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PART 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

1. This is the Open Space Assessment and Standards Report prepared by Knight Kavanagh 
& Page (KKP) for Liverpool City Council (LCC). It focuses on reporting the findings of the 
research, consultation, site assessments, data analysis and GIS mapping that underpins 
the study.   
 

2. The Assessment Report provides detail with regard to what provision exists in the City, its 
condition, distribution and overall quality. It also considers the demand for provision based 
on population distribution, planned growth and consultation findings. The Standards section 
gives direction on the future provision of accessible, high quality, sustainable provision for 
open spaces across Liverpool. It should help set an approach to securing open space 
facilities through new housing development and help form the basis for negotiation with 
developers for contributions towards the provision of appropriate open space facilities and 
their long-term maintenance. 
 

3. This study has been prepared in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF); which sets out the Governments planning policies for England. In order for 
planning policies to be ‘sound’ local authorities are required to carry out a robust 
assessment of need for open space, sport and recreation facilities. Paragraph 73 of the 
NPPF refers to the need for assessments to identify qualitative or quantitative deficiencies 
or surpluses of open space. In urban environments, it is deemed more appropriate to 
ensure qualitative deficiencies or surpluses are identified and aimed to be addressed.  

 
4. The Planning Practice Guidance suggests Sport England’s Guidance may be followed to 

assess the needs for recreation facilities. However, this only focuses on indoor and outdoor 
sport facilities and not wider open space provision.  

 
5. We therefore advocate the methodology to undertake an assessment of open space should 

still be informed by best practice including the Planning Policy Guidance 17 Companion 
Guidance. Although PPG17 has been replaced by the NPPF, the assessment of open 
space facilities is carried out using the PPG17 Companion Guide entitled ‘Assessing Needs 
and Opportunities’ published in September 2002 as it remains the only national guidance 
on carrying out an open space assessment. The Companion Guidance covers quantity, 
quality and accessibility of provision. However, to adhere to the NPPF, this study focuses 
on quality and accessibility.  

 
6. As part of the study a number of maps are used to identify and highlight the accessibility to 

different forms of open space provision. Larger versions of the maps contained throughout 
the document are duplicated in Appendix 5 for convenience.   
 

7. This study has not however, assessed greenspace within grounds of institutions or outdoor 
sports facilities/ playing fields. Land within institutional grounds is often not available to 
members of the public (examples of sites not included are convents and prison grounds). 
The City Council will be working separately with Sport England and using a dedicated 
methodology stipulated by them for outdoor sports assessments.  Therefore, these two 
types of site are not included within this study. The exception are those sites which no 
longer contain pitches but are still accessible for recreational use. The table below details 
the open space typologies included within the study: 
 

April 2017  Knight, Kavanagh & Page 5 
 



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT  
 

8. In accordance with best practice recommendations* a size threshold of 0.2 hectares has 
been applied to the inclusion of some typologies within the study. This means that, in 
general, sites that fall below this threshold are not audited. 
 
Table 1.1: Open space typology definitions 
 

 Typology Primary purpose 

G
re

en
sp

ac
es

 

Parks and gardens Accessible, high quality opportunities for more formal 
recreation and community events. Sites likely to include 
more formal layouts, boundaries and features.   

Natural and semi-natural 
greenspaces 

Wildlife conservation, biodiversity and environmental 
education and awareness. Includes urban woodland and 
beaches, where appropriate. 

Amenity greenspace Opportunities for informal activities close to home or work 
or enhancement of the appearance of residential or other 
areas. Sites likely to contain no significant features.   

Provision for children and 
young people 

Areas designed primarily for play and social interaction 
involving children and young people, such as equipped 
play areas, MUGAs, skateboard areas and teenage 
shelters. 

Allotments Opportunities for those people who wish to do so to grow 
their own produce as part of the long term promotion of 
sustainability, health and social inclusion. 

Green corridors Walking, cycling or horse riding, whether for leisure 
purposes or travel, and opportunities for wildlife migration. 

Cemeteries, disused 
churchyards and other 
burial grounds 

Quiet contemplation and burial of the dead, often linked to 
the promotion of wildlife conservation and biodiversity. 

C
iv

ic
 

sp
ac

es
 Civic and market squares 

and other hard surfaced 
areas designed for 
pedestrians including the 
promenade 

Providing a setting for civic buidings, public 
demonstrations and community events. 

 
1.1 Report structure 
 
Open spaces 
 

9. This report considers the supply and demand issues for open space facilities in Liverpool. 
Each part contains relevant typology specific data. Further description of the methodology 
used can be found in Part 2. The report as a whole covers the predominant issues for all 
open spaces originally defined in ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities: A Companion 
Guide to PPG17’; it is structured as follows: 

 
Part 3:   General open space summary 
Part 4:   Parks and gardens 
Part 5:   Natural/ semi-natural greenspace 
Part 6:   Amenity greenspace 
Part 7:   Provision for children and young people              
 

Part 8:   Allotments 
Part 9:   Cemeteries/churchyards 
Part 10: Civic space  
Part 11: Green Corridors 
Part 12: Provision Standards 
 

* Companion Guidance to PPG17 
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1.2 National context 
 

10. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the planning policies for England. 
It details how these are expected to be applied to the planning system and provides a 
framework to produce distinct local and neighbourhood plans, reflecting the needs and 
priorities of local communities. 
 

11. It states the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. It establishes the planning system needs to focus on three 
themes of sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. A presumption in 
favour of sustainable development is a key aspect for any plan-making and decision-taking 
processes. In relation to plan-making the NPPF sets out that Local Plans should meet 
objectively assessed needs. 
 

12. Under paragraph 73 of the NPPF, it is set out that planning policies should be based on 
robust and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation 
facilities and opportunities for new provision. Specific needs and quantitative or qualitative 
deficiencies and surpluses in local areas should also be identified. This information should 
be used to inform what provision is required in an area. 
 

13. As a prerequisite paragraph 74 of the NPPF states existing open space, sports and 
recreation sites, including playing fields, should not be built on unless: 
 
 An assessment has been undertaken, which has clearly shown the site to be surplus 

to requirements, or 
 The loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 

better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location, or 
 The development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for 

which clearly outweigh the loss. 
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PART 2: METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1 Analysis areas 
 

14. For mapping purposes and audit analysis, the City is divided into five analysis areas 
(reflecting the geographical and demographical nature of the area).  
 

