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 1: Summary of Key Points 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Why We Need a 
Strategy 
 

 
An example of the excellent 
welcoming and informative 
signage in the Borough’s main 
spaces 

The Council together with its partners manages a 
large number of open spaces in the Borough.  
There are several key reasons why a strategy is now 
required. 

 
• To provide strategic direction for the development 

and management of the Borough’s Parks & Open 
Spaces. 

• To address the importance of open spaces in 
making Hastings a good place to live, work, relax 
and visit. 

• To comply with Government changes in the 
Planning system, which require the Council to 
formally assess the provision for Open Space, sport 
and recreation in the Borough.  

• To identify priorities and enable the Council to bid 
for external funds’ where having a strategy is a 
requirement of the bidding process. 

• To promote healthy, active communities through 
the use of and access to Open Space 

 
How has it been 
developed? 

The Council has developed this PPG17 assessment and 
Parks & Open Spaces Strategy with the assistance of 
consultants Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh and the 
Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment 
(CABE Space), who have provided enabling support.  The 
consultant’s work was overseen by a Steering Group 
comprised of various departments within the Council, 1066 
Housing Association and Sea Space (a development 
company of the Hastings & Bexhill Task Force).  
 

The National Context 
 
 

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 
villages, towns and cities.  If well designed and maintained, 
they contribute hugely to making somewhere an attractive 
place in which to live.  This is something the Georgians, in 
particular, understood well, with their squares and 
crescents, all facing onto attractive greenspaces. 
 

 The planning of open space as part of the urban 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Hastings Open Spaces Plan and PPG17 Assessment 7 of 91 

environment has received little consideration since the 
1850’s. The great Victorian parks, the Garden City 
movement and New Town developments are exceptions.  
The change of approach to management and maintenance 
brought about through budget constraints in the past two 
decades has had a significant impact on the quality of 
open space.  Emphasis had been placed on economies and 
efficiencies. 
 

 
Warrior Square – a good first 
impression, but look more closely 
… 

 

Recently there has been an increase in vandalism and anti-
social behaviour.  One result has been that the quality of 
the public realm has declined significantly in just twenty or 
thirty years.  But in the past 4-5 years, a new 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 three 
decades 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.  More 
generally, the Department for Communities and Local 
Government presents much of its work on sustainable 
communities under the broad strap line of “Cleaner, Safer, 
Greener Communities” and is requiring local authorities to 
deliver them. 

 

… some adjoining buildings 
could also do with a facelift 
 

There is a great opportunity to reassert the importance not 
only of providing high quality greenspaces but ensuring 
that they remain of high quality through effective 
management.  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 the Borough is met from either 
taxation or housing rents.  As there are many other 
competing priorities for resources, there is an obvious 
need to ensure value for money. 
 

 This provides the background for an Open Spaces Strategy 
for Hastings and St Leonards.  It can be summarised as 
relating to three key objectives: 
 
The need to comply with Government planning guidance 
The need to bring planning and management together to 
ensure that the Borough is an attractive place in which to 
live, work and play or to visit 
The need to identify priorities for action and resources  
 

The Local Context for 
the Strategy 

Care has been taken to identify key strategies in order to 
understand how parks and open spaces contribute towards 
the Council’s key aims and objectives. 
 

 This Strategy is very much a local one, of specific relevance 
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to Hastings and St Leonards.  The local context for it is set 
primarily by the Community Strategy and the Local Plan.  
The Hastings and St Leonards Community Strategy 2003-
2013 is the over-arching strategy for the Borough Council 
and its partners, including the local community.  It seeks to 
bring together all of the issues affecting the town’s future 
to ensure that everyone is “pulling in the same direction”.  
The Local Plan (soon to be superseded by the Local 
Development Framework) sets out the Council’s policies 
relating to future land use across the Borough. 
 

 This Strategy sits beneath the Community Strategy and 
Local Plan 2004 and implementation of it will help to 
deliver not only their objectives but also those of the 
Cultural Strategy, Seafront Strategy and Regeneration plans 
of the town.  It also supports the Local Area Agreement 
(LAA) and its Cleaner, Greener and Safer objectives in 
priority areas and also links directly to the healthy living 
and community safety agenda and sports and play action 
plans.  
 
 

The Content of the 
Strategy 

The Borough Community Strategy 2003-2013 sets out a 
clear mission for the future: 
 

“To build on the town's strong community spirit, 
culture, diverse population and extraordinary natural 
environment to create a safer, healthier more 
sustainable and more prosperous place with lasting 
opportunities for everybody.” 
 

 This statement makes clear that the Local Strategic 
Partnership (LSP) acknowledges and endorses the fact that 
effective greenspace planning, provision and management 
has the potential to make a major contribution to the 
Borough’s regeneration and its residents’ quality of life.  
There are some excellent examples of well-managed open 
spaces in the town. As a simple illustration of this, we 
highlight an unsolicited comment from a passer-by on the 
recent upgrading of Alexandra Park: “Fantastic, isn’t it!” 
 

 This assessment therefore covers all aspects of open 
space, sport and recreation provision in Hastings and St 
Leonards.  More specifically, 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 
Borough 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 
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Borough Council and its partners 
• Recommends priorities for the future 
• Identifies less well used sites, those with least value to 

the community and suggests a review of their future 
use 

 

What is “Open 
Space”? 

The Plan uses the definition of “open space” given in 
PPG17:  
 

“… all open space of public value, including not just 
land, but also areas of water such as rivers, canals, 
lakes and reservoirs which offer important 
opportunities for sport and recreation and can also act 
as a visual amenity”. 
 
 

Format of the 
Strategy 

This core summary sets out the main elements of the 
Strategy.  As most people will be interested mainly in the 
broad principles in the Strategy, rather than the fine detail 
of it, it is deliberately reasonably short. 
 
The full Strategy contains a number of technical 
appendices. 
 

The Audit Criteria 
 

 
The Old Town, by St Clement’s 
Churchyard 

Our audit of spaces and facilities served five main 
purposes: 
 

• To identify what provision exists where and ascribe a 
particular typology to each greenspace 

• To identify 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 

• To identify the features or characteristics of spaces 
most in need of enhancement 

• To helps determine priorities for capital expenditure by 
identifying the worst and best spaces or facilities in an 
area 

• To identify the current quantity of each form of 
provision as an essential step in identifying quantitative 
provision standards 

 
 For the purposes of the audit we defined “quality” and 

“value” as follows: 
 
• Quality relates to the range of features or facilities on 

the site (e.g. trees, shrubs or seats), their basic 
characteristics (e.g. appropriate to the site or not), and 
their condition (e.g. on a spectrum from very good to 
very poor). 
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• 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 therefore 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. 

 
 

 
Amherst Gardens – a high quality, 
high value space with a popular 
tennis club at its centre 
 
 
 

The audit placed sites and facilities in one of four 
categories according to their assessed quality and value.  
The categories are: 
 

• High quality, high value spaces/facilities with scores 
above average for quality and value (coloured green on 
the maps). These sites should be protected and 
maintained at this quality/value. 

• Low quality, high value spaces/facilities with scores 
below average for quality and above average for value 
(coloured blue).  These sites should be protected and 
their quality enhanced. 

• High quality, low value spaces/facilities with above 
average scores for quality and below average scores for 
value (coloured pink).  These sites should be retained 
and ways to enhance their value sought. 

Low quality, low value spaces/facilities with below average 
quality and value scores (coloured red).  The Council 
should review the future use of these sites and consider 
disposing of those sites for which there is no alternative 
greenspace use and no real need for the site. 

  
There is an additional category for greenspace sites that 
are of Green Flag standard.  The Council will adopt a 
planning policy for open space, sport and recreation 
provision which gives priority to the enhancement of 
existing Greenspaces over significant additional provision.  
In addition, it will use the development process as one 
means of funding this enhancement through the pro-active 
use of planning agreements.  In particular, this could be 
used to support the proposals for the Millennium 
Community, the Masterplan for Central St. Leonards, play 
provision and the open space network. 
 
The Council will separately identify any significant 
development sites where  on site provision will be 
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required. 
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Summary of Key 
Points 
 

Key Findings 
 
The Community Strategy target of providing accessible 
open space within 300m of 90% of the households in the 
Borough by 2013 has been met. 

 
The Borough has some excellent open spaces such as 
Alexandra Park and Hastings Country Park as well as a rich 
diversity of other sites. 
 
The main focus of future work will be to improve the 
quality and value of existing open spaces, rather then 
establish new ones. 

 The Basis for the Strategy 
 
We have based this Strategy on a considerable amount of 
background work, including: 
 
• A review of relevant national, regional, County-wide 

and local plans and strategies 
• A special survey of the Borough’s Citizen’s Panel which 

generated a total of 1,149 responses 
• A special survey of the Borough’s Youth Panel which 

generated a total of 1,175 responses 
• Interviews with representatives of a number of local 

groups and Council or other officials 
• A detailed on the ground audit of some 280 sites 

across the Borough 
 
 

 
 

The Strategy's Priorities 
 
The Community Strategy sums up Hastings neatly as “a 
place of contradictions”.  In terms of open space and sport 
and recreation provision, it has the coast and seafront, an 
unusually large amount of woodland and some fine 
Victorian parks and gardens.  At one end of the spectrum 
Alexandra Park and many of the Borough’s natural 
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Wishing Tree greenspace – 
compare this with Alexandra Park 

greenspaces are superb but the quality of some of the 
smaller spaces is quite poor by comparison.  It seems clear 
from the results of our Citizen’s Panel survey that many 
residents by-pass their nearest greenspace in order to get 
to others they perceive as being of better quality. 
 

 Against this background, this Strategy seeks:  
 
To ensure that open spaces or facilities of Borough-wide 
significance are accessible and of high quality and high 
value to local residents and wildlife. 
 
To ensure that 90% of households have at least one good 
quality, good value local space or facility within a 300m 
walk of home. 
 

 Components of the Strategy 
 
The Plan has five main components: 
 
• A vision setting out the Plan’s long term aspirations 
• A small number of key aims supported by measurable 

objectives and a recently revised new target for the 
Community Strategy 

• Clear priorities for the Borough Council and its partners 
• Actions and recommendations on a number of key 

issues which face the Borough Council and its partners 
• A detailed delivery plan that will be drawn up after the 

adoption of the strategy 

 
Alexandra Park is both a 
strategically important green 
space and sets the standard for 
the rest of the Borough 

The Vision Underpinning the Strategy 
 
Hastings will have a network of high quality, accessible 
greenspaces and sport and recreation facilities which meet 
local needs, are financially and environmentally sustainable 
and support community cohesion, health promotion, 
“liveability”, economic regeneration and nature 
conservation.  
 

 In this context “accessible to all”, means the Council is 
committed to providing inclusive environments, which are 
useable by all residents and visitors. There will be a 
planned progress to deliver this linked to available funding 
by either securing external resources and /or encouraging 
our local partners to achieve this within their own specific 
programmes. 
 

The Strategic Aims 

 
Borough-wide Provision: to deliver and manage a 
network of good quality/value, and safe greenspaces and 
sport and recreation facilities which are accessible to all 
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residents and visitors. They will serve a Borough-wide 
function in terms of their overall image and in meeting 
local needs, engendering pride in all its citizens and 
supporting bio-diversity.  
 

 

Neighbourhood Provision: to ensure that local 
greenspaces and sport and recreation facilities throughout 
the Borough are accessible, meet the Council’s quality 
standards and are attractive to potential users.  This is 
effectively the same thing as Local Area Agreement (LAA), 
objective outcome 23.17, which focuses on cleaner, 
greener and safer public spaces in priority areas. 

The White Rock skatepark – a 
valuable teenage facility, but very 
exposed 

Community Involvement: to work with local communities 
to ensure that local spaces are sustainable and meet local 
needs. 
 

 Management and maintenance: to ensure that the 
management and maintenance of greenspaces and sport 
and recreation facilities are balanced against available 
resources and external funding is sought where available. 
 

Strategic Priorities 
 

The priorities of the Council and its partners will be: 
 

• The progressive enhancement of existing provision 
rather than the creation of more provision so that 
priority is given to sites within or adjacent to the most 
deprived neighbourhoods. 

• The development of the network of designated 
Borough-wide spaces and safe pedestrian and 
cyclepath links to and through it.  

• Working with local communities to foster the 
enhancement of local greenspaces and residential 
environments, initially in the regeneration areas. 

 

The Strategy's Key 
Objectives 

Borough-wide Provision 
 

Within three years of adopting this Strategy prepare a 
signage, development and management plan for each of 
the key designated Borough-wide greenspaces (listed on 
page 12). After preparing these plans commence with a 
phased implementation linked to available funding. 
 
To develop a 3-year marketing plan to promote green 
spaces including a diverse programme of events for the 
network of designated Borough-wide spaces within one 
year of the adoption of this Strategy and then deliver it, 
rolling the marketing plan forward annually. 
 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Hastings Open Spaces Plan and PPG17 Assessment 14 of 91 

To achieve Green Flag status for five of the key designated 
Borough-wide greenspaces by 2013 and retain this status 
annually thereafter.  
 
To prepare a 5-year plan for an integrated network of well 
signed and maintained existing and proposed pedestrian 
and cycling routes, improving access to Borough-wide 
spaces and facilities and separated from traffic as much as 
possible, within one year of the adoption of this Plan, and 
then deliver it through coordination of our partners work 
on their proposed regeneration schemes in the Borough. 
 

 
A witty piece of public art that 
reflects the history of its location 
and enhances its environment 

Neighbourhood Provision 
 

To raise the current percentage (60%) of households within 
300 m of a multi-functional greenspace which meet the 
Council’s quality standard in all relevant respects by not 
less than 4% in each of the next five years and to at least 
90% by 2013. 
 
To work with and through the Borough’s new 
Neighbourhood Areas or other appropriate community 
groups to identify local needs, and assist in resolving with 
our partners any local concerns there may be relating to 
local greenspace or sport and recreation provision and 
plan the enhancement of local spaces. 
 

 
 

Community Involvement 
 
To ensure there is an active “Friends” group for each of the 
designated Borough-wide greenspaces within five years. 
 

• To provide advice and guidance for community-based 
organisations involved in local greenspace 
management and maintenance in order to develop their 
skills and abilities and ensure that they are sustainable. 

 
• To work with local communities and local businesses 

throughout the Borough in order to improve the 
appearance of open space.  
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Wouldn’t the Borough look 
wonderful if everyone did this? 

Management and Maintenance 
 
To re-prioritise the revenue funding available for 
greenspace management and maintenance in order to 
deliver this strategy.  
To assist and support local community groups willing to 
get involved in local greenspace management and 
maintenance. 
To consider harmonising management and maintenance 
standards amongst the different agencies responsible for 
maintaining open spaces within the Borough. 
 

Annual Delivery Plan These aims and objectives provide the basis for the 
preparation of an annual delivery plan designed to deliver 
the key objectives and guide the work of the Borough 
Council and its partners. Chapter 12 contains a first draft 
of this plan, together with a mini-plan for year 1 designed 
to promote delivery of some early physical improvements. 
 

Key Targets By 2013, there should be at least one multi-functional 
greenspace meeting the Council’s quality standard in all 
relevant respects within 300m of at least 90% of 
households in the Borough (note: it is proposed this should 
replace existing target 20 in the Community Strategy, 
which has already been met but does not take into account 
quality). 
 

 Achieving the target will require a programme of 
greenspace enhancements, mainly in the following areas: 
 
Priority 1 Baird (southern part) 
 Gensing (central area) 
 Hollington (central area) 
 Ore (north-western part) 
 

 Priority 2 Ashdown (eastern half) 
 Braybrooke (western half) 
 Conquest (central area) 
 West St Leonards 
                            Maze Hill (northern part) 
 
 

Borough-wide Spaces 
and Facilities 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our audit of provision has identified a number of spaces 
that we recommend the Council and its partners should 
designate as the network of spaces and facilities of 
Borough-wide significance: 
 
Greenspaces 
 
Alexandra Park (F)(GF) 
Bos Field 
Church Wood (F) 
Gensing Gardens  
Hastings Cemetery (GF) 
Hastings Country Park (F)(GF) 
Old Roar Ghyll (GF) – part of Alexandra Park) 
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St Leonard’s Gardens – a 
Borough-wide space, but one 
badly in need of restoration 
 
 

 
Summerfields Woods – it’s 
unusual to find a woodland and 
nature reserve like this so close 
to a town centre.  Better paths 
will be desirable, however, to 
boost usage in wet weather. 

Ponds Wood (F) 
St Leonards Gardens (F)(GF) 
St Helen’s Wood (F) 
Warrior Square 
West Hill 
A site to be designated in the Millennium Community area 
of the Ore Valley once the detailed design of the area is 
known 
Summerfields Woods 
Although largely outside the Borough, Pebsham 
Countryside Park is regarded as strategically important and 
of Borough wide significance. 
 
Note: (F) indicates a space for which there is already a Friends Group, or 
something similar, in existence Other Spaces. (GF) indicates the proposed 
sites for entry into the Green Flag Award scheme. 
 
