog walking, attending 

community events, sitting on the grass, jogging and taking 

part in informal kickabouts.  The characteristics that we 

reviewed in our audit were: 

 

 The likely appeal of spaces to people of all ages 

 Value for community events 

 Value for mini-soccer 

 Value in terms of health benefits 

 Value of formal recreation opportunities 

 Value of informal recreation opportunities 

 

 Map 18.4 shows the spaces that achieved recreational 

value scores of below 50%, 50-75% and over 75% in our 

audit.  The main policy conclusions from this analysis are: 

 

 The city relies to a significant extent on the peripheral 

spaces on its eastern and southern edges for general 

recreational value.  Therefore these spaces should be 

managed in such a way as to maximise it. 

 There are a few spaces in or close to built-up areas of 

the city that it will be desirable to enhance in order to 

increase their recreational value. 

 The Local Plan proposal for an informal country park on 

the Paulsgrove landfill site (Policy PG1) will both 

reinforce the importance of large spaces on the 

periphery of the city and provide an important large 

space that has the potential to be very significant to 

residents of the western side of the city as well as 

those in Paulsgrove.  However, it will be fairly 

inaccessible on foot and therefore the proposed bus, 

pedestrian and cycle link (Local Plan policy PG2) is 

vitally important.  This should be able to link on to the 

potential green corridor from Stamshaw to the city 

centre identified above. 

 

Play Value While the city has a significant number of recently 

constructed play areas for children, and a range of teenage 

facilities, relatively little play occurs in formal equipped 

play areas.  Most outdoor play occurs in domestic gardens, 

where they are available, or in local greenspaces.  It follows 

that greenspaces should be designed and managed in such 

a way as to stimulate children’s imaginations.  They can 

achieve this in a variety of ways, but generally they require 

that spaces should offer children a range of plants, 

materials and textures and the opportunity to explore the 

natural world and not just boring “green deserts”.  

Probably the best form of play area of all is woodland, 

although there can be concerns over children’s safety and 

unacceptable behaviour by some adults.  The 

characteristics that we reviewed in our audit were: 

 

 Value in terms of variety of finishes and experiences 

 Value of space for adventure play 
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 Value of space for kickabout 

 Value of space for seeing birds and animals 

  

 Map 18.5 shows the spaces that achieved play value scores 

of below 50%, 50-75% and over 75% in our audit.  The main 

policy implications of this analysis are: 

 

 The vast majority of greenspaces in the city have very 

low intrinsic play value for children, although there are 

some good examples of spaces that children clearly 

find attractive and stimulating.  The significant number 

of equipped play areas is no real substitute for 

environmentally-based play. 

 Three of the larger spaces in the built-up area of the 

city that show up as having low play value are 

cemeteries (Kingston, Milton and Highland) and it is 

unrealistic for them every to have a high play value.  

However, it will be desirable to try to boost the play 

value of other greenspaces in most parts of the city; 

done carefully, this should also have the beneficial 

effect of enhancing amenity and biodiversity value. 

 Once again the Charles Dickens area shows up as a 

priority area with a cluster of small, low play value 

spaces 

 

Accessibility Overall, 99% of dwellings lie within a 10 minute walking 

distance threshold/accessibility standard derived in 

Chapter 4 of at least one of the spaces making up the 

green network and 88% within the same distance of a 

space that we have identified as above average quality and 

value.  However, many of these spaces are quite small.  

Other general points relating to accessibility are: 

 

 Almost all of the large spaces, with the exception of 

Kingston Cemetery, are around the periphery of the 

city.  While these spaces are of high value, they tend to 

have lower than average quality scores.  This is 

because they tend to be fairly bland with little of 

interest to potential visitors (eg Milton Common, Great 

Salterns, Portsdown Hill) or lacking interpretation or 

display evidence of anti-social behaviour (eg Farlington 

Marshes) 

 Spaces in and around the city centre (but especially in 

Landport) are inevitably small and fragmented and 

some are of poor quality and/or value.  The Lords 

Street area in particular contains a series of depressing 

spaces which do nothing to mitigate the poor quality 

living environment of the surrounding flats. 

 The city’s densely developed central spine of 

neighbourhoods – North and Central Southsea, Fratton 

(apart from Kingston Cemetery), Copnor, North End 

and to some extent Buckland – have very little 

greenspace provision.  In addition, these areas also 

have the highest number of children per hectare and so 

arguably the greatest need for open space. 
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 While Southsea Common is vitally important and high 

profile greenspace for the city, parts of it would benefit 

from improvement.  The areas it will be desirable to 

enhance are the “Garden of Hope” (its forlorn 

appearance makes it seem badly mis-named) behind 

the D-Day Museum; the “spaces left over” around the 

Southsea Tennis Club and adjacent bowling greens; 

and the Navy’s Governor’s Field, a space which does 

not seem to be locked for any good reason.  Could the 

Garden of Hope be better integrated with the D-Day 

Museum?  At present there seems to be no real 

rationale for its existence. 

 The paucity of good greenspace provision in 

Paulsgrove.  The one reasonably large space – the 

Allaway Avenue Recreation Ground – is fairly bland, 

although the area does have reasonably good access to 

Portsdown Hill. 

 The limited greenspace provision in Drayton and 

Farlington 

 

Quality Standards Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standards for the 

various components of the green network. 

 

Conclusions These assessments point to two inescapable conclusions: 

 

 The huge importance of the large spaces around the 

periphery of the city, particularly on the northern, 

eastern and southern edges – respectively Portsdown 

Hill and Hilsea Lines (taking the latter as the northern 

edge of Portsea Island); Farlington Marshes, the Baffins 

area and Milton Common; and the seafront, particularly 

Southsea Common and the historic seafront in the 

south-western corner of the city.  Of these, Southsea 

Common is particularly significant because of the very 

high residential density in the Southsea area.  Southsea 

is also the area of the city with the most visitor 

accommodation. 

 The paucity of sizeable spaces available in the built-up 

area, other than cemeteries – which are unlikely to be 

the most visited local greenspaces. 

 

 This suggests that the City Council should focus on two 

over-riding priorities: 

 

 Maximising the accessibility and attractiveness of the 

large peripheral spaces, as they present an opportunity 

for residents and visitors to the city to enjoy wide open 

spaces of the kind not available in the built up area.  

Ways of achieving this without damaging their essential 

qualities are likely to include the provision of barbecue 

sites – the smell of meat cooking in open spaces is 

particularly seductive – enhancing the nature 

conservation interest and providing pedestrian and 

cyclepaths.  Only in these spaces is there “a lot of sky” 

and a real sense of open-ness, enhanced hugely by the 

proximity to the sea and the sheltered harbours on the 
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eastern and western sides of the city.   

 Ensuring that all spaces within the built-up area are of 

the highest possible quality and value to local residents 
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 19: The Seafront 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction Historically the reason for Portsmouth’s existence is its 

location on the south coast, between two natural harbours.  

Portsmouth Harbour is by far the most significant aspect of 

its heritage, but for security reasons the public cannot 

access much of it – although they can watch Royal Navy 

ships coming and going from a number of viewpoints.  

This means that the seafront to the Solent, and the 

foreshore of Langstone Harbour, are hugely significant 

open spaces with a unique character.  However, they 

require a different treatment from other open spaces in a 

PPG17 assessment because they are necessarily on the 

periphery of the city and there is no possibility of providing 

more of them, whether on the periphery or in some other 

location.  In Portsmouth there is also the added problem of 

sea defences which could change the character of much of 

its eastern seafront: only a slight rise in sea levels will 

flood a large part of the city.  Indeed parts of the city are 

probably vulnerable to an unusually high spring tide. 

 

 This chapter therefore takes a different approach from 

earlier ones by concentrating on quality issues to the 

exclusion of quantity and accessibility. 

 

The Nature of 

Portsmouth’s 

Seafront 

Portsmouth’s accessible seafront can be divided into a 

number of distinct areas in both the north-south and east-

west directions.  In north-south terms, it consists of two 

distinct elements:  

 

 The beach and promenade area – defined as the area 

between the sea and the nearest road 

 The greenspaces between the seafront area and the 

buildings that front the northern sides of Clarence 

Parade, South Parade and Eastern Parade 

 

 The Promenade Area 

 

In east-west terms, the promenade consists of a number of 

distinct character areas of considerable interest, but large 

parts of it have a slightly shabby or neglected appearance.  

From east to west, it gets steadily mores attractive to 

visitors and therefore there is increasing footfall and 

vehicular traffic in the vicinity of it – although ironically, 
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the actual seafront also gets less visible thanks to the 

historic fortifications.  The area from Eastern Parade 

westwards to Pier Road has been designated a 

conservation area by the City Council. 

 

 The character areas of the promenade area are: 

 

 Eastney Peninsula: an area with the informal character 

of a small and almost isolated coastal village, with 

attractive views across Eastney Lake to the west and 

Langstone Harbour and Hayling Island to the east.  The 

shingle beach is important in terms of bio-diversity. 

 Fort Cumberland: an important ancient monument 

currently used by English Heritage as an archaeological 

store and conservation centre, but open to the public 

for only a few days each year.  To the west of the fort is 

an area of scrub which is both important in terms of 

nature conservation and popular with walkers. 

 Fort Cumberland to South Parade Pier: a fairly 

featureless shingle beach, albeit important in terms of 

bio-diversity, with a wide esplanade and car parking 

overlooking the Solent   

 The Southsea Seafront from South Parade Pier to 

Clarence Pier, with the Rock Garden, the D-Day 

Museum, Aquarium, East and West Batteries, Southsea 

Castle and the soon to close Pyramids Leisure Centre 

 West Southsea, with its historic naval defences, linking 

round to Old Portsmouth and the Historic Dockyard  

 

The Greenspaces 

Behind the Seafront 

Portsmouth is unusual in that most of the area immediately 

behind the seafront remains green and in Chapters 14 and 

18 we highlighted its strategic significance.  A number of 

fairly majestic listed buildings line its northern edge and 

from east to west it consists of three esplanades: 

 

 Eastney Esplanade: this area is dominated by the large 

formally designed grassed area in front of the Marines 

Museum and behind the large statue of the Falklands 

“yomper”. 

 Southsea Esplanade: Canoe Lake, the model village in 

Lumps Fort and the pitch and putt facility combine to 

give this area a slightly downmarket “coastal resort” 

appearance.  However, the City’s Natural History 

Museum with its attractive garden, the Rose Garden 

and the St Helen’s Field cricket ground are all attractive 

features. 

 Clarence Esplanade and Southsea Common: this is by 

far the most important greenspace in the city.  It 

consist of ornamental gardens, treed avenues, large 

open grassed areas, a number of statues, bowling 

greens, tennis courts, a major wheels park for the city’s 

teenagers and, at the western end, the Clarence Pier 

amusement park. 

 

Levels of Activity We undertook the audit underpinning this report during 
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the hot summer of 2006.  It may have been unusual for 

some reason, but it was very noticeable how little use was 

being made of any part of the actual seafront other than 

the Clarence and South Parade Piers.  There were also 

almost no bathers in the sea.  Admittedly, we did not see it 

at the weekend when it may be very busy, but certainly on 

midweek evenings there was a real contrast between the 

large number of people enjoying Southsea Common and 

the few in the beach area.  We understand that the 

Common is also used for a variety of community and other 

events.  It also appeared that different areas of the overall 

seafront serve different markets: 

 

 The piers and Canoe Lake seem to appeal mainly to 

visitors.  The museums are also mainly of interest to 

visitors 

 Southsea Common seems to appeal mainly to local 

residents for simply relaxing or taking part in a variety 

of informal recreational activities from kickabouts to 

barbecues 

 

Issues There appear to be a number of issues relating to the 

promenade and adjoining greenspaces, ignoring those 

relating to the conservation of the buildings and character 

of the built areas to the north: 

 

 Dilapidation of the Eastney and Southsea Esplanades 

 The future of the South Parade Pier and the Amusement 

Park adjacent to Clarence Pier 

 The future of the Pyramids Leisure Centre site 

 Interpretation of the history of the Southsea area 

 The tennis courts on Southsea Common 

 The enhancement of Southsea Common 

 

 Eastney and Southsea Esplanades 

 

The two Esplanades are exposed to whatever the sea can 

throw at them and not surprisingly there are signs of 

deterioration in a number of the features along their 

length.  For example, reinforcement is rusting in the 

concrete seats and the railings require rust removal and 

repainting. 

 

 South Parade Pier and the Amusement Park 

 

Both of these facilities have seen better days, with much of 

South Parade Pier almost 100 years old.  The Amusement 

Park appears out of place in what is otherwise a high 

quality environment. 

 

 Pyramids Leisure Centre 

 

With the Council’s decision to close the Pyramids Leisure 

Centre, it needs either to find a new use for the site.  If left 

undeveloped, it will almost certainly deteriorate fairly 
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rapidly and become an eyesore very close to the D-Day 

Museum, which must be one of the main tourist 

destinations in the city. 

 

 Interpretation 

 

Given the history of the western seafront, it is surprising 

that there is very little in the way of interpretive material 

outside the formal museums. 

 

 The Sports Facilities on Southsea Common 

 

The Common’s tennis courts have a dilapidated air, with 

some seemingly abandoned and an outmoded changing 

pavilion, used by both tennis and bowls players.  We 

understand that the tennis club is planning to upgrade the 

pavilion in the near future so that it meets its needs better.  

It is also clear that at least one and possibly two bowling 

greens have been abandoned and the enclosure of the 

pitch and putt facility – while necessary for safety and to 

control access – is an alien feature. 

 

 The Enhancement of Southsea Common 

 

Southsea Common is of critical importance to the city and 

the Council should protect and ideally enhance it.  Any 

enhancements should retain the open appearance and can 

probably be achieved mainly by management and 

maintenance rather than capital works.  This said, it may 

be desirable to provide additional trees to increase shade 

in summer and the children’s play facilities could do with a 

rethink to improve the play value when the time comes to 

replace equipment items. 

 

Policy Approach The combination of these issues suggest that the policy 

approach that the City Council should adopt should be 

based on: 

 

 Protection of the seafront and adjoining greenspaces 

from any development not directly associated with the 

current uses  

 The preparation of an action plan for the whole of the 

area from Eastney along to Clarence Pier with the aim 

of improving the tourism offer, making better use of 

the area’s heritage and enhancing the day to day use of 

Southsea Common by local residents 
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 20: Indoor Sports Facilities 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter reviews the provision of major indoor sports 

facilities across the city.  For the purposes of the 

assessment, we define “indoor sports facilities” as sports 

halls, swimming pools, indoor tennis halls, gymnastics 

training halls, indoor bowls halls and ice rinks.  

 

Quality and Value Sports Halls 

 

Within the city boundary there are the following community 

or joint use sports halls with a minimum of three 

badminton courts: 

 

 Badminton courts 

 Admiral Lord Nelson School* 4 

 Charles Dickens School* 3 

 City of Portsmouth Girls School* 4 

 Fratton Community Centre 3 

 Highbury College* 4 

 Mayfield School* 7 

 Miltoncross School* 5 

 Mountbatten Centre 8 

 Nuffield Centre* 4 

 Paulsgrove Community Centre 3 

 Portsmouth College* 4 

 Portsmouth Grammar School*  4 

 Priory School Sports College* 4 

 Springfield School* 3 

 St Luke’s Sports Centre* 4 

 University of Portsmouth* 4 

 Wimbledon Park Sports Centre 5 

 Total 73 

 

* Joint use educational institution facilities, although the St Luke’s Sports 

Centre is managed for the Council by a leisure management contractor 

Note: the Ministry of Defence/Royal Navy also has a sports hall but 

community use is very limited 

 

 These halls vary considerably in quality and value.  The 

Mountbatten Centre has the only “competition” hall with 

spectator facilities, although the Priory Specialist Sports 

College hall is high enough for competition badminton.  

The Wimbledon Park hall is by far the lowest quality and 

resulted from conversion of some other form of building, 
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while the St Luke’s Sports Centre is in fairly poor condition 

for a centre which has been open for only a few years.  

Certainly, maintenance expenditure appears to be 

inadequate for a joint use facility subject to the high levels 

of wear and tear which result from constant school use.  

This is most obvious in the circulation and changing areas.  

If the Council does not increase its maintenance 

expenditure the centre could deteriorate rapidly with a 

consequential loss of income.  There must also be a 

question mark over the long term future of the Wimbledon 

Park Centre, which is clearly starved of investment. 

 

 The Mountbatten Centre facilities obviously have the 

highest value for community sport, followed by the 

Wimbledon Park Centre and the joint use school facilities. 

 

 The City Council Recreation Service has prepared an 

analysis of usage over the past five years for the facilities it 

controls. This analysis found that: 

 

 The Mountbatten Centre throughput increased 

significantly from a little over 250,000 in financial year 

2001-2 to 376,000 in 2005-6 

 Use of the Wimbledon Park Sports Centre has been 

fairly constant at around 63-73,000 over the five years 

 Community use of St Luke’s Community Sports Centre 

(all facilities, including the pool) grew significantly from 

14,500 in financial year 2001-2 to 54,500 in 2004-5 

before declining in 2005-6 to 43,000, largely as a 

result of closure of the pool following failure in 

pipework.  

 

 The throughputs achieved at the Mountbatten Centre and 

Wimbledon Park are very good, while St Luke’s is fairly 

poor for a wet and dry centre. 

 

 The Council undertook user surveys at its dry sports 

facilities in 2001 and 2003, using a self-selection sampling 

method which yielded some interesting results, although 

they are unlikely to be fully representative of users.  They 

included: 

 

 Mountbatten Centre 

 

 80% of users travelled for less than 5 miles to the 

Centre and nearly three quarters by car 

 The centre appears to have widened its appeal 

significantly between 2001 and 2003.  In 2001, 66% of 

respondents were in socio-economic groups ABC1 but 

in 2003 this had dropped to 50%.  However, as the 

sample of users in both surveys was self-selected it is 

very possible that neither sample was truly 

representative of users  

 Nearly a quarter of respondents to the 2003 survey 

would have liked to see a swimming pool at the Centre 
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 St Luke’s Centre 

 

 In 2003, 85% of users travelled for less than 3 miles to 

the centre and around 40% by car; 15% walked. 

 In 2003, 30% of respondents were in socio-economic 

groups ABC1 and 65% in groups C2DE; in 2001 these 

figures were 79% and 21% respectively 

 

Note: with only 20 respondents in the St Luke’s survey, the results must 

be viewed with considerable caution 

 

Wimbledon Park 

 

 In 2003, 78% of users travelled for less than 3 miles 

and around 56% by car; 27% walked 

 In 2003, 47% of respondent were in socio-economic 

groups ABC1 and 49% in C2DE; in 2001, these figures 

were 74% and 26% respectively.  Accordingly in only 

two years the centre became significantly more “middle 

class”. 

 

Note: with only 40 respondents in the Wimbledon Park survey, the results 

must be viewed with considerable caution 

 

 Swimming Pools 

 

Following the closure of the Pyramids Centre, the city has 

the following pools: 

 

 Water area (sq m) 

 Victoria Swim Centre 433 

 Eastney Swimming Pool 207 

 St Luke’s Sports Centre 200 

 Cannons Health Club* 90 

 David Lloyd Club* 325 

 Roko* 160 

 Springfield School 144 

 St Edmunds Catholic School 253 

 Total 1,812 

 

* Commercial clubs open to members only 

 

 Of these, the Eastney Pool, while very popular locally, is 

long past its “sell-by date”.  It also has extremely poor 

disabled access and the changing, staff accommodation 

and pool hall are seriously outmoded.  The Victoria Swim 

Centre is also deteriorating in quality and it is clearly 

sensible of the Council to plan on replacing it with the 

proposed 50m pool at the Mountbatten Centre.  It contains 

a lot of wasted space and the pool hall is very dated, which 

must be depressing usage.  The St Luke’s Pool, on the 

other hand, is a simple but certainly adequate joint use 20 

m pool. 

 

 The table below summarises the throughput per sq m of 

water area for the city’s three public pools in 2005-6: 
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 Water area Visits/ Visits/sq m/ 

 (sq m) year year 

Eastney 207 62,949 304 

Victoria 433 141,546 327 

St Luke’s N/a N/a N/a 

 

N/a = not available 

 

 The Government’s General Household Survey has found 

that the average British adult swims around 8 times each 

year so Portsmouth’s pools should be generating an adult 

throughput of around 1,100,000 per year, with junior 

swims taking this total to over 1.5 M.  Even allowing for the 

various private pools in Portsmouth, it therefore seems 

clear that the city’s pools are under-performing to a very 

significant extent. 

 

 Indoor Tennis Halls 

 

At present there are two indoor tennis centres in the city, 

the air hall near the Victoria Swim Centre, with 4 indoor 

courts, and the Priory School Indoor Tennis Centre with 

three.  We understand that the former is owned by the 

Royal Navy and may close in the next year or so.  In 

financial year 2005-6 it had a throughput of just under 

80,000, which is quite good for a four-court centre.  It 

equates to an average of just under 400 players per court 

per week.  

 

 Gymnastics Training Halls 

 

The city also has only one gymnastics training centre, Pitt 

Street.  Its use has been rising fairly steadily for the past 

six years at least and in 2005-6 it generated nearly 67,000 

visits.  Created inside a former swimming pool complex, it 

is in reasonable condition for its age, although the 

changing is poor and there is no disabled (or other) 

parking.  It will also close when a replacement facility is 

available at the Mountbatten Centre. 

 

 Indoor Bowls Halls 

 

The city has a single indoor bowls hall, at the Victory 

Indoor Bowls Club, with 6 rinks.  There are also some short 

mat bowls facilities, for example at the Hillside Community 

Centre in Paulsgrove and the Swordsands bowls facility off 

Tangier Road.  While in good overall condition, we 

understand that it the Victory Club currently has around 

700 members, against 1100 at its peak around a decade or 

so ago, and membership is declining by around 10% each 

year.  This means that that time may not be far off when 

the club is no longer financially viable. 

 

 The decline of indoor bowls is happening throughout the 

country and not confined to Portsmouth.  For example, we 
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understand that the nearby Havant Club may close in the 

next year or so.  Accordingly there seems to be more than 

enough indoor bowls provision in the city. 

  

Accessibility The City Council’s Sport and Physical Activity Strategy 

2002-7, Raising Standards, Reducing Inequality, sets an 

objective that all residents should live within an easy walk 

or cycle distance from good quality accessible and 

affordable community sports facilities; it also highlights 

the need to improve the quality of community sports 

facilities in Paulsgrove, Wymering and the Heart of 

Portsmouth.  Unfortunately the strategy does not define 

what is meant by “community sports facilities” or an “easy 

walk or cycle distance”.  For the purposes of the 

assessment of indoor sports facilities, therefore, we have 

defined them as: 

 

 Community sports facilities: multi-purpose sports halls 

and swimming pool suitable at least for swimming 

lessons and “lap” or fitness swimming.  This definition 

excludes specialist sports facilities such as indoor 

tennis halls, indoor bowls hall and indoor gymnastics 

training, for all of which the Council has plans in place 

for enhanced provision. 

 Easy walk or cycle distance: 15 minutes travel time 

 

 Sports Halls 

 

Map 20.1 shows the location of the city’s sports halls, 

together with those facilities outside the city likely to be 

used by Portsmouth residents, and the 15 minute walking 

and cycling distance thresholds/accessibility standards 

derived in Chapter 4.  Overall, 73% of dwellings in the city 

are currently within a 15-minute walk of at least one hall 

and 99% within a 15-minute cycle ride.  They show that the 

only parts of the city outwith a 15-minute cycle ride from a 

hall are a small part of Drayton and Farlington and the 

Wymering area.  In addition, most residents of Portsea 

Island live within a 15-minute walk of at least one hall, 

apart from those in Eastney/south-east Milton and small 

areas to the north of the city centre. 

 

 Map 20.1 also shows the location of “pay and play” sports 

halls – that is, halls that cater for casual use.  Overall, only 

37% of dwellings in the city lie within a 15-minute walk of a 

pay and play hall, but 94% within a 15-minute cycle ride.  

This map therefore clearly emphasises the critical 

importance of joint use provision on school sites.  Most of 

the schools with sports halls make them available to local 

clubs and other organised groups.  The Council’s Sports 

Development team need to work closely with these schools 

to promote the maximum amount of community use and 

feed individuals from beginner or other courses at pay and 

play facilities to the clubs and groups which use those 

school halls without pay and play use. 
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 Swimming Pools 

 

Map 20.2 shows the location of the city’s pools in relation 

to the 15 minute walking and cycling distance 

thresholds/accessibility standards derived in Chapter 4 and 

also identifies the “pay and play” pools.  The most obvious 

feature of the map is that because of their location more or 

less on the south coast both the Pyramids and Eastney 

pools have the equivalent of only half a catchment area, at 

best.  At present 37% of the city’s dwellings lie within a 15 

minute walk of at least one pool with some form of 

community use and 93% within a 15 minute cycle ride.  

However, these proportions fall to only 18% and 58% for 

pools with casual use. 

 

 When the Council closes the Victoria Swimming Centre and 

replaces it with a new 50m pool at the Mountbatten 

Centre, the proportion of dwellings within a 15 minute 

walk and cycle ride will not change to any significant 

extent, although some of the dwellings within the distance 

thresholds will differ.  When the Council closes the 

Pyramids Centre, only 31% of dwellings will be within a 15 

minute walk of at least one pool, and if it also has to close 

Eastney the proportion will fall to 28%.  The Council’s user 

surveys have shown that the Mountbatten Centre is 

performing more of a local role than it had anticipated, but 

in the future the proposed 50m pool should attract people 

from all parts of the city and also help boost the use of the 

“dry” facilities. 