15. This allows more localised assessment of provision in addition to examination of open 
space surplus and deficiencies at a more local level. Analysis areas also allow local 
circumstances and issues to be considered. The City is therefore, broken down as follows: 
 
Table 2.1: Population by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Population (2013) 
City Centre 28,491 
Inner North 92,047 
Inner South 94,649 
Outer North 138,425 
Outer South 117,168 
LIVERPOOL 470,780 

Source: ONS 2011 based population estimates 
 
Figure 2.1: Analysis areas in Liverpool 
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2.2 Auditing local provision (supply) 
 

16. The site audit for this study was undertaken by the KKP Field Research Team. In total, 320 
open spaces (including provision for children and young people) are identified and 
assessed to evaluate site value and quality. Liverpool’s 115 parks and gardens comprise 
the most significant proportion of sites. The KKP approach classifies each site based on its 
primary open space functional purpose, so that each type of space is counted only once. 
This analysis, as shown in the table below, means that it is possible to show the importance 
of Liverpool’s parks and the significant contribution they make to the City’s wide range of 
open space types. 
 
Table 2.2: Number and contribution of Liverpool’s Parks and Other Sites  
 
Open Space Type by 
primary function 

Number of parks Number of other 
sites 

Total number of 
sites  

Parks and gardens 52 2 54 
Natural and semi-natural 
greenspace 

4 21 25 

Amenity greenspace 55 46 101 
Provision for children and 
young people 

2 54 56 

Allotments  27 27 
Cemeteries 2 20 22 
Civic space  5 5 
Green corridors  30 30 
 115 205 320 

 
17. For outdoor sports, LCC is undertaking a separate Playing Pitch Assessment and Strategy 

as supported by Sport England and will be relevant to the current and future need of outdoor 
sports provision. 
 

18. In accordance with best practice recommendations a size threshold of 0.2 hectares has 
been applied to the inclusion of some typologies within the study. This means that, in 
general, sites that fall below this threshold are not audited. However, some sites below the 
threshold (i.e. those that are identified through consultation as being of significance) are 
included. The table below details the standard methodology threshold for each typology: 
 
Typology  Size threshold 
Parks and gardens 0.2 ha 
Natural and semi-natural greenspace 0.2 ha 
Amenity greenspace 0.2 ha 
Provision for children and young people no threshold 
Allotments no threshold 
Cemeteries/churchyards no threshold 
Green corridors no threshold 
Civic space no threshold 
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Database development 
 

19. All information relating to open spaces across the City are collated in the project open space 
database (supplied as an Excel electronic file). All sites included within the audit, those 
identified and assessed, are included within it. The database details for each site are as 
follows: 
 

Data held on open spaces database (summary) 
 KKP reference number (used for mapping) 
 Site name 
 Ownership 
 Management 
 Typology 
 Size (hectares) 
 Site visit data 

 
20. Sites are primarily identified by KKP in the audit using official site names, where possible, 

and/or secondly using road names and locations.   
 
2.3 Quality and value  
 

21. Quality and value are fundamentally different and can be unrelated. For example, a high 
quality space may be in an inaccessible location and, thus, be of little value; while, if a 
rundown (poor quality) space may be the only one in an area and thus be immensely 
valuable.  As a result, quality and value are also treated separately in terms of scoring.  
Each type of open space receives separate quality and value scores. This will also allow 
the application of a high and low quality/value matrix to further help determine prioritisation 
of investment and to identify sites that may be surplus to a particular open space typology. 
 
Analysis of quality 
 

22. Data collated from site visits is initially based upon those derived from the Green Flag 
Award scheme (a national standard for parks and green spaces in England and Wales, 
operated by Keep Britain Tidy). This is utilised to calculate a quality score for each site 
visited. Scores in the database are presented as percentage figures.  
 

23. The quality criteria used for the open space assessments carried out are summarised in 
the following table.  
 

Quality criteria for open space site visit (score) 
 Physical access, e.g., public transport links, directional signposts,  
 Personal security, e.g. , site is overlooked, natural surveillance 
 Access-social, e.g., appropriate minimum entrance widths 
 Parking, e.g., availability, specific, disabled parking 
 Information signage, e.g., presence of up to date site information, notice boards 
 Equipment and facilities, e.g., assessment of both adequacy and maintenance of 

provision such as seats, benches, bins, toilets 
 Location value, e.g., proximity of housing, other greenspace 
 Site problems, e.g., presence of vandalism, graffiti 
 Healthy, safe and secure, e.g., fencing, gates, staff on site 
 Maintenance and cleanliness, e.g., condition of general landscape & features 
 Groups that the site meets the needs of, e.g., elderly, young people 
 Site potential 

 

April 2017  Knight, Kavanagh & Page 10 
 



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT  
 

24. For the provision for children and young people, the criteria is also built around Green Flag 
and is a non technical visual assessment of the whole site, including general equipment 
and surface quality/appearance but also including an assessment of, for example, bench 
and bin provision. This differs, for example, from an independent Royal Society of 
Prevention of Accidents (RosPA) review, which is a more technical assessment of 
equipment in terms of play and risk assessment grade.  
 
Analysis of value 
 

25. Using data calculated from the site visits and desk based research a value score for each 
site is identified. Value is defined in a Companion Guide to PPG17 in relation to the 
following three issues: 
 
 Context of the site i.e. its accessibility, scarcity value and historic value. 
 Level and type of use. 
 The wider benefits it generates for people, biodiversity and the wider environment. 
 