Other Spaces 
 
The pedestrians-only streets in Hastings the town centre 
(including Station Plaza) 
The seafront 
 
Sport and Recreation Facilities 
 
Bexhill Recreation Ground (football) 
Horntye Park 
William Parker Sports College 
Sandhurst Recreation Ground (Football/cricket) 
 
Sites of Borough wide significance, subject to further 
review 
 
Green spaces 
 
• White Rock Gardens (GF) 
 
Sport and Recreation Facilities 
 
• Tilekiln (Football/cricket) 
• White Rock – (Bowls greens 5/6) 
 

Specific  Action 
Recommendations 

 

The Open Space Network 
 

The Borough Council will actively promote the existing 
network of open spaces linked by walking, cycling and 
other routes.  Wherever possible the Council should seek 
to ensure with its partners that the routes to open spaces 
are safe, accessible and easy to follow in order to increase 
their use and make them attractive to users.  In accordance 
with the above actions and recommendations, it will give 
priority to those routes that will provide access to the 
network of spaces designated as of Borough-wide 
significance.  
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The sort of “play area” that 
Hastings offers some children … 
 

Children’s Play Provision 
 
The Borough Council and 1066 Housing Association will 
adopt a new approach to children’s play provision based 
on: 
 

• 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. 

• Having a relatively small number of large equipped play 
spaces, such as the recently built play area in 
Alexandra Park, at key locations around the Borough 
that are accessible to all. 

• Requiring developers to design housing environments 
in which children have space to play safely and have 
priority over vehicles and to contribute to the provision 
of open space. 

• Planning traffic calming schemes with the objective of 
making streets child-friendly (“Play Streets”) rather than 
simply slowing down traffic and where possible 
promote “Home Zones”. 

 

 
Excellent local signage 

Access 
 
The Council will seek to ensure that local people get to 
sport and recreational facilities and open space through 
good/accessible transport and be mindful of the needs of 
senior citizens and others with limited mobility.  To 
support this, we will produce guides to help promote 
access to open space by people who might otherwise not 
consider visiting.  The Council will adopt Universal Design 
Principles (which are intended to make facilities and 
services accessible to all) in its approach to improving 
access within Open Spaces.  This approach will seek to 
have open spaces accessible to all, and promote those 
sites and facilities that have good access. In situations 
where there are constraints that mean a site or facility may 
not be fully accessible, the Council will adopt the least 
restrictive option. That is the option that will present a 
barrier to the least number of people who want to access 
the site or facility. 
 

 Hastings Country Park 
 

The Council will prepare and then implement an 
improvement plan for Hastings Country Park within its 
current budget framework.  The enhancements to which it 
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will give priority are a new interpretation centre, more 
information and interpretation for visitors, resurfacing and 
providing better signage for the main paths and creating 
circular walks.  A feasibility study (including an outline 
business plan) for the interpretive centre is recommended 
to highlight the environmental impact; establish the best 
location; financial sustainability and in considering access 
opportunities. “that an improvement plan for the Country 
Park be prepared and then implemented”  

 

 White Rock Gardens 
 
The Council should review the future use of the White Rock 
Gardens. 
 

 William Parker Sports College 
 
The William Parker site should be developed further as the 
main “club hub” in the Borough through a partnership 
between the Council, the County Council, the College and 
the associated clubs, subject to appropriate planning 
conditions on any new facilities on the site.  
  

 The Borough’s Woodlands 
 
In parallel with support for the Green Network and open 
space network, the Council should work with Friends 
groups to enhance access to appropriate areas of 
woodland and its subsequent management. 
 

 The Ore Valley Millennium Community 
 
The Council should see the quality and accessibility 
standards set out in this Plan as complementing the 
existing design coding proposals for the proposed 
greenspaces within the Millennium Community site in Ore 
Valley.  In addition, it will seek to ensure that the 
greenspaces form a network of attractive routes through 
the area, linking to specific facilities such as the railway 
station, shops and community buildings. 
 

 Liveability 
 
There is no point in having superb parks and other 
greenspaces if local residents perceive the network of 
streets, public footpaths and cycle paths leading to them 
as unsafe or unpleasant.  Accordingly the Council will 
further focus on liveability issues, including the vibrancy of 
streets, particularly in the key regeneration areas. 
 

 The Seafront 
 
The seafront is a defining characteristic of Hastings and St 
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Leonards: as such it provides huge recreational benefits 
and opportunities for residents and visitors to relax. 
Despite the main trunk road (A259) communities have 
opportunities to access this valuable resource. The Council 
and its partners will seek to explore safe pedestrian links 
between town and seafront and enhance the quality of the 
seafront in conjunction with the Seafront Strategy 
objectives and the Masterplan for Central St. Leonards. 
 

 Allotments 
 
Allotments provide an important healthy living leisure 
activity and help reinforce community cohesion.  While an 
important component of the Borough’s green spaces, in 
order to safeguard the property of plot holders they cannot 
be publicly accessible. The Council will however seek to 
implement the existing Allotment Strategy in line with the 
priorities contained within the Allotment Development 
Plan. 
 

 The Proposed Pebsham Countryside Park 
 
In terms of open space provision, the Council and its 
partners regard the Pebsham Countryside Park proposals 
as being of strategic importance and will continue to work 
with Rother District Council, the County Council, partners 
and local people on the aspirations for the future 
development of Pebsham as a Countryside Park. The 
Rother District Plan, adopted 10th July 2006, allocates land 
(within Rother District) for a new Countryside Park on land 
between Bexhill and St. Leonards, from Galley Hill in the 
south to the proposed link road in the north.  The policy 
sets out the criteria against which proposals will be 
considered.  A management plan will develop a detailed 
framework for the layout of the Countryside Park and will 
in due course provide a supplementary planning 
document. 
 

 The audit of Open Spaces places sites and facilities in one 
of four categories according to their assessed quality and 
value. The categories are: 
 
• High quality, high value spaces/facilities with scores 

above average for quality and value.  It is 
recommended that these sites should be protected and 
maintained at this quality/value. 

 
• Low quality, high value spaces/facilities with scores 

below average for quality and above average for value. 
It is recommended that these sites should be protected 
and their quality enhanced. 
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• High quality, low value spaces/facilities with above 
average scores for quality and below average scores for 
value. It is recommended that these sites are retained 
and ways to enhance their value sought. 

 
• Low quality, low value spaces/facilities with below 

average quality and value scores.  It is recommended 
that the future use of these sites be carefully reviewed.  

 
There is an additional category for greenspace sites that 
are of Green Flag  standard. 

Planning Policy 
 
The Council will adopt a planning policy for open space, 
sport and recreation provision which gives priority to the 
enhancement of existing greenspaces over significant 
additional provision.  In addition, it will use the 
development process as one means of funding this 
enhancement through the pro-active use of planning 
agreements. In particular this could be used to support the 
proposals for the Millennium Community, the Masterplan 
for Central St. Leonards, play provision and the open space 
network. 
 
The Council will separately identify any significant 
development sites where on site provision will be required. 
 
 

Implementation and 
Review 

The Council will form a Steering Group comprised of 
partners and other agencies to oversee the implementation 
of the Strategy. The Steering group will report progress on 
the implementation of the Strategy on an annual basis to 
the Overview and Scrutiny Committee responsible for 
Leisure & Cultural Development. 
 

 The Steering Group will create a mechanism for reporting 
on progress towards the revised Community Strategy 
target 20 to the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP). The 
target will be formally reviewed in 2008 and again in 2013.  
 

 Detailed delivery plans will be drawn up in consultation 
with the Council’s partners, the new area management 
boards and the existing Neighbourhood Forums. 
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 2: The Need for This Plan 
  

 
 
Making people feel welcome in Hollington! 
 

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 
villages, 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 
have also suffered, as a result of Compulsory Competitive 
Tendering for grounds maintenance in the mid eighties.  
The effect has been sharply to reduce the cost of 
maintaining parks and greenspaces and this has inevitably 
led to changes; too many are now maintained by 
operatives on machines rather than gardeners with 
knowledge and skill. 
 

 At the same time there has been an increase in vandalism 
and anti-social behaviour so that the quality of the public 
realm has declined significantly in just twenty or so years.  
But in the past 4-5 years, a new 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 past couple of 
decades will take some time, but the Government has 
recognised the problem and, with the publication of 
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Planning Policy Guidance PPG17, Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation, requires planning authorities to undertake 
assessment of needs and opportunities in their area.  More 
generally, the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister presents 
much of its work on sustainable communities under the 
broad strapline of “Cleaner, Safer, Greener Communities” is 
requiring local authorities to deliver them. 
 

 This is also a great opportunity to reassert the importance 
not only of providing high quality greenspaces but 
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. 
 

 
 

This is the background to this Open Spaces Plan for 
Hastings and St Leonards: a need to comply with 
Government planning guidance, but more importantly a 
desire to bring the planning and management “systems” 
together to ensure that the Borough is an attractive place 
in which to live, work and play or to visit.  This is 
absolutely in accordance with the vision set out in the 
Local Strategic Partnership’s (LSP) Community Strategy 
2003-2013: 
 

“We want our town’s strong community spirit, 
culture, young population and extraordinary 
natural environment to be the foundations for a 
safer, healthier and more prosperous place with 
lasting opportunities for everybody” 

 
 This vision statement makes clear that the LSP 

acknowledges and endorses the fat that effective 
greenspace planning, provision and management has the 
potential to make a major contribution to the Borough’s 
regeneration and its residents’ quality of life.  As a simple 
illustration of this, we highlight an unsolicited comment 
from a passer-by on the recent upgrading of Alexandra 
Park: “Fantastic, isn’t it!” 
 

 This assessment covers all aspects of open space, sport 
and recreation provision in Hastings and St Leonards.  
More specifically, 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 
Borough 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 
Borough Council and its partners 

• Recommends priorities for the future 
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Format of the Plan The Borough Council consulted the local community and 

local stakeholder on the proposals set out in this plan 
before finalising it.  This final version therefore takes 
account of their comments and suggestions.  As most local 
people will want to know broad details of the Plan rather 
than have to read a mass of detail, we have kept it as short 
as possible while giving a reasonably full picture of the 
work and arguments that underpin it.  There is also a 
considerable amount of additional material in three 
supporting documents: 
 
• Maps, which are A3 size and therefore bound 

separately 
• Appendices, which provide additional supporting 

information and are bound separately 
• Report on Stakeholder Interviews: as some 

interviewees requested that their views should not be 
made public, we have collated all our interview notes 
into a separate background document.  We ask that the 
Council respects the desire of interviewees that their 
views should remain confidential to the Council. 

 
 The appendices to this strategy are: 

 
A: Context Report 
B: Citizens’ Panel Findings 
C: Youth Panel Findings 
D:  The Audit Process 
E: Derivation of Distance Thresholds 
F: Quality Standards 
G: Accessibility Assessment 
 

Steering Group The preparation of the strategy has been overseen by a 
Steering Group composed of representatives of the 
Borough Council and its key partners.  The members were: 
 
Borough Council   
 
• Marian Hollingsworth, Leisure and Cultural 

Development 
• Jane Jackson, Planning 
• Martin Jenks, Leisure and Cultural Development 
• Councillor Jay Kramer (until early May 2006) 
• Mike Marsh, Leisure and Cultural Development 
• Peter Mead, Leisure and Cultural Development 
• Stephanie Roots, Planning 
 
Seaspace 
• Helen Mogeljoj 
 
Neighbourhood Renewal Team 
• Pranesh Datta 
 
1066 Housing Association/Amicus 
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• Robin Deane 
• David Chidwick 
 
CABE Space 
• Nicole Collomb (until 31 March 2006) 
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Council and its partners with whom we have worked most 
closely, including Peter Mead, Martin Jenks and Jane 
Jackson and the members of the Steering Group for this 
work, but most especially the various representatives of 
local organisations who gave up their time to help by 
answering our questions and supplying information. 
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 3: Methodology and Structure of the 

Report 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This chapter provides a brief overview of the methodology 
we have used to prepare the assessment and plan, 
together with a summary of the content of each of the 
chapters and related appendices. 
 

 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: 
 
• Allotments 
• Artificial Turf Pitches 
• Athletics tracks 
• Bowling greens 
• 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 

• Indoor sports facilities – bowls halls, tennis halls, 
sports halls and swimming pools 

 
 PPG17 also suggests including ice rinks within indoor 

sports provision, but as the Borough’s population is too 
low to support a rink we have not included them. 
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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 
Borough-wide plans and strategies.  We summarise the 
results in Chapter 4 and give  additional detail in Appendix 
A. 
 

Assessing Local 
Needs 

The assessing needs part of the work took four main 
forms:  
 
• A review of the Borough’s population and anticipated 

change in it (Chapter 5) 
• A survey of the Borough’s Citizens’ Panel (summarised 

in Appendix B) 
• A survey of the Borough’s Youth Panel (summarised in 

Appendix C) 
• A series of telephone or face to face interviews with 

stakeholders and representatives of local interest 
groups 

 
 We have also supplied the Borough Council with a set of 

more notes from our stakeholder interviews.  These are not 
intended as a formal part of the assessment but as 
background material.  As some of the interviewees asked 
that their views should not become public knowledge, we 
ask the Borough Council to treat these notes as 
confidential. 
 

Assessing Supply In order to assess supply, we undertook an audit of local 
provision throughout the Borough, using a suite of 
standard audit forms designed to evaluate the quality and 
value of different forms of provision.  In all we evaluated 
nearly 300 sites or facilities.  We were then able to classify 
the spaces and facilities we had audited as being of above 
average (high) or below average (low) quality and value.  
We summarise the audit process in Appendix D and the 
results in Chapter 7 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. 
 

Quality Standards We derived quality standards for the future use of the 
Borough Council 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 7 and set out the recommended standards in 
Appendix G. 
 

Distance Thresholds In order to be able to undertake the accessibility analysis, 
we first derived distance thresholds from a range of 
sources, including user surveys of which we had 
knowledge in other areas of the country.  We summarise 
the results in Chapter 7 and give full details of the 
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derivation process in Appendix E.  Chapter 7 also 
summarises the conclusions of applying these distance 
thresholds to existing provision across the Borough while 
Appendix G summarises the number of properties within 
the distance threshold of different forms of provision 
across the Borough.  This report is also complemented by a 
set of maps showing the quality, value and accessibility of 
the different forms of provision across the Borough. 
 

Quantitative Analysis For the quantity analysis, we first analysed the audit results 
to identify the total quantity of existing provision in each 
of the main areas of the Borough, for each element of the 
typology, expressed as sq m/person. 
 

 We then compared local views on the adequacy of existing 
provision with the quantity of it across the Borough to 
establish the level of provision that local interests generally 
found adequate.  We give details of this analysis, and the 
resulting quantity standards, in Chapter 8.   
 

Vision, Aims and 
Objectives 

From this work we were able to suggest a long term vision 
for open space, sport and recreation provision in Hastings 
and set some clear aims and objectives for the future, 
which we set out in Chapter 9. 
 

Issues and Options  In Chapter 10 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 

Most planning policies relating to open space and sport 
and recreation provision are essentially negative – that is, 
they start from a presumption that the planning authority 
should not grant planning permission for a proposed 
development which may affect an existing space or facility.  
An over-protective policy, however, runs the risk of 
minimising the potential for delivering improvements to 
local provision.  In Chapter 11, therefore, we suggest a 
more positive approach to policy, designed to help the 
Council deliver the vision set in Chapter 9.  In particular, 
we suggest that the Council should be willing to use the 
planning system in a positive way to deliver significant 
benefits for the local communities within which 
development proposals are set.  
  

Action Plan Finally, a strategy which is not implemented is a waste of 
time, effort and money.  Accordingly, in Chapter 12 we set 
out some suggestions for implementation and an 
ambitious draft Action Plan.  We do not suggest for a 
moment that the Council and its partners will be able to 
implement this Plan as set out.  Instead, it is an indication 
of the range of actions that will be needed to deliver the 
aims and objectives of this Strategy which the Council will 
have to adjust to reflect the resources it can afford to make 
available for implementation over a number of years. 
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Feedback on the 
Draft Strategy 

This final version of the strategy takes account of 
comments from the public and local stakeholders following 
publication and dissemination of a consultation draft 
version by the Borough Council, including a number of 
open public meetings.  We summarise the main comments 
received on the draft, and how we have responded to 
them, in Appendix H. 
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 4: Existing Plans and Strategies 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction No plan exists in isolation.  Accordingly, in this chapter we 
summarise key points from relevant existing plans or 
strategies adopted by the Borough Council or other major 
stakeholders in order to identify any implications they 
might have for the Open Spaces Plan.  The purpose of this 
review was to identify issues the plan should seek to tackle 
and potential links between the Plan and other local 
strategies.  We summarise these other plans and strategies 
in Appendix A, Context Review, which also summarises the 
evolution of Government policy in this area over the past 
five or so years. 
 