 

 Looking to the future, when the Victoria Swimming Centre 

closes, the use of the St Luke’s pool is likely to rise as it 

will then be the only pool serving the centre of the city. 

 

 Indoor Bowls Halls 

 

Only 9% and 30% of dwellings lie within a 15 minute walk 

or cycle ride of the Victory Indoor Bowls Club.  This 

emphasises the importance of routing public transport 

services past the site and ensuring that the alterations to 

the Mountbatten Centre will result in sufficient car parking 

for all of the facilities in and adjoining Alexandra Park. 

 

 Indoor tennis halls 

 

Map 20.3 shows the location of the city’s two indoor tennis 

facilities.  Overall, 23% of dwellings in the city are within a 

15-minute walk of at least one of them and 61% within a 

15-minute cycle ride.  This represents a good level of 

accessibility and it would not be wise to increase the 

current level of provision until the recently opened Priory 

Centre is at capacity. 

 

 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment 133 

Quantity The Sport England Sports Facilities Calculator 

Sport England has developed a Sports Facilities Calculator 

(SFC) which uses information it has gleaned from various 

surveys to assess the level of provision needed for the 

population of any English local authority area.  The 

underlying calculations are fairly crude as they ignore 

accessibility by assuming that everyone will be equally able 

to access all facilities, but they do take account of age and 

gender.  The calculator also covers only sports halls, 

swimming pools and indoor bowls halls.  However, it 

provides a starting point in assessing the need for facilities 

in Portsmouth (and other areas) although the results 

should sometimes be taken with a pinch of salt; for 

example, the calculator tends to overstate the demand for 

sports halls and indoor bowls rinks, and possibly to 

understate the demand for pools.  The main reasons for 

this are: 

 Sport halls: the calculator ignores the portion of

demand met by small halls, for example single

badminton courts in community centres.

 Pools: the calculator is based on a theoretical capacity

for pools which is rarely achieved in practice, thereby

underestimating the water areas required to serve a

given population.

 Indoor bowls: the steady decline in demand for indoor

bowls over the pasts 5-10 years has not been reflected

in the participation rates used in the calculator.

However, as a starting point, the calculator assesses 

Portsmouth as needing: 

 55 badminton courts in sports halls

 1,935 sq m water in swimming pools

 10 indoor bowls rinks

Sports Halls 

Current Provision 

The city’s existing sports halls, as listed above, contain a 

total of 73 badminton courts, or 1 court to roughly 2,600 

residents – over 30% more than indicated by the SFC.  In 

addition, there are a number of badminton courts in 

various community centres and church halls. 

Local Views 

In our residents’ survey, a net 30% of respondents 

identified a need for more public leisure centres.  “A net 

30%” means that the percentage identifying a need for 

more provision minus the percentage that saw no need for 

more was 30%. However, as the map shows, the 

accessibility to sports halls in most of the city is quite 
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good.  Accordingly the public view may represent a need to 

open up school facilities for community use to a greater 

extent rather than an absolute need for more provision.  

This said, it is clear that residents in Paulsgrove and much 

of Drayton and Farlington are not able easily to access a 

pay and play sports hall.  In addition, of the 70 badminton 

courts in sports halls in the city, only 7, or just under 10%, 

lie to the north of Port Creek and there is also likely to be a 

need for a hall in the south-eastern part of Portsea Island.  

However there are no obvious sites for additional halls in 

either of these areas. 

 

 Quantity Standard 

 

In terms of equity it is obviously desirable that there 

should be broadly the same level of provision in relation to 

the population to the north and south of Port Creek.  The 

neighbourhoods to the south have a population of around 

147,000 and 66 badminton courts in sports halls – an 

average of 1 court to 2,225 people; the neighbourhoods to 

the north a population of around 38,500 people to 7 

badminton courts – an average of 1 court to 5,500 people.  

Accordingly it will be desirable to adopt a provision 

standard of one court to 2,225 people in the northern part 

of the city.  As the total floor area of a basic dry sports 

building is usually around twice the area of the main sports 

hall, and one badminton court occupies an area of 

approximately 18 x 9 m, this equates to 0.14 sq m of dry 

sports building per person. 

 

 Application of the Quantity Standard 

 

Applying this quantity standard to the population living to 

the north of Port Creek suggests a need for the equivalent 

of 17 badminton courts or an additional 10 courts. 

 

 Swimming Pools 

 

The city currently has around 2,360 sq m of water in its 

pools, although 575 sq m of this is in commercial pools 

open only to members.  This gives a net 1,785 sq m of 

water area, although as commercial pools are open only to 

those willing to pay the charges levied by their owners they 

do reduce the need for community provision and so it is 

necessary to include them in the overall calculation.   There 

is also the sea, which residents can use for at least part of 

the year. 

 

 The level of provision will change when the Council builds 

its proposed 50m pool and closes the Victoria Swimming 

Centre.  There are two main options for the total water 

area at pools in the city, assuming that the new 

Mountbatten Pool will be 50 x 21 m (ie 1050 sq m water 

area): 
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Option 1 

 Existing provision 1,812 sq m 

 Less Victoria Swimming Centre 433 sq m 

 Plus Mountbatten pool 1,050 sq m 

 Outcome 2,429 sq m 

Option 2 

 Existing provision 1,812 sq m 

 Less Victoria Swimming Centre 433 sq m 

 Less Eastney 207 sq m 

 Plus Mountbatten pool 1,050 sq m 

 Outcome 2,222 sq m 

Accordingly the city already has, and is likely to continue 

to have, more water area than the minimum suggested by 

the use of the SFC.  Local residents are also able to swim in 

the Solent if they wish to do so.  Although there is unlikely 

to be a need for more water area – certainly it will not be 

sensible to consider additional provision until well after the 

proposed 50m pool at the Mountbatten Centre opens – 

there will be a continuing need to upgrade Eastney and St 

Like’s in order that they can accommodate the additional 

demand which will follow from new housing developments.  

However, the provision standard can be a post-

rationalisation of Option 1 above (2,429 sq m water area), 

as this is probably the most likely of the short term 

alternatives. 

Taking the population of the city as 191,000, this gives a 

provision standard, in terms of water area, of around 0.13 

sq m per person.  As the total floor area of a pool building 

is typically around four times the water area, this gives an 

overall provision standard of around 0.5 sq m of pool 

building per person. 

As Portsmouth is on the Solent it is of course possible to 

swim in the sea as well as in local pools.  There is no 

research evidence to suggest that such opportunities 

reduce significantly the need for indoor pools, however. 

Application of the Provision Standard 

We do not suggest using this provision to justify the 

provision of more water area in the city, but as a means of 

assessing developer contributions to the upgrading or 

replacement of existing pools, particularly Eastney.  For 

example, there are numerous examples of where 

upgrading has increased throughput by attracting new 

users.  It is also possible for the City Council to “forward 

fund” the new Mountbatten Centre 50 m pool in 

anticipation of population growth as a result of planned 

house building and, in effect, to repay an appropriate part 

of the capital debt from developer contributions, provided 

it makes a clear resolution to do so in advance of building 
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the new pool complex. 

 

 Indoor Tennis Halls 

 

Until the future of the existing Indoor Tennis Centre is 

known and the new Priory School indoor courts have 

settled down to a steady pattern of use, it will not be 

sensible to plan on providing more indoor tennis courts.  

Accordingly there is no need for a provision standard. 

 

 Gymnastics Training Halls 

 

Until the new gymnastics centre that the Council is 

committed to providing at the Mountbatten Centre is in 

operation and its level of use known, it will not be sensible 

to plan on providing more gymnastics training facilities.   

Accordingly there is no need for a provision standard. 

 

 Indoor Bowls Halls 

 

As noted above, the Victory Indoor Bowls Club is more than 

large enough to accommodate all of the current demand 

for indoor bowls in the city.  Indeed, it is currently 

operating at something like two thirds capacity, suggesting 

that the city’s population could expand by half before 

there is any need for more provision.  Accordingly there is 

no need for a provision standard as the present provision 

is more than adequate. 

 

 Ice Rinks 

 

There are few ice rinks on the south coast and of those 

that do exist, some are struggling financially.  There is a 

general guideline that an ice rink needs a population of at 

least 250,000 within a 20-minute drive in order to be 

viable.  While a suitably located rink in Portsmouth would 

meet this criterion it is clear that the City has other 

priorities and therefore we see no need for a provision 

standard. 

 

Quality Standards Appendix F sets out the proposed quality standards for 

indoor sports facilities. 

 

Recommendations We recommend that the Council adopt the following 

quantity standards: 

 

 Sports halls: 0.14 sq m of dry sports building/person 

 Swimming pools: 0.5 sq m of pool building/person 

 

 In addition, we recommend that the Council should: 

 

 Progress its plans for a 50m pool at the Mountbatten 

Centre 

 Modernise or replace the Eastney Pool 

 Provide a sports hall or halls containing a total of 6 or 8 

badminton courts to the north of Port Creek (note: 
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although the shortfall is 7 courts, 6 or 8 courts are the 

nearest standard sizes) 

 Seek to maximise community use of all school indoor 

sports facilities, and in particular to increase the use of 

the St Luke’s Pool once the new pool opens at the 

Mountbatten Centre 
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 21: Issues and Options 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter summarises a number of issues arising from 

the assessment, in addition to those reviewed in earlier 

chapters, together with the options open to the City 

Council for tackling them.  They are: 

 

Strategic Issues 

 

 Climate change 

 Community involvement 

 Former landfill sites 

 Improving the accessibility of greenspaces 

 Public art 

 

Specific Issues 

 

 Provision for children’s play 

 Provision for teenagers 

 Provision for adult football 

 Provision for mini-soccer 

 Provision for hockey 

 Provision for bowls 

 Provision for cricket 

 Low value greenspaces 

 Signage 

 

Strategic Issues 

 

 

 

Grass areas like this may need  

watering in future 

Climate Change 

 

Issue 

 

As most of Portsmouth is a low lying flat island on the 

south coast, it is likely to be considerably affected by 

global warming and climate change.  These changes will 

probably generate a number of potentially significant 

impacts, including: 

 

 Flooding of low lying coastal areas 

 Increased water stress on plants and trees in summer, 

leading to losses 

 Grass swards will become more difficult to maintain 

owing to the effects of drought, but more cuts will be 

needed in spring and autumn 

 More winter depressions and gales, with the danger of 
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losing trees 

 Changes to habitats which are likely to result in the 

loss or migration of some currently common species 

 Higher levels of atmospheric pollution from traffic 

 

 There are likely also to be some positive impacts of climate 

change, such as: 

 

 Tennis is likely increasingly to be come a year-round 

outdoor sport 

 Increased opportunities for “outdoor lifestyles” 

 Opportunities to introduce new plant species 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Victoria Park – will global 

warming harm some of these 

trees in the next decade or so? 

Options 

 

 Do nothing: the consequences of this approach are 

likely to include major changes to the appearance and 

sustainability of the city’s greenspaces and decline of 

the pitch sports and bowling greens.  Grass pitches are 

likely to be waterlogged and unplayable for significant 

parts of the year, most probably in a later autumn and 

an earlier spring.  This will have major implications for 

football and rugby as the timing of the season may 

have to change – which may then have knock-on 

implications for cricket.  

 Reconstruct the city’s grass pitches to a free draining 

sand carpet specification and accept the need to water 

them and most other grassed areas in summer 

 Move winter pitch sports onto artificial surfaces as 

much as possible 

 Redesign the city’s parks and other greenspaces to 

incorporate more drought-resistant plants and trees, 

provide additional shade, artificial turf pitches and see 

them as a means of mitigating the effect of climate 

change on the city.  This will probably require 

significant investment and also for the City Council to 

persuade residents that it is acting responsibly.   

 

 Community Involvement 

 

Issue 

 

There appears to be relatively little community involvement 

in the management of the city’s parks and greenspaces, 

although we understand the Council has tried to foster 

“Friends” groups in the past without success.  There are 

however “Friends” groups for the main wildlife sites. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: the Council and its grounds maintenance 

contractor are perfectly capable of managing and 

maintaining all of the city’s greenspaces and local 

residents appear to be satisfied with the council’s 

performance in this area 
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 Use the preparation of the Local Development

Framework and rising public concerns over

environmental issues as a catalyst to help foster the

creation of Friends Groups for the City’s highest profile

spaces, eg Victoria Park or Southsea Common

Former Landfill Sites 

Issue 

The City has a number of large former landfill sites around 

its periphery that it has grassed over to create 

greenspaces.  They are popular with some residents, but 

on the evidence of the number of “don’t know” responses 

to our residents’ survey use by many local residents is 

fairly limited. 

Options 

 Do nothing: the sites are valuable in terms of nature

conservation and provide the opportunity to create sea

defences

 Extend the principles underpinning Local Plan Policy

PG1 to other similar spaces (eg Milton Common,

Great Salterns).  Policy PG1 relates to the Paulsgrove

Landfill Site and requires it to be laid out as “an

informal ‘country park’ with wooded areas, picnic sites

and grassed open space, with particular areas set aside

for nature conservation.  More formal recreational

environmental activities could be accommodated on

the site in the future.”

Improving the Accessibility of Greenspaces 

Issue 

As the maps in chapters 6-19 demonstrate, the city’s main 

greenspaces tend to be around the periphery. However, 

there are also quite a number of small spaces in the more 

densely developed areas.  It will obviously be desirable to 

encourage residents to use these spaces to walk through 

the city and maximise access to the larger peripheral 

spaces. 

A simple bicycle parking stand, 

although suitable only for small 

wheeled machines. Bicycle 

parking can also provide 

Options 

 Do nothing

 Develop and implement a “legibility strategy” for

the city based on signing pedestrian and cycle routes

to the city’s larger greenspaces and other points of

interest as possible in order to encourage local

residents to walk or cycle more

 Review the network of greenspaces to identify where

it might be possible to create pedestrian and cycling

routes through the city, separated from roads as much

as possible
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opportunities for public art.   Require developers to contribute to the further 

development of city-wide cycle routes and the linking 

of new developments to the city-wide path network 

 

 Public Art 

 

Issue 

 

There are relatively few examples of public art in the city.  

Public art adds interest to spaces and helps to create a 

sense of place and make neighbourhoods distinct. 

 

 

A simple and no doubt cheap 

piece of public art that reflects 

the city’s naval heritage 

 

Options 

 

 Do nothing: there are other, more important priorities 

 Introduce a “percent for art” policy as part of the new 

LDF, requiring developers to allocate a percentage (the 

Arts Council recommends 1%) of the budget for their 

projects on art works, preferably commissioned from 

local artists,  

 Develop and then implement a public art strategy 

for the city highlighting the locations in which the 

Council will wish to see pieces of public art and the 

types of works that it will support 

 

Specific Issues 

 

 

 

 

A recently constructed equipped 

play area which “ticks the boxes” 

in terms of meeting most 

standards – but what is its play 

value? 

 

Provision for Children’s Play 

 

Issue 

 

Over the past ten years the Council has invested 

significantly in new equipped play areas for children.  

Almost all of these play areas have been designed more or 

less in accordance with the National Playing Fields 

Association’s recommendations for Local Equipped Areas 

for Play (LEAPs).  It has also developed a number of 

“doorstep” facilities that are of extremely limited play 

value.  There are several issues that arise from this: 

 

 Play interests increasingly view LEAPs and similar 

equipped play areas as offering very poor play value.  

Their criticisms include that they are formulaic, offer 

little to stimulate children’s imagination, children 

rapidly find them boring, they do not encourage 

creative play and they are too safe. 

 Maintenance costs are high and some play areas are 

colonised by teenagers and then suffer from high levels 

of misuse or abuse 

 Most of the city’s equipped play areas will require re-

investment around the same time, assuming it decides 

to continue with equipped play areas 

 Public opinion is evenly split as to whether the quantity 

or amount of play provision in the city is good (40% of 

respondents in our residents’ survey) or poor (39% or 

respondents).  Accordingly in spite of the Council’s 

investment, its local community does not rate the 
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amount of play provision highly.  However, a clear 

majority of respondents thought that the quality of 

provision is poor rather than good (53%:33% for 

facilities for under 8s and 63%:22% for facilities for 8-

12 year olds) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Paulsgrove Inside-out 

playground.  High play value, but 

expensive to provide, manage 

and maintain 

Options 

 

 No change: continue to pursue the present policy, 

providing additional equipped play areas where there 

are identifiable gaps in provision or as part of new 

housing developments 

 Adopt a new approach to children’s play, based on 

home zones and/or designing local greenspaces in 

such a way as to maximise their play value for children 

of different ages with opportunities to hide, climb, run 

around, see nature at work, handle sticks and stones 

and get dirty or wet 

 Rationalise the current provision, when further 

capital investment is needed, into fewer but larger 

equipped play areas, ideally with one in each of the 

main greenspaces in the City, rather than located in 

housing areas, so as to encourage children and their 

parents or carers to walk to them and become more 

active 

 Require developers to design “home zones” in which 

children and other pedestrians have priority over 

vehicles so that children can play in the street, while 

also implementing traffic calming schemes with the 

objective of  making streets child-friendly rather than 

simply slowing down traffic (note: this approach will be 

compatible with the recently published Department for 

Transport Manual for Streets) 

 Develop a strategic network of “inside/out 

adventure playgrounds” similar to the established 

facilities adjacent to the Paulsgrove Youth and 

Community Centre or the facility in Stamshaw Park. 

 

 

Kickabout area in Buckingham 

Green – obviously popular, but 

slippery and unusable in wet 

weather 

Provision for Teenagers 

 

Issue 

 

The City Council has invested significantly less in provision 

for teenagers than in provision for younger children.  

However, some of the facilities that do exist appear to be 

poorly used while some of the kickabout areas cannot be 

used in wet weather as they have grass – and often mud – 

surfaces, although we understand that this is sometimes 

because local residents have opposed the provision of hard 

surfaces.  In our survey of local residents 57% of 

respondents classed the quality of teenage provision as 

poor or very poor and 74% expressed a need for more. 

 

 

 

Many local people will be more than aware of the 

teenagers’ common complaint that they have “nothing to 

do”, while others see young people hanging around as 
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potentially threatening - perceptions fuelled by media 

coverage of the “yob culture”.  The fact that this is nearly 

always an incorrect assumption is beside the point.  Local 

people also dislike the litter that young people tend to 

leave behind where they congregate.  

 

 

Good signage at the 

Sevenoaks Road skatepark 

 

 

 

 

One of the few skateboard 

facilities in the city 

The questions for the Council to consider include: 

 

 What provision is most appropriate for teenagers?  

Portsmouth, like many other areas, has a significant 

number of basketball goals.  These goals are the legacy 

of a hopelessly over-ambitious attempt by the English 

Basketball Association, aided and abetted by the Sports 

Council, to make basketball the nation’s number one 

youth sport.  A number do not appear to be particularly 

well used.  A better approach is to provide ball (or 

multi-purpose) courts and skateboard areas, although 

their drawback is that they appeal primarily to boys. 

 Where should it be located?  While many local 

residents will support the Council if it decides to make 

additional provision for teenagers, this is likely to be 

on the basis of “but not near me, thank you”.  Finding 

suitable sites for teenage provision is not easy; 

facilities must be readily accessible but not encourage 

territoriality and reasonably high profile while not in a 

position where other people may feel threatened by 

groups of young people.  Accordingly we suggest that 

the Council should seek to make additional teenage 

provision a major part of its parks network (see below). 

 How should it be managed?  Teenage provision needs 

as light a touch as possible.  For example, locating 

teenage facilities in parks will provide a degree of 

informal surveillance which should be adequate in most 

circumstances. 

 

 Provision for Adult Football 

 

Issue 

 

Football is probably on the brink of a major culture change 

brought about by the development of “third generation” 

artificial surfaces.  If it is sensible it will see the desirability 

of making artificial turf pitches the preferred form of 

provision; the obvious advantages include more consistent 

playing surfaces, and therefore better skills development; 

fewer cancellations as a result of waterlogged pitches; and 

the opportunity to create multi-team clubs – most football 

clubs are not clubs but simply teams. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: maintain the status quo.  However, the 

longer that football clings to grass pitches the greater 

the disruption likely to each playing season and this 

could lead to a serious decline in participation in 

football. 
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 Work with football interests to plan a network of 3G 

pitches, ideally as part of the Building Schools for 

the Future programme: the best location for 3G 

pitches will be on secondary school, further or higher 

education sites where they can be used during the day 

for PE programmes and out of school hours by the local 

community.  With a suitable network, it will be possible 

to develop a range of community football clubs.  As 

floodlit 3G pitches have the capacity to be used every 

day of the week, it will be possible to change the 

pattern of football leagues to play them through the 

week.  The reason for the present concentration of 

football at the weekend is that this is the only time of 

the week it is possible to get teams together during 

daylight.  With a move to floodlit pitches, this will no 

longer be necessary.  In broad terms, one ATP can 

accommodate the same amount of use per week as at 

least ten grass pitches.  Put another way, if all football 

is on artificial surfaces, and played throughout the 

week, significantly less land will be needed for pitches 

and at the same time, it will be possible to 

accommodate higher levels of participation.  There will 

also be significant revenue savings to the Council on 

maintenance, even after taking account of the costs of 

replacing ATP carpets every 7-10 years.  In research we 

did for the Scottish Sports Council some years ago, we 

came to the counter-intuitive conclusion that it would 

be cheaper for councils to provide ATPs and make 

them available to local clubs free than to continue to 

provide grass pitches and charge for them. 

 

 Provision for Mini-soccer  

 

Issue 

 

There is a shortage of mini-soccer pitches in the city and 

only very limited land on which to provide more. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: teams will have to find pitches wherever 

they can 

 Open up school facilities more for community mini-

soccer, ideally at the same time reducing pitch hire 

charges (or introducing a scheme of grants for 

appropriate teams or clubs to help them meet pitch 

costs) because clubs complain that they are too 

expensive 

 Work with a developer/specialist operator to develop a 

commercial 5-a-side soccer centre which will also be 

suitable for use for mini-soccer.  This will entail making 

the courts slightly larger than normal.  The courts in 

commercial 5-a-side centres are normally around 36-40 

x 24-30 m, while mini-soccer pitches are either 46-55 x 

27-37 m (for U9/10 players) or 27-46 x 18-27 m (for 

U7/8 players).  Most coaches prefer the large sizes.  
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However, it should be possible to develop some courts 

with dimensions of around 60 x 40 m (suitable for 

(U9/10 players, plus a safety margin) which can be 

subdivided into two 40 x 30 pitches.  We understand 

that a developer is currently interested in developing 

such a centre in the northern part of the city.  Instead 

of a ground rent, it may be appropriate for the City 

Council to negotiate free access for mini-soccer teams 

at times of low community demand, such as Sunday 

mornings. 

 Use artificial turf pitches as central venues for mini-

soccer games.  One ATP can accommodate two or even 

three mini-soccer games simultaneously. 

 

 Provision for Hockey 

 

Issue 

 

The best playing surface for hockey is a water-based 

artificial surface, but the city has only one such pitch – at 

HMS Temeraire - and its availability is limited.  Against this, 

the city has two successful hockey clubs with the potential 

to expand. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: leave the clubs to manage as best they 

can 

 Support the proposed University development: the 

University is currently trying to put together a funding 

package for its proposed 3G pitch.  If it is able to do 

so, it will be able to transfer much of the current 

football demand from its sand-filled pitch, thereby 

freeing up more time for hockey. 

 Develop a water-based pitch in a less peripheral 

location for the hockey clubs to share, for example as 

a replacement for the current Mountbatten Centre ATP 

which is at the end of its useful life. 

 

 Provision for Bowls 

 

Issue 

 

Indoor and outdoor bowls are both in decline in the city 

but the game provides a valuable and social means of 

keeping many older people active.  If present trends 

continue one or more greens in the city will no longer be 

viable. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: continue to support the existing City 

Council outdoor greens, accepting the declining 

income and higher net revenue costs that will result 

from declining participation in the game 

 Plan to consolidate bowls provision on fewer sites 
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in order to minimise the net revenue cost to the City 

Council, converting sites that are surplus to the 

Council’s requirements to some other use 

 Initiate a bowls development programme designed 

to encourage more people to take up the game and 

drive up the use of greens in the city 

 Encourage bowls clubs to take responsibility for 

management and upkeep of the Council’s bowling 

greens, subject to suitable safeguards regarding use by 

visitors 

 

 Provision for Cricket 

 

Issue 

 

The Hampshire Cricket Association is of the view that 

council cricket wickets are not particularly well prepared 

and may become dangerous as squares become harder as 

a result of climate change. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: the grounds maintenance contractor is 

working to an agreed specification and it is up to 

cricket teams to complain 

 Work with Hampshire Cricket to update the grounds 

maintenance specification for cricket wickets, 

encourage the contractor to send appropriate staff on a 

cricket groundsmanship course and negotiate a new 

contract for cricket wicket preparation  

 

 

A poor quality, low value space in 

a densely developed area 

 

Low Value Spaces 

 

Issue 

 

The city has a number of very poor quality and low value 

spaces in housing areas, particularly around the low rise 

flats in Landport.  Some of these spaces have little 

apparent use and are little more than scruffy patches of 

grass with no shade.  If they are used for kickabouts those 

using them are likely to generate noise which will be a 

nuisance to those living around the space. 