26. The value criteria set for audit assessment is derived as: 
 

Value criteria for open space site visits (score) 
 Level of use (observations only), e.g., evidence of different user types (e.g. dog walkers, 

joggers, children) throughout day, located near school and/or community facility 
 Context of site in relation to other open spaces 
 Structural and landscape benefits, e.g., well located, high quality defining the identity and 

character of the area 
 Ecological benefits, e.g., supports/promotes biodiversity and wildlife habitats 
 Educational benefits, e.g., provides learning opportunities on nature/historic landscapes, 

people and features 
 Social inclusion and health benefits, e.g., promotes civic pride, community ownership and a 

sense of belonging; helping to promote well-being 
 Cultural and heritage benefits, e.g., historic elements/links (e.g. listed building, statues) and 

high profile symbols of local area 
 Amenity benefits and a sense of place, e.g., attractive places that are safe and well 

maintained; helping to create specific neighbourhoods and landmarks 
 Economic benefits, e.g., enhances property values, promotes economic activity and 

attracts people from near and far 
Value - non site visit criteria (score) 
 Designated site such as LNR or SSSI 
 Educational programme in place 
 Historic site 
 Listed building or historical monument on site 
 Registered 'friends of’ group to the site 

 
27. Children’s and young people play provision is scored for value as part of the audit 

assessment. In particular value is recognised in terms of size of sites and the range of 
equipment they host. For instance, a small site with only a single piece of equipment is 
likely to be of a lower value than a site with several different forms of equipment designed 
to cater for wider age ranges. 
 

28. Each type of open space is therefore scored for quality and value against the criteria as set 
out above. Using all the criteria to allocate a score is not relevant for certain types of open 
space. Subsequently some types of open space do not receive a score depending on 
whether that criterion is deemed appropriate to contribute to a sites overall mark. Which 
quality criteria are used to mark a site is set out in Appendix One.   
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29. Once all sites have been marked and allocated an actual total score, it can be compared 
to the potential maximum score it could in theory receive based on what type of open space 
it is identified as being. This is shown as a percentage figure. A simplified example is, if the 
maximum a site could achieve is 100 for quality (i.e. the total points that could potential be 
awarded), and its actual mark from the site visit is 50, it will have a quality score of 50%. 
 
2.4 Quality and value thresholds 
 

30. In order to determine whether sites are of higher or lower quality (as recommended by 
guidance); the results of the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold 
(high being green and low being red). 
 

31. The assessment form criteria are derived from the criteria used as part of the Green Flag 
Award scheme. The threshold for assessing quality in the Green Flag Awards is 66%; 
based on the pass rate for Green Flag assessments. This is the only national benchmark 
available for quality of parks and open spaces. However, the site visit criteria used for 
Green Flag is designed to represent a sufficiently high standard of open space. It is not 
appropriate to use the Green Flag pass mark/threshold as not all criteria in this study are 
used to provide a quality score for sites. Therefore, the quality thresholds for each type of 
open space in this study are based on the average scores for that given type of open space.  
 

32. Consequently, the threshold for typologies is set to reflect the average quality scores of 
each different type of open space. 
 
Table 2.3: Quality and value thresholds by typology 
 

Typology Quality threshold Value threshold 
Parks and gardens 55% 20% 
Natural and semi-natural greenspace 30% 20% 
Amenity greenspace 45% 20% 
Provision for children and young people 60% 20% 
Allotments 50% 20% 
Cemeteries/churchyards 50% 20% 
Civic space 60% 20% 
Green corridors 40% 20% 

 
33. For value there is no national guidance on the setting of thresholds. The 20% threshold 

applied to all site types, is derived from our experience and knowledge in assessing the 
perceived value of sites. Whilst 20% may initially seem low it is a relative score - designed 
to reflect that some sites will meet only a limited number of value criteria and some will 
meet many (as set out earlier). 
 
2.5 Identifying local need (demand) 
 

34. Consultation to identify local need for open space provision has been carried out through 
face-to-face meetings, surveys and telephone interviews. This has been undertaken with 
key local authority officers and community groups with knowledge of local sites and areas 
relating to each typology. A list of consultees is provided at Appendix 2. Relevant 
information attaining to such consultation is presented within each typology where 
appropriate.  
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35. An online and questionnaire based community survey was also created and used to gather 
the wider views of local people. A total of 3,056 responses were completed and returned. 
An overview of the survey findings is presented in Part Three. Findings of the consultation 
and survey work carried out are used to further support the results of the quality and value 
assessment.  
 
2.6 Accessibility standards 
 

36. Accessibility standards for different types of provision are a tool to identify communities 
currently not served by existing facilities. It is recognised that factors that underpin 
catchment areas vary from person to person, day to day and hour to hour. This problem is 
overcome by accepting the concept of ‘effective catchments’, defined as the distance that 
would be travelled by the majority of users. 
 

37. Guidance is offered by the Greater London Authority (GLA) (2008): ‘Open Space 
Strategies: Best Practice Guidance’ with regard to appropriate catchment areas for 
authorities to adopt. However, in order to make accessibility standards more locally specific 
to the City, we propose to use data from the survey consultation to set appropriate 
catchments. The following standards are recorded in the survey in relation to how far 
residents are willing to travel to access different types of open space provision. 
 
Table 2.4: Accessibility standards to travel to open space provision 
 

Typology Applied standard 
Parks and gardens 15 minute walk time (1200m) 
Natural and semi-natural 15 minute walk time (1200m) 
Amenity greenspace 5 minute walk time (400m) 
Provision for children and young people 10 minute walk time (800m) 
Allotments  15 minute walk time (1200m) 
Cemeteries  No standard set 
Green corridors No standard set 
Civic spaces No standard set 

 
38. Most typologies are set as having an accessibility standard of a 15 minute walk time. 

However, for certain typologies, such as amenity greenspace and provision for children and 
young people, accessibility is deemed to be more locally based. Subsequently shorter 
accessibility standards have been applied. 
 

39. No standard is set for the typologies of cemeteries, green corridors or civic spaces. It is 
difficult to assess such typologies against catchment areas due to their nature and usage. 
For cemeteries, provision should be determined by demand for burial space.  
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PART 3: GENERAL OPEN SPACE SUMMARY  
 

40. This section describes generic trends and findings from the quality and value ratings for 
each typology in the City. It also includes a summary of the responses from the Parks and 
Green Space Survey; which received a total 3,056 completed returns. The site specific and 
typology issues are covered in the relevant sections later in this report.  
 
3.1 Usage 
 

41. Survey participants were asked how often they visit each type of open space. Respondents 
show a clear trend for visiting the typology of parks and gardens on a frequent basis i.e. 
more than once a week; an indication towards the popularity and use of provision of this 
type.   
 

42. Other frequently visited forms of open space provision are footpaths, cycleways and canal 
towpaths and open space in residential areas.  
 

43. Provision such as cemeteries/churchyards and civic space are visited on a less frequent 
basis with more respondents stating they visit this type of site less than once a month. This 
can be expected given the forms and use of such provision. 
 