Conclusions from the 
Context Review 

The Borough as Whole 
 
Hastings has obviously been in decline for some 
considerable time as a result of a number of factors, not 
least of which has been the rise of the package holiday.  
However, it is now actively reinventing and regenerating 
itself and clearly has the potential once more to become a 
thriving south coast town.  High quality, attractive 
greenspaces have the potential to be a very visible and 
relatively cheap symbol of regeneration.  Conversely, poor 
quality spaces have the potential seriously to undermine 
the regeneration initiatives which are under way.  The 
regeneration of the Borough’s greenspaces is an essential 
component of wider regeneration, 
 

 Strategic Priorities 
 
Enhancing “liveability”, which lies at the heart of many of 
the policies and proposals in the Borough’s various 
adopted and draft strategies, is also an important national 
agenda.  If recent Government announcements are 
anything to go by, it will remain a key public policy priority 
for at least the next decade.  It expands the greenspace 
agenda to a wider public realm one and includes, for 
example, the seafront and the hard surfaced spaces in the 
town centre.  The Borough Council and its partners should 
be aware that their performance in enhancing liveability 
will be one of the ways in which the Government and Audit 
Commission will judge their effectiveness. 
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 More generally, implementation of this Plan has the 
potential to contribute significantly to the achievement of 
many of the objectives of most of the Borough’s other 
plans and strategies, but this will not be possible without 
an increase in resources.  A notable feature of these other 
plans and strategies, by comparison with some other 
areas, is the extent to which they represent “joined up 
thinking”.  This plan extends it.  The main policy agendas 
to which the implementation of this Plan will contribute 
are: 
 
• Active living, by encouraging people to get out their 

house to enjoy the Borough’s greenspaces, for example 
to take part in a health walk or Sport4U (Key target 13 
in the Community Strategy) 

• Eating healthily, by increasing the use of allotments for 
growing produce 

• Mental well-being; there is abundant evidence that 
individuals’ stress levels reduce when they send time in 
attractive greenspaces 

• Increasing the percentage of local people satisfied with 
their neighbourhood as a place to live (Key target 2 in 
the Community Strategy) 

• Increasing the proportion of young people who think 
the town is a good place in which to live (Key Target 4 
in the Community Strategy) 

• Nature conservation (a cornerstone of the Local Plan) 
• Supporting tourism 
• Community involvement 
• The Pride of Place strategy for Public Art 
• Time for Action – the Borough’s Sport and Recreation 

Strategy 
• The Seafront Strategy 
• The Central St Leonards Renewal Strategy 
 

 Greenspace Priorities 
 
The priorities for greenspace which come through from the 
national and regional policies we have reviewed and the 
Borough’s existing plans and strategies include: 
 
The Key Community Strategy Target 
 
• 90% of households should have access to at least one 

open space, such as a park, Local Nature Reserve, public 
garden, play area or the beach, within 300m of their 
homes by 2013 

 
Nature Conservation 
 
• The protection of sites which are valuable in terms of 

nature conservation  
• The creation of more areas with a nature conservation 

designation 
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Enhancing the Local Environment 
 
• Increasing tree cover in the Borough, especially in the 

centre and on the urban fringe, which will not only 
enhance local environments but also reduce pollution 
and improve air quality, help to control air temperature, 
provide shade on hot sunny days and reduce water run-
off after heavy rain.  

 
Specific Forms of Provision 
 
• More allotments and initiatives to widen their appeal, 

partly as a contribution to the PCT priorities of 
encouraging exercise and healthier eating 

• Possibly more pitches (and especially artificial turf ones 
which can be used every day of the week and in most 
weathers) in those areas with the highest concentrations 
of young people 

• Enhancing and upgrading or replacing indoor sports 
facilities 

• Providing more or better facilities for children and 
young people, on the one hand, and older people on the 
other, especially in those areas where one or the other 
predominates amongst local residents 

 
The Greenway Network 
 
• Development of the Greenway and linking green routes 

to it to provide safe and attractive opportunities for 
those without personal transport to walk between home 
and community facilities 

• Extending the concept of the Green Network to all 
greenspaces of value to people or wildlife in the 
Borough 

 
Movement within the Borough 
 
• More cycling routes  
 
The Seafront 
 
• Improvements to the seafront 
 
General Priorities 
 
• Giving particular emphasis to the five priority wards 
 
Delivery 
 
• Using the development process to enhance the local 

environment and high profile greenspaces such as 
parks.  For the Borough Council they are remarkably 
cheap to provide and manage, on a cost per visit basis; 
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and for local residents, they provide valuable “through 
routes” - the linear nature of Alexandra Park, in 
particular, makes it a superb pedestrian route - and free 
opportunities for people of all ages and abilities meet 
and socialise. This is something which will be very 
important for the many residents in one-person 
households or households with one adult and at least 
one dependent child.  In addition parks and other 
greenspaces have the potential significantly to support 
the Primary Care Trust’s (PCT) strategy by promoting 
activity and mental health.  There is growing evidence 
that when people visit greenspaces their stress levels 
reduce, for example. 
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 5: Population Trends 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The 2001 Census The 2001 census identified that the Borough’s population 
was 85,029, an increase of 2,300 (2.8%) since 1991.  
Compared with the population of England and Wales, 
Hastings has: 
 
• A slightly higher proportion of boys and girls in the 0-

14 age group 
• A lower proportion of men and women in the 20-29 age 

group 
• A higher proportion of men in the 50-54 age group 
• A lower proportion of men and women in the 60-64 age 

group 
• A significantly higher proportion of women aged 75 and 

over 
 

 The 2001 census also revealed some surprising facts about 
the Borough, including: 
 
• The second highest proportion of separated or divorced 

people in the whole of England and Wales 
• The second highest proportion of households without a 

car or van in the south-east 
• The highest proportion of lone parent households with 

dependent children in the south-east 
• The second highest proportion of people in the south-

east whose general health is not good; the third highest 
proportion of people providing unpaid care for 50 or 
more hours per week; and the fourth highest proportion 
of people with a long-term limited illness in the south-
east 

• The second highest level of unemployment in the south-
east and the highest proportion of permanently sick or 
disabled people in the 16-74 age group 

• The third highest proportion of people aged 16-74 with 
no qualifications in the south-east 

• The third highest proportion of vacant household 
spaces in the south-east 

 
 Implications 

 
These facts have a number of implications for open space, 
sport and recreation provision in the Borough, including a 
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need for spaces and facilities that : 
 
Will help to get residents out of their houses for social 
activities, with good childcare provision 
Will help to get residents out of their houses for physical 
activities 
Are accessible on foot or by bicycle 
Young children (and their parents) will find safe, 
stimulating and accessible on foot from where they live 
 

Population Change Population change occurs in three main ways: 
 
• The net effect of births and deaths; over the past 

decade, this has probably increased the Borough’s 
population 

• The net effect of inward and outward migration; over 
the past decade, this has probably decreased the 
Borough’s young population as people with educational 
qualifications have left - something which has also no 
doubt also had an impact on the number of births 

• The normal ageing process, resulting in changing 
proportions of people in different age groups 

 
 Population Projections 

 
Both East Sussex County Council (ESCC) and the Office for 
National Statistics (ONS) have prepared projections of the 
Borough’s future population.  The former is policy-based 
and the latter trend-based and they differ significantly.  
ESCC estimates that the Borough’s population will be 
90,700 in 2011 while the ONS estimate is 88,600.   
 

 Of more significance than numbers, however, is population 
structure.  The ONS projections for 2003, 2011 and 2021 
(which take account of the 2001 census, while the ESCC 
figures do not), thousands,  are: 
 
Age 2003 2011 2021 
0-9  10.6 9.7 10.0 
10-19 11.4 11.4 10.5 
20-29 8.6 10.0 10.3 
30-39 12.2 10.1 10.9 
40-49 11.7 13.4 11.5 
50-59 11.3 11.7 14.2 
60-69 8.0 10.7 11.5 
70+ 11.2 11.4 14.9 
Totals 85.0 88.4 93.8 
     

 These estimates have a number of additional implications 
for open space, sport and recreation provision in Hastings 
over this period, including: 
 
• A reduction in the demand for children’s play provision 

over the next six years, followed by a slight increase 
over the next ten 



Kit Campbell Associates, Edinburgh: Hastings Open Spaces Plan and PPG17 Assessment 36 of 91 

• Steady demand for teenage provision for the next six 
years, followed by a reduction over the next ten 

• Significant growth in the number of adult teams for the 
pitch sports, but especially football  

• Potentially significant growth in the demand for 
bowling greens 
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 6: Local Views 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction We sought to establish local views on open space, sport 
and recreation provision in three mains ways: 
 
Through a survey of the Council’s Citizen’s Panel 
Through a survey of the Council’s Youth Panel 
Through a series of semi-structured interviews with a range 
of local stakeholders 
 

 We thank the Borough Council for arranging special survey 
of its Citizen’s Panel and Youth Panel, and of course the 
Panel members.  They have made a significant contribution 
to the preparation of the Plan. 
 

Citizens’ Panel 
Findings 
 

The Citizens’ Panel survey generated 1,149 completed 
questionnaires which the survey consultants have analysed 
and weighted to be representative of the Borough in terms 
of age, gender and ward.  The results comprise nearly 600 
pages of very interesting tables and we summarise only the 
key points below. 
 

 Borough-wide Provision 
 
For the sake of the survey, we defined Borough-wide 
provision as countryside facilities (country parks, rural 
footpaths, bridleways/off-road cycleways, nature 
conservation/wildlife areas, woodlands areas/copses and 
water sports areas) and indoor leisure facilities 
(commercial fitness centres, public leisure centres, 
community centres, youth centres and swimming pools) 
 

 Comparing the proportion of panel members who saw no 
need for more provision with the proportion who did, a net 
majority of more than 10% wanted more bridleways and 
off-road cycleways, nature conservation areas, public 
leisure centres, youth centres and swimming pools.  
Conversely those things for which a significant majority 
saw no need for more provision were country parks, 
woodlands and commercial fitness facilities. 
 

 A significant majority of Panel members were critical of the 
quality of the Borough’s youth centres and swimming 
pools, but most rated the quality of other forms of 
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provision as at least good. 
 

 Wasted Spaces 
 
36% of Panel members believed there is at least one 
“wasted space” in their neighbourhood, with wasted spaces 
defined as unused, poorly used, vacant or derelict areas 
that do no benefit the local community but might do so if 
they were improved or put to some other use. 
 

 Principal Parks 
 
For the purposes of the survey, we defined the Borough’s 
principal parks as Alexandra Park, Cornwallis Gardens, 
Gensing Gardens, Hastings Country Park, Linton Gardens, 
St Leonards Gardens, Warrior Square Gardens, Wellington 
Square Gardens, West Hill, West Marina Gardens and White 
Rock Gardens.  Of them, more than half the Panel members 
had visited only Alexandra Park (87%) and the Country Park 
(61%) in the year before the survey.  The benefits of the 
recent enhancement of Alexandra Park are therefore very 
clear.  The main reasons given by Panel members for not 
visiting parks more were “nothing of interest there” (38%); 
“health reasons” (28%) and “too unsafe” (27%).   
 

 Travel to Parks 
 
65% of Panel members frequently walked to whichever park 
they visit; 57% drove (multiple answers were possible to 
this question).  Only 7% cycled.  62% normally travelled for 
ten minutes or less. 
 

 Visits to Other Greenspaces 
 
Most Panel members visit greenspaces other than the 
Borough’s principal parks fairly infrequently.  Only 27% use 
a greenspace at least once a week and only 11% more than 
three times a week.  They use them mainly for walking 
(83%), looking at floral displays or views (32%), having a 
picnic or eating (24%), as a short cut or exercising a dog 
(both 20%), and visiting a children’s play area.  Their main 
reasons for not visiting greenspaces more were identical to 
their reasons for not visiting parks more.  Panel members’ 
modes of transport to “other greenspaces” were also very 
similar to how they travel to the principal parks (66% 
walking, 59% travelling by car and 9% cycling).  However, 
journey times are generally longer, with only 46% travelling 
for 10 minutes or less and 25% travelling for more than 15 
minutes. 
 

 Allotments 
 
Only 2% of Panel members are currently plot-holders.  The 
main reasons for not being a plot-holder are lack of time 
(38%), no interest in gardening (28%) and don’t know how 
to rent one (15%).  This suggests a significant latent 
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demand for plots which could be converted to actual 
demand by better publicity for how to rent an allotment. 
 

 The Beach and Seafront 
 
Only 6% of Panel members had not visited the seafront in 
the year before the survey.  The least visited areas of beach 
were West of Haven Beach (visited by only 16% of Panel 
members), Bulverhythe Beach (29%) and West St Leonards 
Beach (30%).  Over 50% of Panel members had visited The 
Stade Fishing Beach (56%), St Leonards Promenade or Rock 
a Nore Beach (60%) or Hastings Promenade (79%).  The 
main mode of travel to the seafront is by car (65% of Panel 
members), clearly exacerbating the parking problems.  56% 
also walk and 10% cycle - again, multiple responses were 
possible.  46% travel for ten minutes or less and 76% for 
fifteen minutes or less.  The main activities Panel members 
enjoy at the seafront are walking (88%), looking at the view 
(67%), sunbathing/sitting and relaxing (58%), having a 
picnic/eating (32%) and attending an attraction/event 
(29%). 
 

 General Comments 
 
There are two general points to make from this brief 
summary. The first is that there is a clear need to enhance 
many if not most of the Borough’s parks and gardens in 
order to make them more interesting and increase their 
use.  The upgrading of Alexandra Park shows what can be 
achieved.  The Council should also promote the health 
benefits of visiting parks and other greenspaces.  If they 
are busier, local people should also see them as safer. 
 

 The second point is that the survey has revealed an 
inherent contradiction: many Panel members use their car 
to get to a park or other greenspace or the seafront in 
order to go for a walk.  This suggests that many, if not the 
majority, by-pass their nearest spaces, possibly in order to 
get to one they perceive as being more interesting or safer.  
The implication of this is that the Council can help to 
reduce car travel and therefore congestion and pollution by 
enhancing streets and local spaces to make them more 
attractive for walking.  However, it is also possible that the 
Borough’s topography is a significant influence on travel to 
greenspaces: why walk uphill to somewhere close when it 
is easier to drive to somewhere reasonably flat?  The most 
visited spaces - the seafront, Alexandra Park and the 
Country Park (or at least large parts of it) are all reasonably 
flat.  
 

 Neighbourhood Results 
 
The Panel results also provide an insight into respondents’ 
views on provision in the neighbourhoods in which they 
live which should be extremely useful to the Borough 
Council and its partners when determining its policy 
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priorities and future investment programmes.  We 
summarise below these findings for the Castle, Central St 
Leonards, Gensing and Hollington wards as the areas 
where regeneration activity is most advanced. 
 

 Castle 
 
More provision needed No more provision needed 
 
Housing greenspaces Recreation grounds 
Play areas for 8-12s  Parks and public gardens 
Teenage facilities Grass pitches 
 Changing pavilions 
 Tennis courts 
 Bowling greens 
 Allotments 
 Play areas for U8s 
 
Quality acceptable Quality not acceptable 
 
Recreation grounds Changing pavilions 
Parks and public gardens Teenage facilities 
Housing greenspaces  
Grass pitches  
Tennis courts 
Bowling greens  
Allotments  
Play areas for U8s 
Play areas for 8-12s  
 
Central St Leonards 
 
More provision needed No more provision needed 
 
Grass pitches Recreation grounds 
Teenage facilities Parks and public gardens 
 Housing greenspaces 
 Changing pavilions 
 Tennis courts 
 Bowling greens 
 Allotments 
 Play areas for U8s 
 Play areas for 8-12s 
 
Quality acceptable Quality not acceptable 
 
Recreation grounds Play areas for 8-12s 
Parks and public gardens Teenage facilities 
Housing greenspaces  
Grass pitches  
Changing pavilions  
Tennis courts  
Bowling greens  
Allotments  
Play areas for U8s  
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Gensing 
 
More provision needed No more provision needed 
 
Housing greenspaces Recreation grounds 
 Parks and public gardens 
Grass pitches Tennis courts 
Changing pavilions Bowling greens 
Play areas for U8s Allotments 
Play areas for 8-12s  
Teenage facilities  
 
Quality acceptable Quality not acceptable 
 
Recreation grounds Changing pavilions 
Parks and public gardens Allotments 
Housing greenspaces Play areas for 8-12s 
Grass pitches Teenage facilities 
Tennis courts  
Bowling greens  
Play areas for U8s  
 
Hollington 
 
More provision needed No more provision needed 
  
Recreation grounds Tennis courts 
Parks and public gardens Bowling greens 
Housing greenspaces Allotments 
Grass pitches  
Changing pavilions  
Play areas for U8s  
Play areas for 8-12s 
Teenage facilities 
 
Quality acceptable Quality not acceptable 
 
Recreation grounds Housing greenspaces 
Parks and public gardens Changing pavilions 
Grass pitches Tennis courts 
Bowling greens Play areas for U8s 
Allotments Play areas for 8-12s 
 Teenage facilities 
 

 
 

On this basis, the main needs in the priority wards are seen 
by local residents as: 
 
Additional provision (in alphabetical order): grass pitches; 
greenspaces in housing areas; play areas for 8-12 years 
olds; and teenage facilities 
Better provision (again in alphabetical order): changing 
pavilions; play areas for 8-12 year olds; and teenage 
facilities 
 

The Youth Panel The Youth Panel survey generated a total of 1175 
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responses on topics ranging from concerns over bullying 
to the improvements young people would like to see in 
their area. 
 