 

 Options 

 

 Do nothing: accept that the spaces are subject to high 

levels of anti-social behaviour and vandalism 

 Work with local residents to develop a rolling 

programme of landscaping schemes for attractive 

gardens which will provide places for residents to sit 

and places for children to play.  There are good 

examples of such gardens at the base of some of the 

high rise flats in the city, such as Nickleby House in 

Wingfield Street, Charles Dickens Ward; they 

demonstrate the value of involving the residents who 

benefit from them. 
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Signage 

 

Issue 

 

While most of the greenspaces in the city that require 

signage have some, signs are sometimes worded 

negatively, less informatively than is desirable or are 

entirely inappropriate.  For example, there is a “no ball 

games” sign immediately adjacent to the teenage area at 

Denmead House – an area intended partly for ball games. 

 

 

An ambiguous message – “No ball 

games” in front of a ball court 

Options 

 

 Do nothing – current signage is adequate 

 Ensure that all new signs are positively worded 

 Review the content of signs as they become due for 

replacement 

 Audit signs across the city and develop a rolling 

programme of replacement for those that are least user 

friendly 
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 22: Planning Policy 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This chapter puts forward a broad planning policy for 

inclusion in the Local Development Framework and 

suggests how the Council should apply it.   

 

Proposed Provision 

Standards 

PPG17 requires planning authorities to develop provision 

standards with qualitative, quantitative and accessibility 

components and therefore this assessment has done just 

that.  We summarise the various standards in Appendix F. 

 

Principles Rather than have a detailed policy, we suggest that the LDF 

should have a single, broad policy, with further details set 

out in a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).   

 

 Policy Objective 

 

The Local Plan Review includes the Council’s vision for the 

future of the city.  This includes “a visually attractive city 

maintaining heritage, important natural areas and parks 

and gardens and reflecting best urban design practice”.  

With this in mind, we suggest that the Council’s policy 

objective for open space, sport and recreation provision 

should be  

 

To ensure that the City has a network of accessible, 

high quality greenspaces and sport and recreation 

facilities that meet local needs and enhance 

“liveability”, particularly in the high density areas, 

while supporting and enhancing bio-diversity and 

making the best use of land.   

 

 With slightly amended wording this could effectively be the 

core policy relating to open space, sport and recreation 

provision in the LDF. 

 

 Achievement of the Policy Objective 

 

In pursuance of this objective, and in accordance with 

PPG17, our audit has identified those spaces and facilities 

that the Council should regard as being of high or low 

quality and value.  It has also identified that Portsmouth 

has a lower level of accessible greenspace provision than 

many comparable cities.   
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 Given the lack of land for additional greenspaces or 

outdoor sports facilities, and the likelihood that many new 

residential developments will be small scale and high 

density, the Council’s priority should generally be to 

enhance existing provision rather than seek new provision 

as a result of new development.  Accordingly, for most new 

residential developments it should require developers to 

contribute to the enhancement of existing provision, rather 

than require them to provide or fund new provision, and 

require developers to enter into an appropriate planning 

agreement for this purpose.  The main justification for this 

is that new development will increase the pressures on 

existing community infrastructure and therefore it is 

appropriate that developers should fund the enhancement 

of it in order to mitigate these impacts. 

 

 In preparing the LDF, the Council should therefore: 

 

 Set a policy aspiration for the quality and value scores 

it would like all greenspaces in the city to achieve.  

These aspirations do not have to be the same for each 

typology and should be challenging but achievable. 

 Enter the required scores as “cut-off points” in the audit 

summary spreadsheets, which will automatically 

ascribe a high/low quality and value classification to 

each site and calculate the number of sites in each 

category.  At present, the cut-off points are set to the 

average quality and value scores for all of the sites in 

each typology. 

 Designate all the high quality/high value sites, plus 

those that are low quality/high value, as the “core 

greenspace network” and give them the highest level of 

protection.  They are coloured green or blue on the 

various provision maps, although the quality and value 

classifications will change if the Council adopts 

different cut-off points. 

 Review the continuing need for the low quality/low 

value and high quality/low value sites in the light of 

wider planning policies and determine whether there is 

a need to improve their value.  This can be done by 

changing the use of a poorly used space; by physical 

enhancements; or, if suitable opportunities arise, by 

“moving spaces around” as part of new developments 

(eg build on an existing poor quality or value 

greenspace and then create a replacement greenspace 

after demolishing outmoded buildings).  If it is possible 

to enhance the value of poor value spaces they should 

then become part of the core network. 

 Adopt a policy of requiring all small and infill 

developments (1 dwelling and above, and appropriate 

city centre commercial developments) to contribute to 

greenspace provision. 

 

 In terms of greenspace management and maintenance, the 

Council’s broad priorities should be: 
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 To continue to manage and maintain high quality/value 

spaces as at present 

 To use developer contributions and Council resources 

to enhance the quality of low quality/high value and 

high quality/low value and carefully selected low 

quality/.low value spaces and facilities.  In order to 

comply with the policy tests in Circular 5/2005, the 

Council should use developer contributions within the 

distance threshold of development sites.  However, 

when determining where to expend its own resources it 

should give priority to those areas in which there are 

clusters of low quality/low value spaces with the 

explicit aim of increasing the proportion of city 

residents living within the distance threshold of high 

quality/high value spaces and facilities.  Chapters 6-20 

of this report give the current proportion of properties 

across the city within meeting this requirement. 

 

 Draft Policy 

 

Against this background, we suggest a draft policy in the 

following paragraphs. 

 

 (a) Proposals which involve development of existing open 

space or sport and recreation provision 

 

The Council will not allow proposals which will result in the 

loss of open space or sport and recreation facilities if the 

site that will be lost defines and separates identifiable 

neighbourhoods, links the city to its wider context, 

provides for recreational needs over a wide area, is 

significant in terms of nature conservation of forms part of 

the designated core greenspace network.  It will not allow 

the development of other open spaces or sports facilities 

unless: 

 

1. The site is clearly of poor quality and value in terms of 

its current use and there is no need for it to be used for 

a different form of open space or sport and recreation 

provision; or 

2. The development will result in replacement provision 

which will be at least as accessible, at least equivalent 

in terms of attractiveness and quality and capable of 

accommodating and sustaining at least the same levels 

and types of use as the provision which will be lost; or 

3. The proposed development is ancillary to the use of 

land used for sport and physical recreation and will not 

adversely affect either the level of use it can sustain or 

the quality of provision 

 

 (b) All Other Proposals 

 

If a proposed development will result in significantly 

increased demand pressures on open space and sport and 

recreation provision, the Council will require developers: 
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1. To make on-site provision; or  

2. To fund new off-site provision in a suitable location; or  

3. To fund the enhancement of existing off-site provision 

in a suitable location 

 

 The Council will impose a condition when it wishes to 

achieve the first of these outcomes and require developers 

to enter into a planning agreement when it wishes to 

achieve the second or third. 

 

 (c) Management and Maintenance 

 

The Council will require developers to make arrangements 

for the long term management and maintenance of all new 

or enhanced on-site provision resulting from development, 

or other provision intended predominantly for the benefit 

of the occupants of the proposed development.  This will 

be achieved by: 

 

 The developers making arrangements which are 

acceptable to the Council for management and 

maintenance in perpetuity 

 The Council adopting the new or enhanced provision 

(assuming it does not already own it), at no cost to the 

Council, together with a commuted maintenance sum 

sufficient to fund management and maintenance for a 

period of 20 years 

 

 On-site of Off-site? 

 

Current Local Plan Review Policy DC46, and its 

accompanying text, provides guidance to developers on 

when the Council will normally seek on-site provision of 

open space as part of a development.  With the wider range 

of quantity standards implicit in PPG17, and recommended 

in this assessment, it is very unlikely that the Council will 

ever seek all forms of provision on-site.  Accordingly the 

SPD referred to above should identify those forms of 

provision that may be required on-site and those that will 

not. 

 

Development Control The Development Control “line of thinking” set out below,  

taken from the Companion Guide to PPG17, summarises 

how the Council can apply its quantity, quality and 

accessibility provision standards in a transparent, logical 

manner to identify the need for on-site or off-site 

provision.   
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After the development is complete, will there be sufficient provision within appropriate distance 

thresholds of the development site to meet the needs of both existing residents and the residents of the 

proposed new development, as assessed using the Council’s adopted provision standards? 

Does the quality of all existing provision within 

the appropriate distance threshold match the 

adopted quality standard? 

The developer will 

normally not be 

required either to 

make on-site 

provision or 

contribute to the 

provision or 

enhancement of 

off-site provision 

The developer will 

normally be required 

to contribute to the 

enhancement of off-

site provision within 

appropriate distance 

thresholds in 

accordance with the 

adopted provision 

standards.  This will 

usually require a 

planning agreement. 

Yes 

Yes 

If any new provision is on-site, will it be larger 

than the minimum size in the adopted quality 

standard and cost-effective to maintain? 

Yes No No 

The developer will 

normally be required 

to make on-site 

provision in 

accordance with 

adopted provision 

standards.  This will 

usually by achieved 

by a condition 

attaching to a grant 

of planning 

permission. 

The developer will 

normally be required 

to contribute to off-

site provision 

within appropriate 

distance thresholds 

in accordance with 

the adopted 

provision standards.  

This will usually 

require a planning 

agreement. 

No 
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Appendix A: The National and Regional 

Policy Context 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Development of 

National Policy 

The national policy agenda underpinning PPG17 and the 

former ODPM’s “Cleaner, Safer, Greener” strap line for 

sustainable communities has come a long way in a very 

short time.  This appendix gives a brief overview of some 

of the key national policy documents.  

 

 Town and Country Parks, the Best and …  

 

Twentieth report of Session 1998-99 of the Environment, 

Transport, and Regions Committee of the House of 

Commons 

 

This hard-hitting report, necessarily based on largely 

anecdotal evidence, was critically important in highlighting 

the decline of Britain’s parks.  For example: "We are 

shocked at the weight of evidence, far beyond our 

expectations, about the extent of the problems parks have 

faced in the last 30 years.  It is clear that if nothing is done 

many of them will become albatrosses around the necks of 

local authorities.  Un-used, derelict havens for crime and 

vandalism, it would be better to close them and re-use the 

land than to leave them to decay further." 

 

 The Committee's identification of the lack of current 

factual information about parks (which it described as a 

“statistical vacuum”) led directly to the Public Parks 

Assessment (see below). 

 

 Towards an Urban Renaissance 1999 

 

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions  

 

This important report led to the creation of the 

Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment 

(CABE) and the growing recognition of the need for greater 

urban design input to planning in order to promote “place-

making”.  Its weakness was that it took the view that 

design can solve almost any problem and largely ignored 

social issues.  
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 Our Towns and Cities: the Future  

 

DETR, November 2000 

 

The Urban White Paper can be summed up as aiming to 

make towns and cities places where people with choices 

will choose to live.  It therefore builds on Towards an 

Urban Renaissance.  It calls for denser, more compact 

towns and cities and more development on brownfield land 

and provided the rationale for much of PPG3 on Housing.  

One less desirable has been creeping densification as 

householders with large gardens take the opportunity to 

sell up to developers who then replace their former houses 

with flats or town houses, so changing the character of the 

“leafy suburbs”. 

 

 Rethinking Open Space 

 

Kit Campbell Associates (March 2001) for Scottish 

Executive Planning Services 

 

Rethinking described the approach of most planning 

authorities to open space as “fundamentally flawed” and 

achieved wide circulation throughout the UK after being 

described in Planning as “excellent research and 

recommendations”.  It was the first report to identify the 

cross-cutting importance of open space to the emerging 

urban agenda, together with how the planning system 

should give much greater priority to the enhancement of 

existing open spaces than requiring developers to provide 

new ones.  It set out a typology of open spaces that the 

Government’s Urban Green Spaces Task Force and PPG17 

have since adopted in very slightly modified form, based 

on the concept of "primary purpose".   

 

 Public Park Assessment 

 

Urban Parks Forum (2001) and published by the Heritage 

Lottery Fund (www.hlf.org.uk) 

 

This important report sought to fill the "statistical vacuum" 

identified in Town and Country Parks (see above).  It has 

attracted considerable media interest with its evaluation of 

the condition of parks and whether they are improving or 

failing.  Key points from the report include: 

 

 The UK's 27,000 parks cover around 143,000 ha and 

receive around 1.5 billion visits a year by all sectors of 

the community.  They currently cost local authorities the 

equivalent of around 42p per visit.  The assessment 

estimated the aggregate cut in parks revenue 

expenditure over the 20 years to 2001 as around £1.3 

billion.   

 Parks are polarising, with good parks getting better and 

poor parks getting worse; the rate of decline is highest 
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in deprived areas. 

 Around 13% of local authorities consider their parks to 

be in poor condition and the condition of around 40% of 

parks and open spaces is declining. 

 Many parks have lost features such as cafes, toilets, 

bowling greens and tennis courts.   

 There is a clear correlation between good condition and 

the existence of parks strategies 

 

 While the report is generally regarded as clear evidence of 

serious decline, its value is easily over-stated.  Many of the 

questions asked were extremely vague while key terms 

such as "poor condition" were not defined.  It is also the 

case that the original need for some traditional elements of 

parks has disappeared: for example, the development of 

radio and recording reduced the need for bandstands 

dramatically.  Before them all music had necessarily to be 

“live”.  Just because expenditure is lower now than some 

years ago does not necessarily imply that resources are 

inadequate, although looking at almost any park supports 

the findings of the research.  What is certain is that CCT, in 

particular, has resulted in the de-skilling of park staff: "on-

site gardeners" have become travelling maintenance 

contractors.  In turn, this has led to the simplification of 

parks and other open spaces to make them more suitable 

for machine maintenance.  Increasingly there is a view that 

parks and open spaces are designed for maintenance 

machines rather than people and it is time to reverse this. 

 

 The Role of PPG17 in the Urban Renaissance 

 

Third report of session 2001-02 of the Transport, Local 

Government and the Regions Committee of the House of 

Commons 

 

This report relates to the Select Committee Inquiry into the 

draft revision of PPG17 (published by the Government in 

March 2001) in autumn 2001.  It identifies the central 

importance of green space quality to the urban renaissance 

and makes a number of recommendations that have since 

been reflected in PPG17.  Again, the Memoranda submitted 

to the Committee and its minutes of evidence provide a 

wealth of information.  They can be downloaded from the 

same website as the main report. 

 

 Green Spaces, Better Places 

 

Published by the DTLR in May 2002 as the final report of 

the Urban Green Spaces Task Force (UGSTF) with six 

accompanying Working Group reports and a major 

research report by the University of Sheffield entitled 

Improving Urban Parks, Play Areas and Green Spaces. 

 

The Urban White Paper called for a "vision for the future of 

our parks, play areas and green spaces".  The job of the 

UGSTF, chaired by a Minister, was to develop that vision.  
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Its final report identifies the importance of green spaces to 

urban life and outlines current concerns about parks and 

other green spaces, together with proposals for 

overcoming them.  It argues for a strategic policy 

framework and additional resources for planning, design 

and management and that green spaces are fundamental 

to liveable, sustainable towns and cities.   

 

 Related Sheffield University research examined how parks 

and open spaces are used and by whom, what users want 

from them, what they currently provide and their wider 

benefits to urban environments. 

 

 PPG17: Open Space, Sport and Recreation 

 

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, July 2002 

 

This new guidance represents a considerable policy shift 

from the original 1991 version and is a huge step forward 

that relates strongly to the whole of the Government’s 

“liveability” and urban renaissance agendas.  The key 

changes include: 

 

 Putting open space at the heart of the document.  In the 

1991 version, Sport and Recreation, open space was 

fairly peripheral, while many took the view that open 

space had been shoe-horned into the March 2001 draft 

revision, almost on an opportunistic basis. 

 Promotion of a clear typology of open spaces 

 A clear statement that planning authorities should 

undertake local assessments and audits, with both 

qualitative and quantitative components, to set local 

standards and not continue to rely on national 

standards.  

 A welcome emphasis on quality and accessibility - 

interestingly, including charges, which is not a land use 

issue 

 Clear recognition of the importance of enhancing 

existing open spaces and facilities and clear guidance 

that planning obligations can be used to remedy both 

qualitative and quantitative deficiencies in provision 

 Recognition of the importance of linking the “planning 

system” to the “management system”, with local 

assessments providing the starting point for open space 

strategies 

 A clear policy statement that before an open space can 

be redeveloped for some other purpose, it must be 

“surplus to requirements” in terms of the full open 

space typology and not just its existing use 

 Making clear that planning authorities can require 

commercial and industrial developers to provide or 

contribute to open space or sport and recreation 

facilities; this opens up the possibility, for example, of 

requiring office and retail developers to contribute to 

parks that might be used by their workers or shoppers.  
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The only problem with this is finding a defensible way 

of calculating the required contributions. 

 Planning authorities are expected to seek to enhance 

the rights of way network – hitherto this had usually 

been seen as primarily a highways matter 

 A greater role for local communities 

 

 Living Places 

 

ODPM and other Government Departments, October 2002 

 

Living Places should be seen in the context of the 

Government's stated desire to enhance the "liveability" of 

urban areas and promote an urban renaissance.  It includes 

an interesting definition of public spaces: "everywhere 

between the places we live and work", and includes 

"internal public places such as libraries and town halls".   

 

 The main theoretical underpinning for Living Places is that 

“liveability” depends on a sustainable high quality public 

realm which is clean and green and in which individuals 

feel safe.  It has two main thrusts: 

 

 Reducing some forms of anti-social behaviour and 

improving the public sector's response to the most 

obvious consequences of it: for example, litter, graffiti, 

fly-tipping, joy-riding, abandoned cars and dog fouling 

and chewing gum – a big issue for everyone who has 

noticed that most pavements are so covered in 

discarded gum that they seem to have a form of 

measles.  The Prime Minister’s championing of 

“Respect” is obviously a continuation of this agenda. 

 Promoting better "joined up thinking", and more 

importantly joined up action, amongst the various 

public agencies responsible for the design and 

maintenance of the public realm. 

 

 Living Places therefore builds on themes first set out in the 

Urban White Paper and developed (albeit to an agenda 

limited to green space) through the work of the Urban 

Green Spaces Taskforce.  When taken together with other 

policy statements, such PPG17, it is clear there has been a 

revolution in Government thinking, with a determination to 

promote enhanced community involvement in issues 

affecting local environments and to push quality of life 

issues up the agenda.   

 

 Living Places acknowledges that there have been too many 

attempts in the past at "short-term fixes", often little more 

than cosmetic, and the real need is for long term main 

stream resourcing.  However, it fails to recognise that the 

Government-created framework of endless initiatives and 

the "bid culture" is partly to blame for this.   
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 Local Development Framework Monitoring 

(ODPM March 2005, with updated guidance on Core Output 

Indicators in October 2005) 

 

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, Planning 

Policy Statement 12 and various regulations require local 

planning authorities to submit an annual monitoring report 

to the ODPM on progress with implementing their local 

development schemes and the extent to which policies in 

Local Development Documents are being implemented 

successfully.  Part of this report is to provide details on a 

number of core indicators specified by the Government.  

One of them is the amount and percentage of total open 

space managed to Green Flag Award Standards (indicator 

4c).  Councils are expected to include details of spaces 

managed to this standard, but not necessarily in receipt of 

a Green Flag award.  The spaces to be included are all 

those without any undue restrictions on access and no 

charge and can be publicly or privately owned. 

 

 Circular 5/2005, Planning Obligations 

(ODPM, July 2005) 

 

The Government intended Circular 5 to clarify the earlier 

Circular 1/97 on Planning Obligations and put in place 

some relatively minor reforms to the planning obligations 

system that do not require primary legislation.  It is 

doubtful whether it has achieved the first of these 

objectives (the new circular is much longer than the one it 

replaces).  In terms of reform, the new circular: 

 

 Reinforces the policy tests in Circular 1/97 for the 

reasonableness of planning obligations - but then 

undermines them by stating that planning obligations 

“should not be used solely to resolve existing 

deficiencies in infrastructure provision” (paragraph B9).  

The application of the tests indicates clearly that 

obligations should be used only to mitigate the impacts 

of proposed developments. 

 Indicates that where councils “do not have existing high 

level policies specifically relating to planning obligations 

in their adopted local plan … they should set out the 

implications for planning obligations of the relevant 

topic-based Development Plan Document policies (eg 

transport or open space) in a Supplementary Planning 

Document, based on the policies in this Circular” 

(paragraph B27).  In the past, Supplementary Planning 

Guidance had to be related directly to one or more 

development plan policies rather than rely wholly on 

Government circulars. 

 Makes clear that obligations can be used to prescribe 

the nature of a development in order to achieve 

planning objectives; mitigate the impact of a 

development; or compensate for loss or damage caused 

by development. 
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 Makes clear that planning authorities can require 

developers to make arrangements for the maintenance 

of provision secured through an obligation “in 

perpetuity” (an obviously misleading phrase), provided it 

is primarily for the benefit of the users of the associated 

development. 

 

 It is possible that the Government will introduce a Planning 

Gain Supplement to replace at least part of the planning 

obligations system some time in or after 2009, thereby 

creating the uncertainty for developers that it claims to 

want to avoid. 

 

Regional Plans and 

Strategies 

Regional Planning Guidance for the South-East (RPG9) 

 

RPG9 pays scant regard to open space or sport and 

recreation except for a few passing references, such as in  

Policy Q2: 

 

The quality of life in urban areas, including 

suburban areas, should be raised through 

significant improvement to the urban environment, 

making urban areas more attractive places in 

which to live, work, shop, spend leisure time and 

invest, thus helping to counter trends to more 

dispersed patterns of residence and travel.  

Development plans should … maximise the positive 

contribution which trees, other planting and open 

spaces can make to urban areas in terms of their 

recreational, nature conservation and wider 

environmental and social benefits. 

 

 A Clear Vision for the South East (South East England 

Regional Assembly, 2006) 

 

SEERA’s strategic plan for the south-east is based on a 

number of cross-cutting polices, complemented by policies 

for specific topic areas.  The cross-cutting policies cover: 

 

 CC1: Sustainable development 

 CC2: Climate change 

 CC3: Resource use 

 CC4: Sustainable construction 

 CC5: Infrastructure and implementation 

 CC6: Use of Public Land 

 CC7: Inter-regional Connectivity 

 CC8a: Urban Focus and Urban Renaissance 

 CC8b: Regional Hubs 

 CC9: Addressing Intra-regional Disparities 

 CC10a: Green Belts 

 CC10b: Strategic Gaps 

 CC11: Supporting and Ageing Population 

 CCC12: Character of the Environment and Quality of Life 

 

 Most of these policies have no particular significance for 
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the PPG17 assessment.  However: 

 

 Policy CC2 highlights the need to reduce the need to 

travel, promote land uses that act as carbon sinks, 

incorporate sustainable drainage measures and increase 

flood storage capacity 

 Policy CC6 requires councils to undertake strategic 

reviews of their land holdings and develop disposal and 

implementation strategies covering both development 

and non-development land 

 Policy CC8A requires the prime focus for development 

to be urban areas, with at least 60% of new development 

on previously developed land 

 Policy CC8b identifies a number of regional hubs, of 

which Portsmouth is one, as settlements where the 

provision of a range of multi-modal transport services 

supports the concentration of land uses and economic 

activity.  

 Policy CC11 requires councils to address the need for 

leisure, recreation and community facilities that will 

help older people maintain healthy lifestyles 

 Policy CC12 requires that development should actively 

encourage the conservation or enhancement of local 

character and distinctiveness 

 

 Overall, there is very little in the Plan that impacts on the 

PPPG17 Assessment for Portsmouth. 

 

 Strategy for Sport in the South-east 

 

Sports planning in England is driven by the Government’s 

strategy, Game Plan, which has two main aims: increasing 

and widening participation and achieving more 

international success.  In relation to the former, Game Plan 

calls for a 1% increase in participation in every year to 

2020.  Given that participation in many sports is at best 

static, and others are in decline, this is a hugely ambitious 

and probably unrealistic target, whatever it actually means.  

The way it is expressed is at best ambiguous.  For 

example, a rise in participation for a particular activity 

from 10% to 11% is often described as a 1% increase, but is 

actually a 10% increase.  Over the past few decades much 

of the claimed increase in “sports participation” has been 

the results of higher levels of participation in walking.  In 

addition, voluntary sports clubs are becoming increasingly 

“fragile” with many likely to dissolve in the next decade. 

 

 Game Plan is complemented by Sport England’s jargon 

riddled national framework for sport.  English regions are 

expected, if not required, to base their regional sports 

strategies on it.  The South-east regional strategy, Mission 

Possible, has six strategic priorities: 

 

 Building the delivery system 

 Building capacity 
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 Marketing sport 

 Building infrastructure 

 Improving performance 

 Strategic planning 

 

 It has no fewer twenty priorities, also jargon-ridden: 

 

 Building the delivery system 

 Building capacity 

 Creating active workplaces 

 Improving performance 

 Measurement 

 Programme management 

 Developing multi-sport environments 

 Whole sport plans and building the delivery system 

 National centre performance improvement 

 Active Places 

 Planning contributions 

 Spatial planning 

 Regional partners 

 Communications programme 

 Integrated campaigning strategy 

 Local partners 

 Performance management 

 Sweating the assets  

 London 2012 

 

 While London 2012 based its bid for the Olympic Games 

largely on the legacy it would leave for sport in the UK, this 

is looking increasingly hollow.  There are three main 

reasons for this: 

 

 There is growing evidence that Olympic Games rarely, if 

ever, result in long term higher levels of participation in 

sport in the host country.  We undertook a review of the 

lessons from the Salt Lake City Winter Olympics for 

Sport England and concluded that they had no 

significant impact on local participation. 