44. Other typologies have a more mixed rate of usage. For the typologies such as allotments 
and teenage provision the majority of respondents indicate they never access such forms 
of open space.  
 

45. It is not uncommon for these typologies to receive percentages of this kind as they are a 
niche form of open space provision; only attracting use from those with a specific interest. 
 
Figure 3.1; Types of open space visited in the previous 12 months 
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46. The most popular reason for visiting open spaces in the City is to relax/contemplate; 
followed by to exercise and to take a shortcut/pleasant route. This may also correspond 
with why provision such as parks, footpaths/cycle paths and canal towpaths are popular 
types of open space which are visited frequently.  
 

47. Similarly, other popular reasons such as to enjoy floral displays/nature may correspond 
with the popularity of nature areas. 
 

48. The role of open spaces in the context of social interaction and health benefits is also 
reflected in the results. Other popular reasons for visiting open spaces are for a family 
outing, to meet with friends and to take children to play. All these indicate the value of open 
spaces as focal points for local communities.   
 
Figure 3.2: Reasons for visiting open space sites in previous 12 months 
 

 
 

49. As part of the survey, respondents were asked what the main reasons might be which 
prevent them from using open spaces. The most common reason given was a lack of public 
facilities (e.g. toilets, café). Other common responses include fear of dog foul at site, 
individuals stating they are too busy working and fear of crime/personal safety.   
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Figure 3.3: Reasons for not visiting open space sites in previous 12 months 
 

 
 

50. A greater percentage of respondents who cite a lack of public facilities are from the Inner 
North and Outer South area of the city. Which may suggest that sites in these areas of the 
city are perceived to be lacking in ancillary facilities in comparison to other areas of 
Liverpool.  
 
Table 3.1: Ward breakdown of respondents citing lack of ancillary facilities 
 

Sub area Percentage of respondents 
Inner North 11% 
Outer North 6% 
Inner South 5% 
Outer South 20% 
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3.2 Accessibility 
 

51. Results from the survey shows that most individuals are willing to walk over 15 minutes to 
access most types of open space. However, in some cases such as open spaces in 
residential areas and for forms of play, provision is expected to be much nearer. A 
willingness by respondents to travel up to 30 minutes by transport is noted in order to 
access nature areas. 
 
Figure 3.4: Time willing to travel to open space sites  
 

 
 
3.3 Availability 
 

52. In general, respondents consider the availability of provision to be satisfactory (Figure 3.5). 
Nearly all open space typologies are viewed by the majority of respondents as being either 
very satisfactory or quite satisfactory in terms of availability. This is especially the case for 
open space such as parks and gardens, nature areas and play areas for children. Parks 
are especially well perceived as 60% of respondents’ state being very satisfied with 
availability.  
 

53. Teenage provision and allotments do not receive as higher proportion of positive ratings. 
Both have a greater proportion of respondents being neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with 
their availability. These types of open space are niche forms of provision and often do not 
stimulate as much consideration in the wider public eye other as they do with the specific 
users of such sites.  
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54. However, teenage provision also has a higher percentage of respondents who are either 
quite dissatisfied or very dissatisfied compared to other typologies. This may reflect a lack 
of provision catering for older age ranges, which is explored further in this document in 
Parts 12 and 13 (which inform an approach to securing open space through new housing 
development and contributions).  
 
Figure 3.5: Availability of open spaces 
 

 
 
3.4 Quality  
 

55. The methodology for assessing quality is set out in Part 2. The table below (Table 3.2) 
summarises the results of all the quality assessment for open spaces across the City. 
 

56. Site visit assessments have not been used to determine quality and value of allotment 
provision; as a large proportion of sites were not accessible or viewable due to locked entry 
gates. Instead consultation and information provided by the Allotment Officer at LCC has 
been used to determine the quality of provision and any existing quality issues. Six natural 
and semi-natural sites also do not receive quality and value scores as they could not be 
accessed at the time of the visits. 
 

57. Table 3.2 shows the majority of assessed open spaces in the City rate above the quality 
thresholds set. No significant quality issues are highlighted. However, there are some site 
specific concerns at particular sites. In general open space provision is also viewed 
positively from the survey returns. 
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59. There are a greater number of amenity greenspace sites rating below the threshold for 
quality. This tends to be a reflection towards the sometimes smaller and less attractive 
appearance of provision, often without additional recreational or social interaction features 
or facilities. Such spaces are often not designed primarily as recreational spaces i.e. 
highway verges, central reservations etc. 
 

60. Proportionally there are a high percentage of civic space, children’s play provision, and 
parks and gardens that rate above the threshold for quality. This is often a reflection of their 
excellent appearance and high standard of cleanliness. These types of provision are also 
often observed to possess a number of features which help create a greater level of use 
for a variety of people. 
 
Table 3.2: Quality scores for all open space typologies 
 

Typology  Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores (%) No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low High 
  

Amenity greenspace  45% 32% 48% 70% 36 65  
Cemeteries/churchyards 50% 37% 53% 73% 8 14 
Provision for children & 
young people 

60% 42% 69% 88% 12 44 

Civic space 60% 62% 72% 80% - 5 
Green corridors 40% 24% 42% 68% 11 19 
Natural & semi-natural 
greenspace 

30% 16% 37% 58% 5 14 

Park and gardens 55% 34% 61% 89% 14 40 
TOTAL - 16% 54% 89% 86 201  

 
61. Respondents to the survey are predominantly either very satisfied or quite satisfied with 

the quality of open space. Again similar to availability, parks and gardens are generally 
viewed as being very satisfactory.  
 

62. Other types of open space to be viewed especially positively for quality include nature 
areas, play areas for children and cemeteries/churchyards.  
 

63. A noticeable exception is in teenage provision; where a greater percentage of respondents 
are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. This is likely to reflect responses received towards 
availability of teenage provision; suggesting a potential lack of provision.  
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Figure 3.6: Quality of open spaces 
 

 
 
3.5 Value 
 

64. The methodology for assessing value is set out in Part 2 (Methodology). The table below 
(Table 3.3) summarises the results of the value assessment for open spaces across the 
City. 
 

65. Site visit assessments have not been used to determine quality and value of allotment 
provision; as a large proportion of sites are unable to be accessed or viewed due to locked 
entry gates. Instead consultation and information provided by the Allotment Officer at LCC 
is used to determine the quality of provision and any existing quality issues.   
 