 No particular form of youth provision stands out as 
particularly demanded by young people, although the most 
popular are places for ball games (first choice for 17% of 
respondents), skateparks/BMX (15%) or basketball/games 
courts (14%).  
 

 Young people’s views on the things that would most 
improve their local area were more activities for teenagers 
(supported by 52%), more sports and leisure facilities 
(28%), less crime (27%), better job prospects (23%), better 
street cleaning (21%) and better public transport, shopping 
facilities and facilities for young children (all 19%). 
 

Stakeholder 
Interviews 
 

The main findings from our stakeholder interviews were: 
 
Parks and Gardens 
 
• Alexandra Park is very highly regarded  
• St Leonards is seriously lacking in quality open space 
 
The Seafront 
 
• Need for more free activities for children and young 

people 
• Is there any potential to create a sandpit area for young 

children on the promenade (the temporary one on the 
beach was very successful) 

• Is there anywhere that basketball/volleyball courts can 
be located on the seafront, especially in St Leonard’s 
area? 

• The cycle route along the promenade is problematic in 
its current form because of conflict between cyclists 
and pedestrians.  

 
Allotments 
 
• HBC needs to unlock resources to implement the 

Allotments Strategy  
• The Council needs to be much more positive about 

promoting the use of allotments 
• The PCT, Police and allotments representatives were all 

very keen to stress the importance of allotments 
gardening 

• New plot-holders need to understand the communal 
nature of allotment gardening and therefore more 
encouragement, support and advice 

 
Children’s Play Areas 
 
• There may be too many poor quality equipped play 

areas, especially old degraded ones. 
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• The 1066 Housing Association does not want 
responsibility for play areas and is unlikely to be able 
to manage and resource its 34 sites proactively 

• The new play areas at Bos Field, West Hill and St John’s 
have generally been well-received 

• There is some criticism of the design of the Gensing 
Gardens play area (the retaining wall) and some 
parental criticism of Alexandra Park’s new play area 

• There may be a need to educate parents and 
grandparents so that they have realistic expectations of 
play equipment for different ages and also how to play 
with their children without fixed equipment 

• Equipped play areas are only a minor part of play 
provision for children; they also need informal areas in 
which to play close to home 

 
Transport 
 
• There is widespread criticism of the poor bus services 
• Travel is particularly difficult East-West across Borough 
• There may be some potential to use the funiculars to 

transport people back up to certain parts of the Town if 
the paths network behind them was better and they run 
later into evening 

 
Nature Conservation 
 
• The Hastings Greenspace Project with BTCV has been 

very successful in establishing groups but the long 
term sustainability of the volunteer network is doubtful 
if some groups do not continue to receive public 
funding 

• Dog fouling is a big problem, especially in west of 
Borough at South Saxon Wetlands, Marline Woods and 
Filsham Reed Beds 

 
Bowls 
 
• Parking is the main source of complaint from bowlers, 

especially at White Rock Gardens, where the recently 
introduced parking policy is unpopular 

• There does not seem to be any significant unmet 
demand 

 
Football 
 
• Clubs and the local league seem reasonably satisfied 

with the current quantity of provision 
• Some danger of over concentration at Bexhill Rd where 

parking problems are already serious 
• Harrow Road needs improvement 
 
Rugby 
 
• The Rugby Club partnership with the William Parker 
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Sports College works well and there may be potential to 
expand the partnership to other sports to make it into 
a multi-sport hub site, but this will require additional 
changing accommodation 

• The school would like to have an artificial turf pitch 
(ATP) 

• There seem to be some unusual planning restrictions 
relating to the use of the floodlit rugby pitches and use 
of a starting gun for athletics; these issues will have to 
be resolved if the School is to get an ATP 

 
Tennis 
 
• There is an established need for indoor courts and the 

William Parker Sports College may be one possible site 
• The White Rock tennis courts are very exposed to wind 

and therefore not particularly suited to tennis 
 
Cricket 
 
• The number of pitches in the Borough is probably 

adequate and the main problem is pitch quality.  
Council pitches are generally worse than club ones, but 
seen as good value for money. 

• There is an identified need for practice nets 
• Cricket grounds suffer from significant levels of 

vandalism 
 
Roles and Responsibilities 
 
• Split responsibilities for greenspace maintenance lead 

to inconsistent standards which local communities do 
not understand; for example, in even quite small  
geographical areas, maintenance can be the 
responsibility of East Sussex County Council, the 
Borough Council and the 1066 Housing Association 
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 7: Accessibility, Quality and Value 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction As well as establishing local views, we have also 
undertaken an audit of the quality and value of local 
provision and analysed the extent to which residents of the 
Borough are able to access various forms of provision 
within different distance thresholds. 
 

Our Audit of 
Provision 
 

In total, we audited over 280 sites as follows: 
 
• Allotments 16 
• Bowling greens 9 
• Civic spaces 6 
• Equipped play areas/teenage facilities 91 
• Green corridors  14 
• Tennis and multi-courts 22 
• Multi-functional greenspaces 100 
• Pitch sites 26 
 
Note:  
 
• Multi-courts (also known inelegantly as MUGAs or multi-use games 

areas) are hard surfaced areas, ideally floodlit, which can be used 
formally or informally (but in Hastings usually the latter) for a range 
of activities such as 5-a-side football, basketball and netball 

• Multi-functional greenspaces include parks and gardens, amenity 
greenspaces, churchyards and cemeteries, natural greenspaces 

 
 The audit did not encompass every single bit of 

greenspace in the Borough, but only those which are likely 
to be used by local residents for a specific purpose or 
provide significant support to wildlife and bio-diversity.  
Accordingly the audit did not include road verges or small 
“leftover” spaces of little use to local people. 
 

 In the course of the audit, we evaluated the quality and 
value of each of these sites, with each audit assessing up 
to 150 or so different site features or characteristics.  The 
value assessment was concerned with each site’s value to 
its local community or wildlife and not its monetary value.  
We then combined the scores for each of the various 
features or characteristics into summary quality and value 
percentage scores for each site.  This provides a 
reasonably objective means of comparing the various sites 
and identifying those most in need of enhancement.  
However, we point out that a 100% score does not mean 
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that a site cannot be improved in any way but merely that 
it is fit for purpose in all respects. 
 

 The charts below give the combined quality and value 
scores for the main types of site.  The horizontal and 
vertical lines on each chart identify the average quality and 
value scores for all sites of the same kind in the audit.   
 

  
Allotments: Quality and Value
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 This chart indicates considerably more variation in the 

value than the quality of different allotment sites, with the 
worst scoring sites really of quite poor value.  It also shows 
that the four low value sites are also of below average 
quality. 
 

 
Outdoor Bowling Greens
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 Although there appear to be only four points on this chart, 

in fact there are nine as the six greens at White Rock 
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Gardens all had identical scores.  What the chart makes 
clear is that the Borough’s greens are very good, as befits a 
town which stages major competitions. 
 

 
Children's Equipped Play Areas
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 This demonstrates that the Borough’s play areas are 

generally of significantly higher quality than play value, 
although a handful of sites are both high quality and high 
value.  A significant proportion, however, are of very 
limited value and therefore this chart highlights the need 
to take a different approach to play provision. 
 

 
Teenage Facilit ies
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 The average value score for teenage facilities is relatively 

high because we have included the four multi-courts 
proposed by the Borough Council as teenage facilities and 
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assumed that, once built, they will each have a value score 
of 100%.  Without them the average value score would be 
49% rather than 56%.  Accordingly there is a good range of 
quality scores, but the value of most existing teenage 
facilities is fairly poor. 
 

 
Mult i-funct ional Greenspaces
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 Overall, more sites are of below average quality or value 

than above average quality or value.  This suggests a need 
to enhance a significant number of sites across the 
Borough.  The two outstanding sites are, not surprisingly, 
Alexandra Park and Horntye Park – the Borough’s two 
“flagship” sites. 
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 This chart shows that the quality of many grass pitch sites 
in the Borough is poor; in the main these are school sites.  
The main policy implication of this is that the potential to 
open up most school pitches for greater community use 
will be very limited without making improvements to them 
first. 
 

 
Pitches and Courts
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 Most of the tennis and multi-courts are also of fairly poor 

quality, mainly because they tend to have a tarmac surface.  
This is very hard underfoot and tiring in hot weather, can 
cause cuts and bruises if players fall, causes considerable 
wear and tear on balls and cannot be considered a good 
sports surface. 
 

Quality Standards Arising from the audit, and in discussion with the Borough 
Council and its partners, we have prepared a set of quality 
standards for the Council too adopt.  These standards have 
two broad purposes: 
 
• In relation to existing provision they are an aspiration.  

This means that the Council and those of its partners 
that manage and maintain greenspaces or sport and 
recreation facilities should aim to achieve these 
standards within a finite period, giving priority in the 
short term to those spaces or facilities which will have 
the greatest impact in terms of providing easy access 
to high quality, high value provision to local residents.   

• In relation to any new provision that the Council or its 
partners, or developers, might make, they should be a 
requirement.  There is no point in making new 
provision that will have to be upgraded within a 
reasonably short time scale or which will not met the 
Council’s quality and value policy aspirations. 

 
 We set out the proposed quality standards in Appendix F.  
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They include not only the features or characteristics that 
spaces should in general have, but also minimum 
acceptable sizes for new provision as there is no point in 
new provision which is not fit for the uses to which it might 
be put or unnecessarily difficult or expensive to maintain. 
 

Distance Thresholds Unless spaces and facilities are accessible to potential 
users, they are irrelevant to them.  In this context, there 
are two key elements of “accessibility”: 
 
Access: the right to enter or use a space, which, within 
urban areas, is normally determined by the attitude of land 
owners but in the countryside can also be determined by 
legislation, such as the right to roam or use rights of way 
and various other paths; and 
Accessibility: the extent to which it is possible for 
individuals to exercise their rights of access.  Within urban 
areas, accessibility depends primarily on two things which 
can constrain access: physical factors, such as distance, 
railway lines and features which some people cannot use, 
such as steps; and social and cultural factors, such as a 
fear of crime 
 

 This strategy is concerned only with physical factors, which 
we have assessed in two ways: 
 
The ability of people to get to spaces and facilities, for 
which we have derived and then applied a range of 
distance thresholds 
The extent to which the nature of spaces or facilities may 
constrain access by those who are disabled, which we have 
assessed broadly as part of our audit of provision 
 

 Distance thresholds are designed to represent the distance 
that around 75-80% of people will it find acceptable to walk 
or cycle to something.  It is unrealistic to set thresholds 
which everyone will find acceptable as this would lead to a 
very high and almost certainly financially unsustainable 
level of provision. 
 

 In order to assess the extent to which different types of 
provision are accessible to the Borough’s residents, we 
have used a number of straight line (or “as the crow flies”) 
distance thresholds, based on 5, 10, 15 and 20 minutes 
walking or cycling.  Appendix E explains the derivation of 
them, including the conversion of realistic on the ground 
distances into “as the crow flies” distance thresholds.  
There is no need for any driving thresholds because of the 
compact size of the Borough.  In order to reflect the hilly 
nature of the Borough, we have assumed that average 
cycling speeds will be double typical adult walking speeds.  
The thresholds we have used are: 
 
 
 
 
 Travel time Walking Cycling 
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 (minutes) (m) (m) 
Allotments 10 600 1200 
Artificial turf pitches 20 1200 2400 
Bowling greens 15 900 1800 
Children’s play areas 5 300 600 
Grass pitches 15 900 1800 
Indoor sports facilities 20 1200 2400 
Multi-functional greenspaces 5 300 N/a 
Natural greenspaces 10 600 1200 
Parks and gardens 10 600 1200 
Teenage facilities 10 600 1200 
Tennis or multi-courts 15 900 1800 
 

 Appendix G gives details of the approximate number and 
proportion of dwellings in the Borough with these distance 
thresholds of different forms of provision.  It is 
approximate because we have not been able to obtain an 
accurate list of the grid references of all dwellings in the 
Borough; this is any case a “moving feast”.  Having stripped 
out obvious commercial properties and properties outside 
the Borough from the listing provided by the Council, our 
listing contains some 38,647 properties.  The 2001 census 
found there were 37,604 households with residents in the 
Borough plus 1,745 vacant household spaces, a total of up 
to 39,349 dwellings.  Accordingly the average margin of 
error in our assessment is a little under 2%. 
 

Accessibility, Quality 
and Value 

Our analysis of accessibility has been map-based.  This has 
allowed us to show on the maps all forms of greenspace or 
sport and recreation provision, classified into simple 
high/low quality and value categories.  This makes it 
possible to identify the spaces or facilities the Council and 
its partners should give priority to enhancing in order to 
meet the expanded community strategy target 
recommended in Chapter 9 below. 
 

 This process obviously requires a “cut-off” point in order to 
be able to classify spaces or facilities as being of high or 
low quality and value.  As agreed with Council officials, we 
have set the cut-off point at the average scores for all of 
the sites in a particular typology.     
 

 The maps accompanying this report therefore show the 
various spaces and facilities included in the audit, colour-
coded to show quality and value together with the relevant 
walking and cycling distance thresholds round them. 
 

Deficiencies in 
Provision 

Through this process we have been able to identify 
deficiencies in provision in terms of accessibility, quality 
and value which we summarise below.   
 

 Allotments (Maps 1A and 1B) 
 
Across the Borough as a whole, some 61% of dwellings lie 
within a 10 minute/600 m walk “as the crow flies” of at 
least one allotment site.  The areas which are not are 
located mainly around the northern and western periphery 
and in the central St Leonards area.  Around 93% of 
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dwellings within a 20 minute/1200 m walk (or 10 minute 
cycle ride) of at least one site and all but a handful of those 
which are not are on the periphery of the town. 
 

 There is probably little need for allotments on the northern 
edge of the town.  Residents there tend to be reasonably 
affluent and most dwellings have gardens which could be 
used for growing produce if required.  The position is 
different in Central St Leonards with its relatively poor 
population.   
 

 The sites most in need of enhancement are Bembrook 
Road, Downs Road, Fenbank, Harley Shute and Lower Clive 
Vale.  The enhancements needed on these sites relate 
mainly to signage, disabled access, communal facilities 
such as refuse collection and composting.  The priority 
should be the largest sites: Fernbank and Bembrook.  In 
addition, it will be desirable also to enhance a number of 
other sites in minor ways, these sites being Bos Field, 
Collier Road, Marina, Paul’s Field and Tivoli.  Of these the 
priority should obviously be Marina as it is both a fairly 
large site and serves Central St Leonards. 
 

 At present only some 16% of dwellings in the Borough are 
within 600 m of a high quality/high value allotment site.  
Enhancing these sites will increase the proportion to 
around 60% of dwellings.   
 

 Bowling Greens (Map 2) 
 
Approximately 46% of dwellings are within 900 m as the 
crow flies of at least one bowling green and 85% within 
1800 m.  Those which are not are all on the periphery of 
the Borough.  
 

 At present there does not seem to be any unmet demand 
for bowls and two disused greens at White Rock Gardens.  
In the event that demand for bowls increases in the future 
as a result of population change, a better location than 
reinstating the White Rock greens will be the western end 
of Alexandra Park as this will significantly increase the 
number of dwellings within 900 m of a green.  Another 
possible good location for any new green will be the Ore 
Valley. 
 

 Children’s Equipped Play Areas (Maps 3A and 3B) 
 
At first glance, the Borough is well served by children’s 
play areas; some 52% of dwellings are within 300 m of at 
least one and 93% within 600 m.  The areas not currently 
served by play areas are parts of Central St Leonards, the 
northern part of Maze Hill ward and the southern part of 
Wishing Tree Ward, plus parts of Silverhill Ward and St 
Helen’s.  However, in those areas with sites, quite a 
number of play areas are on school sites and therefore are 
not generally available out of school hours.  Only around 
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24% of dwellings are within 300 m of a high quality/high 
value play area with unrestricted access.  As Map 3B shows, 
the areas most in need for access to good play facilities are 
Central St Leonards, Maze Hill, Hollington Silverhill, 
Conquest and the western part of St Helen’s.  This may in 
part explain some of the Citizen’s Panel findings in relation 
to travel to parks – those parents with access to a car may 
be driving their children to what they perceive to be better 
play areas than those available in their immediate 
neighbourhood. 
 

 This suggests a need to upgrade many of the Borough’s 
unrestricted access play areas if it is to continue to 
concentrate on equipped play areas as its main means of 
providing for children.  We do not believe this will 
represent good value for money, however, and therefore 
suggest an alternative approach later in this report. 
 

 Churchyards and Cemeteries (Map 4) 
 
Most of the western part of the Borough is not within a 10 
minutes/600 m walk of an attractive churchyard or 
cemetery.  However, this is not a significant problem as 
there are other sites which provide for quiet enjoyment 
such as woodlands. 
 

 Multi-Functional Greenspaces (Maps 5A and 5B) 
 
For the purposes of the analysis, multi-functional 
greenspaces comprise amenity greenspaces in housing 
areas, churchyards and cemeteries, natural greenspaces, 
public access playing fields and parks and gardens.  Our 
analysis has identified that around 94% of properties 
currently have at least one multi-functional greenspace 
within 300m, which means that Community Strategy Target 
20 has already been met.  This target is: 
 

Target 20 Access to Open Space: give 90% of 
households access to open space such as parks, 
Local Nature Reserves, public gardens and play 
areas or the beach, within 300m of their homes by 
2013 

 
 The only areas of the Borough where a significant groups 

of dwellings are outwith the 300 m distance threshold are 
the north-western part of Silverhill, about half of Maze Hill, 
part of West St Leonards and part of Ashdown.  In 
aggregate, however, these areas contain only about 8% of 
dwellings in the Borough. 
 