 

 There is also a lot of evidence that the period leading up 

to the staging of a Games becomes increasingly frantic 

for those involved in organising them.  One result is 

that everything that is not directly related to ensuring 

the Games start on time and run smoothly tends – such 

as everything to do with what happens after the Games 

(ie “Legacy”) tends to be put “on the back burner” 

 

 The rapid escalation of the budget has led to the 

diversion to the Games of enormous sums of money 

that would otherwise have been spent on local sport or 

local sports facilities.  A number of sports bodies, 

including the Central Council of Physical Recreation, 

Sport England and governing bodies of sport are 

increasingly concerned at the implications for grass 

roots sport. 
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Appendix B: The Local Policy Context 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction The City Council has recently developed a range of plans 

and strategies, including a review of the City-wide Local 

Plan.  They demonstrate a considerable amount of “joined-

up thinking” and clear corporate priorities, many of which 

relevant to this Assessment.  Accordingly, this appendix 

summarises briefly the ways in which they help to set the 

context for the Assessment. 

 

 Rather than summarise the various plans and strategies in 

chronological order, we have sought instead to review 

them approximately in the way in which policy cascades 

from the Community Strategy down to other Council plans 

and strategies.  They are: 

 

 The Community Strategy 

 City Council Corporate Plan 2005-2008 

 City Local Plan First Review 2001-2011 

 Local Plan Topic Paper 12: Open Space 

 Guidance Note on Open Space Contributions 

 Cultural Strategy  

 Community Safety Strategy 

 Local Transport Plan 

 Raising Standards, Reducing Inequality: Sport and 

Physical Activity Strategy 2002-7 

 Integrated Health Development Strategy 2004-9 

 Playing Pitch Assessment 1998 

 MORI Survey 

 

Community Strategy 

2004-9 

The Community Strategy sets the Local Strategic 

Partnership’s key priorities, based around an aspiration to 

create a Portsmouth that is proud of its past and ambitious 

for its future and 

 

 Enables us to value and respect each other and our 

environment, enjoying lives free from the fear of crime 

(Community safety) 

 Offers high quality education and lifelong learning 

opportunities (Education and lifelong learning) 

 Attracts and fosters a range of jobs for a skilled local 

workforce within a vibrant and dynamic culture, while 
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protecting those not in work (Economic well-being) 

 Treasures and sustains a safe, healthy and attractive 

environment (Environment and transport) 

 Provides decent, affordable homes with support where 

necessary (Housing) 

 Celebrates individual confidence and good health 

(Health and social well-being) 

 Promotes friendliness, tolerance and inclusivity, giving 

everyone a voice that matters (Community involvement) 

 

 The key issues in connection with Community Safety 

include: 

 

 Crime and the fear of crime 

 In 2002, 78% of Portsmouth residents directly 

experienced anti-social behaviour 

 Youth crime 

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 

 

A high quality public realm can help to tackle these issues 

by making people feel safer and helping to put across the 

message that anti-social behaviour is unacceptable.  Good 

sports and other provision for young people can also give 

them positive things to do and may help to reduce youth 

crime, although recent research has cast some doubt on 

this widely held hypothesis. 

 

 The key issues in connection with Education and Lifelong 

Learning include: 

 

 Truancy and failure to attend school 

 The need for schools and colleges to offer interesting 

and relevant courses in pleasant surroundings 

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 

 

“Pleasant surroundings” must obviously include the 

environs of schools and other educational institutions and 

also includes sports facilities used for curriculum and after-

school activities 

 

 The key issues in connection with Economic Well-being 

include: 

 

 Improving the quality of local jobs 

 Improving living standards in the city’s deprived 

communities 

 Increasing the number of people who both live and 

work in the city 

 Developing a distinctive culture and establishing 

Portsmouth as a major tourist destination 

 Improving access to the city’s cultural, economic and 
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social life 

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 

 

 A high quality local environment helps to attract inward 

investment, especially from those employers offering 

higher grade jobs 

 Poor quality and abused green and public spaces are 

clear evidence of deprivation and indicate “no-go areas” 

for some people; conversely high quality spaces tend to 

be found primarily in thriving communities where levels 

of anti-social behaviour is low.  Therefore spaces in 

deprived neighbourhoods should be made as good as 

possible.  By involving local people, this can also help 

to encourage social interaction; create more cohesive 

communities; develop pride in the local environment; 

and reduce anti-social behaviour through peer group 

pressure. 

 Parks and other major civic spaces were a real source 

of civic pride throughout the country until about the 

late nineteen seventies; a high quality local 

environment is a vital component of a desirable place 

to live and work.  The strategy also highlights 

“Portsmouth’s love affair with sport” which has 

“attracted major events” and the need to “implement a 

strategy to bring more major events to the city”. 

 A high quality public realm is vital in order to attract 

tourists and Portsmouth has to compete with other 

south coast towns and cities, many of which put a lot 

of effort into their parks and floral displays 

 Green spaces are vitally important venues for 

community and cultural events 

 

 The key issues in connection with Environment and 

Transport include: 

 

 Increasing the recycling of waste 

 Ensuring that children can access safe play facilities 

within an acceptable walking distance 

 Protecting the natural environment and wildlife 

 Ensuring that the built environment enhances the 

attractiveness of the city 

 Developing a cleaner, healthier local environment 

 Improving the quality of buildings and spaces and 

attractiveness of the city 

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 

 

 A run-down, poor quality local environment sends out a 

clear message of “we don’t care about this area, so why 

should you?”  Conversely, improving spaces and the 

public realm generally can help to attract volunteers to 

help look after it and lead to local people respecting it 
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more and looking after it better. 

 People feel unsafe in parks and other public spaces 

when there are few people around.  Therefore one of 

the keys to making them feel safer is to promote 

“busyness” by making spaces attractive and useful 

routes from A to B. 

 The strategy concentrates on improving air and water 

quality, but green spaces contribute to a healthy 

environment in all sorts of ways.  For example: 

Stress levels amongst residents are high and there 

is a growing body of evidence that being in 

attractive green spaces for just a few minutes can 

help to lower them 

Trees and other vegetation help to absorb pollution 

and can filter out dust and particulates from the air 

Patients in hospital recover more quickly if they can 

see trees 

Green spaces are needed for many outdoor sports 

Walking is a healthy form of exercise for many 

people, and they are far more likely to want to walk 

through or in attractive green spaces than heavily 

polluted streets  

 Well located, designed and maintained green spaces 

provide an attractive setting for buildings and social 

interaction  

 

 The key issues in connection with Housing include: 

 

 Providing more affordable housing 

 Improving the condition of the city’s ageing housing 

stock 

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 

 

 If there are any green spaces that might be used for 

development, they are very likely to be good for 

affordable housing as the land cost will be low 

 It isn’t possible to provide decent housing 

environments purely by concentrating on the dwellings 

themselves; it’s also necessary to ensure that housing 

areas contain attractive, safe and accessible green 

spaces 

 

 The key issues in connection with Health and Social 

Wellbeing  include: 

 

 Promoting individual responsibility for health and well-

being 

 Fostering a sense of community 

 Reducing the number of people suffering from stress  

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 
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 Physical activity helps to reduce the number of 

overweight and obese people.  Opportunities to take 

part in it must be affordable for providers as well as 

users and individuals must not feel pressured into 

conforming to a particular body shape or level of 

fitness.  Green spaces are by far the most cost-effective 

way of making provision for physical activity, especially 

the key target groups of children and young people. 

 Green spaces provide a “neutral” setting for social 

interaction and facilities in them, such as play 

provision, teenage areas and sports facilities provide 

people with an incentive to be outdoors. 

 

 The key issues in connection with Community 

Involvement  include: 

 

 Promoting inclusivity 

 Strengthening local democracy 

 Promoting involvement in community bodies and 

activities and volunteering 

 

 How high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help 

 

 The condition and future of local green spaces are 

likely to be high on the agenda for the city’s 

neighbourhood forums 

 Everyone can help to make a difference to green and 

public spaces, for example by changing their behaviour 

so as not to drop litter or by getting involved in Friends 

or similar groups and helping with litter clean-ups 

 

City Council 

Corporate Plan 2005-

2008 

The priorities in the Council’s corporate plan reflect those 

in the community strategy or relate to improving the 

Council’s management performance.  The former include: 

 

 

 Making Portsmouth a city where people feel, and are, 

safer 

 Enhancing living standards in our most deprived 

communities 

 Promoting Portsmouth as a premier waterfront city with 

a distinctive culture and promoting the city’s priorities 

and aspiration s on the regional stage 

 Improving accessibility and reducing congestion 

 Providing and promoting a clearer, healthier and more 

attractive environment 

 Ensuring provision of decent homes for all 

 Promoting a healthier lifestyle for all and reducing 

health inequalities 

 Taking steps to ensure everybody feels they belong 

 Ensuring everybody knows how to make their voice 

heard 

 

City Local Plan First Overall Strategy 
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Review 2001-2011  

The plan includes a number of strategic objectives which 

high quality, accessible green space and sport and 

recreation provision can help deliver: 

 

 To safeguard undeveloped land by using brownfield 

land efficiently 

 To protect and conserve natural resources 

 To minimise pollution and so safeguard public health 

and safety 

 To protect valued natural habitats for their own sake 

 To maintain and, where possible, improve the city’s 

open spaces and maximise public accessibility to these 

areas 

 To protect and enhance the quality and variety of the 

urban environment 

 

 Key Policies Relevant to the Assessment 

 

Policy SP3: Natural Environment 

 

Development proposals must accord with the principles of 

the natural environment strategy which comprises: 

 

 The protection of sites designated as being of 

international importance for nature conservation (Policy 

DC16) 

 The protection of sites identified as being of national 

or local importance for nature conservation (Policies 

DC17 and DC18) 

 The protection of existing open spaces (Policy DC20) 

 The provision of new open space where appropriate, 

particularly in areas of recognised deficiency (Policy 

DC46) 

 The need to maximise the public’s access to open 

spaces and other natural areas due to their significant 

importance for informal recreation, while at the same 

time protecting the nature conservation interest of 

designated areas  

 

 The plan identifies the following spaces as being of 

strategic importance: 

 

From the perspective of residents: 

 

 Southsea Common 

 Milton Common 

 Farlington Marshes 

 Hilsea Lines 

 Portsdown Hill 

 

For nature conservation reasons: 

 

 Portsmouth Harbour 

 Langstone Harbour 
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 Portsdown Hill  
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 Sub-regional Sports Facilities 

 

The Plan highlights the opportunity to develop the 

Mountbatten Centre to incorporate a new indoor 

gymnastics training centre to replace the Pitt Street facility, 

a 50m pool (to be developed with Lottery funding) and an 

indoor tennis centre to replace the Burnaby Road facility.  It 

also notes that the Council has granted planning 

permission for the reconfiguration of the Portsmouth 

Football Club ground together with the development of 

adjacent land for residential and leisure uses. 

 

 Development Control Policies 

 

Policy DC13 protects the two historic parks and gardens on 

the English Heritage List in Portsmouth: Victoria Park and 

Southsea Common. 

 

 Policy DC14 protects trees which are subject to a tree 

preservation order or in a conservation area, and requires a 

replacement tree or trees if one or more is lost to 

development. 

 

 Policy DC16 protects sites of international nature 

conservation importance; DC17 sites of national nature 

conservation importance; and DC18 sites of local nature 

conservation importance.  Policy DC19 requires developers 

to demonstrate how the effects of any proposals that may 

affect habitats or species of nature conservation 

importance can be minimised or features of interest 

enhanced.  

 

 Policy DC20 protects open space by stating that the 

Council: 

 

 Will not grant permission for developments that involve 

the loss of protected open space unless an appropriate 

level of improved open space can be retained through 

redevelopment of part of a site or the developer makes 

acceptable compensatory provision 

 Will grant permission for development on open spaces 

that are not either protected or identified on the 

Proposals Map or listed in Appendix 8 to the Plan, so 

long as the space fulfils no significant amenity or 

recreational function 

 

 The Plan notes that although the July 2002 version of 

PPG17 was published too late for the Council to undertake 

a full assessment as part of the Plan preparation, it has 

undertaken three assessments of local need.  They are: 

 

 Ward-based calculations of the quantity of open space 

per person; these identified that the Central Southsea, 

St Thomas, Charles Dickens, Nelson and Fratton wards 

have the lowest provision per person 
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 An accessibility assessment for amenity open space 

and children’s play areas, based on 500 m distance 

thresholds 

 A playing pitch assessment using the Sport England 

recommended methodology which concluded that 

there will be no need for more pitches during the plan 

period, but all existing pitches should be retained 

 

 The Plan also notes that there may be opportunities to 

create additional open space as part of new developments, 

particularly in the City Centre North area (policy CD1) and 

Somerstown Masterplan area (Policy ST3).  Moreover, the 

Council will seek to negotiate provision of new open space, 

or enhancements to existing spaces, as part of housing 

developments. 

 

 The list of protected open spaces in Appendix 8 to the Plan 

includes spaces the Council considers to be of primary 

importance and those which scored well in a qualitative 

assessment it undertook of marginal spaces based on 

function, usage and value. 

 

 Where the Council will require compensatory provision for 

spaces that are lost to development, provision of 

“equivalent community benefit” can be either like-for-like 

(which implies the same size, quality and accessibility or 

range of sports facilities) or some other form of provision.  

In this case, the alternative provision must be of sufficient 

benefit to the local community to outweigh the detriment 

caused by the loss of open space. 

 

 Policy DC46, Public Open Space in New Housing 

Developments, requires housing developers either to make 

on-site provision of open space (for developments of 50 or 

more dwellings) or contribute to off-site new or enhanced 

provision (for developments of fewer than 50 dwellings).  

However, in some circumstances the Council may require 

on-site provision as part of developments of fewer than 50 

new dwellings.  The policy relates to both sports and 

recreational facilities and public or civic open space. 

 

 The Council states that it will apply policy DC46 flexibly to 

take account of: 

 

 Instances where developments will not be viable owing 

to unusually high costs, for example as a result of land 

contamination 

 The needs the residents of specialised housing, such as 

sheltered units, who may not require some forms of 

provision 

 

 The Plan sets a provision standard for on-site open-space 

provision of one hectare of open space per 1,000 people.  

It regards the key requirement as being recreational space 

for children’s play, where family housing is proposed, 

although the Plan also notes that in some developments 
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amenity open space, or a mixture of amenity and 

recreational open space, may be more appropriate.  This 

standard appears to be the children’s play element of the 

NPFA Six Acre standard (0.8 ha/1000) plus an allowance 

for amenity open space. 

 

 Open Space Allocations 

 

The plan contains the following allocations of land for 

open space: 

 

 South of Little George Street, Fratton 

 Land to the south of Valliant Gardens, Hilsea and north 

of Alexandra Park (the Mountbatten Centre) 

 Hilsea Lido 

 Land south of St James’s Hospital, Milton 

 Paulsgrove landfill site 

 Southsea Skate Park 

 

 Schedule of Open Spaces in Portsmouth 

 

Appendix 8 to the Plan identifies 233 protected open 

spaces and 37 “other areas of open space”. 

 

Local Plan Review 

Topic Paper 12: Open 

Space 

This topic paper reviews the provision of open space 

across the city, partly by reference to the NPFA Six Acre 

Standard.  It identifies the following provision: 

 

Hectares 

Publicly accessible 

Parks and gardens 17.28 

Children’s play areas 9.995 

Formal recreational space 148.7 

Informal parkland 75.25 

Informal parkland (incidental) 126.9 

Semi-natural 334.7 

Cemeteries 39.1 

Allotments 28.3 

Private informal recreation space 6.0 

Sub-total 786.2 

 

Not publicly accessible 

Formal recreational space 71.3 

Local authority schools 65.7 

Sub-total 137.0 

 

Total open space 923.2 

 

 An appendix to the Topic Paper lists 494 open spaces in 

the city compared with the 270 listed in the Local Plan 

Appendix 8. 

 

 Across the city as a whole, the amount of recreational 

space, as defined by the NPFA, amounts to some 36% of 

the amount that would be required by application of the 
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Six Acre Standard.  This, coupled with the fact that the 

Playing Pitch Strategy does not identify any need for more 

pitches, illustrates how little value the Six Acre Standard is 

in a city like Portsmouth - something the Topic Paper 

clearly acknowledges. 

 

 The distribution of open space across the city is very 

uneven, with much of the total area distributed around the 

periphery, especially on the eastern side.   

 

 Parks and Gardens 

 

The city has 24 traditional parks and gardens with an 

average size of only some 0.7 ha. The largest – Victoria 

Park is only 3.8 ha. 

 

 Allotments 

 

At the time of the analysis on which the Council based this 

Topic Paper, 96% of allotments were tenanted with some 

sites having a waiting list. 

 

 Children’s Play Areas 

 

The Council’s survey found that the level of provision of 

play areas was less than a quarter of the level that would 

be needed by the application of the NPFA Standard. 

 

 General Philosophy 

 

The Topic Paper notes the difficulty of providing additional 

open space in a compact, dense city with significant 

development pressures.  Accordingly it highlights the 

desirability of maximising accessibility and quality rather 

than quantity. 

 

 Qualitative Assessment 

 

The Topic Paper also summarises a qualitative analysis of 

open space in the city, with quality assessed in terms of 

function (significance and neighbourhood context), usage 

(level of use and abuse/misuse) and value (intrinsic value, 

visual attractiveness and habitat value). 

 

Guidance Note on 

Open Space 

Contributions 

This Guidance Note will become a Supplementary Planning 

Document when the Council adopts the Local Plan Review 

2001-2011).  It sets out how the Council will apply its 

adopted provision standard of 1.0 ha of open space per 

1000 people (10 sq m per person).  In summary: 

 

 In general terms, the Council prefers developers to 

provide on-site rather than contribute to off-site 

provision except where circumstances dictate otherwise 

and for developments of fewer than 50 dwellings. 

 The Council requires developers to provide a 

commuted sum for the maintenance of on-site 
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provision based on a 25 year period 

 The Council set the level of contributions towards the 

enhancement of off-site provision at £475 per person 

for 2005-6, with this sum to be increased by the rate of 

inflation in each subsequent year 

 The Council requires developers to submit a unilateral 

undertaking with planning applications to set out how 

they will meet these requirements 

 

 Appendix B sets out how the Council determined that the 

level of contributions to the enhancement of off-site 

provision should be £475 per person for 2005-6: 

 

 Improvements to parks and other open spaces: £23.21 

per sq m 

 Additional maintenance of enhanced provision: £27.36 

per sq m 

 Improvements to pitches and changing rooms: £20.15 

per sq m 

 Assuming that contributions relate 90% to parks and 

10% to pitches, the overall contribution required is 

£47.52 per sq m 

 Multiplying this by the provision standard of 10 sq m 

per person gives the sum  of £475 per person 

 

From the Hill to the 

Sea 

(Cultural Strategy) 

 

The Cultural Strategy recognises that a healthy, vibrant 

society values and promotes  

 

 Culture understood as “way of life” – for example, 

sport, play , reading and our diverse hobbies, faiths 

and interests 

 Care for the built and natural environment and shared 

public spaces 

 

 The strategy notes that Portsmouth is perceived as a city: 

 

 That gives insufficient attention to the construction and 

preservation of attractive and accessible buildings and 

spaces within the urban environment 

 Where there is a great deal of “cultural” activity: for 

example, sports and recreation clubs, play festivals, 

professional and amateur arts, youth arts and music 

 That has one of the most varied and interesting natural 

environments in the country 

 

 The vision underpinning the strategy includes an aspiration 

that Portsmouth should be 

 

 A city that will create shared, cared-for public spaces 

within which people feel at ease with each other  

 A city that values the unique features of its natural 

environment and promotes its sustainable use and 

appreciation  

 

 The future snapshot of the city if the vision is realised 
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includes: 

 

 A “legible city”: making the cultural city known to itself 

and its visitors through well-designed signage, “walking 

trails”, directories and maps 

 Playgrounds, open spaces, schools, shared public 

space and commercial areas should be designed to be 

unique in character, reflecting the history and 

traditions of the neighbourhood and contributing to a 

sense of place 

 Portsdown Hill, at its lower points where it meets 

Wymering and Paulsgrove, re-imagined as a natural 

amphitheatre for events and performance and as a 

nature tail 

 

 Two of the strategy’s five objectives are: 

 

 To make Portsmouth’s urban environment a beautiful, 

vibrant place based on the principles of sustainability, 

accessibility and inclusiveness 

 To safeguard, extend, enhance and encourage the 

sustainable use of Portsmouth’s natural environment 

 

 The strategy also proposes a cultural charter through 

which the city council and other agencies will affirm their 

commitment to a number of things, including fostering 

and extending the informal use of shared public space by 

children, young people and adults. 

 

Community Safety 

Strategy 

 

The Portsmouth Community Network is the LSP’s lead 

partner on community involvement.  One of the two 

mandatory indicators relating to Safer, Stronger 

Communities and their quality of life is that the percentage 

of residents satisfied with local open spaces should meet 

(or presumably exceed) the city average.  In 2004, 73% of 

residents in the Heart of Portsmouth were either or very 

satisfied with parks, playgrounds, gardens and open 

spaces, compared with 77% city-wide.  The percentage 

satisfied in Paulsgrove and Wymering was 72%.  Given that 

surveys of this kind are usually accurate to plus or minus 

3%, it is possible that this target is already met. 

 

Local Transport Plan 

(LTP) 

 

The LTP objective of most relevance to this assessment is:  

 

To reduce car dependency by encouraging the use 

of other means of transport in such a way that the 

city can grow and improve its economic 

performance whilst minimising the number of 

vehicles in the city at peak times 

 

 Accessibility 

 

The Plan includes both an accessibility appraisal and an 

accessibility strategy.  Both concentrate on access to retail 

facilities, education, healthcare facilities and employment, 

and ignore open space or sport and recreation provision.  



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment – Appendices 26 

However, it includes the following targets which provide a 

broad guide to suitable distance thresholds: 

 

 50% of secondary pupils to live within 10 minutes walk 

of secondary education by 2009-10 

 25% of pupils to be within 20 minutes walk of further 

education by 2009-10 

 90% of households to be within 10 minutes walk of GP 

surgery by 2009-10 

 

 Air Quality 

 

The main focus of improving air quality is based around 

the national objectives that will require reductions in levels 

of nitrogen dioxide in certain areas.  The main contributory 

pollutant in respect of climate change is carbon dioxide.  

Although transport is not the main source of carbon 

dioxide it is estimated to account for some 18% of carbon 

dioxide emissions.  The LTP addresses this by a range of 

measures designed to reduce car use and hence reduce 

emissions by providing attractive alternatives and 

managing transport networks in a more efficient way. 

 

 Rights of Way Improvement Plan 

 

Portsmouth is predominantly urban and the city has only a 

few designated Rights of Way. The extent of the rights of 

way network, away from the highway, is therefore limited, 

but nevertheless important.  The footpaths that do exist 

enable residents and visitors to get away from heavily 

trafficked roads and into parts of the countryside or coast 

to which they would not otherwise have access.  In such a 

built-up area, these tranquil areas are vitally important, to 

add depth and variety to communities and provides an 

invaluable educational resource.  The emerging 

Improvement Plan is closely aligned with the LTP by 

focusing on accessibility to:  

 

 The countryside, via Portsdown Hill and cross-boundary 

routes 

 The coast 

 

 A significant proportion of journeys to work and for other 

purposes in Portsmouth are made on foot.  The role of 

walking could be extended to reflect fully the potential for 

people to avoid car use and contribute towards a healthier 

community. The low levels of car ownership across the city 

also support investment in walking. 

 

 Infrastructure measures to create attractive routes include 

the following:  

 

 Enhanced signing with destination and distance 

information 

 Improved interchange arrangements linking walking 
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routes with public transport hubs 

 Personal security measures including CCTV where 

appropriate 

 Adequate lighting and surfacing 

 Safe and convenient road crossing arrangements 

 Good design to discourage criminal activity and create 

attractive routes 

 

 Public Spaces 

 

Movement in public spaces is an important aspect of urban 

design and links strongly with transport proposals, 

particularly walking and cycling.  Portsmouth has a number 

of established and potential public spaces that could be 

improved to create safe and attractive areas as a focus for 

local movements.  These could form hubs for a network of 

walking and cycling routes with high quality design and 

identity. Three locations will provide the initial focus, City 

Centre, Southsea and the Guildhall Area.  

 

 Comment 

 

The health benefits of walking and cycling are well known 

and even limited exercise every day can significantly 

reduce the risk of coronary heart disease (CHD).  The LTP 

notes that Portsmouth is well suited for walking and 

cycling as it is mainly flat. 