66. The majority of sites (242) are assessed as being above the threshold for value. Similar to 
the quality scores; the typology of amenity greenspace has a slightly greater proportion of 
sites rated below the threshold. This generally reflects a lack of ancillary facilities and range 
of features at some sites. Whilst this does not directly impact on a sites value scoring; if a 
site offers less quantitative and diverse features, it may be likely to have less value and 
benefits in comparison to those that do contain such features. The typology also contains 
a number of smaller sized sites. However, the value these sites provide in offering a visual 
and recreational amenity as well as a break in the built form remains important.  
 

67. Natural and semi-natural greenspace sites are mixed in terms of their value rating. The 
value scores of these sites are, to some extent, likely to reflect the quality issues identified; 
evidence of misuse such as fire damage was also noted during site surveys.  
 

68. Nearly all other typologies rate high for value reflecting their role to local communities and 
environments. 
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Table 3.3: Value scores for all open space typologies 
 

Typology  Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores (%) No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low High 
  

Amenity greenspace  

20% 

11% 27% 54% 22 79 
Cemeteries/churchyards 19% 42% 61% 1 21 
Provision for children & 
young people 22% 45% 70% - 56 

Civic space 37% 56% 68% - 5 
Green corridor 6% 25% 60% 11 19 
Natural & semi-natural 
greenspace 13% 24% 42% 6 13 

Park and gardens 15% 43% 77% 2 52 
TOTAL  6% 36% 77% 42 245 

 
69. A higher value site is considered to be one that is well used by the local community, well 

maintained (with a balance for conservation), provides a safe environment and has features 
of interest; for example, play equipment and landscaping. Sites that provide for a cross 
section of users and have a multi-functional use are more likely to be considered to have a 
higher value than those that offer limited functions and use and/or are thought of as 
appearing bland and unattractive. This does not mean however that a site with a single 
function does not have some value if it performs that function well or is an important 
function. 
 

70. The majority of survey respondents recognise the difference greenspaces make to their 
personal wellbeing and way of life.  Over three quarters of respondents’ state visiting 
greenspace makes a significantly positive difference to their personal wellbeing. Similarly, 
over three quarters of respondents acknowledge the significantly negative impact their life 
would have if they could not have access to greenspaces.  
 
Figure 3.7: Value of open space 
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3.6 Summary 
 

General summary 
 In total there are 320 sites assessed in this study as open space provision in the City; an 

equivalent of over 1,755 hectares. 
 Most open spaces are measured against an accessibility standard of a 15 minute walk 

time. For certain typologies, such as play or amenity greenspace, lower walk times of 10 
and 5 minutes respectively have been applied.    

 The majority of open spaces rate above the thresholds set for quality. Most noticeably, 
more civic space, play provision and parks and garden sites rate above the thresholds for 
quality compared to other typologies; reflecting the generally excellent standard of sites.  

 Conversely amenity greenspace have fewer sites scoring above the quality threshold. 
This tends to be due to the smaller and less attractive appearance of provision. 

 The majority of all open spaces are assessed as being above the threshold for value. A 
reflection towards the importance of provision in providing social, environmental and 
health benefits. 
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PART 4: PARKS AND GARDENS 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 

71. The typology of parks and gardens covers urban parks, country parks and formal gardens 
(including designed landscapes), which provide ‘accessible high quality opportunities for 
informal recreation and community events’.  
 

72. For the purpose of this study, it is necessary to distinguish the difference between parks 
and amenity greenspace. This is due to a number of sites being reclassified between the 
two types of open space. Parks are viewed as sites with formal layouts, well defined 
boundaries and entrances that normally include a network of paths, seating and/or other 
facilities and features to be enjoyed by the public. In contrast, amenity greenspace is 
considered as grassed areas with no significant facilities and generally few features.  
 
4.2 Current provision 
 

73. Of the 115 Parks spaces across Liverpool, this study classifies 54 sites as having the 
primary function of a Park and Garden (see Table 4.1). This is because KKP’s approach 
focuses on the primary characteristics and function of a site, irrespective of the name by 
which the space may be known. These sites cover an area equivalent to over 900 hectares.  
 
Table 4.1: Distribution of parks by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Parks and gardens 
Number Size (ha) 

City Centre 5 5.11 

Inner North 9 193.18 

Inner South 9 224.19 

Outer North  14 238.92 

Outer South 17 249.69 
LIVERPOOL 54 911.10 

 
74. This includes the 51 hectares of restricted provision identified at Speke Hall (in the Outer 

South Analysis Area). The site is owned and operated by the National Trust. Subsequently 
an entrance cost or membership is applicable in order to gain access. 
 

75. All analysis areas are identified as having provision of parks and gardens. The greatest 
amount of provision (250 hectares) is to be found in the Outer South Analysis Area. 
However, if the Speke Hall site is omitted (due to nature of access) the total amount of 
provision in the Outer South area is 199.14 hectares. Consequently, the Inner South 
Analysis Area would therefore then have the greatest amount of provision with 224 
hectares. 
 

76. The Outer South Analysis Area has the greatest number of sites. It also contains some of 
the largest singular sites across the City. However, the largest single park site is the 
Croxteth Hall and Country Park in the Outer North Analysis Area, which accounts for the 
majority of provision in the area. At over 189 hectares it is the single largest park site in 
Liverpool.  
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77. Other significantly sized sites include Walton Hall Park (56 hectares), Newsham Park (49 
hectares) and Everton Park (47 hectares) in the Inner North Analysis Area; Sefton Park (98 
hectares) and Wavertree Park (44 hectares) in the Inner South Analysis Area and 
Calderstones Park (49 hectares) in the Outer South Analysis Area.  
 

78. Only the City Centre Analysis Area has a noticeably smaller amount. This is to be expected 
given the built urban nature of the area. 
 

79. Many of the sites classified as parks and gardens also provide secondary roles such as to 
the provision of natural and semi-natural greenspace. For instance, larger sites such as 
Croxteth Hall and Country Park and Sefton Park all provide opportunities and functions 
often associated with natural greenspace. However, for the purpose of the study such sites 
are identified and categorised by their primary role. 
 