 The Community Strategy target has an obvious weakness: 
it ignores quality.  If spaces are of such poor quality, or 
seen as so unsafe, that no-one wants to visit them, it is 
irrelevant whether they are accessible.  As Appendix G 
shows, at present approximately 67% of dwellings are 
within 300 m of at least one multi-functional greenspaces 
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which we have classed as being of both high quality and 
high value in the audit.  Accordingly we recommend that 
the LSP should restate its target along the following lines: 
 

Target 20 Access to Open Space: by 2013, there 
should be at least one multi-functional greenspace 
meeting the Council’s quality standard in all 
relevant respects within 300 m of at least 90% of 
dwellings in the Borough 

 
 This will require a programme of greenspace 

enhancements, mainly in the following areas: 
 
• Ashdown (eastern half) 
• Baird (southern part) 
• Conquest (central area) 
• Gensing (central area) 
• Ore (north-western part) 
• St Helen’s (southern part) 
• West St Leonards 
 

 Parks and Gardens (Maps 6A and 6B) 
 
Parks and Gardens are the form of greenspace provision 
with the widest appeal across different age groups.  As 
such they should be local authority “flagships” and a 
source of real civic pride – as Alexandra Park now is, and 
parks throughout the country were until around the mid to 
late seventies when the rapid expansion of indoor sports 
provision started to eat up the major part of leisure 
services budgets. 
 

 Thanks in large part to the linear form of Alexandra Park, 
some 57% of dwellings in the Borough are within a 10 
minute/600 m walking distance threshold of a park or 
garden.  Moreover, some 79% are within a 10 minute/1200 
m cycling threshold, so it will be desirable for the Borough 
Council to ensure that there is good cycle parking 
provision at its parks in order to encourage users to cycle 
rather than drive to them. 
 

 We have classed most of the Borough’s parks and gardens 
as being of both high quality and value as a result of the 
audit scores they achieved.  No less than 50% of properties 
are within this distance threshold of a high quality/high 
value park.  The exceptions are Braybrooke Terrace, 
Cornwallis Gardens and Gensing Gardens (classed as both 
low quality and low value); Bos Field (classed as low quality 
but high value); and Amherst Gardens (High quality but low 
value as a park).  Of these sites, the clear priority for 
enhancement should be Gensing Gardens as it is accessible 
to residents of both Gensing and most of Central St 
Leonards.  After this, the second priority is probably Bos 
Field as it has the potential to serve a significant part of 
the southern section of Baird Ward, although located in St 
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Helen’s. 
 

 Natural Greenspaces (Maps 7A and 7B) 
 
Across the Borough as a whole, around 83% of dwellings 
are within a 10 minutes/600 m walk of at least one natural 
greenspace.  There are three significant areas which are 
not. The first runs from the southern part of Silverhill 
through the western part of Gensing to Maze Hill and 
Central St Leonards; the second is in the Old Town; and the 
third is on the eastern edge of the Borough in the Ore area.  
The Ore deficiency is actually not particularly significant as 
dwellings in this area are within the distance threshold of 
open countryside, while much of Central St Leonards and 
the southern part of Maze Hill are within the distance 
threshold of the seafront.  We have not classed the 
seafront as a natural greenspace because of its urban 
character and limited wildlife interest other than sea birds. 
 

 In the main, the Borough’s natural greenspaces consist of 
the woodlands within its built-up area.  Most are of both 
high quality and high value, although the audit suggests 
that there is considerable potential to open access to them 
rather more than at present.  They are a very noticeable 
feature of the Borough and of course the Green Network 
proposals in the Local Plan suggest creating more routes 
through them for walking and cycling.  We strongly 
endorse these proposals. 
 

 Grass Pitches (Maps 8A and 8B) 
 
Around 52% of dwellings in the Borough lie within a 15 
minute/900 m walk of at least one public access grass 
pitch site.  For the purposes of this analysis we have 
ignored school pitches as many normally locked out of 
school hours.  The result is that there are four main areas 
of the Borough apparently lacking ready access to pitches: 
most of Castle Ward and some of Braybrooke; the northern 
part of Ore; an area in the geographical centre of the 
Borough on either side of Old Roar Gill; and the whole of 
Maze Hill and much of Western St Leonards.  However, the 
whole of the Borough is comfortably within the 15 
minute/1800 m cycling threshold. 
 

 This approach has resulted in one important anomaly: the 
William Parker Sports College, whose pitches are well used 
by community teams but especially the Hastings Rugby 
Club.  This site removes the accessibility deficiency in the 
central part of the Borough.  On the basis of the audit 
results we have classed its pitches as of high value but of 
low quality because they were clearly overplayed at the 
time of the audit.  There is therefore an obvious need 
either to manage the use of these pitches in a way which 
will reduce their use or to reconstruct them to a higher 
specification able to withstand high levels of use. 
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 Looking to the future, it will be desirable for the 
Millennium Community development in the Ore area to 
contain some grass pitches in order to remove the 
accessibility deficiency in this area.  There are no sites for 
pitches in the Old Town area other than West Hill, but it is 
very exposed to the wind and therefore not suited to pitch 
use.  There are also no school pitches in this area that 
might be opened up for community sue. 
 

 This is not the case in Maze Hill, where it will be desirable 
to try to negotiate additional community use of the playing 
fields at Filsham Valley School.  This is likely to require 
some upgrading because our audit classed them as of low 
quality but of high value. 
 

 While the Borough Council has already invested in 
improving its pitch sites, there is a need to take this 
process further.  The sites on which it will be desirable to 
focus are Pebsham, Harrow Lane and Tilekiln as they all 
scored poorly in the audit.  The Council’s aim should be to 
bring them up at least to the standard of the Sandhurst 
Recreation Ground.  The JC Tackleway site at Barley Lane 
also requires some upgrading but this is not under the 
Council’s control. 
 

 Artificial Turf Pitches (map 9) 
 
The Borough currently has two artificial turf pitches, at 
Saxon Mount School and the Horntye Park Sports Complex.  
There is also an ATP at Bexhill College in Rother which is 
likely to attract some Hastings users, especially from the 
south-west edge of the Borough.  Overall, 41% of dwellings 
on the Borough are within a 20 minute/1,200 m walk of an 
ATP and 78% within a 20 minute/2,400 m cycle.  The areas 
which are not are all on the northern and eastern edges of 
the Borough. 
 

 There is also an issue relating to the nature of these ATPs.  
Basically, they are all good for hockey but not so good for 
football as none of them is what is known as “third 
generation”.  These pitches have a relatively long pile and a 
rubber crumb fill and have been approved by EUFA for all 
standards of football up to and including international 
matches.  Indeed, up to half the matches in the 2012 World 
Cup are likely to be played on this type of pitch.  As the 
Borough is likely to face increasing demand for access to 
football pitches in the future change we believe there is a 
clear need for such a pitch.  This will represent a much 
better use of land and be more cost-effective than trying to 
open up more school playing fields. 
 

 The William Parker Sports College is the obvious location 
for it, even although it is not particularly far from the ATP 
at Horntye Park.  The reasons for this are: 
 
• The College is pretty much in the geographic centre of 
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the Borough and therefore as accessible as possible 
from all parts of it 

• The College has expressed a desire for such a pitch - it 
should be seen as an essential component of any sports 
college - and has the infrastructure in place to manage 
it effectively 

• A third generation ATP will allow the College to reduce 
the usage of its current grass pitches (or possibly allow 
greater use for mini-soccer), and as a consequence help 
to improve their quality 

• Third generation pitches are suitable for rugby training 
and so one at the College will benefit the Rugby Club 

• The pitch will be a valuable venue for mini-soccer 
training and can also be used as a “central venue” for 
small-sided games 

 
 Accordingly we recommend that the Borough Council, 

College, East Sussex County Council and local; football 
interests seek to work in partnership to provide a third 
generation ATP at the College and that they seek Football 
Foundation funding towards the cost of it.  However, this 
recommendation is premised on the assumption that the 
College is able to make available a site on which the 
Borough Council is willing to grant planning permission for 
an adequate level of floodlighting without undue 
restrictions on its use. 
 

 We do not regard it as important that this proposed ATP 
will be fairly close to the existing ATP at Horntye Park.  The 
William Parker site has the clear advantages listed above 
over any other possible site in the Borough.  Moreover, the 
College and Horntye pitches should be managed in such a 
way as to be complementary: predominantly hockey at 
Horntye and predominantly football at William Parker. 
 

 Tennis Courts (Map 10) 
 
Only around 23% of dwellings in the Borough are within a 
10 minute/600 m walk of a tennis court and only 62% 
within a 10 minute/1,200 m cycle ride.  The areas without 
ready access to a court are on the western side of the 
Borough and in the Old Town area.  More important, 
however, is the fact that most of the present courts are low 
quality and low value, largely because of their playing 
surface.  The White Rock courts also scored poorly in the 
audit because of their very exposed position.  The 
relatively sheltered Alexandra Park courts are noticeably 
more popular than the White Rock ones.  We imagine that 
the White Rock courts appeal mainly to occasional players, 
especially in and around Wimbledon fortnight each year.  
The fact that the Borough Council allows casual use with 
no payment is a fairly clear indicator of low and spasmodic 
demand. 
 

 We believe there is potential to develop much more  
participation in tennis, but this will require some changes 
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in provision.  The White Rock courts should go as they 
offer little and be replaced in a much more sheltered 
location, provided one can be found.  There should be no 
need for the same number of courts at a new location, 
although it will obviously be desirable for some of them to 
be indoor in order to allow year-round use.  The Borough’s 
tennis operator is still seeking a site for an indoor centre 
and we understand the St Leonards Football club site off 
Elphinstone Road may be one possibility.  Another might 
be the William Parker Sports College if there is sufficient 
space on the site. 
 

 Multi-Courts (Map 11) 
 
As Map 11 shows, there is a good distribution of multi-
courts (or multi-use games areas) across the Borough and 
this conclusion will be strengthened slightly when the 
Borough Council builds its planned four new multi-courts.  
We have taken these proposed courts into account in our 
analysis and found that when they are complete 48% of 
dwellings will be within a 10 minute/600 m walk of at least 
one court and 75% within a 10 minute/1200 m cycle ride of 
one. 
 

 This means that most teenagers in the Borough should be 
able to access a multi-court reasonably easily if they wish 
to do so, in spite of the Youth Panel survey conclusion that 
teenagers would like to see more ball courts across the 
Borough.  The areas with the poorest access to multi-
courts are the north-western edge of the Borough, its 
northern fringe, the Castle area and - inevitably - Central St 
Leonards.  We recommend that the Council and Seascape 
investigate the provision of at least one multi-court on the 
seafront in the Central St Leonards area. 
 

 As with other forms of provision, the multi-courts in the 
Borough are generally of low quality and/or value.  As with 
tennis courts, this is mainly because of their tarmac 
playing surface, although there is a need for such a cheap 
and vandal resistant surface on “open access” courts.  
Quite a number are also on school sites and therefore 
often locked and unavailable out of school hours.  Where 
this creates an accessibility deficiency we recommend that 
the Council should work with school governors to try to 
find acceptable ways of opening up these facilities for 
informal use by teenagers out of school hours. 
 

 Teenage Facilities (Map 12) 
 
It can be difficult to determine whether sites are intended 
primarily for teenagers or younger children, especially if 
they incorporate facilities for several age groups.  However,  
it seems that around 61% of dwellings are currently within 
a 10 minutes/600 m walk something that can considered 
as a teenage facility and 96% are within a 10 minute/1200 
m cycle ride.  However, these figures drop to 41% and 84% 
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respectively for high quality/high value facilities. 
 

 Indoor Sports Halls (Map 13) 
 
There are four indoor sports halls in the Borough - at 
Summerfields Leisure Centre (6 badminton courts), 
Horntye Park (4 courts), Hillcrest Sports Centre (4 courts) 
and the William Parker Sports College (4 courts) - plus a 4-
court hall in Bexhill which is within the distance threshold 
of part of West St Leonards.  Overall some 43% of dwellings 
in the Borough are within a 20 minute/1,200 m walk of at 
least one of them and 85% within a 20 minute/2,400 m 
cycle ride.  The only part of the Borough not within the 
latter of these thresholds is on the extreme western edge. 
 

 We have classed all four halls in the Borough as being of 
both high quality and high value as a result of our audit, 
but are aware that the Council sees a need to review the 
future of the Summerfields Leisure Centre on Bohemia 
Road.  It is not particularly good in terms of disabled 
access, fairly dated internally and, at 25 years old, will 
soon require extensive and expensive upgrading of 
environmental servicing systems and parts of the fabric.  
While we have not undertaken a review of the Centre, we 
suggest that replacement may well be a better option than 
refurbishment, as it will almost certainly be necessary to 
close the complex for a lengthy period for a proper 
refurbishment.  In addition it may be possible for the 
Council to sell the present site for development in order to 
fund much of the cost of a new complex.  The Council 
should be able to gain revenue budget savings from co-
locating a replacement for both the Summerfields Centre 
and a larger Falaise Fitness Centre. 
 

 Swimming Pools (Map 14) 
 
The swimming pool at Summerfields Leisure Centre and 
the Bexhill Leisure Pool are within a 20 minute/1,200 m 
walk of only about 25% of the Borough’s dwellings and 64% 
within a 20 minute/2400 m cycle ride.  The same 
comments as above apply to the Summerfields Pool.  It is 
also worth noting that it is quite a steep walk up from the 
seafront for potential visitor users. 
 

 Indoor Bowls (Map 15) 
 
Around 23% of the Borough’s dwellings are within a 20 
minute/1,200 m walk of the Falaise Indoor Bows Club at 
White Rock and 60% within a 20 minute/2,400 m cycle ride 
- although few users will be likely to cycle to it.  Most users 
will drive to it and the introduction of parking charges at 
the adjacent car park has obviously been unpopular with 
members, some of whom will have limited incomes.  The 
building is of an unusual configuration and in need of 
replacement. 
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Strategic 
Conclusions 

This analysis leads to a number of strategic conclusions 
which we summarise below under three heads: new 
provision; enhanced provision (some of which can be 
achieved largely through better maintenance regimes with 
only limited capital investment); and feasibility studies 
 

 New Provision 
 
We have identified a need for the following new provision: 
 
• A possible longer term need for an additional bowling 

green, possibly in the western part of Alexandra Park 
or the Ore Valley 

• Grass pitches in the Ore Valley (as part of the proposed 
Millennium Community) 

• A floodlit third generation artificial turf pitch at William 
Parker Sports College 

• One or more multi-courts on the seafront in the Central 
St Leonards area 

 
 Delivering these new facilities will require significant 

capital investment plus revenue support.  It should be 
possible to generate some of the required capital funding 
through planning agreements. 
 

 Enhanced Provision 
 
There is a need for: 
 
• The enhancement of various allotment sites, with the 

priorities being Bembrook, Fernbank, Harley Shute, 
Lower Clive Vale and Marina and better promotion of 
allotments sites and the benefits of allotment 
gardening 

• General greenspace enhancements, especially in 
Ashdown (eastern half), Baird (southern part), Conquest 
(central area), Gensing (central area), Ore (north-
western part), St Helen’s (southern part) and West St 
Leonards 

• The enhancement of Gensing Gardens and Bos Field 
• Additional opening up of woodlands and the creation 

of paths and cycleways through them 
• Upgrading of grass pitches at William Parker Sports 

College, Pebsham and Harrow Lane and possible 
greater community use of Filsham Valley School 
facilities 

 
 Delivering these enhancements will require some capital 

investment but mainly increased revenue funding.  It 
should be possible to generate some of the required 
capital funding through planning agreements. 
 

 Feasibility Studies 
 
We recommend that the Council undertake or commission 
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two feasibility studies: 
 
• Replacement of the White Rock Tennis courts with 

fewer courts on a more sheltered site and the possible 
construction of indoor courts (note: we understand that 
the Council has already commissioned this piece of 
work) 

• Replacement of the Summerfields Leisure Centre, 
possibly incorporating replacements for the Falaise 
Fitness Centre and the Falaise Indoor Bowls Club 
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 8: Quantitative Assessment 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction This chapter reviews the quantity of provision in the 
Borough and suggests suitable quantitative standards for 
the future.  In summary, the quantity standards we 
recommend are: 
 
Allotments 2.7 sq m/person 
Artificial turf pitches 0.3 sq m/person 
Bowling greens 0.16 sq m/person 
Equipped play areas 0.32 sq m/person 
Grass Pitches 7.0 sq m/person 
Multi-functional greenspaces 83.0 sq m/person 
Sports halls (hall floor area) 0.05 sq m/person 
Swimming pools (water area) 0.01 sq m/person 
Teenage areas 0.04 sq m/person 
Tennis courts 0.2 sq m/person 
 

 We have derived a measure of the quantity of existing 
provision from our audit, in some cases using our 
Geographical Information System to calculate the area of 
existing greenspace sites.  For some forms of provision we 
have used aggregate site area, but for others more 
sensible units such as the number of bowling greens or 
pitches of different kinds.  The rationale for this is simple; 
it is not the area of land used for sports facilities that 
matters, for example, but the number of pitches, greens or 
courts.  The number of them that any given site can 
accommodate is a function not only of its size but also its 
shape and topography, which is one reason why the 
pitches component of the NPFA Six Acre Standard is of 
such limited value. 
 