 

Raising Standards, 

Reducing Inequality 

 

This Sport and Physical Activity Strategy 2002-7 has three 

priorities: 

 

 Promoting the role of sports in education in the city 

 Promoting community development through sport 

 Promoting sport in the community 

 

 The specific objectives set out in the strategy are: 

 

 To develop the quality of sport in and our of the 

curriculum 

 To develop the quality and range of sports facilities on 

school sites 

 To develop the contribution sport and physical activity 

initiatives make to the promotion of healthy lifestyles 

in Portsmouth 

 To extend the contribution sport can make to 

neighbourhood renewal in the city 

 Lifelong learning 

 To use sport to raise the profile of the city and boost 

the local economy 

 To provide an accessible, affordable and inclusive 

network of community sports facilities 

 To develop grass roots and voluntary sector sport In 

the city 

 To support the development of pathways to excellence 
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 In order to deliver these objectives, the strategy proposes a 

number of initiatives which are relevant to this assessment, 

including: 

 

 A network of facilities linked to the Mountbatten Centre 

 Better quality community sports facilities in Paulsgrove, 

Wymering and “Heart of Portsmouth” 

 Additional community sports facilities at King Richard’s 

School and Priory School by the end of 2005 

 Better quality facilities at a network of schools to act as 

hubs for community sport development 

 

 The strategy includes the following targets: 

 

 All residents to live within 1 mile of an affordable 

sports hall, swimming pools and floodlit 5-a-side pitch 

by 2006 

 All residents to live within 1.5 miles of community 

standard pool, sports hall and MUGA by end 2012 

 

Integrated Health 

Development 

Strategy 2004-9 

 

This strategy is based around seven aims, including: 

 

 Increasing the number of people without weight 

problems 

 Increasing levels of individual physical activity 

 Increasing levels of personal and community well-being 

 Increasing the number of safe places to live and play 

 Improving environmental safety 

 

 Well located, attractive and well managed and maintained 

green spaces and sport and recreation facilities can help to 

achieve these things.  Allotments are likely to be 

particularly important for two reasons: 

 

 Gardening is a healthy activity in its own right  

 Allotment holders grow produce which can contribute 

to a healthy diet 

 

Cycling Strategy  

 

The vision underpinning the cycling strategy is to promote 

cycling as a “safe, quick and healthy” mode of transport 

and to make cycling the mode of choice for short trips that 

are not undertaken on foot and to fully integrate cycling 

with all other forms of transport. 

 

 The strategy identifies the main deterrents to cycling 

include the volume of traffic, excess speed and lack of 

consideration for cyclist by motorists.  The means it 

proposes to boost cycling include: 

 

 Allowing cycling on identified route sin parks, 

cemeteries, other areas of open space and through 

pedestrian precincts (out of shopping hours only) 

 Development of additional cycle routes, especially 

linked to the strategic network 

 Provide additional cycle parking 
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Playing Pitch 

Assessment 1998 

This assessment uses the Sport England recommended 

methodology to assess the demand for and supply of 

pitches in the city.  Its conclusions include: 

Football 

 There has been a decline of some 16% in the number of

teams in the city from 1992-3 to 1999-2000.

 Sunday is the peak demand day and requires pitches

for just under 80% of all weekend games and Sunday

mornings see the highest level of demand

 The Council allows three games per week on its pitches

 There is a shortfall of 6 pitches on Sunday mornings

but a surplus at all other times

 Assuming no change in rates of participation, the

number of pitches or the number of times a pitch can

be used each week, there are likely to be two fewer

teams and a slightly lower shortfall of five pitches by

2011 

Rugby 

 The total number of teams in 1999-2000 was the same

as in 1992-3

 There is a small surplus of pitches on both Saturdays

and Sundays

 The Council is projecting that the situation in 2011 will

be similar to 1999-2000

Hockey 

 The total number of teams increased by four from

1992-3 to 1999-2000

 There is a surplus of artificial turf pitch (ATP) provision

for hockey on both Saturdays and Sundays, but this

depends on continued access to pitches owned by the

University and Royal Navy.

 Although the Council projects an increase in demand

by 2011, there should also be an additional two ATPs.

As a result, there should still be a surplus of provision

in 23011.

Cricket 

 There has been a decline in the number of cricket

teams of some 18% from 1992-3 to 1999-2000

 There is a surplus of pitches at the weekend, but a

shortfall for mid-week games assuming that each pitch

is used only once mid-week – although Council booking

records show that some pitches were used up to three

times mid-week

 The Council projected that the mid-week shortfall

would continue to at least 2011
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 Comment 

 

The development of “third generation” (3G) artificial turf 

pitches for football, approved for all standards of play by 

both the International and European governing bodies for 

football, may have enormous significance for Portsmouth.  

Their impact on football is likely in the medium term to be 

as dramatic as the impact of earlier artificial turf pitches on 

hockey.  A policy of providing a 3G pitch with community 

use on each secondary school site would both accord with 

the Council’s Sport and Physical Activity Strategy and, by 

allowing a range of start times for matches and floodlit 

mid-week matches in winter, allow the Council to reduce 

significantly the amount of land used for grass pitches 

while also increasing the potential number of matches or 

training sessions per week. 

 

MORI Survey 

 

 

On behalf of the Council, MORI asked respondents to class 

their levels of satisfaction with local services as very good, 

good, neither good nor poor, poor, very poor and no 

opinion.  In the summary below, we give the net proportion 

classing services as at least good – that is, the aggregate 

percentage classing them as either very good or good 

minus the aggregate percentage classing them as poor or 

very poor.  Accordingly this calculation ignores those 

classing them as neither good nor poor and those with no 

opinion.  MORI also ran substantially the same survey in 

1998-2000, 2002 and 2005; the figures below relate to the 

2005 survey but we have noted any significant trends in 

the various results. 

 

 Satisfaction with Local Services 

 

 Swimming Pools: net 11% good.  This represented a 

decline from 1998 and 2002 

 Other sports facilities: net 34% good.  This represented 

an increase on previous years 

 Parks, playgrounds, gardens and open spaces: net 61% 

good.  This represented an increase on 2002 but was 

lower than in 1998 

 Play services eg adventure playgrounds, play schemes: 

net 32% good (no previous results) 

 

 In relation to parks, playgrounds, gardens and open 

spaces, levels of satisfaction were highest in postcode 

districts PO3 and PO4 (the eastern side of Portsea Island) 

and lowest in PO2 and PO6 (the north-western sector of 

Portsea Island, Paulsgrove and Wymering); higher amongst 

men than women; and highest amongst those aged 35-54 

and lowest amongst those aged 55-64. 

 

 Use of Local Services 

 

MORI asked respondents which local services they or 

members of their household used, with the questions 
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repeated roughly every two years from 1991 to 2002 and 

then in 2005.  This identified some worrying trends: 

 

 Use of swimming pools: decline from a high of 58% of 

respondents in 1995 to 40% in 2005 

 Use of other sports facilities: decline from a high of 

50% of respondents in 1995 to 27% in 2005 

 Use of parks, playgrounds, gardens and open 

spaces: decline from a high of 87% of respondents in 

1993 to 54% in 2005 
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Appendix C: Public Questionnaire Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

This appendix summarises the results of our survey of Portsmouth residents.  The City 

Council placed the questionnaire on its website and also provided hard copies in public 

buildings such as local libraries throughout the District.  It also invited members of staff 

living in the city to complete the questionnaire, as all members of staff are also 

members of the public.   

 

 

The Quality of City-wide Provision 

 

Off-road cycleways 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 13 4.1 4.1 

Good 142 44.7 48.8 

Poor 63 19.8 68.6 

Very poor 10 3.1 71.7 

Don't know 86 27.0 98.7 

Missing 4 1.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Nature conservation and wildlife areas 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 29 9.1 9.1 

Good 151 47.5 56.6 

Poor 55 17.3 73.9 

Very poor 12 3.8 77.7 

Don't know 66 20.8 98.4 

Missing 5 1.6 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Water sports areas 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 42 13.2 13.2 

Good 119 37.4 50.6 

Poor 46 14.5 65.1 

Very poor 16 5.0 70.1 

Don't know 86 27.0 97.1 

Missing 9 2.8 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Hilsea Lines 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 17 5.3 5.3 

Good 117 36.8 42.1 

Poor 63 19.8 61.9 

Very poor 7 2.2 64.1 

Don't know 110 34.6 98.7 

Missing 4 1.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Farlington Marshes 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 51 16.0 16.0 

Good 153 48.1 64.1 

Poor 38 11.9 76.0 

Very poor 9 2.8 78.8 

Don't know 65 20.4 99.3 

Missing 2 .6 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Portsdown Hill 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 62 19.5 19.5 

Good 179 56.3 75.8 

Poor 39 12.3 88.1 

Very poor 2 .6 88.7 

Don't know 32 10.1 98.1 

Missing 4 1.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Milton Common 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 22 6.9 6.9 

Good 118 37.1 44.0 

Poor 38 11.9 55.9 

Very poor 4 1.3 57.2 

Don't know 130 40.9 98.1 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Langstone Harbour Coastal Path 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 34 10.7 10.7 

Good 129 40.6 51.3 

Poor 29 9.1 60.4 

Very poor 7 2.2 62.6 

Don't know 112 35.2 97.8 

Missing 7 2.2 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Southsea Common 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 77 24.2 24.2 

Good 172 54.1 78.3 

Poor 53 16.7 95.0 

Very poor 6 1.9 96.9 

Don't know 10 3.1 100.9 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

The Seafront 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 87 27.4 27.4 

Good 145 45.6 73.0 

Poor 68 21.4 94.4 

Very poor 13 4.1 96.5 

Don't know 5 1.6 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Commercial fitness clubs 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 80 25.2 25.2 

Good 95 29.9 55.1 

Poor 15 4.7 59.8 

Very poor 4 1.3 61.1 

Don't know 118 37.1 98.1 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Public leisure centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 56 17.6 17.6 

Good 142 44.7 62.3 

Poor 55 17.3 79.6 

Very poor 9 2.8 82.4 

Don't know 46 14.5 96.9 

Missing 10 3.1 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Community centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 22 6.9 6.9 

Good 97 30.5 37.4 

Poor 74 23.3 60.7 

Very poor 20 6.3 67.0 

Don't know 97 30.5 97.5 

Missing 8 2.5 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Youth centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 19 6.0 6.0 

Good 60 18.9 24.9 

Poor 60 18.9 43.8 

Very poor 36 11.3 55.1 

Don't know 133 41.8 96.9 

Missing 10 3.1 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Public swimming pools 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 45 14.2 14.2 

Good 93 29.2 43.4 

Poor 89 28.0 71.4 

Very poor 39 12.3 83.7 

Don't know 40 12.6 96.3 

Missing 12 3.8 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

The Quantity of City-wide Provision 

 

Off-road cycleways 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 126 39.6 39.6 

Slightly more is needed 116 36.5 76.1 

It is about right 35 11.0 87.1 

There is more than enough 13 4.1 91.2 

Don't know 1 .3 91.5 

Not applicable 24 7.5 99.1 

Missing 3 .9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Nature conservation and wildlife areas 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent A lot more is needed 80 25.2 25.2 

Slightly more is needed 114 35.8 61.0 

It is about right 99 31.1 92.1 

There is more than enough 13 4.1 96.2 

Missing 4 1.3 97.5 

Not applicable 8 2.5 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Water sports areas 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 70 22.0 22.0 

Slightly more is needed 96 30.2 52.2 

It is about right 100 31.4 83.6 

There is more than enough 15 4.7 88.3 

Don't know 1 .3 88.6 

Not applicable 30 9.4 98.0 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Commercial fitness centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 14 4.4 4.4 

Slightly more is needed 77 24.2 28.6 

It is about right 132 41.5 70.1 

There is more than enough 48 15.1 85.2 

Not applicable 38 11.9 97.1 

Missing 9 2.8 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Public leisure centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 56 17.6 17.6 

Slightly more is needed 137 43.1 60.7 

It is about right 94 29.6 90.3 

There is more than enough 5 1.6 90.9 

Not applicable 18 5.7 96.4 

Missing 8 2.5 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Community centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 61 19.2 19.2 

Slightly more is needed 108 34.0 53.2 

It is about right 101 31.8 85.0 

There is more than enough 14 4.4 89.4 

Not applicable 29 9.1 98.4 

Missing 5 1.6 1.6100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Youth centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 107 33.6 33.6 

Slightly more is needed 87 27.4 61.0 

It is about right 49 15.4 76.4 

There is more than enough 8 2.5 78.9 

Not applicable 54 17.0 95.9 

Missing 13 4.1 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Public swimming pools 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 82 25.8 25.8 

Slightly more is needed 126 39.6 65.4 

It is about right 80 25.2 90.6 

There is more than enough 10 3.1 93.7 

Not applicable 14 4.4 98.1 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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The Quality of Local Provision: City-wide Analysis 

 

Parks and public gardens 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 75 23.6 23.6 

Good 174 54.7 78.3 

Poor 42 13.2 91.5 

Very poor 19 6.0 97.5 

Don't know 7 2.2 99.7 

Missing 1 .3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Public green spaces in housing areas 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 33 10.4 10.4 

Good 133 41.8 52.2 

Poor 96 30.2 82.4 

Very poor 31 9.7 92.1 

Don't know 19 6.0 98.2 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Grass sports pitches in public use 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 45 14.2 14.2 

Good 138 43.4 57.6 

Poor 74 23.3 80.9 

Very poor 19 6.0 86.9 

Don't know 36 11.3 98.2 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Totals 318 100.0  
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Public use changing pavilions 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 5 1.6 1.6 

Good 54 17.0 18.6 

Poor 81 25.5 44.1 

Very poor 43 13.5 57.6 

Don't know 129 40.6 98.1 

Missing 6 1.9 100.0 

Totals 318 100.0  

 

 

Grass sports pitches on school sites 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 32 10.1 10.1 

Good 126 39.6 49.7 

Poor 60 18.9 68.6 

Very poor 25 7.8 76.4 

Don't know 72 22.6 99.1 

Missing 3 .9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Public tennis courts 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 19 6.0 6.0 

Good 94 29.6 35.6 

Poor 90 28.3 63.9 

Very poor 52 16.4 80.2 

Don't know 59 18.6 98.8 

Missing 4 1.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Club tennis courts 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 17 5.3 5.3 

Good 73 23.0 28.3 

Poor 56 17.6 45.9 

Very poor 27 8.5 54.4 

Don't know 134 42.1 96.5 

Missing 11 3.5 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Bowling greens 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 38 11.9 11.9 

Good 118 37.1 49.0 

Poor 43 13.5 62.5 

Very poor 20 6.3 68.8 

Don't know 89 28.0 96.9 

Missing 10 3.1 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Allotments 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 25 7.9 7.9 

Good 83 26.1 24.0 

Poor 64 20.1 54.1 

Very poor 33 10.4 64.5 

Don't know 104 32.7 97.2 

Missing 9 2.8 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Churchyards and cemeteries 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 21 6.6 6.6 

Good 168 52.8 59.4 

Poor 55 17.3 76.7 

Very poor 15 4.7 81.4 

Don't know 52 16.4 97.8 

Missing 7 2.2 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Children's play areas for under 8's 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 35 11.0 11.0 

Good 139 43.7 54.7 

Poor 62 19.5 74.2 

Very poor 30 9.4 83.6 

Don't know 48 15.1 98.7 

Missing 4 1.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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Children's play areas 8-12 year olds 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 29 9.1 9.1 

Good 99 31.1 40.2 

Poor 90 28.3 68.5 

Very poor 35 11.0 79.5 

Don't know 62 19.5 99.0 

Missing 3 .9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  

 

 

Teenage facilities 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Very good 11 3.5 3.5 

Good 63 19.8 23.3 

Poor 82 25.8 49.1 

Very poor 99 31.1 80.2 

Don't know 61 19.2 99.4 

Missing 2 .6 100.0 

Total 318 100.0  
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The Quality of Local Provision 

Parks and public gardens by Postcode District Cross tabulation 

Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 1 6 2 4 13 10 37 0 2 75 

Good 3 19 11 8 19 17 95 2 0 174 

Poor 1 1 6 1 3 5 25 0 0 42 

Very poor 1 2 1 0 2 3 9 0 1 19 

Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

Public green spaces in housing areas by Postcode District Cross tabulation 

Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 2 1 3 6 2 18 0 1 33 

Good 3 8 6 4 11 9 89 1 2 133 

Poor 2 11 7 4 13 14 44 1 0 96 

Very poor 1 5 4 0 5 4 12 0 0 31 

Don't know 0 2 0 2 2 6 7 0 0 19 

Missing 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 0 0 6 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Grass sports pitches in public use by Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 1 2 1 3 2 4 32 0 0 45 

Good 3 8 8 5 15 10 85 1 3 138 

Poor 0 7 7 2 12 8 38 0 0 74 

Very poor 1 3 2 0 4 5 4 0 0 19 

Don't know 1 8 1 3 3 8 12 0 0 36 

Missing 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 6 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Public use changing pavilions * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 5 

Good 1 2 3 1 6 4 36 0 1 54 

Poor 0 4 6 5 9 7 49 1 0 81 

Very poor 0 7 4 0 5 7 20 0 0 43 

Don't know 5 14 6 6 17 15 64 1 1 129 

Missing 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 6 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Grass sports pitches on school sites * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 1 0 1 1 0 1 27 0 1 32 

Good 1 2 6 7 7 4 96 1 2 126 

Poor 0 7 5 2 6 8 31 1 0 60 

Very poor 2 6 3 0 7 3 4 0 0 25 

Don't know 2 13 5 3 17 17 15 0 0 72 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Public tennis courts * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 0 0 0 4 1 14 0 0 19 

Good 4 7 2 3 20 13 44 0 1 94 

Poor 0 8 6 5 7 7 56 1 0 90 

Very poor 0 4 4 3 2 2 36 1 0 52 

Don't know 2 8 7 2 4 12 23 0 1 59 

Missing 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Club tennis courts * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 0 0 0 1 2 13 0 1 17 

Good 1 5 3 3 5 8 48 0 0 73 

Poor 0 6 0 3 3 2 42 0 0 56 

Very poor 1 4 3 2 2 1 14 0 0 27 

Don't know 4 12 11 5 22 21 55 2 2 134 

Missing 0 1 3 0 4 2 1 0 0 11 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

Bowling greens * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 2 1 1 7 2 24 1 0 38 

Good 3 12 6 5 15 14 61 1 1 118 

Poor 0 4 2 4 2 2 29 0 0 43 

*Very poor 0 4 1 1 3 2 9 0 0 20 

Don't know 3 4 7 1 10 14 48 0 2 89 

Missing 0 2 3 1 0 2 2 0 0 10 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Allotments * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 2 0 1 2 5 2 13 0 0 25 

Good 1 3 10 9 8 5 45 1 1 83 

Poor 0 5 2 2 9 3 43 0 0 64 

Very poor 0 11 1 0 2 7 12 0 0 33 

Don't know 3 8 4 0 12 17 57 1 2 104 

Missing 0 1 2 0 1 2 3 0 0 9 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Churchyards and cemeteries * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 2 0 0 3 4 11 0 1 21 

Good 3 15 12 7 19 10 100 2 0 168 

Poor 1 5 3 2 7 7 29 0 1 55 

Very poor 2 2 1 0 2 3 5 0 0 15 

Don't know 0 4 3 3 6 9 26 0 1 52 

Missing 0 0 1 1 0 3 2 0 0 7 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Children's play areas for under 8's * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 0 1 2 2 1 28 0 1 35 

Good 3 11 8 6 18 7 84 1 1 139 

Poor 1 7 7 2 5 6 34 0 0 62 

Very poor 0 2 2 1 4 6 14 0 1 30 

Don't know 2 8 2 2 8 14 11 1 0 48 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Children's play areas 8-12 year olds * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 0 1 1 1 1 24 0 1 29 

Good 1 9 5 4 13 4 62 1 0 99 

Poor 1 9 7 4 7 6 54 0 2 90 

Very poor 1 2 2 2 5 8 15 0 0 35 

Don't know 3 8 5 2 11 15 17 1 0 62 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Teenage facilities * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

Very good 0 1 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 11 

Good 2 2 3 1 19 9 26 0 1 63 

Poor 0 11 5 2 6 9 48 1 0 82 

Very poor 1 9 6 6 4 7 65 0 1 99 

Don't know 3 5 6 4 8 8 25 1 1 61 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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The Quantity of City-wide Provision 

 

Parks and public gardens 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 70 22.0 22.0 22.0 

Slightly more is needed 111 34.9 34.9 56.9 

It is about right 121 38.1 38.1 95.0 

There is more than enough 6 1.9 1.9 96.9 

Not applicable 4 1.3 1.3 98.2 

Missing 6 1.9 1.9 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Public green spaces in housing areas 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 86 27.0 27.0 27.0 

Slightly more is needed 103 32.4 32.4 59.4 

It is about right 101 31.8 31.8 91.2 

There is more than enough 3 .9 .9 92.1 

Not applicable 14 4.4 4.4 96.5 

Missing 11 3.5 3.5 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Grass sports pitches in public use 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 55 17.3 17.3 17.3 

Slightly more is needed 115 36.2 36.2 53.5 

It is about  right 1 .3 .3 53.8 

It is about right 114 35.8 35.8 89.6 

There is more than enough 2 .6 .6 90.2 

Not applicable 19 6.0 6.0 96.2 

Missing 12 3.8 3.8 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  
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Public use changing pavilions 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 59 18.6 18.6 18.6 

Slightly more is needed 101 31.8 31.8 50.4 

It is about right 51 16.0 16.0 66.4 

Not applicable 81 25.5 25.5 91.9 

There is more than enough 5 1.6 1.6 93.5 

Don't know 1 .3 .3 93.8 

Missing 20 6.3 6.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Grass sports pitches on school sites 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 71 22.3 22.3 22.3 

Slightly more is needed 85 26.7 26.7 49.0 

It is about right 94 29.6 29.6 78.6 

Not applicable 43 13.5 13.5 92.1 

There is more than enough 6 1.9 1.9 94.0 

Don't know 1 .3 .3 94.3 

Missing 18 5.7 5.7 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Public tennis courts 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 71 22.3 22.3 22.3 

Slightly more is needed 106 33.3 33.3 55.6 

It is about right 73 23.0 23.0 78.6 

There is more than enough 5 1.6 1.6 80.2 

Not applicable 48 15.1 15.1 95.3 

Missing 15 4.7 4.7 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  
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Club tennis courts 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 40 12.6 12.6 12.6 

Slightly more is needed 86 27.0 27.0 39.6 

It is about right 80 25.2 25.2 64.8 

Not applicable 86 27.0 27.0 91.8 

There is more than enough 7 2.2 2.2 94.0 

Don't know 1 .3 .3 94.3 

Missing 18 5.7 5.7 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Bowling greens 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 31 9.7 9.7 9.7 

Slightly more is needed 64 20.1 20.1 29.8 

It is about right 131 41.2 41.2 71.0 

Not applicable 63 19.8 19.8 90.8 

There is more than 

enough 

11 3.5 3.5 94.3 

Don't know 2 .6 .6 94.9 

Missing 16 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Allotments 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 57 17.9 17.9 17.9 

Slightly more is needed 80 25.2 25.2 43.1 

It is about right 84 26.4 26.4 69.5 

Not applicable 70 22.0 22.0 91.5 

There is more than enough 9 2.8 2.8 94.3 

Don't know 2 .6 .6 94.9 

Missing 16 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  
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Churchyards and cemeteries 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 16 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Slightly more is needed 64 20.1 20.1 25.1 

It is about right 157 49.4 49.4 74.5 

There is more than enough 13 4.1 4.1 78.6 

Not applicable 51 16.0 16.0 94.6 

Missing 17 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Children's play areas for under 8's 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 58 18.2 18.2 18.2 

Slightly more is needed 110 34.6 34.6 52.8 

It is about right 97 30.5 30.5 83.3 

There is more than enough 8 2.5 2.5 85.8 

Not applicable 32 10.1 10.1 95.5 

Missing 13 4.1 4.1 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Children's play areas 8-12 year olds 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 82 25.8 25.8 25.8 

Slightly more is needed 119 37.4 37.4 63.2 

It is about right 66 20.8 20.8 84.0 

There is more than enough 5 1.6 1.6 85.6 

Not applicable 35 11.0 11.0 96.6 

Missing 11 3.5 3.5 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  
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Teenage facilities 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

A lot more is needed 159 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Slightly more is needed 75 23.6 23.6 73.6 

It is about right 33 10.4 10.4 84.0 

There is more than enough 5 1.6 1.6 85.6 

Not applicable 36 11.3 11.3 96.9 

Missing 10 3.1 3.1 100.0 

Total 318 100.0 100.0  
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The Quantity of Local Provision 

 

Parks and public gardens by Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 1 8 8 2 5 9 37 0 0 70 

Slightly more is needed 1 8 7 4 11 7 70 1 2 111 

It is about right 4 9 4 6 21 17 58 1 1 121 

There is more than enough 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 6 

Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 4 

Missing 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 6 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Public green spaces in housing areas * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 2 13 9 3 10 13 35 1 0 86 

Slightly more is needed 1 8 7 3 12 8 62 1 1 103 

It is about right 3 5 2 5 13 8 63 0 2 101 

There is more than enough 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

Not applicable 0 1 0 2 2 3 6 0 0 14 

Missing 0 1 1 0 0 4 5 0 0 11 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Grass sports pitches in public use * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 1 8 5 3 5 6 26 1 0 55 

Slightly more is needed 1 4 7 4 14 10 74 0 1 115 

It is about right 1 10 6 5 17 10 63 1 2 115 

There is more than enough 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

Not applicable 3 4 0 1 1 6 4 0 0 19 

Missing 0 2 2 0 0 4 4 0 0 12 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Public use changing pavilions * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 1 4 5 2 5 6 35 1 0 59 