4.3 Accessibility 
 

80. The Parks and Green Space Survey found the most common travel time by respondents 
to access parks and gardens provision is over 15 minutes walk (21%). This is followed 
closely by those willing to travel either an 11-15 minute walk (20%) or a 5-10 minute walk 
(18%). Therefore for the purpose of mapping a 15 minute walk time is applied.  
 

81. Figure 4.1 shows the standard applied to parks and gardens to help inform where 
deficiencies in provision may be located. 

 
82. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 

(and their catchment areas) are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or 
an orange colour (low quality or value). The catchment areas of these sites are dashed (as 
opposed to a complete line) to help highlight such sites. Sites of high quality and value are 
represented by a green colour and catchment area. Table 4.2 provides a summary to the 
quality and value ratings for each site.  
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Figure 4.1: Parks and gardens mapped against analysis area  
 

 
 
Table 4.2: Key to sites mapped  
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

109 Mercury Court City Centre 3  
112 St Johns Gardens City Centre 3  
133 Great George Square City Centre 3  
134 Falkner Square City Centre 3  
312 Chavasse Park City Centre 3  
32 Walton Hall Park (inc Walton Hall 

Soccer Centre) 
Inner North 3  

57 Stanley Park Inner North 3  
77 Everton Park (inc Sackville St) Inner North 3  
85 Newsham Park Inner North 3  
90 Tatlock Street/Silvester Street 

Playground 
Inner North 1  

95 Landscaped Gardens Sheil Road Inner North 1  
100 Grant Gardens Inner North 1  
105 Phythian Park  Inner North 3  
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

107 Kensington Community Park (inc. 
Kensington Sports) 

Inner North 3  

113 Wavertree Botanic Park Inner South 3  
126 Crown Street Neighbourhood Park Inner South 3  
135 Wavertree Playground Inner South 3  
160 Princes Park Inner South 3  
167 Sefton Park Inner South 3  
203 Dingle Vale/Turner Home  

Recreation Ground 
Inner South 1  

217 Festival Gardens Inner South   
318 Greenbank Park Inner South 3  
333 Olive Mount Garden Inner South 3  
4 Adlam Park/Sherwood Lane PF Outer North 3  
7 Seeds Lane Outer North 3  
11 Warbreck Moor Recreation Ground Outer North 3  
24 Falmouth Park Outer North 1  
25 Alt Meadow Park Outer North   
30 Alt Park (inc Croxteth Sports 

Centre) 
Outer North 3  

38 Croxteth Hall and Country Park Outer North 3  
47 Croxteth Country Park Outer North 3  
52 Norris Green Park Outer North 3  
94 Springfield Park Outer North   
97 Doric Park Outer North 3  
98 Dovecote Park Outer North 1  
262 Devonfield Gardens Outer North 3  
136 Score Lane Gardens Outer South 1  
140 Acrehurst Park Outer South 1  
147 Alderman John Village Gardens Outer South 1  
149 Lyndene Recreation Ground Outer South 1  
157 Menlove Gardens Outer South 1  
158 Belle Vale Park Outer South 3  
173 Larchwood Outer South 1  
180 Netherley Park Outer South 1  
193 Reynolds Park Outer South 3  
215 Sudley Estate Outer South 3  
221 Woolton Woods / Camphill Outer South 3  
222 Otterspool Park and Promenade Outer South 3  
225 Allerton Tower Outer South 3  
230 Clarke Gardens Outer South 3  
249 Garston Urban Village Hall/ Banks 

Road Recreation Ground 
Outer South 1  

257 Speke Hall Outer South 3  
301 Calderstones Park Outer South 3  
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83. In general, there is good coverage of parks based on a 15 minute walk time. There are no 
significant gaps highlighted. A minor gap in catchment mapping is noted in the Outer North 
Analysis Area as well as to the peripheries of the Inner North. However, these are not areas 
of greater population density. There is a noticeable gap to the south east of the Outer South 
area.   
 

84. No issue regarding a deficiency in the amount of parks and gardens is highlighted from the 
consultation or the Parks and Green Space Survey results. The majority of respondents 
rate the availability of parks and gardens as either very satisfactory (60%) or quite 
satisfactory (30%). This is the highest percentage for any open space type in the City and 
further supports the levels of provision recorded. In addition, only a small proportion of 
respondents’ rate being quite dissatisfied (4%) or very dissatisfied (2%) in terms of 
availability.  
 

85. Analysis at a sub-area level show slightly less respondents from the Inner North (56%) and 
Outer North (46%) analysis areas are very satisfied with availability compared to other 
areas. Conversely a slightly higher percentage is noted for those respondents dissatisfied 
from the Inner North (34%) and Outer North (36%). The figures are to some extent still in 
keeping with trends but may indicate some level of dissatisfaction in those areas. A similar 
trend was also observed in the City Centre.  However, this is to some extent understandable 
given its built urban nature and characteristic. 
 
Table 4.3: Availability satisfaction by analysis area 
 

Analysis Area Very 
Satisfied 

Quite 
Satisfied 

Neither Quite 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

City Centre 20% 20% 7% 49% 4% 
Inner North 56% 3% 5% 34% 2% 
Inner South 72% 1% 2% 24% - 
Outer North 46% 9% 5% 36% 4% 
Outer South 69% 3% 2% 25% 1% 

 
86. At the time of the survey some Friends of Parks groups were concerned about the potential 

sale or part sale of parks and open spaces. The topic was also noted in the returns from 
the Parks and Green Space Survey. Since the surveys were undertaken, the City Council 
has made it clear that Parks will not be subject to development.  
 
New and Replacement Parks – Alt Meadows Park and Springfield Park 
 

87. Not included in the specific site audit is Springfield Park in the Outer North Analysis Area. 
It forms part of a land swap for the new Alder Hey Hospital development. The new hospital 
(opened in 2015) has been built on the old park site with the new park set to be created on 
the old hospital land. While Springfield Park, remained accessible at the time of the study 
site surveys, and continues to be so, it was not assessed because the re-provisioning which 
would create a new park space at a future date could not be assessed at the time. The 
Friends of Springfield Park was set up to help ensure the project goes through. Completion 
for the new park site is expected in 2018. As currently provided Springfield Park has been 
given a default high quality / value score which the City Council will be able to keep under 
review. 
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88. The City Council also established a new park at Alt Meadows. At the time of the site surveys 
the park was a new space that was still being established. The site has also been given a 
default high quality and value score which the City Council will be able to keep under 
review.  
 