 It is always important to be clear exactly what quantity 
standards cover so that they can be applied correctly.  This 
can be especially difficult with sports facilities: for 
example, should the quantity standard include space to 
allow pitches to be moved laterally to minimise goalmouth 
wear, or land required for changing or parking?  In order to 
try to provide clarity we have therefore worked out the 
quantity standards for sports facilities in terms of actual 
playing area – typically the pitch and essential safety 
margins, the green or the court.  We will then include the 
other elements required in the quality standards.  For 
bowling greens, for example, the quality standard will 
require not just the playing surface (ie the green) but also 
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banks and ditches meeting the appropriate governing body 
standards, a walkway all round the green, a clubhouse and 
a certain amount of parking. 
 

Allotments 
 

Because there are various sizes of allotment plots, and a 
national trend towards smaller plot sizes, it makes sense 
to measure provision in terms of land area as well as the 
number of plots, not least because the number of plots is 
constantly changing as plots are sub-divided.  Our audit 
encompassed 16 sites occupying a total land area of some 
228,800 sq m of land (roughly 23 ha).  Taking the 
population of the Borough as 85,000, this equates to 
around 2.7 sq m per person or one 10-rod (roughly 250 sq 
m) equivalent to some 103 people, assuming that about 
10% of each site is not used for actual plots. 
 

 The only reasonably recent comprehensive national data on 
allotments is the English Allotments Survey 1997, carried 
out by the National Association of Allotment and Leisure 
Gardeners and Anglia Polytechnic University.  It found that 
the average level of provision at that time was 15 plots per 
1,000 people or one plot to around 65 people.   
 

 There are relatively few unlet plots on allotment sites 
across the Borough, ignoring sites such as Lower Clive Vale 
which are not available for letting.  The Council’s 
allotments strategy (2003) identified that there were then 
822 plots (although a handful were set aside for various 
purposes) with an overall 80% take-up rate.  It also 
identified a total waiting list of some 25 prospective 
tenants compared with around 110 vacant plots.  The 
number of plots, however, is constantly changing as plots 
are sub-divided to meet the growing demand for smaller 
plots.   
 

 Overall, therefore the level of provision seems to be a little 
higher than current demand, although the Citizens’ Panel 
survey in March 2005 found that a net 20% of respondents 
thought there was a need for more plots in the area of the 
Borough in which they lived.  We have calculated the net 
proportion by adding together those who thought there 
was a need for a lot or slightly more provision and 
deducting the proportion thinking there was more than 
enough.  The allotments strategy also highlighted the need 
for the Council to adopt a more pro-active approach to 
promoting allotment gardening. 
 

 Accordingly it seems sensible to maintain the current level 
of provision and therefore the Borough Council should 
protect all existing let sites or require compensatory 
provision if any of them is developed.  The area of sites 
with at least some tenants is around 227,000 sq m, giving 
a provision standard of around 2.7 sq m per person. 
 

Artificial Turf Pitches There are currently two artificial turf pitches in the 
Borough, at Horntye Park and the Saxon Mount School in 
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 the Filsham Valley.  This is equivalent to one ATP to 
roughly 42,500 people compared with the standard Sport 
England normally recommends of one ATP to around 
30,000 people.  However, the use of the Filsham Valley 
pitch is obviously constrained as it is on a school site so 
the effective provision is slightly less than 1 ATP to 42,500 
people.   
 

 Looking to the future, football is likely increasingly to 
move to artificial surfaces and we have suggested a need 
for at least one additional ATP, ideally at the William Parker 
School. 
 

 The standard carpet size of an ATP for football is 106 x 70 
m, or an area of 7,420 sq m.  There should also a further 
safety margin inside the ball-stop and security fencing 
fence, but it is simplest to work out a provision standard 
on carpet size and allow for the extra space required when 
assessing developers’ contributions.  Accordingly a 
sensible quantity standard for Hastings is 7,420 times 3 
(for three pitches) divided by 85,000, ie approximately 0.3 
sq m of ATP carpet per person. 
 

Athletics Tracks 
 

UK Athletics recommends that there should be one 
synthetic outdoor tack where there are 250,000 people 
living within a 20 minute drive time in urban areas and up 
to 45 minutes in rural ones.  As Hastings well exceeds this 
level of provision there is no need for a provision standard. 
 

Bowling Greens - 
Outdoor 
 

There are currently nine bowling greens in use in the 
Borough, equivalent to one green to approximately 9,500 
people.  The fact that there are two disused greens at 
White Rock Gardens indicates clearly that there is no great 
demand pressure for more provision.  However, the 
Citizens’ Panel survey in March 2005 identified a fairly low 
net 13% of respondents seeing a need for more provision. 
 

 Greens can vary in size, but are normally 6 rinks (although 
sometimes used as 7 rinks).  A typical six rink green – the 
commonest size – should be between 36.58 and 40.23 m 
square (1,338-1,618 sq m, or an average of 1,475 sq m), 
excluding the banks, ditches and green surround.  As with 
ATPs, it is easiest to work out developers contributions in 
relation to the actual bowling surface and allow for these 
extra areas as part of the calculation.  Using the average 
size, the current level of provision in the Borough can be 
expressed as around 0.16 sq m of bowling surface per 
person. 
 

 It would not be sensible to close any of the present greens, 
six of which are on a single site, the eastern part of White 
Rock Gardens.  Accordingly a sensible provision standard 
is likely to be the present level of provision, ie 0.16 sq m of 
green surface per person.   
 

Equipped Play Areas The audit database contains details of a total of some 82 
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 children’s equipped play areas which in aggregate 
probably occupy a land area of around 33,000 sq m or 3.3 
ha.  In order to calculate this total we have assumed that 
the on average play areas match the NPFA model for LEAPs 
(Local Equipped Play Areas), with at least five pieces of 
equipment in a space of at least 400 sq m.  Across the 
Borough as a whole, this equates to around 0.4 sq m per 
person. 
 

 Our Citizens’ Panel survey identified a high level of support 
for More children’s play provision for both young and older 
children (under 8s and 8-12 year olds respectively).  
However, it is also the case that the current providers – 
essentially the Borough Council and the 1066 Housing 
Association – are looking to reduce the number of play 
areas as the present level of provision is financially 
unsustainable.  Accordingly it is necessary to adopt a 
different approach. 
 

 It is not the amount of play provision that matters, but its 
accessibility and play value.  Accessibility is critical 
because young children, even accompanied by a parent or 
carer, cannot walk far and will often not be allowed to do 
so unaccompanied when slightly older.  It is not until 
children reach about ten or twelve that most are allowed to 
“range” a significant distance from home. 
 

 Because play areas do not have a fixed capacity to 
accommodate use, it is not possible to adopt a supply and 
demand approach to determine an appropriate quantity 
standard.  Accordingly we have developed a standard from 
first principles based on a conceptual model and the key 
requirements of the recommended quality standards and 
distance thresholds.  It is in two parts: children below 8 
years, and those aged about 8-12 years. 
 

 Young Children (Below 8 Years) 
 
The basic parameters for play areas for young children are: 
 
Minimum size: 400 m (equivalent to an NPFA LEAP, and 
suitable for children aged up to about 8 years) 
Distance threshold: 5 minutes walk or 300 m (taken from 
recommended distance thresholds) 
Assumed housing density: 30 dwellings/hectare (taken 
from PPG3) 
Average dwelling occupancy:  2.21 people (taken 
from the 2001 census for Hastings) 
 

 The basic conceptual model consists of a circular 
residential area with a radius of 300 m – the area that in 
theory one play area can serve.  It has an area of 
approximately 28 ha.  At 30 dwellings/ha, this area will 
contain roughly 850 dwellings and just under 1,900 
people.  Assuming that this area requires a minimum of 
one play area, this gives a quantity standard of 400 sq m 
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to 1,900 people, or roughly 0.2 sq m per person. 
 

 Older Children (8 to 12 years) 
 
The basic parameters for older children are: 
 
Minimum size: 1,000 sq m (equivalent to an NPFA NEAP) 
Distance threshold: 600 m (taken from the recommended 
distance thresholds) 
 

 A circular area with a radius of 600 m has an area of 
around 113 ha.  At 30 dwellings/ha it will contain around 
3,400 dwellings and some 7,500 people.  This gives a 
minimum standard of 1,000 sq m to 8,300 people or 0.12 
sq m per person. 
 

 These two calculations assume that the residents of the 
conceptual model residential area will require only one 400 
sq m play area for young children and one 1,000 sq m area 
for older ones, giving a composite quantity standard of 
0.32 sq m per person.  This will allow for some 
rationalisation of provision in those parts of the Borough 
with a number of play areas. 
 

 Children need more than equipped just play areas, 
however.  In fact, very little play takes place in formal play 
areas and most in green and other spaces in and around 
housing.  In order to maximise play value, it is desirable 
that these spaces should provide stimulating opportunities 
for play.  Accordingly we have drafted the proposed quality 
standard for amenity greenspaces to reflect this. 
 

Grass Sports Pitches 
 

Grass pitches require large areas of flat land – something 
which Hastings does not have in abundance.  Moreover, 
our stakeholder consultations with pitch sport clubs did 
not identify any great need for more pitches, but rather a 
desire for more floodlit or training facilities for the winter 
pitch sports.  A net 43% and 30% of Citizens’ Panel 
members, however, did see a need for more public and 
school grass pitches respectively. 
 

 We calculate that the present level of public pitch provision 
in the Borough equates to around 32.2 ha, or 322,000 sq 
m, equivalent to around 3.8 sq m per person. 
 

 Public pitches are complemented by school pitches, of 
which there is some 45 ha or 450,000 sq m, equivalent to 
around 5.3 sq m per person.  However, not all of these 
pitches are available for community use on a regular basis, 
if at all.  We calculate the area of school pitches with some 
community use as around 27 ha (270,000 sq m) or some 
3.2 sq m per person. 
 

 Combining the public and public use school pitches gives a 
provision of around 7 sq m per person.   This is an 
unusually low level of pitch provision; for comparison 
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purposes, the pitch component of the NPFA Six Acre 
Standard equates to 12sq m per person, although this has 
no empirical basis. 
 

 Given this, and the limited availability of land for any new 
pitches, it makes sense for the Council to concentrate on 
four  broad policy approaches: 
 
Protecting existing pitch sites, if necessary requiring 
compensatory provision if it is acceptable in terms of other 
planning policies for any pitch sites to be developed for 
another use 
Continue the process of upgrading existing pitches to 
maximise their carrying capacity 
Supporting the provision of artificial turf pitches, especially 
third generation ones intended for football 
Working with schools to promote and manage community 
use and if appropriate investing in school pitches or 
related changing 
 

 Against this background, we do not believe that it will be 
realistic for the Council to adopt a quantity standard for 
pitches which will suggest a need for a significantly higher 
level of provision than already exists as it will not be 
possible to deliver the new facilities required to eradicate 
major shortfalls.  Instead, the aim must be to maximise the 
carrying capacity of all grass pitches in the Borough and 
rely on ATPs for further increases in capacity.  Accordingly 
the provision standard for grass pitches should be 7.0 sq 
m per person. 
 

Multi-functional 
Greenspaces 
 

Most greenspaces are multi-functional – that is, they are 
used in various ways and serve more than one basic 
purpose.  Playing fields, for example, nearly always serve 
an amenity purpose, but hopefully no-one would dream of 
providing large, featureless and flat areas of short mown 
grass simply in order to enhance the amenity of an area.  
There are also some forms of greenspace which are 
provided, or more often protected by the planning system, 
for reasons other than because there is a need for them for 
some specific human use.  For example, local nature 
reserves and other natural greenspaces are important for 
their flora and fauna and it is the characteristics of the 
space, rather than any specific needs, which justifies their 
protection.  Similarly there is no “need”, as such, for closed 
churchyards, comparable say with sports pitches or 
allotments, but they certainly add an historic dimension to 
the sense of place in some localities. 
 

 This makes it difficult to identify a defensible quantity 
standard for multi-functional spaces in housing areas in a 
way which avoids the double counting of sites.  Instead, a 
better approach is to specify a distance threshold, or 
thresholds, plus the minimum sizes of space that people 
should be able to access within these thresholds.  This is 
the approach espoused by English Nature in its Accessible 
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Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) with its wide-ranging 
definition of “natural greenspace”.  It includes  
 
• Sites awaiting redevelopment that have been colonised 

by spontaneous assemblages of plants and animals 
• Land alongside waterways, transport and service 

corridors which, although perhaps once deliberately 
landscaped or planted are now mixtures of planted and 
spontaneous assemblages 

• Tracts of “encapsulated countryside” such as 
woodlands, scrub, heathlands, meadows and marshes 
which, through appropriate management, continue to 
support essentially wild plant and animal assemblages.  
Often these natural areas exist within the framework of 
formally designed public open space 

• Ponds, ditches, rivers, lakes and reservoirs 
• The less intensively managed parts of parks, school 

grounds, sports pitches, golf courses, churchyards and 
cemeteries 

• Incidental pocket-sized plots along residential and 
commercial roads, pathways, car parks and property 
boundaries, including walls and built structures which 
are often spontaneously colonised by plants and 
animals 

• Allotments, orchards and gardens 
 

 ANGSt sets the following aspirations: 
 
No-one should live more than 300 m from their nearest are 
of natural greenspace 
There should be at least one accessible site of 20 ha or 
more within 2 km from every home 
There should be one accessible site of at least 100 ha 
within 5 km of home 
There should be one accessible of at least 500 ha within 10 
km of home 
 

 ANGSt is very much based on thinking appropriate to 
sizeable cities.  In areas such as Hastings, where the 
distance from the centre of the Borough to the urban 
fringe is only some 2.5 km, everything but the first of 
these categories is irrelevant.  Accordingly the Community 
Strategy effectively reflects the ANGSt standard. 
 

 A clear majority of Citizens’ Panel respondents took the 
view that there is a need for more nature conservation and 
wildlife areas, woodland areas, local recreation grounds, 
parks and gardens and public greenspaces in housing 
areas.  Against this, our assessment has found that 
existing provision already meets the Community Strategy 
target for greenspace accessibility and the key need is to 
enhance quality rather than quantity.  It will also be 
physically impossible to increase the amount of publicly 
Accessible greenspace in most parts of the Borough. 
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 The current Borough-wide level of multi-functional 
greenspace provision is around 7,122,000 sq m (712 ha), 
equivalent to around 84 sq m per person.  This splits into: 
 
 Total /person 
 Sq m sq m 
Amenity greenspaces 820,000 9.6 
Cemeteries/churchyards 299,000 3.5 
Hastings Country Park 2,342,000 27.5 
Other natural spaces 1,879,000  22.1 
Parks and gardens 470,000 5.5 
Woodland 1,312,000 15.4 
Total 7,122,000 83.6 
 
Note: public pitches also constitute multi-functional greenspaces but to 
avoid double counting are not included in these totals 
 

 These figures suggest an overall quantity standard for 
multi-functional greenspaces of 83 sq m per person, 
although we recommend that the Council should use it 
primarily to calculate the contributions that developers 
should make to the enhancement of existing spaces and 
retain discretion in how it issued in relation to any specific 
development.   
 

Teenage Facilities Teenage Facilities 
 
The audit database contains details of 29 sites with some 
provision for teenagers, although most of them have very 
limited equipment.  Most also include play equipment for 
younger children so we have already taken account of them 
in the derivation of a standard for equipped play areas for 
young children.  The Citizens’ Panel results demonstrate a 
clear local desire for both more provision for teenagers 
and quality improvements to existing provision.  So does a 
separate survey of the Council’s Youth Panel, which 
identified particularly a desire for more facilities for ball 
games and skateparks/BMX tracks. 
 

 Accordingly we have used the same approach as for 
children’s equipped play areas to determine an appropriate 
quantity standard, with the following parameters: 
 
Minimum size: 1,600 sq m, based on a multi-court with an 
area of around 7-800 sq m (and therefore large enough for 
5-a-side soccer or basketball), a skateboard/BMX area of 
around 500 sq m and a “hanging about” area. 
Distance threshold: 10 minutes walk/600 m (taken from 
the recommended distance thresholds) 
Housing density: 30 dwellings/hectare 
Occupancy: 2.21 people per dwelling (taken from the 2001 
census for Hastings) 
 

 The conceptual model residential area extends to some 
113 ha and contains around 3,400 dwellings and 7,500 
people.  This gives a theoretical provision standard of 
1,600 sq m divided by 7,500 people, or around 0.2 sq m 
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per person.  However, this assumes that the conceptual 
model areas requires only a single youth facility and 
ignores both the need to give teenagers a choice of facility 
and the possible issue of territorialism.  The latter can be 
particularly significant.  Accordingly we recommend 
doubling this to 0.4 sq m per person. 
 