Slightly more is needed 1 4 7 4 13 12 60 0 0 101 

It is about right 0 4 1 1 7 4 33 0 1 51 

There is more than enough 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 5 

Don't know 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Not applicable 4 12 4 5 10 10 34 1 1 81 

Missing 0 4 3 0 1 4 7 0 1 20 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Grass sports pitches on school sites * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 2 6 7 2 17 8 28 1 0 71 

Slightly more is needed 0 3 6 4 8 10 54 0 0 85 

It is about right 2 5 2 2 2 6 72 1 2 94 

There is more than enough 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 0 0 6 

Don't know 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Not applicable 2 9 2 1 9 8 12 0 0 43 

Missing 0 5 2 1 0 4 5 0 1 18 

Total 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 

 

Public tennis courts * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 1 6 5 3 10 3 43 0 0 71 

It is about right 2 5 1 3 18 12 31 1 0 73 

Not applicable 3 7 6 1 2 9 20 0 0 48 

Slightly more is needed 0 6 6 4 6 8 72 1 3 106 

There is more than enough 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 5 

Missing 0 3 1 1 1 4 5 0 0 15 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Club tennis courts * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 1 4 4 2 3 2 24 0 0 40 

Slightly more is needed 0 4 3 0 6 8 64 0 1 86 

It is about right 1 5 3 4 11 10 45 1 0 80 

There is more than enough 0 1 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 7 

Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Not applicable 4 11 6 3 16 12 32 1 1 86 

Missing 0 3 4 2 1 4 3 0 1 18 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 

 

Bowling greens * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 0 4 4 3 2 4 14 0 0 31 

Slightly more is needed 0 2 3 1 6 4 48 0 0 64 

It is about right 3 13 5 8 22 13 65 1 1 131 

Not applicable 2 6 6 0 6 9 33 1 0 63 

There is more than enough 0 0 1 0 0 2 8 0 0 11 

Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

Missing 1 3 1 1 1 4 3 0 2 16 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Allotments * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 0 8 3 4 8 8 26 0 0 57 

Slightly more is needed 0 7 6 1 7 9 50 0 0 80 

It is about right 2 3 3 5 13 4 51 2 1 84 

There is more than enough 0 2 1 1 0 2 3 0 0 9 

Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

Not applicable 3 7 5 1 8 10 35 0 1 70 

Missing 1 1 2 1 1 3 6 0 1 16 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 

 

 

Churchyards and cemeteries * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 0 0 1 1 3 0 11 0 0 16 

Slightly more is needed 1 6 6 1 9 7 34 0 0 64 

It is about right 4 13 5 6 17 12 99 1 0 157 

There is more than enough 0 2 1 1 2 1 5 1 0 13 

Not applicable 0 5 6 3 4 11 20 0 2 51 

Missing 1 2 1 1 2 5 4 0 1 17 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Quantity: Children's play areas for under 8's * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Postcode District 

Count Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 0 5 7 1 6 8 31 0 0 58 

Slightly more is needed 1 9 6 2 13 11 66 1 1 110 

It is about right 3 5 4 6 12 4 60 1 2 97 

There is more than 
enough 

0 1 1 1 0 0 5 0 0 8 

Not applicable 1 5 2 2 5 9 8 0 0 32 

Missing 1 3 0 1 1 4 3 0 0 13 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 37 173 2 3 318 

 
 

Quantity: Children's play areas 8-12 year olds * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

 Postcode District 

Count Missing PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9 Totals 

A lot more is needed 1 4 9 3 8 10 46 0 1 82 

Slightly more is needed 2 10 4 4 14 10 71 2 2 119 

It is about right 1 5 2 2 9 4 43 0 0 66 

There is more than 
enough 

0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 5 

Not applicable 1 5 4 2 6 8 9 0 0 35 

Missing 1 3 0 1 0 4 2 0 0 11 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Quantity: Teenage facilities * Postcode District Cross tabulation 

 

Count Postcode District Totals 

 ? PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 PO6 PO7 PO9  
A lot more is needed 2 12 8 6 12 12 105 0 2 159 

Slightly more is needed 1 5 6 3 10 9 38 2 1 75 
It is about right 1 5 0 0 7 6 14 0 0 33 

There is more than enough 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 
Not applicable 1 4 5 3 7 5 11 0 0 36 

Missing 1 1 0 1 1 4 2 0 0 10 

Totals 6 28 20 13 37 36 173 2 3 318 
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Most Valued Spaces 

 

Most valued park 

 

 Frequency 

Alexandra Park 3 

Allaway Avenue Park 1 

Anchorage Park 1 

At bottom of St Andrew's Rd, Farlington 1 

Baffins 1 

Baffins and Stacey Park 1 

Baffins Pond Area 7 

Bransbury Park 5 

Canoe Lake 4 

College Park 8 

Copnor Cemetery 1 

Cosham Park 10 

Drayton Park 93 

East Lodge Park 18 

East Slid ???? 1 

Farlington Recreation Area 16 

Grant Rd. Recreation Ground 1 

Great Salterns 1 

Highbury or Cosham 1 

Hilsea Lido 1 

Italian Gardens 1 

King George V Playing Field 5 

Kingston Recreation Ground 3 

Long Curtain 1 

Medina Park 1 

Milton Common 3 

Milton Park 9 

Mountbatten area 1 

Off Copnor Road 1 

Park near Arundel Court School 1 

Park off Twyford road, unsure of its name. 1 

Park on Farlington Recreation Avenue 1 

Park on Portsdown Avenue 1 

Pembroke Gardens 1 

Playing field / ground behind Solent Infants School 2 

Portsdown Hill 2 

Purbrook Heath 1 

Rock Gardens 1 

Rose Garden 2 

Skatepark, Wimbledon Park 1 

Southsea Common 24 

St George's 2 

St Mary's Churchyard 1 
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St Mary's Road 1 

Stamshaw Park 2 

The Recreation ground 1 

The Recreation Park 1 

The Wreck 1 

Victoria Park 21 

Waterworks Park 2 

Wimbledon Park 6 

Zetland Park 5 

Most valued play area for children under 8 

Frequency 

Action Zone; the park on Eastern Road 1 

Adventure Playground Buckland 1 

Alexandra Park 6 

At bottom of St. Andrew's Rd. Farlington 1 

Baffins Park 7 

Baffins Pond 1 

Behind Solent School 1 

Bransbury 3 

Bransbury Park/Milton Park 1 

Browers  ??? 1 

Buckland Play area 1 

Canoe Lake 12 

Clarence Pier Playground 1 

College Park 8 

Colwell Rd 1 

Cornwall Road 2 

Cosham or Wymering park 1 

Cosham Park 6 

Credenhill Road Park 1 

Drayton Park 64 

East Lodge Park 12 

Farlington Recreation Area 15 

Fratton Recreation Ground – children’s playground 1 

Grant Rd. Recreation Ground 1 

Ground behind Solent Infant School 4 

Highbury Park 5 

Hilsea Lido Park 7 

Kingston Recreation Ground 1 

Landport Adventure Playground 1 

Manor House 1 

Milebush Road 1 

Milton Park 11 

Nailsea Road 1 

New Paulsgrove Park 1 
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New Zetland Park 1 

Op. Clarence Pier 1 

Park beside St. Philips 1 

Park near basketball courts Fratton 1 

Park on Portsdown Avenue 1 

Parks in the area 1 

Pirate Pete's 1 

Play park by the Dover Crags 1 

Playground, Pier Road 1 

Playzone 2 

Ravelin Park 1 

Somerstown 2 

Southsea Common 10 

St Mary's Road 1 

Stamshaw Foreshore 1 

The Recreation ground 1 

The Recreation Ground 4 

Tipton/Gogbaston 1 

Victoria Park 2 

Walmer Rd. 1 

Waterworks Park 3 

Wimbledon Park 8 

Zetland Park 6 

 

 

Most valued play area for children under 8-12 

 

 Frequency 

Adventure Playground Buckland 1 

Alexandra Park 1 

At bottom of St. Andrew's Rd. Farlington 1 

Baffins Park 1 

Bransbury Park 4 

Browers ??? 1 

Canoe Lake 3 

Church Park 1 

Cobden Park 1 

College Park 4 

Colwell Rd 1 

Common - Seafront 1 

Cosham Park 6 

Creek 1 

Drayton Park 67 

East lodge 10 

Farlington Play area 6 

Farlington Marshes 2 

Fratton Recreation Ground - basketball / football 

pitches 

1 

Grant Road Recreation Ground 1 
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Great Salterns Fields 1 

Ground behind Solent Infant School 1 

Hilsea Creek 1 

Hilsea Lido Park 1 

Kingston Recreation Ground 1 

Landport adventure playground 2 

Milton Park 9 

Park off Twyford road 1 

Play park by the Dover Crags 1 

Playground, Pier Road 1 

Playzone 6 

Ravelin Park 1 

Recreation Park 1 

Second Ave Park 1 

Skatepark, Wimbledon Park 1 

Somerstown 2 

Southsea Common 7 

St Mary's Road 1 

Stacey Centre 2 

Stamshaw Foreshore 1 

The Recreation Ground 5 

The Wreck 2 

Walmer Road 1 

Wimbledon Park 7 

Wymering Park 1 

Zetland Park 7 

 

 

Most valued teenage facility 

 

 Frequency 

Beach 2 

Bransbury Park 7 

Brook Club 4 

Canoe Lake 1 

Coffee Bar London Road 1 

College Park 2 

Cosham Park 2 

Drayton Park 28 

Dundas/Burrfields Football pitches 1 

East Lodge 4 

Farlington Recreation Area 4 

Fratton Community Centre 1 

Fratton Recreation Ground - bike track 1 

Gosport Ice Rink 1 

Gunwharf 1 

Havant Leisure Centre 2 

Hilsea Lido Park 3 
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Kingston Park 2 

Kingston Recreation Ground 1 

Medina Park 1 

Milton Park skateboard 6 

Mountbatten Centre 1 

North End Young People's Project 1 

Park off Twyford Road 1 

Playzone 1 

Portsdown Hill 5 

ROKO 1 

Scoutlands,  Evelegh Rd 1 

Skatepark  Somers Town Sackville St centre 2 

Southsea Skatepark 24 

Stacey Centre 1 

Stamshaw Foreshore 1 

The Wreck 2 

Victoria Park 1 

Wimbledon Park 1 

Zetland Park 9 

 

 

Most valued pitch sports site 

 

 Frequency 

Alexandra Park 5 

Anchorage Park 1 

Basketball Courts, Fratton 1 

Bedhampton Park 1 

Bedhampton Pitch 1 

Bowling Green 1 

Bransbury Park 11 

Canoe Lake 1 

Canoe Lake tennis court 1 

Clarence Field/Governor’s Green 1 

Copnor pitches 1 

Cosham 5 

Cricket pitch, Southsea 1 

Drayton Park 48 

Dundas/Burrfields Football pitches 1 

East Lodge 7 

Farlington 1 

Farlington Avenue 8 

Fratton/Kingston Park 1 

Governors Green 1 

Great Salterns 3 

Havant Field 1 

Havant Rugby Club 1 

Hilton Hotel 9 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment – Appendices 68 

King George Playing Fields 3 

King George V Playing Fields 14 

Kingston Recreation Ground 1 

Mayfield School 1 

Milton Park 1 

Mountbatten Centre 9 

Mountbatten Park 1 

Mountbatten/private club nearby 1 

Norway Road 1 

Pitch and Putt 1 

Pitches at former Eastney Barracks 1 

Pompey 1 

Portsmouth Grammar School 1 

Priory School, Whale Island 1 

ROKO 7 

Rugby Camp Hilsea 1 

Salterns 1 

Skatepark  Somers Town Sackville St centre 1 

Southsea Common 7 

Sports field 1 

Springfield School 8 

St George's 1 

St John's Playing Fields 1 

St Luke’s Sports 1 

The sea 1 

The Wreckage 1 

Wimbledon Park 1 

 

 

Walking Time Thresholds 

 

Note: in these tables, we have omitted all the missing values and “not interested” responses so 

that the walking times reflect the views of only those who are likely to use each form of provision. 

 

Allotments 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 17 9.4 9.4 

20 minutes 31 17.1 26.5 

15 minutes 39 21.5 48.0 

10 minutes 58 32.0 80.0 

5 minutes 36 19.9 100.0 

Totals 181 100.0  

 

 

Bowling greens 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 
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Over 20 minutes 12 8.2 8.2 

20 minutes 17 11.6 19.8 

15 minutes 33 22.6 42.4 

10 minutes 55 37.7 80.1 

5 minutes 29 19.9 100.0 

Totals 146 100.0  

 

 

Children's play area (8-12 years) 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 15 6.2 6.2 

20 minutes 18 7.5 13.7 

15 minutes 47 19.5 33.2 

10 minutes 87 36.1 69.3 

5 minutes 74 30.7 100.0 

Totals 241 100.0  

 

 

Children's play area (under 8 years) 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 14 6.2 6.2 

20 minutes 14 6.2 12.4 

15 minutes 40 17.8 30.2 

10 minutes 81 36.0 66.2 

5 minutes 76 33.8 100.0 

Total 225 100.0  

 

 

Community centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 22 8.5 8.5 

20 minutes 37 14.3 22.8 

15 minutes 88 34.1 56.9 

10 minutes 87 33.7 90.6 

5 minutes 24 9.3 100.0 

Total 258 100.0  

 

 

Grass sports pitches 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 22 8.7 8.7 

20 minutes 36 14.3 23.0 
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15 minutes 84 33.3 56.3 

10 minutes 69 27.4 83.7 

5 minutes 41 16.3 100.0 

Total 252 100.0  

 

 

Parks 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 21 6.9 6.9 

20 minutes 30 9.8 16.7 

15 minutes 80 26.1 42.8 

10 minutes 93 30.4 73.2 

5 minutes 82 26.8 100.0 

Total 306 100.0  
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Public leisure centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 43 15.3 15.3 

20 minutes 69 24.6 39.9 

15 minutes 90 32.0 71.9 

10 minutes 54 19.2 91.1 

5 minutes 25 8.9 100.0 

Total 281 100.0  

 

 

Swimming pools 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 59 20.6 20.6 

20 minutes 83 28.9 49.5 

15 minutes 82 28.6 78.0 

10 minutes 43 15.0 93.0 

5 minutes 20 7.0 100.0 

Total 287 100.0  

 

 

Teenage facilities 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 43 18.5 18.5 

20 minutes 41 17.6 36.1 

15 minutes 62 26.6 62.7 

10 minutes 60 25.8 88.5 

5 minutes 27 11.6 100.0 

Total 233 100.0  

 

 

Tennis courts 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 21 9.1 9.1 

20 minutes 43 18.6 27.7 

15 minutes 65 28.1 55.8 

10 minutes 76 32.9 88.7 

5 minutes 26 11.3 100.0 

Total 231 100.0  
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Youth centres 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Over 20 minutes 21 10.3 10.3 

20 minutes 43 21.1 31.4 

15 minutes 60 29.4 60.8 

10 minutes 61 29.9 90.7 

5 minutes 19 9.3 100.0 

Total 204 100.0  

 

 

Profile of Respondents 

 

Are you... 

 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Female 200 63.9 63.9 

Male 113 26.1 100.0 

Total 313 100.0  

 

 

Which age range are you in? 

 

Age Frequ

ency 

Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

11-15 113 35.9 35.9 

16-24 5 1.6 37.5 

25-34 23 7.3 44.8 

35-54 98 31.1 75.9 

55-64 51 16.2 92.1 

65+ 25 7.9 100.0 

Total 315 100  

 

 

Home postcode of respondents, excluding the last 2 letters 

 

 Frequency Percent 

LS 1 0.3 

PO 2 0.6 

PO1 28 8.9 

PO2 20 6.3 

PO3 13 4.1 

PO4 37 11.7 

PO5 1 36 11.4 

PO6 173 54.9 

PO7 4 2 0.6 

PO9 3 3 1.0 
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Total 315 100.0 
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What is your ethnic origin? 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Asian British - Indian 1 .3 

Bangladeshi 1 .3 

Black British African 1 .3 

Chinese 1 .3 

Mixed - White and Black Caribbean 1 .3 

White - British 296 93.1 

White-English 2 0.6 

White - Irish 5 1.6 

Above distinctions offensive 1 0.3 

Total 318 100.0 
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Appendix D: Stakeholder Interviews 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This appendix contains a summary of the various 

stakeholder interviews we undertook with representatives 

of governing bodies of sport and local sports clubs.  It 

covers: 

 

Governing bodies: 

 

 Hampshire Cricket 

 Hampshire Hockey Development 

 Hampshire Rugby Football Union 

 Portsmouth and District Bowling Association 

 Portsmouth and District Lawn Tennis Association 

 Portsmouth Football Association 

 

Local Sports Clubs 

 

 City of Portsmouth Hockey Club 

 City of Portsmouth Hockey Club – Women’s section 

 Portsmouth and Southsea Hockey Club 

 Portsmouth Rugby Football Club 

 

Hampshire Hockey 

Development 

 

Name of interviewee 

 

Sharon Hall 

Hockey Sports Development Officer 

 

 Overview of provision for sport in local authority area – 

quantity and quality of facilities 

 

2 strong clubs but not enough water-based ATP provision 

 

City of Portsmouth HC is a large and successful club which 

used to have a very large junior section – may have 

declined 

 

Portsmouth and Southsea HC has long been a small club 

but has recently expanded 

 

Few good juniors coming through from Portsmouth  
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 Facilities for show games 

 

Hampshire HA plays show games in Bournemouth (in 

Dorset!) because of the availability of a two-ATP site 

 

 Membership/participation trends, if known 

 

Not sure, but thinks hockey “isn’t on the up” 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

 The sport’s priorities for the future  

 

Water-based ATPs 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of their sport in the area 

 

Football dominates the use of most ATPs and providers 

aren’t particularly interested in water-based pitches for 

hockey.   

 

Concern that the Mountbatten ATP is in very poor 

condition but if it is resurfaced football demand will 

dominate 

 

Hampshire Rugby 

Football Union 

Name of interviewee 

 

Jon Bronstein (07764-960384) 

Development Officer 

 

 Overview of provision for sport in local authority area – 

quantity and quality of facilities 

 

Clubs have good pitches and indoor facilities; clubs are 

viable and well run 

 

 Facility needs for the sport in the local authority area, and 

why 

 

3G pitch – talk of joint development involving the 

University, Football Foundation and Portsmouth RFC.  

Needed for training and development work.  Must be 

affordable. 

 

 

 

Facilities for show games 

 

No problem – good links with the Royal Navy so use HMS 

Temeraire 

 

 

 

Membership/participation trends, if known 

 

Juniors healthy, especially at United Services and 

Portsmouth Clubs; men slight fall-off in other areas of the 

country but this may not be happening in Portsmouth; 

women growing interest 
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Reasons for trends, if known 

 

Good development programme through Community Rugby 

Coach based at the University.  However, coming to end of 

year 3 with year 4 funding secured but no guarantee of 

further support for year 5 and beyond. 

 

 The sport’s priorities for the future  

 

3G pitch – the most important single requirement 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of their sport in the area 

 

Portsmouth and 

District Bowling 

Association 

 

Name of interviewee 

 

J Slater (02392-387640) 

Former Secretary 

 

 Overview of provision for sport in local authority area – 

quantity and quality of facilities 

 

Both greens and pavilions are good throughout the city 

 

 Facilities for show games 

 

Southsea  

 

 Membership/participation trends, if known 

 

Declining slowly.  One club (Highbury) disbanded in 2006 

owing to lack of members.  A couple of other clubs in the 

city are down to 20-30 members, which makes it very 

difficult to field teams.  The Council’s policy of asking 

bowlers to purchase season tickets, rather than run clubs 

themselves, is propping up the sport because small clubs 

could not afford the maintenance of their greens.  

However, the likelihood is that smaller clubs will decide to 

amalgamate with larger ones, so some existing greens may 

not be required in the future. 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

Lack of new players coming through so clubs face a slow 

decline in membership 

 

 Links between clubs and local schools 

 

N/a 

 

 The sport’s priorities for the future 

 

New members 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 
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about the future of their sport in the area 

 

Local companies used to have bowls clubs (eg IBM, Co-op, 

Gas Board) but as they realised that relatively few of their 

members were employees they withdrew their support.  So 

over the years there has been considerable consolidation 

of clubs onto fewer greens. 

 

Note: the Victory Indoor Bowls Club is also losing around 

10% of its membership each year and is close to becoming 

non-viable. 

 

Portsmouth and 

District Lawn Tennis 

Association 

 

Name of interviewee 

 

Colin Chuter (02392-819115) 

Portsmouth and District LTA League Secretary (and deputy 

head at Priory Sports College) 

 

 Overview of provision for sport in local authority area – 

quantity and quality of facilities 

 

Hopelessly inadequate; clubs have been dependent on 

public courts which the Council has not maintained so they 

have deteriorated and a number of clubs have disbanded in 

the past 30 years.  Priory Sports College and local coaches 

are doing a lot to develop under-16 tennis but players 

become disillusioned with the facilities as they get older 

 

 

 Facilities for show games 

 

Probably use the Priory Sports College indoor courts 

 

 Membership/participation trends, if known 

 

U16 growth, thanks to good work by local coaches – 

especially on the 4 floodlit artificial turf courts at the Priory 

School, but decline amongst adults who mainly play 

socially.  U16s become disillusioned as they grow older 

and have to pay or find available public courts poor.  

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

Decline in quality and availability of courts 

 

 Links between clubs and local schools 

 

Very good at the Priory Sports College 

 

 The sport’s priorities for the future  

 

A high profile, high quality, accessible centre with 6-12 

floodlit outdoor courts plus back-up facilities.  Ideal 

playing surface – porous acrylic.  Ensure good coaching 

and a comprehensive tennis development programme, 

possibly along the lines of Totally Tennis in Basingstoke. 
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Keep existing tarmac courts (eg Southsea Common) and 

the grass courts at Canoe Lake (used to host a major 

tournament each year but LTA withdrew support because 

of inadequate maintenance). They can cater mainly for 

casual play. 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of their sport in the area 

 

Council has plans for more indoor courts as Phase 3 of the 

Mountbatten Centre development with a promise of 

funding from the LTA 

 

Portsmouth Football 

Association 

Name of interviewee 

 

Rob England (02392-811921) 

Secretary, Portsmouth FA 

 

 

 

Overview of provision for sport in local authority area – 

quantity and quality of facilities 

 

Portsmouth FA is currently conducting a survey of all clubs 

and pitches in the city which should be available in 2-3 

months.  In the meantime: 

 

Adult pitches: supply and demand roughly in balance, so 

problems arise if pitches are not available from the start of 

the season or after spells of bad weather - almost no 

games were played mid January-mid March this year as 

pitches were waterlogged; a month later they are baked 

hard again.  As a result fixtures will stretch into April and 

even early May.   

 

Junior pitches: no problem; junior pitches appear to be 

under used. 

 

Mini pitches: here is a lot of mini-soccer being played, but 

no apparent shortage of pitches as many teams/clubs are 

able to access school facilities. 

 

When the proposed development at Bransbury Park is 

being progressed this will remove four pitches from the 

supply for a period which may cause some temporary 

problems; however, the long term gain will be worth it. 

 

Problem of lack of pitches with floodlights in Portsmouth – 

only Moneyfields 

 

 Facilities for show games 

 

Use minor stadia eg Conference grounds 

 

 Membership/participation trends, if known 

 

Steep decline in adult participation in the late nineties and 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment – Appendices 81 

early noughties which now appears to be levelling off. 

 

Youth football – participation fairly steady for boys, rising 

for girls aged 8-14.  However, as girls football is relatively 

recent, and girl footballers are moving up the age bands, 

don’t really know yet whether girls will continue to play as 

they reach mid-teenage and older. 

 

Adult women participation growing, but from very low base 

 

Mini-soccer: continuing popularity, but initial growth phase 

now seems to be over. 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

Adults: many players changed from 11-a-side to 5-a-side 

which they find suits their lifestyles better.  The Roko 

facilities are excellent and very popular. 

 

 The sport’s priorities for the future 

 

Improve the quality of changing at Council pitches.  City 

Council has done a lot of good work to improve its pitches, 

but many changing pavilions are in the same condition 

today as 30-40 years ago and so do not meet players’ 

expectations, especially girls and women.  Also it can be 

difficult to have simultaneous male and female use.  Not 

such a problem for mini-soccer as most players tend to 

arrive changed. 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of their sport in the area 

 

Need to bring “unofficial” football into the structure of the 

game locally (eg groups of Polish players using Bransbury 

Park), do more for women’s football and simplify the 

administration of football. 

 

Great Salterns – Portsmouth FA takes very pragmatic view.  

Would be expensive to provide changing and bring the site 

back into full use, but it could be a very useful site for 

teams that are willing to do without changing – City 

Council could give teams the choice of another site, with 

changing, or Great Salterns, with none.  Alternatively, it 

could become a very useful dedicated central venue for 

mini-soccer, as mini-soccer does not generally need 

changing accommodation.  Clubs/teams tend to find 

school pitches expensive. 

 

Portsmouth FA’s attitude to third generation pitches is that 

it they are sanctioned by the FA, they will be happy to use 

them.  Well aware that they have been approved by FIFA 

and UEFA.  Also accept that waterlogged pitches for at 

least part of the winter and baked hard pitches much of 

the rest of the year may become the norm as a result of 

global warming and then 3G pitches will make a lot of 
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sense. 