4.4 Quality 
 

89. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for parks in Liverpool. A threshold of 55% (to reflect Green Flag pass mark) is 
applied in order to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality 
scores and thresholds are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 4.4: Quality ratings for parks by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<55% 

High 
>55% 

  
City Centre 

55% 

56% 58% 60% 13% - 5 

Inner North 40% 62% 87% 47% 3 6 

Inner South 49% 65% 88% 39% 1 8 
Outer North  46% 60% 81% 35% 2 12 
Outer South 34% 60% 89% 55% 8 9 
LIVERPOOL 34% 61% 89% 55% 14 40 

 
90. Most park and garden sites in Liverpool (74%) rate above the threshold set for quality; 

demonstrating the generally high standard of existing provision. However, there are 14 sites 
to rate below the threshold.    
 

91. Out of the 14 sites to rate below the threshold for quality (listed in Table 4.2), eight are 
located in the Outer South Analysis Area. It is the only analysis area to have a greater 
number of sites to rate below the threshold for quality. No specific issues are highlighted. 
However, the sites are predominantly identified as lacking in ancillary features such as 
seating, signage and bins. Furthermore, sites such as Acrehurst Park and Garston Urban 
Village Hall are noted as being of a poorer general appearance.  
 

92. The general tired appearance of sites is also observed as the main reason for those in 
other parts of the city rating below the threshold. Some of the lowest rated sites for quality 
are: 
 
 Menlove Gardens (34%) 
 Grant Gardens (40%) 
 Acrehurst Park (45%) 

 Alderman John Village Gardens (46%) 
 Falmouth Park (46%) 

 
93. Menlove Gardens is the lowest scoring as access to the site is unclear. Grant Gardens is 

viewed as slightly poorer in appearance generally. In addition, the Falmouth Park site is 
noted as having had play equipment removed. All sites are identified as having a lack of 
provision of seating and other facilities such as signage and bins in comparison to other 
sites.  
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94. Generally, there is a high standard of parks provision across Liverpool. Sites assessed as 
being of particularly excellent quality and rated well above the threshold are:  
 
 Calderstones Park (89%) 
 Sefton Park (88%) 
 Stanley Park (87%) 

 Speke Hall (83%) 
 Otterspool Park & Promenade (82%) 
 Croxteth Hall & Country Park (81%) 

 
95. All sites are highlighted as having excellent landscaped features as well as a range of good 

quality facilities. For instance, most have provision of equipped play facilities for children 
as well as opportunities to learn and socialise and participate in sporting activities. The high 
quality of provision is evidenced by the Sefton and Stanley Park sites both having Green 
Flag Award status; a national quality mark for open spaces.  
 

96. Part of the Calderstones Park site has since 2013 received grants from the Heritage Lottery 
Fund (HLF) towards improvements. Funding was successfully achieved in order to help 
restore the Grade II listed mansion building on site to its former glory and to help showcase 
the Neolithic monoliths known as the Calderstones. The stones will be displayed in the 
refurbished house once work is complete. As part of the project the house has been asset 
transferred to The Reader; a charitable social enterprise, working to connect people with 
literature in order to encourage social interaction and confidence.  
 

97. A successful HLF project was also completed at Sefton Park in 2010. In conjunction with 
LCC this saw the restoration and improvement to the watercourses, rockeries and 
monuments on site. In addition, the cafe on site was extended and renovated. A new play 
area was also installed as part of the work. These works along with the sites excellent 
quality are likely to explain the high number of comments and regular reference to the site 
throughout the consultation process. 

 
98. Sefton Park is especially highlighted during consultation as a site of excellent quality that 

is popular for visiting. Other park sites recognised during consultation as being to a very 
good standard in terms of quality are Otterspool Park, Walton Hall Park, Croxteth Park, 
Princes Park and Stanley Park.  Again, sites are seen as being aesthetically pleasing and 
well maintained with plenty of appeal to a variety of users for different reasons; play, 
exercise, wildlife and relaxation.  
 

99. City Council managed open spaces, including parks and gardens, are managed by 
contractors Glendale. Sites receive regular inspections covering elements including litter 
cleaning, grass cutting, bedding and general site preservation (e.g. bench refurbishment, 
path checks).  
 

100. Consultation supports that the level of maintenance at sites is generally good. However, 
those respondents to the survey that are dissatisfied with the availability or quality of 
provision usually cite a lack of perceived maintenance or dog foul as the two main reasons.  
 

101. A handful of Friends of Parks groups signalled during the consultation a worry over future 
membership and a lack of new friends joining. At some sites the number of members is 
slowly declining which may impact on the sustainability and work of groups. 
 

102. The quality of parks and gardens provision is viewed positively with respondents to the 
Parks and Green Space Survey being either very satisfied (45%) or quite satisfied (40%). 
Further supporting the quality of provision is the small proportion of respondents that are 
quite dissatisfied (7%) or very dissatisfied (3%). 
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Green Flag 
 

103. The Green Flag Award scheme is licensed and managed by Keep Britain Tidy. It provides 
national standards for parks and greenspaces across England and Wales. Public service 
agreements, identified by the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) 
highlight the importance placed on Green Flag status as an indicator of high quality. This 
in turn impacts upon the way parks and gardens are managed and maintained.  
 

104. A survey by improvement charity GreenSpace highlights that parks with a Green Flag 
Award provide more satisfaction to members of the public compared to those sites without 
it. The survey of 16,000 park users found that more than 90% of Green Flag Award park 
visitors were very satisfied or satisfied with their chosen site, compared to 65% of visitors 
to non-Green Flag parks.  
 

105. There are currently three sites in the City identified as achieving Green Flag Award status. 
 
 Chavasse Park 
 Sefton Park 
 Stanley Park 
 

106. Both Sefton Park and Stanley Park are Green Heritage sites. This version of the Green 
Flag Award is given in recognition to sites with local or national historic importance. The 
sites have Grade 1 and Grade 2* listed status respectively with Historic England. 
 

107. To be successfully awarded the Green Flag sites are obviously maintained and managed 
to a high standard. The work of both the Council maintenance team/contractors and the 
Friends of Groups located at sites are important to their continuing achievement.  
 