Tennis Courts 
 

Sports courts are of two kinds: dedicated tennis courts and 
multi-sport courts.  We have included the latter in teenage 
provision above so the courts standard need relate only to 
tennis courts.  A net 36% of Citizens’ Panel respondents 
thought there is a need for more public tennis court 
provision.  However, we suggest that this finding is more 
likely to suggest a need for better rather than more courts 
as many of the public courts in the Borough are poorly 
used except during Wimbledon fortnight – although only 
4% of Citizens’ Panel respondents classed the Borough’s 
public courts as poor.  We have also commented elsewhere 
in this report on the exposed nature of the White Rock 
Gardens courts.  Accordingly it makes sense to adopt 
something similar to the current level of provision as the 
quantity standard.   
 

 At present there are some 31 public courts in the Borough, 
of which two are disused.  Taking the provision as 29 
courts, this gives one court to some 2,930 people.  As a 
typical court is 36.5 x 18.25 m, or 666 sq m, this gives the 
current provision as some 0.23 sq m of court per person, 
with the potential to have a slightly lower of provision than 
at present.  Accordingly we suggest a provision standard of 
0.2 sq m of court per person and that the Council should 
use this to calculate the contributions that developers 
should make to the enhancement of suitable courts. 
 

Indoor Sports 
Facilities 

The Sport England Facilities Calculator 
 
The Sport England Facilities Calculator (SFC) is a 
spreadsheet, downloadable from the Sport England 
website, which calculates the total quantity of sports hall, 
pool and indoor bowls hall provision required for any local 
authority area in England.  It uses standard Facilities 
Planning Model parameters and makes the implicit 
assumption that all provision is accessible to all potential 
users.  Because it is a spreadsheet, it also works all figures 
out to an apparently high, but misleading, level of 
accuracy.  In round figures, the calculator assesses the 
peak period needs in Hastings as equivalent to: 
 
854 sq m of indoor pool water area  
23.5 badminton courts  
5.15 indoor bowls rinks (equivalent to one indoor bowls 
centre) 
 

 The normal peak periods for the Facilities Planning Model 
are midweek evenings and weekends, when those school 
facilities in Hastings with community use will be available.  
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On the basis of our audit results, the Borough currently has 
the following provision: 
 
Indoor Pools (sq m of indoor water area) 
 
Summerfields Leisure Centre 433 sq m 
 
Note there is also the Bexhill Leisure Pool just outside the Borough 
 
Sports Halls (badminton courts) 
 
Summerfields Leisure Centre 6 courts 
Horntye Park 4 courts 
Hillcrest Leisure Centre 4 courts 
William Parker School 4 courts 
Total 18 courts 
 
Indoor Bowls Rinks 
 
• Falaise Indoor Bowls Club 6 rinks 
 

 Accordingly the SFC prescribes that the Borough should 
have roughly double the present level of pool provision 
and a third more sports hall provision, but no more indoor 
bowls facilities. 
 

 The SFC takes no account of local circumstances other than 
the total population and its age and gender structure.  
Accordingly it works on the broad assumption that 
participation rates are the same across the country for 
people in the same age group and of the same gender.  
However, many other factors affect participation, not least 
individuals’ socio-economic status and accessibility to 
personal transport.  As noted in the chapter of this Plan on 
existing plans and strategies, however, the population of 
Hastings is seriously disadvantaged when compared with 
most other areas in the south-east and therefore 
participation will be lower.  Against this, the poor condition 
of the Summerfields Leisure Centre, the main public sports 
facility in the Borough, is probably depressing local 
demand.  Moreover, the Citizens’ Panel survey identified a 
net 47% of respondents believing there is a need for more 
public leisure centre provision. 
 

 Our Citizen’s Panel survey also identified a considerable 
net response in favour of more pool provision – 65% of 
respondents wanting more pool provision against only 2% 
thinking there is enough already.  Against this, the Bexhill 
Leisure Pool will attract some users from the western side 
of the Borough, and possibly the northern area, given the 
relatively good road links to it.  Accordingly we doubt that 
there is a real need for twice the current level of pool 
provision.  We recommend that the Council should 
undertake or commission a feasibility study into a 
replacement for the Summerfields Leisure Centre and that 
this should set a suitable provision standard for pools.  In 
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the meantime, the Council should simply adopt the Sport 
England SFC level of provision as it will clearly need to use 
development to generate resources for a new or upgraded 
centre.  854 sq m of water area for a population of 85,000 
equates to a provision standard of 0.01 sq m of water 
area per person. 
 

 The same goes for sports halls.  In this instance the 
provision standard derived from the Sports Facilities 
Calculator, taking a badminton court as 18 x 9 m, equates 
to some 0.045 sq m of hall area per person.  However, 
given the nature of the Hastings community we 
recommend a slightly lower standard of 0.04 sq m of hall 
space per person.  
 

 Indoor Bowls 
 
The size of the Falaise Indoor Bowls Club slightly exceeds 
the SFC’s estimate of the need for indoor bowls rinks in 
Hastings and therefore there is no need for a provision 
standard unless the population grows significantly.  Based 
on the SFC, the population could grow by almost 17% (or 
about 14,000 people) before there will be a need for any 
more provision. 
 

Application of the 
Provision Standards 

We set out below how we recommend the Council should 
use the provision standards recommended in this report 
. 

 Allotments 
 
Require developers to fund the enhancement of any plots 
or sites which require enhancement within the distance 
threshold, with contributions calculated using the quantity 
standard 
Require developers to make on-site provision or contribute 
to new off-site provision only once all existing plots are to 
tenantable standard and there is no waiting list across the 
Borough 
Waive the standard for developments in which dwellings 
have sufficiently large gardens in which to grow produce.  
This will require gardens of at least 150 sq m. 
 

 Artificial Turf Pitches 
 
Allocate a site for a new ATP where it will be acceptable to 
have floodlighting and public use until around 2200 hours 
Use the quantity standard to assess the contributions that 
developers should make to the new ATP 
 

 Equipped Play Areas 
 
Use the accessibility and quality standards to plan a better 
distribution of children’s play areas across the Borough 
Use the quantity standard for equipped play areas to 
assess the contributions that developers should make to 
new or upgraded play areas as appropriate 
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Use the multi-functional greenspaces quantity standard to 
assess the contributions that developers should make to 
the enhancement of greenspaces within the 300 m 
distance threshold in order to make them attractive places 
for children to play.  This does not imply play equipment, 
but better landscaping, earth shaping and natural features 
such as logs, water, rocks and bushes. 
 

 Grass Sports Pitches 
 
Adopt a strong protectionist policy approach to existing 
public and school grass pitches, requiring compensatory 
provision if any existing pitches are developed for some 
other purpose 
Use the quantity standard to assess the contributions that 
developers should make to the enhancement of existing 
pitch sites 
 

 Multi-functional greenspaces 
 
Review all the spaces we have identified as being of low 
quality and low value against the background of general 
planning policy to identify any sites that it may be possible 
to use for some other purpose with reducing the general 
accessibility of greenspaces from dwellings 
Use the quality and accessibility standards to identify the 
key network of multi-functional greenspaces and then 
protect them through an appropriate planning policy 
Use the quantity standard to assess the contributions that 
developers should make to the enhancement of existing 
spaces against the following priorities: 
 

 Enhancing those low quality or low value spaces (of 
any of the above types) within 300 m of proposed 
developments in order to help meet the revised 
Community Strategy target we recommend in this 
report 

 Opening up the nearest area of woodland and 
creating paths through it to facilitate greater 
community use 

 Enhancing the Country Park 
 

 Teenage Facilities 
 
Use the accessibility and quality standards to plan a better 
distribution of teenage facilities across the Borough 
Use the quantity standard for teenage facilities to assess 
the contributions that developers should make to new or 
upgraded facilities as appropriate 
 

 Indoor Sports Provision 
 
Undertake or commission a feasibility study to identify the 
costs and benefits of replacing and upgrading of the 
Summerfields Leisure Centre 
Use the quantity standard to assess the contributions that 
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developers should make to a replacement or upgraded 
leisure centre 
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 9: Vision, Aims and Objectives 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Vision for Hastings The Community Strategy sets an ambitious vision for 
Hastings and over-arching framework for all other local 
strategies such as this one.  It is one of the roles of this 
strategy to indicate deliverable ways in which open space, 
sport and recreation provision can help to achieve relevant 
Community Strategy aims. 
 

 Against this background, we suggest that the Council and 
its partners adopt a vision for the future of open space, 
sport and recreation provision which complements and 
extends the one at the heart of the Community Strategy: 
 

Hastings will have a network of high quality 
greenspaces and sport and recreation facilities 
which are accessible to all, meet local needs, are 
financially and environmentally sustainable and 
support community cohesion, health promotion, 
“liveability”, economic regeneration and nature 
conservation 

 
 In this context “accessible to all”, means the Council is 

committed to providing inclusive environments which are 
useable by all residents and visitors, regardless of age, 
gender, ethnicity or level of ability. 
 

 It would be obviously financially unsustainable for every 
part of the Borough to have every possible type of space or 
facility.  This leads directly to the concept of hierarchy of 
spaces and facilities, with some being of Borough-wide 
significance and designed to attract users from throughout 
the Borough (artificial turf pitches or swimming pools, for 
example) and some of only local or neighbourhood use 
and designed to attract users from only a relatively small 
area (play areas and allotments, for example). 

  

Strategic Aims  In order to deliver the above vision, we therefore 
recommend that the Council and its partners adopt four 
long term aims: 
 
Borough-wide Provision: to deliver and manage a network 
of strategic, high profile, safe and high quality greenspaces 
and sport and recreation facilities which are accessible to 
all residents and visitors and serve a Borough-wide 
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function in terms of its overall image, engendering pride in 
all its citizens and supporting bio-diversity (note: we 
recommend below those spaces and facilities we believe 
the Council should designate as constituting the Borough’s 
strategic network).  In this context, “accessible to all” 
means the Council is committed to providing inclusive 
environments which are usable by all residents and 
visitors, regardless of age, gender, ethnicity or level of 
ability. 
 
Neighbourhood Provision: to ensure that local 
greenspaces and sport and recreation facilities throughout 
the Borough are accessible, meet the Council’s quality 
standards and are attractive to potential users.  This will 
help to deliver objective outcome 23.17 in the Local Area 
Agreement (LAA), which focuses on cleaner, greener, safer 
public space sin priority area. 
 
Community Involvement: to work with local communities 
to ensure that local spaces are sustainable and meet local 
needs 
 
Management and maintenance: to ensure that the 
management and maintenance of greenspaces and sport 
and recreation facilities are adequately resourced  
 

Key Objectives In order to deliver these aims, we recommend that the 
Council and its partners adopt the following key objectives, 
each of which links directly to and is designed to help 
deliver one of the strategic aims: 
 
Borough-wide Provision 
 
To prepare a signage, development and management plan 
for each of the Borough’s strategic greenspaces within nine 
months of the adoption of this Plan and then implement 
them.  The purpose of plan will be to  help to promote 
their use and ensure that the spaces are fir for purpose, 
attractive and welcoming. 
 
To develop a 3-year marketing and events strategy for the 
strategic spaces within one year of the adoption of this 
plan and then deliver it, rolling the strategy forward 
annually.  The purpose of this strategy will be to raise the 
profile of and attract new users to the strategic spaces. 
 
To achieve Green Flag status for each of the Borough’s 
strategic greenspaces within the next five years and retain 
this status annually thereafter.  This will provide the 
Council with further valuable publicity and give  
independent verification of its good stewardship of the 
strategic sites 
 
To maximise the accessibility of the strategic greenspaces 
by pedestrian and cycling routes separated from traffic as 
much as possible and ensure that these routes are well 
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signed in order to encourage their use.  Again, this will 
help maximise their use and encourage local people to 
walk and cycle more. 
 
Neighbourhood Provision 
 
To work with and through the Borough’s Neighbourhood 
Forums or other appropriate community groups to identify 
local needs, resolve any local concerns there may be 
relating to local greenspace or sport and recreation 
provision and plan the enhancement of local spaces.  
Community involvement is an essential precondition for 
reducing anti-social behaviour and ensuring that local 
spaces are fit for the purposes for which local people are 
likely to use them. 
 
To foster and support initiatives which will promote the 
“liveability” and distinctiveness of local neighbourhoods, 
such as signage or the incorporation of public art into the 
street scene or greenspaces.  People need to feel proud of 
their neighbourhood but this is made difficult if 
everywhere is pretty much the same. 
 
Community Involvement 
 
To ensure there is an active “Friends” group for each of the 
Borough’s strategic greenspaces within five years.  Such 
groups can harness community interests and volunteers. 
 
To foster and support community-based organisations 
involved in local greenspace management and maintenance 
in order to develop their skills and abilities and ensure that 
they are sustainable.  Community groups can arise to stop 
things that local people see as undesirable, but this is an 
essentially negative role.  It will be far better for the 
Council to seek to foster a positive approach to change by 
working closely with community groups. 
 
To work with local communities and local businesses 
throughout the Borough in order to develop and deliver a 
“Hastings in Bloom” strategy.  Towns which do well in the 
Britain in Bloom competition engender lots of local pride 
amongst their residents and tend also to attract higher 
numbers of visitors.   
 
Management and Maintenance 
 
To increase revenue expenditure on greenspace 
management and maintenance by 5% a year for each of the 
next 5 years.  The Borough Council cannot drive up the 
quality of local greenspaces and sport and recreation 
facilities with the same level of revenue funding that has 
resulted in their decline. 
 
To raise the percentage of dwellings within 300 m of a 
high quality, high value greenspace (currently 72%) by not 
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less than 2% in each of the next five years.  This is a 
restatement of Key Target 20 in the Community Strategy 
but adding a qualitative component.  In theory a range of 
well located spaces which are so poor that no-one ever 
uses them could satisfy the present target. 
 
To provide training, funding, equipment and other and 
support for local  community groups willing to get involved 
in local greenspace management and maintenance.  
Community groups tend to exist on a shoestring and can 
easily become discouraged and disband but can be 
strengthened and made more sustainable by local 
authority support. 
 
To harmonise management and maintenance regimes 
amongst the different agencies responsible for 
greenspaces in the Borough.  There is no sense in having 
different management regimes for apparently identical bits 
of publicly accessible greenspace in public ownership. 
 

Annual Action Plan These aims and objectives provide the basis for the 
preparation of an annual action plan which will guide the 
work of the Borough Council and its partners.  Chapter 12 
below contains a first draft plan, setting out the various 
actions it will be necessary for the Borough Council and its 
partners to pursue, together with a “mini-plan” for financial 
year 2006-7.  
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 10: The Key Issues 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction On the basis of our findings and analysis, and in the light 
of the aims and objectives we suggest above, it seems 
clear that the Borough’s main policy priority should be to 
enhance existing provision rather than seek significantly to 
increase the quantity of it. That may come later, with 
population growth and economic regeneration, but in the 
short term, at least, there is little point in making new 
provision if much existing provision is of poor quality.  In 
addition, the amount of additional land within the Borough 
that might be used for greenspaces or sport and recreation 
facilities is very tightly constrained.  Indeed, as the 
Borough’s regeneration programme gathers pace, there are 
likely to be growing pressures for the redevelopment of 
some existing greenspaces for other purposes. 
 

 Against this background, we have identified a number of 
key issues for the future of open space, sport and 
recreation provision in the Borough which we review below 
under two broad headings: 
 
• Policy issues 
• Site-specific issues 
 

Policy Issues The Green Network 
 
Issue 
 
There is a clear need to encourage local residents to get 
out and about more and thereby make better use of many 
of the spaces and facilities that already exist.  Car 
ownership in the Borough is quite low, especially by 
comparison with most of the rest of the south-east, and so 
the priority is to make walking and cycling as easy as 
possible.  This is obviously not easy to achieve in a hilly 
Borough with a fairly elderly population with high levels of 
ill-health.   
 

 Recommendation 
 
The Borough Council should seek actively to implement the 
Local Plan proposals for a network of green routes.  
Wherever possible, these routes should pass through 
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attractive greenspaces in order to increase their use and 
make them appear safer. 
 

 Strategic Spaces 
 
Issue 
 
The Council and its partners do not have the resources to 
do everything that might be desirable and therefore must 
work to clear priorities.  We suggest that the Borough has a 
number of what might be called “strategic spaces” - those 
which are most significant in terms of its overall character 
and image.  They should therefore be of the highest 
possible quality and the Council should give priority to 
ensuring that they are, if necessary cutting back 
maintenance at less important sites. 
 