 

City of Portsmouth 

Hockey Club 

Neil Petfield (02392-219559) 

Men’s Secretary 

 Membership trends 

 

Men declining slowly 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

Several good clubs in the area and players tend to drift 

from one to another. 

 

Older players retiring and leaving the club rather than 

slowly drifting down the teams; also has an impact on club 

management because fewer volunteers available 

 

 Number of teams, with age groups and genders and the 

names of the leagues in which they play 

 

Currently 5 men’s teams, drawn from a pool of about 70 

players.  Dropped a team at the end of last season. 

 

Junior boys.  Huge drop in interest, from around 120 

players 3 years ago to around 60 now – used to be the 

biggest junior club in the county. 

 

Run U8, U12, U14, U16 and U18 teams (no U10) 

 

 Is this more or fewer than five years ago?  Why? 

 

Portsmouth FC was promoted and started additional junior 

coaching and this has hit hockey as football is more 

glamorous 

 

Club working with Havant HC, Havant Borough Council and 

City Council to pay for a community coach 

 

 Address or name of home ground/ground used most often 

 

Club used to play at Mountbatten Centre but the pitch is 

now so poor it can no longer do so, although it still does 

some junior coaching there.  It had a clubhouse there, but 

it also deteriorated to such extent that the club could not 

longer use it.  However, club still uses Mountbatten pitch 

for some training, especially juniors, although it finds 

Mountbatten staff not particularly helpful eg goals not set 

up at start of training sessions, glass on the pitch. 

 

Moved last season to University (Furze Lane), although this 

is the most expensive ATP in the city.  Plans for 3G pitch to 

be used for football and rugby training, freeing time on the 

sand-filled pitch for hockey.  Also plans for new clubhouse 

for non-university sports. 
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Lord Nelson pitch used by Portsmouth and Southsea HC, 

other school ATPs too small for match play although 

suitable for half pitch practice and training.  However, 

accessing school pitches is difficult. 

 

Used to use water-based pitch at HMS Temeraire, but cost 

too high and the pitch lasted only about four season and 

then was out of use for a couple of years.  Now available 

again, but Havant HC use it for home games. 

 

 Range and quality of facilities available at this ground – 

pitches, floodlighting, training areas, pavilions 

 

Floodlit sand-filled ATP 

 Tenure 

 

Rented 

 

 Club’s plans for the future at this ground, if any 

 

Currently enough pitch time for matches (all senior games 

are on Saturday when the club has a total of four slots at 

the University pitch, with the potential to play occasional 

games on Whale Island if necessary), although pitch time 

could be a problem if the club is able to field another 

team.   

 

 Priorities for the future for the good of the club’s sport(s) 

in the area 

 

Make the deal with the University work 

 

Stop the loss of players 

 

Attract new players (eg from the University, which has only 

one (two?) Saturday team(s) but five Wednesday ones) 

 

Develop further links with schools – club has traditionally 

coached school players and then attracted them to the club 

but with the decline in membership it has not been able to 

do this as much as in the past – hence funding of 

community coach – and this has impacted on the number 

of junior members. 

 

Attract more volunteers – parents help with junior teams, 

but the senior club struggles. 

 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of the club’s sport(s) in the area 

 

Sport is generally doing well in South Hampshire with a 

number of good clubs all fielding a range of teams 

 

City of Portsmouth Name of interviewee 
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Hockey Club - 

Women’s Section 

Abby Roch (01329-286223) 

Women’s secretary 

 

 Membership trends 

 

Club declined from four XIs 3-4 years ago to two XIs now, 

although hoping to start a friendly side and develop it into 

another league side 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

Coaching problems and no decent base for some years.  

Used to be based at Mountbatten Centre but the pitch is so 

bad had to move.  Used HMS Temeraire for a while, but 

there were endless problems with the Navy; water based 

pitch, but taken out of use and long period not available.  

Club now moving to the University playing fields in Furze 

Road where there is a sand-filled ATP plus good back-up 

facilities. 

 

 Number of teams, with age groups and genders and the 

names of the leagues in which they play 

 

Currently 2 adult plus friendlies and U16 girls – was U14 

and U16 but now reduced to a single girls team 

 

 Is this more or fewer than five years ago?  Why? 

 

See above 

 

 Address or name of home ground/ground used most often 

 

University of Portsmouth Playing Fields 

Furze Lane 

Locksway Road 

 

 Range and quality of facilities available at this ground – 

pitches, floodlighting, training areas, pavilions 

 

Floodlit sand-filled ATP 

 

 Tenure 

 

Rented 

 

 Club’s plans for the future at this ground, if any 

 

Plans for the site, to be implemented by the University with 

the support of the Portsmouth Hockey and Rugby Clubs 

 

3 G pitch which will be reserved for football and rugby, 

partly by Portsmouth RFC, allowing the present pitch to be 

used mainly for hockey 

 

New pavilion for non-university clubs 
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 Names or addresses of other pitches used (for home 

games only) 

 

Also use Whale Island for training - Navy sand-filled ATP.  

However, can’t play matches.  Good for training because 

some players live outside Portsmouth and can travel down 

the M27. 

 

Used to use the Priory School ATP but it is too hard and 

players did not like it.  Not available now anyway because 

part of it is reserved for tennis.   

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for training?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

Yes 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for coaching?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

Yes 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for matches?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

Yes 

 

 Links between the club and local schools 

 

 The club’s priorities for the future  

 

Develop a clubhouse at Furze Road 

Keep minis going 

Achieve Club First status 

Form sustainable Women’s third XI 

Continue negotiations with the University to get a good 

deal – long way still to go 

 

 Priorities for the future for the good of the club’s sport(s) 

in the area 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of the club’s sport(s) in the area 

 

Portsmouth and 

Southsea Hockey 

Club 

Name of interviewee 

 

Bruce Marr (02392-696476) 

Secretary 

 

 Membership trends 

 

Up and down – lose a team one season, get it back the 

next, but no long term trends 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 
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Not applicable 

 

 Number of teams, with age groups and genders and the 

names of the leagues in which they play 

 

Adult male 4 

 

Adult female 1 

 

Junior male U8, U10, U12, U14 and U16 – mixed where 

possible 

 

Junior female 

 

 

 

Is this more or fewer than five years ago?  Why 

 

Same 

 

 Address or name of home ground/ground used most often 

 

Admiral Lord Nelson School 

 

 Range and quality of facilities available at this ground – 

pitches, floodlighting, training areas, pavilions 

 

Floodlit sand-based pitcs plus changing accommodation 

 

 Tenure 

 

Rented from school – clubs hires pitch two evenings per 

week for coaching/practice plus most of Saturday and 

Sunday mornings 

 

 Club’s plans for the future at this ground, if any 

 

Nothing in particular 

 

 Names or addresses of other pitches used (for home 

games only) 

 

None 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for training?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

Yes 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for coaching?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

Yes 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for matches?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

Yes 
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 Links between the club and local schools 

 

Very good link with Admiral Lord Nelson 

 

 

 

The club’s priorities for the future 

 

Grow participation, without bothering too much about 

performance 

 

 Priorities for the future for the good of the club’s sport(s) 

in the area 

 

More support from the City Council in terms of facility 

provision 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of the club’s sport(s) in the area 

 

Portsmouth Rugby 

Football Club – 

senior section 

Name of interviewee 

 

Cathy Whapham (02392-660610) 

Secretary Senior Club 

 

 Membership trends 

 

Seniors static – dropped a team last season, resurrected it 

this 

 

 Reasons for trends, if known 

 

 Number of teams, with age groups and genders and the 

names of the leagues in which they play 

 

4 senior, veterans and colts plus 1 adult female 

 

 Is this more or fewer than five years ago?  Why? 

 

 Address or name of home ground/ground used most often 

 

Rugby Camp 

Good clubhouse 

 

 Range and quality of facilities available at this ground – 

pitches, floodlighting, training areas, pavilions 

 

 Tenure 

 

Owned by Council.  No idea of tenure. 

 

 Club’s plans for the future at this ground, if any 

 

 Names or addresses of other pitches used (for home 

games only) 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for training?  If 

not, what is needed? 
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No 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for coaching?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

No 

 

 Does club have access to enough pitches for matches?  If 

not, what is needed? 

 

No – one more needed 

 

 The club’s priorities for the future  

 

Links between the club and local schools 

 

 Priorities for the future for the good of the club’s sport(s) 

in the area 

 

 Any other general comments interviewee may wish to make 

about the future of the club’s sport(s) in the area 

 

 Additional contacts for further information 

 

Simon Barlow, chairman@portsmouthhockeyclub.co.uk 

 

Martin Ware (junior chair), 0777 851 5941 
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Appendix E: The Audit Process 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This appendix summarises the audit process, how the 

audit forms work and how to update the audit in the 

future.  It covers: 

 

 The Purposes of the Audit 

 Audit forms 

 The scoring system 

 Reference information 

 Updating the audit results 

 

Purposes of the 

Audit 

 

Essentially the audit serves five main purposes: 

 

 It identifies what provision exists where and ascribes a 

particular typology to each space or facility 

 It identifies the quality and value of different 

greenspaces or forms of sport and recreation provision 

as an essential step in identifying the most appropriate 

initial policy approach to each space or facility 

 It identifies the features or characteristics of spaces 

most in need of enhancement 

 It helps to determine priorities for capital expenditure 

by identifying the worst and best spaces or facilities in 

an area 

 It helps to identify the current quantity of each form of 

provision as an essential step in identifying quantitative 

provision standards 

 

 The audit provides a comprehensive “snapshot” of 

provision across the City.  This means it cannot be used: 

 

 To provide detailed information for use in planning 

appeals or call-in inquiries affecting greenspace 

provision; instead, it is necessary for witnesses giving 

evidence at them to make their own judgement of the 

quality or value of spaces or facilities close to the time 

of the appeal or inquiry 

 To provide detailed information for future management 

and maintenance or enhancement, although the audit 

results can offer a guide as to the changes needed to 

enhance a site’s quality or value 
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 Quality and Value 

 

The definition of “quality” and value” is: 

 

 Quality relates to the range of features or facilities on 

the site (eg trees, shrubs or seats) and their condition 

on a spectrum from “fit for purpose” to “needs major 

capital investment”. 

 Value is nothing to do with monetary value but refers to 

the value of a site to people and bio-diversity; to its 

cultural and heritage value; and to its strategic value - 

for example, by providing a sense of open-ness in a 

densely developed area.  

 

The Suite of Audit 

Forms 

Ideally, audits should be as objective as possible and 

therefore our Companion Guide to PPG17 suggests the use 

of standardised forms to ensure that those undertaking 

them review the same characteristics or factors on each 

site.  The audit forms related to: 

 

 Allotments and community gardens 

 Bowling greens 

 Children’s equipped play areas 

 Facilities for teenagers, covering basketball hoops, ball 

courts, skateboard areas and shelters 

 Indoor sports facilities 

 Multi-functional greenspaces, covering amenity 

greenspaces, parks and gardens, churchyards and 

cemeteries, natural greenspaces and some outdoor 

sports facilities (see below) 

 Outdoor sports facilities, with separate forms for 

artificial turf pitches, grass cricket, football, hockey and 

rugby pitches and tennis and multi-sport courts (also 

known as multi-use games areas) 

 

 Many pitch sport sites serve an amenity purpose or are 

“open access” allowing them to be used informally for 

kickabouts, jogging, walking or simply sitting on the grass 

in addition to their primary use as formal sports facilities.  

Accordingly, we have audited these spaces as both multi-

functional greenspaces and outdoor sports facilities. 

 

 During the audit process, we assessed anything up to 

about 300 features or characteristics of sites and awarded 

a score to them, grouped into a limited number of 

categories.  Each form is a Microsoft Excel worksheet that 

incorporates formulae which automatically calculate 

summary scores for each of the groups of features. 

 

The Scoring System When auditing sites, we seek to audit them not against 

some “perfect” model, but as they are at the time of the 

audit, in the context in which they are set and for the 

purpose for which they are intended.  It would not be 

sensible, for example, to require every small space in a 
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residential area to have all the characteristics of a major 

town centre park; equally, it would be wrong to mark down 

tennis courts for not having floodlights if they are located 

in a position where lights would result in serious loss of 

amenity for nearby residents.  The audit forms therefore 

list all of the desirable attributes for different types of 

space or facility, but the scoring system and embedded 

formulae ignore any which may be irrelevant when 

calculating summary scores. 

 

 On-site Scores 

 

We use a simple scoring system to record the audit results.  

For the quality audit, it is: 

 

 4 = The feature or characteristic is fit for purpose in its 

present form and does not require short term changes 

to design or maintenance 

 3 = The feature or characteristic requires improved 

maintenance in order to be either of high quality or fit 

for purpose 

 2 = The feature or characteristic requires limited capital 

investment in order to be either of high quality or fit 

for purpose, and the enhancement required is of a 

form that grounds maintenance contractors would not 

normally undertake as part of day to day maintenance 

 1 = The feature or characteristic requires significant 

enhancement and therefore capital investment in order 

to be either of high quality or fit for purpose 

 0 = The feature or characteristic should be present but 

is not 

 x = The features or characteristic is not present but 

irrelevant to the nature or use of the space 

 

 The reason for not having a middle score is to avoid the 

temptation to mark most features as “average”.  Using “x” 

for features nor present and not required, rather than a 

numerical score, avoids distorting the summary scores. 

 

 In terms of value, the scoring system is: 

 

4 High value 

3 Reasonable value 

2 Some value 

1 Very little value 

0 No value 

 

 We use the inverse of this system for negative features 

which detract from the quality of spaces, such as excessive 

exposure to wind, high levels of noise or overhead 

transmission lines. 

 

Summary Audit Sub-

Scores 

The audit forms contain formulae that automatically 

calculate overall quality sub-scores for each group of 

features or characteristics.  For multi-functional 
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greenspaces, these characteristics relate directly to Green 

Flag Award criteria (A welcoming place, a health, safe and 

secure space; a well maintained, clean space; conservation 

and heritage; community involvement; marketing and 

management).    The summary score for “a welcoming 

place” for example, derives from up to 47 separate scores 

under headings such as signage, physical access, 

inclusiveness and design and specification. 

 

 The audit forms also calculate a number of overall value 

sub-scores for each site in a similar manner, under broad 

heads such as context value, heritage value and amenity 

value.   

 

Reference 

Information 

It is not possible to identify all of the relevant information 

relating to a site by undertaking an on-site audit.  For 

example, it is not possible to tell whether a site is in a 

conservation area or has a nature conservation designation 

and, if so, what that designation is.  Accordingly it is 

necessary to add this information to the audit forms as a 

desk exercise after entering all the other audit information. 

 

Overall Quality and 

Value Scores 

Overall Quality Scores 

 

Formulae in the audit forms calculate overall quality and 

value scores from the sub-scores.  For most forms of 

provision, these are the average of the various quality sub-

scores.  However, the multi-functional greenspaces form 

uses a different approach in order to reflect the fact that 

what matters in a natural greenspace is different from what 

matters for a playing field.  Accordingly, the overall quality 

score is the average of those sub-scores that are relevant 

to different forms of multi-functional space.  So, for 

example, the overall quality score for natural greenspaces 

excludes the group average score for health and well-

being, but the overall score for outdoor sports facilities 

includes it.  

 

 Overall Value Scores 

 

Formulae in the audit forms also calculate an overall value 

score, but, unlike the overall quality score, this is not just 

the average of the relevant group scores.  Instead, the 

worksheet derives the overall value score from: 

 

 The range of facilities on the site (the more facilities or 

features, the more valuable the space will be to local 

communities) 

 Whether the site has a nature conservation or other 

formal heritage designation (a site with a formal 

designation has an inherently higher value than one 

without) 

 The value scores established through the audit 

 The degree of public access (sites with free public 

access are assumed to the be the most valuable to local 

communities and those with no public access the least) 
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 The way in which the formulae in the audit sheets calculate 

the overall value scores varies from one form of provision 

to another in a way designed to reflect the characteristics 

that make a site valuable.  For example: 

 

 A pitch site with changing accommodation is more 

valuable than one without, while a cricket ground with 

practice nets is also more valuable than one without.   

 The value of a tennis court site varies with the number 

of courts (three courts is better than one or two, 

because it is possible to play matches), the playing 

surface (an all-weather surface is better than a grass 

one) and whether there are floodlights to allow play 

after dark 

 

 For multi-functional greenspaces, however, the forms use a 

weighting system which varies according to the primary 

purpose of each site.   The table below summarises the 

percentage weighting given to the various value sub-scores 

in order to derive an overall value score: 

 

 

Typology AGS CC GC NGS OSF P&G 

Conservation designation 5% 10% 10% 20% 10% 5% 

Access (free, charge, etc) 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 5% 

Play facilities 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 

Teenage facilities 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 

Bowling greens 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 5% 

Grass pitches 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 5% 

Multi-sport or tennis courts 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 5% 

Pavilions 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 5% 

Context value score 10% 20% 20% 10% 10% 10% 

Heritage value score 10% 20% 0% 0% 0% 10% 

Local amenity value score 10% 20% 20% 10% 10% 10% 

Recreational value score 10% 0% 20% 0% 10% 10% 

Play value score 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 

Biodiversity value score 10% 20% 20% 45% 5% 10% 

Educational value score 5% 0% 0% 5% 5% 5% 

Total percentages 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 Note: AGS = Amenity greenspaces; CC = Churchyards and cemeteries: GC = Green corridors; NGS = Natural 

greenspaces; OSF = Open access playing fields; and P&G = Parks and gardens 

 

 

Linking the Audit 

Forms Together 

A pile of several hundred detailed audit forms is pretty 

indigestible and difficult to analyse in any sensible manner.  

We therefore compile the various audit forms in each 

typology into a Microsoft Excel workbook and link each 

individual form to a master summary sheet to provide both 

a concise listing of the summary scores and a database for 

mapping purposes.  The diagram below summarises the 

relationship between individual forms and the summary 

worksheet: 
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 Audit 

form 1 

(Excel) 

 

 

 Audit 

form 2 

(Excel) 

 Audit 

form 3 

(Excel) 

 Audit 

form 4 

(Excel) 

        

 Master Audit Summary 

(Excel) 

 

 

 

We also use the master worksheet to calculate the average 

values of the various summary quality and value scores for 

all of the spaces or facilities.  In addition, we designate 

each space or facility as being of high or low quality and 

value, initially using the average of the overall quality and 

value scores as the cut-off point between high and low.  

However, we have designed the summary worksheet in 

such a way that it is possible to set the cut-off points to 

any required values.  This makes it possible, for example, 

to identify those spaces that are effectively of Green Flag 

standard.  The summary worksheet also calculates the 

number of high quality spaces; high value spaces; and 

spaces which are both high quality and high value. 

 

 

For obvious reasons, the Council should normally seek to 

protect all those spaces or facilities which are of real value; 

it should also seek to ensure that they meet the relevant 

quality standard.  If they do not there is an obvious need to 

enhance them, although this is not always affordable.  The 

diagram below, taken from our Companion Guide to 

PPG17, summarises the basic policy approach: 

 

 

 

High value 

These spaces should be protected, 

because they are of high value, and 

enhanced in order to improve their 

quality and move them into the high 

value/high quality category 

 

These spaces or facilities should 

be protected through the 

planning system as they are both 

high value and high quality. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Low value 

These spaces may be important if 

they are the only ones in an area, 

but unless it is possible to improve 

both their quality and value it may 

be better to use them for some 

other purpose.  PPG17 requires that 

using the space to remove or reduce 

a local deficiency in some other 

form of greenspace should be the 

first policy option; but if this is not 

necessary, or impractical, it may be 

acceptable to develop the land for 

some other purpose. 

 

These spaces are of high quality 

but not particularly valuable in 

terms of meeting people’s needs 

or bio-diversity and have little 

cultural or heritage value.  

Therefore the priority is to find 

ways of improving their value, 

while retaining their high quality.  

If this is not possible, it may be 

acceptable to use them for some 

other purpose.  PPG17 requires 

that using the space to remove or 

reduce a local deficiency in some 

other form of greenspace should 

be the first policy option; but if 

this is not necessary, or 

impractical, it may be acceptable 

to develop the land for some 

other purpose. 

 

  

Low quality 

 

High quality 
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 We stress that using the summary quality and value scores 

in this way gives only an initial policy conclusion because 

it ignores the context in which each site is set.  For 

example, a small green space in a housing area may be 

little more than a patch of earth with a few tufts of grass, 

but if it is the only space in which young people can take 

part in a kickabout in their home area, it is of high value, 

even although it is of poor quality.  Conversely, a space or 

facility of superb quality may be of little value if it is 

inaccessible or no-one knows it is there. 

 

Updating the Audit 

Results 

Greenspaces do not remain the same for a long period and 

so it is important to update the audit information from 

time to time.  We recommend that the Council do this 

review on a more or less continuous basis with a target of 

repeating around 20% of the audit each year.  This will give 

complete coverage roughly every five years.  Ideally the 

updating of the audit should be done by individuals who 

are visiting the City’s greenspaces or sport and recreation 

facilities in the normal course of their daily work as this 

will avoid the need to incur any expense. 

 

 When the Council re-audits a specific space or facility, it 

should enter the results onto the appropriate audit form.  

The scores will then link automatically into the master 

spreadsheets which will automatically recalculate all the 

average scores.  Monitoring the results of these 

calculations will provide a simple way for the Council to 

identify whether the overall quality and value of 

greenspaces in its area is slowly improving, declining or 

remaining static and the number and area of spaces it can 

reasonably report to the Department for Communities and 

Local Government as being of Green Flag standard as part 

of its Local Development Framework Annual Monitoring 

Report. 

 

 It is also possible to add additional greenspaces or 

facilities into the appropriate workbook in a way which will 

build them into the various summary calculations made on 

the summary worksheet.  The process for doing this is: 

 

 Click on Insert-Worksheet: Excel will automatically give 

this a sheet number 

 Copy the audit form on any of the existing sheets and 

paste it into the new worksheet 

 Enter the appropriate scores or other information 

 Go to the Summary worksheet and scroll down to the 

last row containing audit results; for the purposes of 

illustration, suppose this is row 56 

 Copy this row and paste into the worksheet 

immediately below the copied row; this will be in row 

57 

 Note the name of the copied sheet – Sheet56 

 Highlight the new row (row 57) 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment – Appendices 98 

 Click on Edit-Replace 

 In the “Find what” box, enter the name of the copied 

sheet, eg Sheet56 

 In the “Replace with” box, enter the name of the new 

worksheet eg Sheet 57 

 Click on Replace all 

 

 This will link the new audit sheet to the summary 

worksheet and also result in the recalculation of all average 

scores. 
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Appendix F: Provision Standards 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction This Appendix sets out a number of general requirements 

plus draft quality standards for: 

 

Greenspaces Allotments 

 Amenity greenspaces 

 Bowling greens 

 Play provision 

 Natural greenspaces 

 Parks and Gardens 

 Seafront areas 

 Sports pitches 

 Teenage Facilities 

 Tennis and multi-courts 

 

Indoor provision Indoor sports halls and swimming 

pools 

 

Format of the 

Standards 

Each of the standards has four main components: 

 

 A definition of the form of provision  

 A quantity standard, taken from the discussion in 

Chapters 6-20 of the main report 

 An accessibility standard, or distance threshold, 

based on our survey of Portsmouth residents and 

summarised in Chapter 4 of the main report 

 A quality standard, derived from examples of best 

practice, such as the Green Flag Award criteria for 

parks, or published guidance, for example from English 

Nature or Sport England.  We have set out the quality 

standards under the same five broad headings for each 

form of provision: minimum acceptable size, general 

characteristics, accessibility, planting and biodiversity, 

facilities and features and management and 

maintenance. 

 

General 

Requirements 

The following requirements for design quality, accessibility 

and management and maintenance are common to all 

spaces and are therefore set out at the start of the 

standards rather than repeated for each different form of 

provision.  There are also some additional requirements 

under these headings for specific types of space which are 
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set out in the appropriate sections below. 

 

 Design Quality 

 

Design quality is fundamental to ensuring that spaces are 

fit for purpose, attractive to potential users and easy to 

maintain.  As a general principle, all greenspaces should be 

designed by experienced landscape architects working to 

the following design objectives: 

 

 Character: each space should have its own specific 

identify which responds to the character of the area in 

which it is set 

 Continuity and enclosure: there should be a clear 

distinction between public and private spaces 

 Quality of the public realm: spaces should be 

attractive, safe, uncluttered and designed in such a way 

as to be attractive and usable by everyone 

 Ease of movement: it should be easy to get to and 

move through spaces and individual public spaces 

should be connected with one another as much as 

possible.  In residential areas, people should generally 

have priority over vehicles. 

 Legibility and clear routes: the routes through spaces 

should be clear, with landmarks or directional signs at 

appropriate locations 

 Adaptability: spaces should be able to change over 

time to meet evolving local needs 

 Diversity: spaces should offer variety and choice to 

potential users 

 

 Accessibility 

 

Accessibility has two key components: making it easy for 

potential users to get to spaces and making it easy to use 

them.  Accordingly it is concerned with all potential users 

and not just those who are disabled in some way. 

 

 The Disability Discrimination Act 1995 and PPG17 both 

promote the design of inclusive public spaces and 

environments that everyone can use.  Since October 2004 

service providers have been required to take reasonable 

steps to ensure that people with disabilities are able to use 

premises and spaces without unnecessary constraints.  