 Recommendations 
 
The Council should designate the following (shown on the 
map on page 5) as the Borough’s strategic network of 
spaces and facilities: 
 
Greenspaces 
 
• Alexandra Park 
• Bos Field 
• Church Wood 
• Gensing Gardens 
• Hastings Cemetery 
• Hastings Country Park 
• Old Roar Ghyll 
• Ponds Wood 
• St Leonards Gardens 
• St Helen’s Wood 
• Summerfields Woods 
• Warrior Square 
• West Hill 
• A space yet to be designated in the Ore Valley 

Millennium Community 
 
Other Spaces 
 
• The pedestrians-only streets in the town centre 
• The Seafront 
 
Sport and Recreation Facilities 
 
Horntye Park 
White Rock Gardens (bowling greens) 
William Parker Sports College 
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 Children’s Play Provision 

 
Any effort to improve children’s play opportunities 
must recognise as a fact of life that most play does 
not take place on sites formally designated as play 
spaces  
 What Would You do With This Space? – Involving 

young people in the design and care of urban 
spaces, CABE Space (undated) 

 
 Issue 

 
If Hastings is to continue its present approach to play 
provision, the Borough Council and 1066 Housing 
Association will between them need to replace or upgrade 
a considerable proportion of the current equipped play 
areas.  We do not believe this will represent value for 
money.  Traditional equipped play areas, of the type 
promoted by the National Playing Fields Association and 
endorsed by the current Local Plan, are of very limited play 
value or appeal to most children.  They are also expensive 
to maintain and lead many providers to ignore children’s 
other play needs.  For example, children need 
opportunities to exercise and stretch their imaginations, 
not merely somewhere to swing or slide. 
 

 Recommendation 
 
The Borough Council and 1066 should adopt a new  
approach to children’s play provision based on: 
 
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 
Having a relatively small number of large equipped play 
spaces, such as the recently built play area in Alexandra 
Park, at key locations around the Borough that are 
accessible to all 
Requiring developers to design housing environments in 
which children and other pedestrians have priority over 
vehicles 
Planning traffic calming schemes with the objective of  
making streets child-friendly (“Play Streets”) rather than 
simply slowing down traffic and where possible promote 
“home zones” 
 

 The draft quality standards are based on this approach.  
The Borough Council and 1066 should deliver it by getting 
landscape architects to work with local children whenever 
they set out to enhance local spaces. 
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Site-Specific Issues Hastings Country Park 

 
Issue 
 
Hastings County Park is a hugely valuable facility which 
attracts a high proportion of the Borough’s residents, but it 
is clearly starved of resources.  For example: 
 
It is poorly signposted from the town centre and 
surrounding roads and lacks a proper visitor centre, 
interpretation and information on the landscape’s geology, 
local habitats and nature conservation 
The quality of the landscape declines sharply from east to 
west with some parts of East Hill offering little visual 
amenity or nature conservation value 
The poorly drained paths limit usage to more serious or 
better prepared walkers and put off casual users.  While 
they are generally well marked it would be desirable to 
have suggested walks with times and distances clearly 
shown; it would also be desirable to have some circular 
walks 
The disabled access at Fire Hills is a good feature but it 
needs extending to a viewpoint or the path made circular  
 

 There is also a need to boost the morale of the Park’s 
Rangers who regard the Park, and their service, as 
seriously under-funded following a series of budget cuts 
over the past few years. 
 

 Recommendation 
 
The Council should prepare and then implement an 
improvement plan for Hastings Country Park.  The 
enhancements to which it should give priority are a proper 
visitor centre, more information and interpretation for 
visitors, resurfacing and providing better signage for the 
main paths and creating circular walks. 
 

 The Pebsham Country Park Proposal 
 
Issue 
 
A clear majority of Citizen’s Panel members see no need 
for any additional country park provision.  We support this 
view and suggest that it will be better to put more 
investment into the existing country park than seek to 
provide a second one.  There is an obvious danger that the 
Pebsham proposal, if implemented, will simply result in the 
Borough having two under-funded country parks, rather 
than one really good one.  However, the Borough Council’s 
partners clearly regard the Pebsham proposal as being of 
strategic importance to the wider area. 
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 Recommendation 

 
The Council should continue to work with Rother District 
Council, the County Council, other partners and local 
people to progress their aspirations for the future 
development of Pebsham as a county park.   
 

 White Rock Gardens 
 
Issue 
 
Gertrude Stein once pithily summed up Los Angeles by 
saying that “When you get there, there’s no there there”.  
This sentiment also applies to the western part of White 
Rock Gardens.  The site has a neglected and dilapidated 
air.  In some ways it could be a splendid site for a 
replacement for the Summerfields Leisure Centre and 
(ideally) the Falaise Indoor Bowls Club, but the number of 
spaces in a major leisure centre than can realistically take 
full advantage of a dramatic south-facing view are limited 
to fitness studios and social areas.   
 

 Alternatively the Council could sell the site for 
development.  This will obviously be controversial.  The 
key issue is whether the Council realistically believes that it 
will ever be able to afford to develop the site as a major 
civic focus within the foreseeable future.  If it cannot, it 
may be better to sell the site, with a clear planning brief 
demanding a high quality development - and a high profile 
symbol of regeneration - and re-invest the capital receipt in 
provision elsewhere in the Borough. 
 

 Recommendation 
 
The Council should decide once and for all either to 
develop the western part of White Rock Gardens for an 
appropriate public use or dispose of it.  If it adopts the 
latter course it should use the whole of the capital receipt 
to enhance open space or sport and recreation provision 
elsewhere in the Borough. 
 

 The William Parker Sports College 
 
Issue 
 
William Parker is one of the Borough’s sporting “flagships”, 
but of relatively low quality when compared with Horntye 
Park.  The College’s partnership with the Rugby and 
Athletics Clubs shows what is possible and provides a 
foundation on which to develop the site further as a key 
part of the Borough’s sporting infrastructure. 
 

 Recommendations  
 
The William Parker site should be developed further as the 
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main “club hub” in the Borough through a partnership 
between the Council, the County Council, the College and 
the Rugby Club, provided the Council does not see a need 
to impose restrictive planning conditions on any new 
facilities on the site.   
 

 The changes to the William Parker site we suggest that the 
Borough Council and its partners consider are: 
 
Joint Use School and Community Provision 
 
• A floodlit third generation artificial turf pitch  
• Outdoor and possibly indoor tennis courts  
• Better fitness provision, possibly with one or more 

additional secondary halls 
• A crèche  
• Additional parking 
• Better entrance 
 
Club Provision 
 
• Development of a multi-sports club, building on the 

present Rugby and Athletics Clubs and adding further 
changing and social accommodation 

 
 The Borough’s Woodlands 

 
Issue 
 
Hastings has a good range of woodlands within its 
developed area, but some areas appear overgrown, 
neglected and under-used.  However, the Borough’s 
woodlands are a potentially invaluable resource for 
walking, cycling and children’s play. 
 

 Recommendation 
 
In parallel with the development of the Green Network, the 
Council should work with Friends groups to enhance 
access to appropriate areas of woodland and its 
subsequent management. 
 

 The Millennium Community 
 
Issue 
 
The creation of the proposed Millennium Community in the 
Ore Valley will result in a need for greenspace and sport 
and recreation provision.  What form should this take? 
 

 Recommendation 
 
The Council should use the quality and accessibility 
standards set out in the Plan as the main guide for master 
planning the distribution, nature and design of 
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greenspaces within the Millennium Community.  In 
addition, it should seek to ensure that the greenspaces 
form a network of attractive routes through the area, 
linking to specific facilities such as the railway station, 
shops and community buildings. 
 

 Disposal of Sites 
 
Issue 
 
The Council and its partners need to improve the 
maintenance of many spaces in the Borough.  There are 
two ways of boosting the resources for maintenance: by 
increasing resources or reducing the area of land to be 
maintained.  The Council and its partners need to consider 
both approaches and should not retain land as greenspace 
if it serves little useful purpose as this simply wastes 
resources which could be used better elsewhere. 
 

 Recommendation 
 
The Council and its partners should consider disposing of 
the sites set out below.  They should use any capital 
receipts from disposals to invest in enhancing other spaces 
or facilities in the same neighbourhood so there is a 
tangible gain to the local community from the disposal.  In 
addition they should transfer the maintenance budget for 
any sites disposed of to other sites in the same 
neighbourhood.  The sites for possible disposal include: 
 
Former Horntye allotments 
Hurst Court 
Sandrock 
Seaside Road 
White Rock Gardens (western area) 
 

 There are also some steeply sloping sites which currently 
wasted spaces but may be unacceptably expensive to 
develop such as Little Ridge Avenue. 
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 11: Planning Policy 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction  Most planning policies for open space, sport and 
recreation have two broad aims: to protect existing spaces 
from development and to require housing developers to 
provide or fund additional spaces in order to keep the 
quantity of provision per person roughly constant over 
time.  Given the need to enhance provision across the 
Borough, we suggest that the Council should adopt an 
approach which emphasises quality rather than quantity. 
 

Policy Objective 
 

The Council’s policy objective should be to ensure that the 
Borough has a network of accessible, high quality 
greenspaces and sport and recreation facilities that meet 
local needs and enhance the “liveability” of the Borough, 
promote sustainability, support bio-diversity and make the 
best use of land. 
 

 Achievement of the Policy Objective 
 
In pursuance of this objective, and in accordance with 
PPG17, the Council has identified those spaces and 
facilities it regards as being of high or low quality and 
value.  Generally speaking, it will protect all those spaces it 
regards as being of high value but is willing to be more 
flexible in relation to the possible development of those it 
regards as being of low value.  However, in all 
circumstances, it will allow the development of an existing 
greenspace or sport and recreation facility only if the 
benefits of the development in terms of helping the 
Council deliver its policy objective will clearly outweigh the 
loss of the space or facilities. 
 

 Throughout most of the Borough, the Council’s clear 
priority is to enhance existing provision rather than seek 
new provision as a result of development.  This also 
reflects the fact that the Borough is small and there is little 
land available for development.  Accordingly, for most new 
residential developments it will require developers to 
contribute to the enhancement of existing provision, rather 
than require them to provide or fund new provision, and 
will require developers to enter into an appropriate 
planning agreement for this purpose.  The main 
justification for this is that new development will increase 
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the demand pressure on existing community infrastructure 
and therefore it is appropriate that developers should fund 
the enhancement of it in order to mitigate these impacts. 
 

Draft Policy 
 

Proposals which involve the loss of open space or sport 
and recreation provision 
 
The Council may allow proposals which will result in the 
loss of open spaces or sport and recreation facilities 
provided the site that will be lost serves no strategic 
purpose and is not significant in terms of nature 
conservation, subject to the following policy tests: 
 
1. The site that will be lost is clearly surplus to 

requirements 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 the enhancement of 
other spaces or facilities and represent a greater 
benefit to the community served by the space or 
facilities that will be lost than retention of that 
provision; or 

3. 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 

4. 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 

 
 All Other Proposals 

 
Depending on the size of the proposed development, its 
location and likely impact in terms of increasing the 
demand pressures on open space and sport and recreation 
provision, the Council may require developers: 
 
1. To make on-site provision in accordance with its 

adopted provision standards; or  
2. To fund off-site provision in accordance with its 

adopted provision standards; or  
3. To fund the enhancement of off-site provision in 

accordance with its adopted provision standards 
 

Supporting Text 
 
 

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.  The Council, at its discretion, 
will use any contributions that developers provide towards 
enhanced provision, or new off-site provision, in two main 
ways: 
 
• To enhance local provision, or make new provision, as 

close as practicable to the proposed development 
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• To enhance strategic or Borough-wide provision.  The 
Council has designated a number of spaces and 
facilities as of strategic significant for this purpose. 

 
  In both cases, the Council may, at its discretion, aggregate 

contributions from two or more developments in order to 
achieve worthwhile benefits for local communities. 
 

 The Council will publish a Supplementary Planning 
Document setting out how it will apply its provision 
standards and calculate developers’ contributions.  In 
addition, in order to provide transparency, it will make 
available an on-line tool which will allow developers to 
assess, for any proposed development: 
 
• The amount(s) and type(s) of on-site provision the 

Council may be likely to require; and  
• The contribution(s) it may require towards the 

enhancement of existing provision. 
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 12: Implementation and Review 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Introduction  A strategy which is not implemented is a waste of time, 
effort and money.  Just as there should be a clear a 
“cascade” of policies from national down to local level, so a 
single strategy can also have an implementation cascade: 
 
The long term vision sets the context for the … 
Strategic aims, which are broad programmes of action – 
sharpened up into definite proposals through … 
Objectives with clear targets, with how each of them is to 
be achieved set out in a … 
Delivery plan which brings together key partners and sets 
out who is to do what, when and where and therefore 
influence … 
Work programmes   
 

 This means there is a need not just for a this cascade of 
documents, but also a delivery mechanism which will bring 
those responsible for implementation together on a regular 
basis to discuss and plan progress and also, at appropriate 
intervals, review the strategy to ensure it is still “on track”.  
We set out some suggestions for an appropriate delivery 
mechanism below. 
 

Delivering the 
Strategy 

Just as there was a steering group for the preparation of 
this strategy, so there should be a steering group to co-
ordinate its delivery, supplemented as necessary by short 
life working groups. 
 

 Steering Group 
 
The role of the Steering Group should be to set the 
Borough-wide priorities, get partners signed up to work 
together, deliver resources, monitor progress and the use 
of S106 monies and review the strategy at appropriate 
intervals.  Ideally, therefore, it should involve all of the 
partners with the power and resources to initiate action 
which will help to deliver it, including: 
 
• The Borough Council – at least the Leisure and Cultural 

Development and Planning Departments 
• The Hastings and Rother Primary Care Trust 
• The Neighbourhood Renewal Team 
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• 1066 Housing Association 
• Sea Space 
 

 It is obviously desirable that the Steering Group should be 
led by a “political champion” who is fully committed to the 
aims of the strategy.  His or her role will be: 
 
• To deliver political backing for implementation of the 

strategy and make the case for resources at the 
Council’s cabinet and in the budget setting process  

• To ensure the Council’s cabinet and the Local Strategic 
Partnership are keep up to date with progress and 
feedback from those local communities involved in the 
implementation 

• To drive the work of the Steering Group 
 

 Short Life Working Groups 
 
The Steering Group cannot realistically be involved in day 
to day implementation; that will be the role of short life 
working groups (and sometimes individuals) which report 
to the Steering Group.  These should be area-specific and 
involve the Borough’s new area management boards and 
existing Neighbourhood Forums.  Their role will be to liaise 
with local communities to plan what actually happens on 
the ground. 
 

Delivery Plan The Steering Group will obviously need to draw up a 
comprehensive delivery plan which matches aspirations to 
resources.  In order to assist it, we give a first draft of a 
comprehensive delivery plan in Appendix I, designed to 
achieve the aims, objectives and targets set out in the 
strategy.  We do not suggest for a moment that the Council 
and its partners will be able to implement this Plan as set 
out.  Instead, it is a broad framework; an indication of the 
range of actions that will be needed to deliver the aims and 
objectives of this Strategy.  The Council and its partners 
will have to adjust it at least annually to reflect the 
resources likely to be available for implementation.  
 

 Borough Council officials have prepared what they see as a 
realistic first draft of a high level plan which concentrates 
on each of the main objectives without going into any 
detail of what will be needed to deliver them, which we 
give below:   
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Parks and Open Spaces Strategy – High Level Action Plan  Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 7 Yr 8 Yr 9 Yr 10 

Key Objective/Action 

Est. 
cost 
(note) 06/7 07/8 08/9 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 

            

Borough Wide Provision                       

Develop a management plan for each designated Borough wide Open Space (1) 
4 

no. 
4 

no. 
4 

no. 2 no.             

Implement management plans (2) 
3 

no. 
4 

no. 
8 

no. 
12 
no.  

14 
no. 

14 
no. 

14 
no. 

14 
no. 

14 
no. 

14 
no. 

Develop a 3 year marketing plan to promote Open Spaces £10k * * * * * * * * * * 

To achieve Green Flag status for five key designated sites by 2010 £12k 
2 

no. 
2 

no. 
3 

no. 3 no. 4 no. 4 no. 5 no. 5 no. 5 no. 5 no. 
To prepare a 5 year plan for the delivery of a network of well signed and maintained 
existing links (3) * * * * * *         

                        

Neighbourhood Provision                       
To meet the revised community Strategy target by 4% increments each year to 90% by 
2013 (4) * * * * * * * * * * 
To work with the Borough's new Neighbourhood Areas and partners addressing local 
open space (4) * * * * *           

To foster/support initiatives which will promote the liveability of local neighbourhoods (4) * * * * *           

                        

Community Involvement                       
To ensure an active Friends group for each of the key Borough wide open spaces within 
5 years (5) 

4 
no. 

4 
no. 

4 
no. 2 no.             

Support community based organisations involved in local open space management (5) * * * * * * * * * * 

Work with local communities and local businesses in order to improve open space (5) * * * * * * * * * * 

                        

Management and Maintenance                       

To re-prioritise revenue funding available for open space in order to deliver this strategy (6) * * * * * * * * * * 
To consider harmonising management and maintenance standards working within 
Hastings (7)    * * * * * * * 

 
Notes 
 
1 Management Plans will be written by existing staff, but a Parks Development Officer will be integral to delivering these to the above timescale. 
2 Implementation of the Plan will involve financial and human resources; it is expected that this will utilise the existing capital programme and external sources. 
3 Funded through existing Capital Programme, possibly assisted through Corporate DDA budget. 
4 Largely funded through Partners and external funding. 
5 Within existing budgets. 
6 We will work with our contractor to tailor the service to the communities needs and address sustainable management, all within the existing contract budget. 
7 Co-procurement may support harmonisation, easier to consider under single tier authority arrangements, thus leave until 2009.  
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