There is no clear definition of “reasonable” in this context, 

but it seems that there is no requirement to make all 

spaces accessible to people with disabilities all of the time.  

A useful policy is that greenspaces should be usable by all 

people to the greatest extent possible without the need for 

adaptation or specialised design. 

 

 In greenspaces, the key requirements are: 

 

 Spaces should be linked to local pedestrian and cycle 

path systems 
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 Spaces and publicly accessible buildings or facilities 

within them should be fully accessible to people with 

disabilities 

 Adequate car parking (if required) should be either on 

site or close to the entrances and incorporate clearly 

designated disabled spaces 

 Spaces should be traversed by a network of hard 

surfaced paths, where appropriate, which are hard 

surfaced, well drained and suitable for wheelchairs and 

baby buggies; maximum slope not more than 1:12 and 

then only for short distances; otherwise not more than 

1:24.  Paths must also be wide enough for two 

wheelchairs to pass and broadly follow desire lines to 

link the entrances to the space with points of interest 

either within the space or close to it (note: on some 

sites, such as playing fields and sports pitches, it will 

be necessary not to compromise the main use of the 

site).  In some locations, it may be necessary to provide 

tactile clues to alert people with limited vision to trip 

hazards or changes in level. 

 Clear and uncomplicated written information, signage 

and way-marking, with good colour contrast and simple 

sans serif lettering 

 Easy to use latches and gates 

 

 Wherever possible, greenspace designers should consult 

local disabled groups over the design of spaces and 

facilities. 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

A superbly designed but badly managed or maintained 

space is probably of less value to a local community than a 

poorly designed but superbly managed and maintained 

one.  The key management and maintenance requirements 

are that: 

 

 Litter should be seen clearly to be under control with 

litter bins emptied regularly and no dangerous litter 

such as broken glass 

 There should be at most only limited evidence of 

vandalism or graffiti coupled with rapid and effective 

removal 

 There should be very little or no evidence of dog 

fouling, with “pooper bins” available at various points, 

plus notices relating to the avoidance of dog fouling.  

Pooper bins must also be clearly identifiable and 

separate from litter bins – for example, a different 

colour and clearly marked. 

 There should be no or very little evidence of flytipping 

and rapid, effective removal of tipped material 

 All paths should be kept clear of debris and chewing 

gum; with surfaces in good condition and repaired or 

marked as necessary 

 All facilities should be in clean, safe and usable 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Portsmouth PPG17 Assessment – Appendices 102 

condition 

 Path or other lighting should be adequately maintained 

and working 

 Grounds maintenance standards should be consistently 

high and demonstrate clearly that spaces are well 

maintained 

 Grassed areas to have a low preponderance of broad 

leaved weeds; they must be cut to an even length and if 

clippings are left in place after cutting they must be 

short so as not to have a detrimental impact on the 

appearance of the area 

 Horticultural areas and flower/shrub beds weed free 

and ideally mulched 

 Flowering plants dead headed and pruned as necessary 

 Woodland areas maintained and thinned to provide 

easy access 

 

 

 

Ideally, at least the main parks and the largest and most 

high profile greenspaces should be of Green Flag Award 

standard. 

 

Allotments and 

Community Gardens 

Definition 

 

 Both statutory and all other allotment sites. 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 10 plots of at least 5 rods each 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Screen planting to provide some privacy while also 

allowing views into and out of the site 

 Clear separation between adjacent allotments 

 Signage at site entrances giving details of ownership 

and how to apply for an allotment; also emergency 

telephone numbers 

 Securely fenced with lockable gates 

 Communal storage/trading shed and toilet on site with 

over 100 plots 

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Site entrance not more than 400 m from nearest bus 

stop and preferably not more than 250 m 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Good mix of species in planting around and within the 

site 

 Dense, bushy hedgerows (where present) 

 

 Facilities and features 
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 No plot more than 50 m from the nearest water point 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 All facilities in clean, safe and usable condition 

 

Amenity 

Greenspaces 

Definition 

 

 Informal recreation spaces, greenspaces in and around 

housing areas and village greens. 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 1,000 sq m (0.1 hectare) 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Part of a network of greenspaces within residential or 

other areas which link to major walking and cycling 

routes and bus stops 

 Located away from sources of potential danger to 

unaccompanied children such as roads and areas of 

water 

 Designed to create a sense of place and provide a 

setting for adjoining buildings, with “sun traps” but 

without small areas of “left-over” space with no clear 

purpose 

 “Cared for” general appearance 

 Clear definition between public and semi-private areas 

for residents and private spaces (eg domestic gardens) 

 Views out of or across the space, ideally to local 

landmarks 

 Designed and constructed in such a way as to ensure 

that the space cannot become waterlogged after heavy 

rain; this may require field drains or field drains plus 

soil amelioration 

 

 Planting and biodiversity 

 

 Good balance of mown grassed areas, in varying widths 

or sizes (large enough for informal recreation such as 

kickabouts or mini-soccer where appropriate) and 

mixed indigenous and ornamental species and ages of 

trees or shrubs, but with a predominantly open 

character 

 Range of habitat types eg woodland, ponds, 

grasslands, hedgerows 

 Buffer or shelter planting as necessary 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Should incorporate informal provision for children or 
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teenagers (eg kickabout areas, quiet places to meet 

with informal seating and natural play features such as 

boulders, logs and hollows) 

 Adequate litter bins  

 Signs indicating that dog fouling should be picked up 

and disposed of responsibly 

 May incorporate public art or heritage features (eg 

statues) 

 Seats, in both sunny and shaded areas 

 Adequate safety measures adjacent to potentially 

dangerous areas of water (eg rivers, canals) 

 Path lighting where appropriate 

 Passive surveillance from nearby properties, but in a 

way which respects the privacy of occupants 

 

Bowling Greens Definition 

 

 Lawn bowls green meeting appropriate governing body 

standards 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 6 rinks plus banks and ditches, a pathway at least 2 m 

wide all round the green and a pavilion.  This requires a 

site of not less than approximately 41 x 47 m, ie 

approximately 1,900 sq m (0.19 hectare). 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Green, banks and ditches to meet relevant governing 

body standards 

 No broad-leaved trees overhanging the green 

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Accessible by public transport: nearest bus stop within 

400 m of entrance/access points, but preferably 250 m 

 Hard surfaced path all round the green 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Shelter planting/screening to provide summer time 

shelter from wind, privacy for bowlers and support 

biodiversity 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Greens to have at least six rinks (to allow play along 

and across the green to even out wear) 

 Changing pavilion with at least male and female 

changing rooms and social area 
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 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Grass sward kept short and clear of weeds 

 

Play Provision Definition 

 

 Green and hard surfaced spaces offering informal play 

opportunities for children aged between about 2-3 and 

16 years.  Younger children will normally be 

accompanied by an adult or older child while older 

children will probably use the facilities on their own.  

Much play provision will probably be used by children 

of different ages at different times of the day. 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 There is no minimum size requirement as informal play 

provision should be an integral rather than a separate 

part of the greenspace network in residential areas.   

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 New housing development should follow “home zone” 

principles in that they should be designed as 

predominantly pedestrian environments into which 

vehicles can be admitted.  This requires much more 

than simple traffic calming measures such as sleeping 

policemen. 

 The whole of the outdoor environment should be safe 

but visually stimulating for both children and adults 

and offer opportunities for children to play in 

imaginative ways, both close to home and in any 

wooded or other greenspaces close to it which can be 

accessed without crossing a major road.  The green 

network and related play provision must not be 

allocated to “left-over areas” or parts of sites unsuitable 

for building but designed in from the start and link to 

likely pedestrian desire lines. 

 Areas in which children are likely to play should be 

unique and designed to offer a varied, interesting and 

physically challenging environment, accessible to 

everyone, which offers opportunities for running, 

jumping, climbing, balancing, building or creating, 

social interaction and sitting quietly.   

 The design of play provision should derive from and 

reinforce the character and levels of the site and 

incorporate any natural features there may be on it 

such as rock outcrops or water courses.  This will also 

help to encourage and facilitate use by children of all 

ages.   

 Play provision should be designed generally to 

encourage children to explore their home environment 

and so incorporate hiding and “secret” places and links 

to nearby parts of the green network, especially 
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woodland and other natural areas. 

 There is still a place for some traditional fenced 

equipped play areas with slides, swings and the like but 

they should be the exception rather than the norm and 

at key strategic locations such as formal parks and 

similar greenspaces.  Such facilities will generally be 

significantly larger than traditional Local or 

Neighbourhood Equipped Areas for Play. 

 Play provision should stimulate the senses of sight, 

sound, touch and smell and offer opportunities for 

children to manipulate materials.  Accordingly they 

should incorporate variations in level and a range of 

materials of different kinds, textures and colours, such 

as timber, sand, rocks, dead trees and other natural 

materials and incorporate trees, shrubs and grass.  

Examples of other materials or forms that can be used 

include old car tyres (eg for swings or tunnels); logs (eg 

for climbing and balancing); ropes (for ladders, swings 

and bridges); tunnels and mounds or hollows (for 

various forms of play); tarmac areas (for ball games or 

other games such as hopscotch); grass surfaces (for 

ball games and sitting); low walls (for skateboard 

manoeuvres, sitting on, balancing or jumping off); sand 

(for digging, building and sifting); shrubbery (for dens, 

places to hide or look for small animals and insects); 

rocks (for hiding and climbing); trees with low branches 

(for climbing or swinging); and bollards (for 

leapfrogging). 

 Passive surveillance from the windows of nearby 

buildings is desirable 

 Greenspaces that children are likely to use for play 

must either be located in such a position that their use 

will not create disturbance for the occupants of nearby 

dwellings or be separated from them by a buffer zone 

of not less than 10 metres from the nearest dwelling 

boundary 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Good mix of “child-friendly” (ie not sharp, spiky or 

poisonous) plant and tree species in the vicinity 

 Generous use of planting to enhance amenity, create a 

sense of enclosure and different “rooms” within large 

greenspaces and support bio-diversity 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Play provision can include: 

 Adventure playgrounds 

 Bike tracks and jumps (see Teenage Areas below) 

 Hangout or youth shelters (see Teenage Areas below) 

 Multi-use games areas (see Teenage Areas below) 

 Nature trails and activity courses 

 Sandpits 
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 Seats and benches (sized for both adults and children) 

 Skateparks and BMX facilities (see Teenage Areas 

below) 

 Traditional equipped play areas 

 Clearings in wooded areas 

 Parking for bicycles 

 Grass areas must be equipped with field drains and 

constructed with free draining soil 

 Any formal equipped play area (eg along the lines of an 

NPFA LEAP or NEAP) must be equipped with dog-proof 

fencing, at least 1 m high, fitted with at least two 

outward-opening, self-closing, outward opening gates; 

seats for parents or carers; litter bin(s); signage to 

indicate that the area is intended for children and dogs 

should be excluded; the name and telephone number 

of the agency responsible for maintaining the play 

provision; suitable safety surfacing beneath and around 

play equipment; and suitable safety surfacing beneath 

and around any fixed play equipment.  In addition, all 

play equipment must comply with the appropriate 

European or British Standards. 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Safety surfacing, where present, in good condition 

 Play equipment (including natural “equipment” such as 

fallen trees) in safe and usable condition 

 Dog-proof fencing, where required, safe and effective 

at excluding dogs 

 Seats for children or parents/carers in safe and usable 

condition 

 

Natural Greenspaces Definition 

 

 Natural and semi-natural urban greenspaces - including 

woodlands, urban forestry, scrub, grasslands (eg 

commons and meadows) wetlands, open and running 

water, wastelands and derelict open land and rock 

areas. 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 1,000 sq m (0.1 ha) 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Naturalistic appearance which incorporates a range of 

habitats and therefore supports wildlife 

 Only limited internal areas of poor visibility 

 Good use of views out of or across the site 

 Good use of topography, space and planting 

 

 Accessibility 
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 Entrances or access points and internal paths linked to 

rights of way, bridlepaths, quiet lanes and cycling 

routes and water courses to create wildlife corridors 

and a network of greenspaces 
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 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Good mix of native species and habitats, depending on 

site characteristics 

 Wildlife protection areas 

 Clearings or gaps in tree crowns to allow light 

penetration to woodland floor, where appropriate 

 Well developed shrub, field and ground layers and 

wide, species rich edge, where appropriate 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Clear and coherent signage to and throughout the site 

as appropriate 

 Built heritage structures and natural features conserved 

 Interpretation of flora and fauna as appropriate 

 Litter bins and seats at key points 

 Signs requiring dogs to be kept under control and 

fouling disposed of to “pooper” bins 

 Adequate safety measures adjacent to areas of water 

(will depend on size, depth and current, if any) 

 “Way marked” routes, where appropriate 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Managed primarily for wildlife and nature conservation 

 

Parks and Gardens Definition 

 

 Urban and country parks and formal gardens 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 0.25 hectare 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Well defined boundaries or perimeter, preferably 

enclosed with railings or walls 

 A welcoming appearance at the entrance and therefore 

well maintained, free from litter and graffiti, with good 

views over an attractive parkland landscape with clear 

points of interest to draw visitors in 

 Range of natural and man-made structures of heritage 

features such as ponds, statues, buildings and 

ornamental railings 

 Good use of topography so that slopes are gentle, 

views across and out of the park are attractive and 

visitors can get a sense of scale 

 Reasonable privacy for the residents of nearby 

dwellings; ideally, houses should not back on to the 

park, but be on the other side of the road 
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 Accessibility 

 

 Clearly visible entrances, ideally signed on nearby 

roads and pedestrian or cycling routes 

 Secure bicycle storage at the main entrance to the park, 

at least, and ideally secondary entrances as well 

 Main entrance, and ideally secondary entrances, within 

400 m, at most, of the nearest bus stop, but preferably 

250 m 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Diverse species of flowering and non-flowering trees, of 

various ages, including native species; also shrubs and 

plants providing a wide range of habitats 

 Hedgerows, where present, reasonably dense, thick and 

bushy so as to provide habitats 

 Some areas of dense planting, difficult for people to 

penetrate and in areas where they will not provide 

hiding places, but providing habitats for small animals 

and birds 

 Woodland areas to have clearings or gaps in crowns to 

allow light penetration to the woodland floor and 

development of undergrowth  

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Equipped play areas for young children (under 10), 

where present – see separate quality standard 

 Provision for teenagers, where present – see separate 

quality standards 

 Sports facilities, where present – see separate quality 

standards 

 Adequate litter bins – well designed, located adjacent 

to the path system, bird/squirrel/rat proof and cleared 

regularly 

 Examples of public art, linked to the path system 

 Bandstands, if present, well maintained  

 Ornamental fountains, if present, in good working 

order and well maintained 

 Café facilities in larger parks 

 Good views through and across the park so that each 

visitor is providing a form of informal surveillance of 

other users 

 Adequate safety measures adjacent to areas of water 

which might be dangerous (eg notices regarding 

depths, life buoys) 

 Adequate lighting for appropriate paths 

 Informative interpretation signs or other material 

relating to natural features (eg geology, land form); 

heritage features (eg statues, historic/listed buildings, 

bandstands); wildlife (eg details of the main birds and 

animals to be seen in the park); landscaping (eg 

information on trees and other planting and especially 
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horticulture areas) 

 Adequate signage giving directions both within the 

park and to nearby streets or features of interest 

outside it 

 

Seafront Areas Definition 

 

 The area between the sea at high tide and the southern 

edge of the nearest road. 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 Not applicable 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Attractive space with high quality but durable hard 

landscaping materials, facilities and features, plus 

appropriate soft landscaping, where relevant in timber 

or other naturalistic planters 

 Consistent approach to surfacing materials, railings 

and lighting columns along the full length of the 

seafront 

 Minimum of overhead wires and other intrusive 

elements 

 Clearly defined zones with specific characteristics and 

features 

 High level of “busyness” throughout the day  

 Well designed retail outlets  

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Priority for pedestrians (including people in 

wheelchairs) over cyclists and vehicles 

 Ramped access suitable for wheelchairs to boardwalks 

on the beach at suitable points 

 Well designed pedestrian crossings on roads giving 

access to the seafront located to suit pedestrian desire 

lines 

 Clearly marked cycle route along the length of the 

promenade 

 Readily accessible by public transport from a wide area 

 Adequate car parking 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Areas of vegetated shingle where appropriate 

 Natural features protected as appropriate 

 Planting designed to enhance the spaces, provide 

shelter, enhance the visual qualities of the space and 

provide a setting for buildings and other features 
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 Facilities and Features 

 

 Comprehensive and consistent signage along the full 

length of the seafront 

 Interpretation boards to a consistent design at 

appropriate points  

 Landmark public art features and possibly fountains 

(but designed to avoid significant windblown spray) at 

appropriate points along the seafront  

 Adequate lighting of all pedestrian paths and 

stairs/ramps 

 Floodlighting of key landmarks and building facades 

and decorative lighting of visitor features such as 

pavilions and shelters 

 Planters with colourful ground cover to complement 

seasonal bedding and other horticultural features 

 Colourful and dynamic features such as flags 

 Seafront buildings maintained to a consistent high 

standard 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 All promenade areas free of potholes and similar 

hazards to people with disabilities and cyclists 

 Balustrades, railings and all other concrete and metal 

or timber elements secure, free from rust or decay and 

painted to a consistent colour scheme 

 Co-ordination of all signage, including highways signs, 

to minimise the number of poles required 

 All built facilities in clean, safe and usable condition 

 Street and other lighting adequately maintained and 

working 

 Trees, shrubs and grassed areas maintained to 

appropriate horticultural/British Standards 

 

Sports Pitches (grass 

and artificial turf) 

 

Definition 

 

 Pitches for football (all codes), cricket, hockey, rugby 

(all codes) 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 2 pitches with changing accommodation and parking 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 External lighting in car parking areas 

 External lighting on pavilions with PIR detectors 

 Signs indicating that dogs must be kept on a lead and 

any fouling picked up and disposed of responsibly 

 Rows of more than eight parking spaces to be 

separated by soft landscaping 
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 Adequately separated from adjoining residential 

properties 

 Adequate measures in place to control light spill from 

floodlighting to adjoining properties and related land 

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Accessible by public transport: nearest bus stop within 

400 m of entrance/access points, but preferably 250 m 

 Wide access routes with clear sight lines at site 

entrance/egress 

 Hard surfaced paths following desire lines from parking 

to pavilions  

 Paths and buildings fully accessible by wheelchair 

where appropriate 

 Path system appropriate to the circulation needs of 

players within the site, with wide, hard surfaces in 

heavily trafficked areas (to avoid constant muddy areas) 

and from changing pavilions to artificial surfaces 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Strong structure planting around the perimeter of the 

site using native species (designed as buffer planting to 

reduce wind on pitches and noise or light spill as 

appropriate to the site and adjoining properties or 

roads and also to promote biodiversity) 

 Internal structure planting where appropriate 

 Amenity or naturalistic landscaping in the vicinity of 

buildings and car parking 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

Changing pavilions 

 

 Changing rooms (with the number of rooms 

appropriate to the number of pitches or other facilities 

on site) consisting of changing spaces, showers and 

drying area, plus separate changing for match officials 

where appropriate 

 Capable of simultaneous male and female team and/or 

officials’ use, where appropriate 

 First aid room (essential only for pitch sports and 

athletics) 

 Space for refreshments with kitchen 

 No rooflights in flat roofs on single storey buildings 

 Adequate secure maintenance equipment storage  

 Lockable security shutters on all pavilion doors and 

windows 

 Passive surveillance from nearby properties 

 

 Pitches, practice areas and other facilities 
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 Correct orientation (pitches generally between 35 

degrees west and 20 degrees east of N-S; athletics 

tracks generally oriented so the finishing straight is not 

in line with the prevailing south-westerly wind) 

 Playing facilities meeting relevant governing body 

requirements in terms of length, width, even-ness of 

surface, boundary distances (cricket) and side 

clearances or safety margins 

 Artificial surfaces in good overall condition, free from 

tears and uneven areas 

 Floodlighting to relevant governing body requirements 

for the standard of play 

 No end to end slope on pitches greater than 1:40 (1:80 

preferable); no side to side slope greater than 1:40 

(1:60 preferable) 

 No pitch more than 200 m from nearest changing 

pavilion 

 Well drained pitch surfaces 

 Winter sports grass pitches to have pipe drains plus 

sand slits where necessary (note: sand slits to be 

renewed every 10 years) 

 Artificial surfaces to comply with relevant governing 

body requirements and BS 7044: Artificial Sports 

Surfaces 

 All artificial surfaces (and any safety surround areas) to 

be fully enclosed within lockable chain link fence at 

least 3.0 m high 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Grass lengths appropriate to sport with full grass cover 

on grass pitches 

 Posts and goals safe and free from rust or sharp edges, 

with hooks for nets where appropriate 

 Line markings straight and easily seen 

 Surface repairs carried out quickly and effectively 

 Surround netting and entrance gates to artificially 

surfaced areas in good condition  

 Floodlights in full working order 

 Information on site ownership and the facilities 

available at the site entrance 

 Contact details for emergencies at any pavilion 

 

Teenage Areas Definition 

 

 Provision for teenagers intended for young people 

approximately 13-18 years old and designed to allow 

them to “hang out” and practise various sports or 

movement skills such as basketball, inline skating or 

skateboarding.  Most teenage facilities include a mix of 

skateboard ramps, outdoor basketball hoops, shelters 

and other more informal areas.  Ideally, they should be 

located close to a multi-court (see above). 
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 Minimum Size 

 

 1,000 sq m (0.1 hectare) excluding buffer zone 

 

 General Characteristics 

 

 Located close, but not immediately adjacent, to a well 

used pedestrian route but not less than 50 m from the 

nearest dwelling 

 Area of at least 1,000 sq m, with facilities for teenagers 

(see definition above) 

 Surrounded by a buffer zone, possibly with appropriate 

planting, between the play area and nearest dwelling 

boundary of at least 30 metres on all sides.   

 Suitable safety surfacing beneath and around play 

equipment  

 Accessible to children or adults with disabilities 

 Effective drainage of all surfaces 

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Accessible by public transport: nearest bus stop within 

400 m of entrance/access points, but preferably 250 m 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Tough, but not prickly landscaping in the immediate 

vicinity of the area 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Mix of facilities such as skateboard/BMX ramps, 

basketball goals, teenage shelters  

 Casual seating 

 Low level lighting with both light and dark areas 

 Adequate provision of litter bins 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Surfaces and structures in good condition and repaired 

as necessary 

 

Tennis Courts and 

Multi-courts 

Definition 

 

 Tennis courts and multi-use games areas, usually with 

a hard or synthetic surface, and used for tennis, 5-a-

side football, netball, outdoor basketball and roller/in-

line skating.  However, dedicated tennis courts can 

have a grass surface. 
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 Minimum size 

 

 36.5 x 18.25 m (per tennis court; ideally, multi-courts 

should be wider) 

 

 General Characteristics 

  

 Reasonably sheltered from the wind 

 A free-draining or impervious surface laid to 

appropriate falls to shed water 

 Surrounded by netting which prevents balls escaping 

from the court(s) area 

 Oriented within 30 degrees of north-south 

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Accessible by public transport: nearest bus stop within 

400 m of entrance/access points, but preferably 250 m 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Amenity planting composed mainly of native species to 

improve appearance, provide shelter, reduce noise 

transfer and promote biodiversity 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

 Posts and tennis nets in good condition, without large 

holes through which the ball can pass 

 Clearly marked courts with adequate safety surrounds 

 Basketball hoops and football goals, if present, 

securely fixed with no sharp edges 

 Floodlighting (if present) to meet governing body 

requirements 

 

 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Court(s) surface in good condition 

  Free from bumps that might deflect the ball and trip 

hazards such as gratings in tarmac surfaces. 

 Playing lines clearly marked as appropriate 

 

Indoor Sports Halls 

and Swimming Pools 

 

Definition 

 

 Large scale indoor sports facilities operated by the 

public, commercial or voluntary sectors 

 

 Minimum Size 

 

 Sports halls: 4 badminton court hall plus changing 

 Pools: 25 m x 4 lanes (8.5 m total width) plus changing 
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 General Characteristics 

 

 External lighting, with movement or passive infra-red 

(PIR) detectors 

 Entrance clearly identifiable from the car park 

 No landscaping in which potential attackers could hide 

 

 Accessibility 

 

 Accessible by public transport: nearest bus stop within 

250 m of entrance/access points 

 Adequate parking for the range of facilities available, 

with a tarmac surface in good repair and at least two 

designated disabled spaces close to the main entrance 

 Cycle parking 

 

 Planting and Biodiversity 

 

 Attractive landscaping to the site and building, 

incorporating native species where possible 

 

 Facilities and Features 

 

Internal Support Areas 

 

 Reception desk immediately inside main entrance and 

clearly visible 

 Disabled toilets 

 Baby changing facility in male and female changing 

areas or toilets 

 General accessibility for people with disabilities – see 

separate checklist 

 Décor and finishes in good condition 

 Clear route from reception to changing and activity 

areas 

 

 Activity Areas 

 

 Meeting appropriate governing body or Sport England 

standards 

 Adequate storage, accessed from activity areas 

 Mat storage, where required, physically separate and 

vented to outside air 

 Décor and finishes in good condition 

 

 Changing Areas 

 

 Separate male and female changing (although mixed 

sex villages  desirable for pools) 

 Adequate locker provision 

 Adequate shower and toilet provision 

 Décor and finishes in good condition 
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 Management and Maintenance 

 

 Professionally managed 
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