4.5 Value 
 

108. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for parks in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 20% is applied in order to 
identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value score of a site, the higher 
regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. Further explanation of how 
the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 4.5: Value scores for parks by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<20% 

High 
>20% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

28% 39% 48% 20% - 5 

Inner North 24% 42% 77% 53% - 9 

Inner South 33% 50% 66% 33% - 9 

Outer North  15% 42% 76% 61% 1 13 

Outer South 16% 42% 75% 59% 1 16 
LIVERPOOL 15% 43% 77% 62% 2 52 
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109. Nearly all parks (96%) are assessed as being of high value from the site visit assessments. 
This is supported throughout the consultation. The number of sites rating above the 
threshold demonstrates the high social inclusion and health benefits, ecological value and 
sense of place that park and gardens offer.  
 

110. Falmouth Park and Menlove Gardens are the only sites to rate below the threshold for 
value. Both sites also rate below the threshold for quality. Their low quality scores, basic 
level of provision on site (i.e. no additional features) and apparent lack of potential uses 
results in their low value rating. 
 

111. One of the key aspects of the value placed on parks provision is that they can provide 
opportunities for local communities and people to socialise. The ability for people to 
undertake a range of different activities such as exercise, dog walking or taking children to 
the play area are frequently recognised.  
 
4.6 Summary 
 

Parks and gardens  
 This study has classified 54 of Liverpool’s 115 Parks as having the primary functional role of 

parks and gardens totalling over 900 hectares. 
 The other 61 of Liverpool’s Parks and Gardens make an essential contribution to a wide 

range of key open space functions across the City. 
 Minor catchment gaps are noted in a few areas. However, these are considered to be minor 

and in areas of low population density; it does not result in the need for new provision. 
 Majority of all parks (71%) rate above the threshold for quality with the exception of 14 sites. 

These tend to lack facilities and features in comparison to other park sites.   
 High scoring sites for quality, such as Calderstones Park and Sefton Park, do so due to the 

wide range of provision and excellent standard of appearance within them.   
 There are currently three park sites in the City with Green Flag Award status; Chavasse 

Park, Sefton Park and Stanley Park. The latter two are particularly recognised for their 
heritage value.  

 All parks, with the exception of two, are assessed as being of high value, with the important 
social interaction, health benefits, ecological value and sense of place sites offer being 
recognised. 

 Overall quality and availability is good. However, the key issue at many sites is the perceived 
threat to the long term existence of some park sites; which seems to be leading to a level of 
concern from service end users.   
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PART 5: NATURAL AND SEMI-NATURAL GREENSPACE  
 
5.1 Introduction 
 

112. The natural and semi-natural greenspace typology includes woodland (coniferous, 
deciduous, mixed) and scrub, grassland (e.g. down-land, meadow), heath or moor, 
wetlands (e.g. marsh, fen), wastelands (including disturbed ground), and bare rock habitats 
(e.g. cliffs, quarries, pits) and commons. Such sites are often associated with providing 
wildlife conservation, biodiversity and environmental education and awareness. 
 
5.2 Current provision 
 

113. In total 25 sites are identified as natural and semi-natural greenspace, totalling over 194 
hectares of provision. These totals may not include all provision in the City as a site size 
threshold of 0.2 hectares has been applied. Guidance recommends that sites smaller than 
this may be of less recreational value to residents. 
 
Table 5.1: Distribution of natural and semi-natural greenspace by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Natural and semi-natural greenspace  
Number Size (ha) 

City Centre - - 
Inner North 3 3.71 
Inner South 1 2.24 
Outer North  11 98.42 
Outer South 10 89.74 
LIVERPOOL 25 194.12 

 
114. Of the 25 sites, six appear to have restricted or potentially no public access. These are 

included in the audit, for now, however they do not receive a detailed quality and value 
score as they could not be accessed at the time of the visits. The sites are: 
 
 Jacobs Reservoir 
 Rear of Walton Hospital 
 Finch Wood 

 Kensington Reservoir 
 Blackwood Avenue 
 Land East of Love Lane 

 
115. A significant amount of provision across the City is located in the Outer North Analysis Area 

(98 hectares). Over half of the total provision of identified natural and semi-natural 
greenspace in the City can be attributed to four large sites. Two of these are located in the 
Outer North Analysis Area; Fazakerley Ecology Park (26 hectares) and Craven Wood & 
Dam Wood (25 hectares). The other large forms of provision are Childwall Woods and 
Fields (25 hectares) and Speke Garston Coastal Reserve (36 hectares) in the Outer South.  
 

116. The City has a mixture of natural and semi-natural sites including woodlands and 
reservoirs. Furthermore, sites classified as other forms of open space provision such as 
Croxteth Country Park and Clarke Gardens provide opportunities and activities associated 
with natural and semi-natural greenspace. Such sites are not included here as a site’s 
classification is based on its primary typology. However from the perspective of the level of 
availability of this type of site, such areas may be treated as making a contribution to 
Liverpool’s natural and semi-natural green spaces.  
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Designations 
 

117. In terms of national designations, there are four publically accessible local nature reserves 
(LNRs) identified in the City: 
 
 Mill Wood/ Alder Plantation (23 hectares) 
 Allerton (Eric Hardy) (19 hectares)  
 Childwall Woods & Fields (27 hectares) 
 Croxteth (86 hectares) 
 

118. Hectares recorded above are for the areas of land designated as LNR. The size of the LNR 
designation may differ from the sites overall size due to, for example, restrictions on public 
access. The Allerton LNR is included within the audit as part of the Clarke Gardens site 
classified as parks and gardens provision. Similarly the Croxteth LNR forms part of the 
Croxteth Country Park site categorised as parks and gardens 
 

119. It is also worth recognising the area of Brook Vale LNR (9.7 hectares) within the Rimrose 
Valley Country Park site in neighbouring Sefton. The LNR and the wider site will contribute 
in terms of access to provision given its close proximity to the City. Similarly, Clincton Wood 
(11.8 hectares), Hale Road Woodland (11.9 hectares) and Pickerings Pastures (15.6 
hectares) in Halton, as well as Acornfield Plantation (12.3 hectares) in Knowsley will also 
contribute to access of LNR provision. A total of 61.3 hectares.  
 

120. There are also two significant sites designated as Sites of Special Scientific Importance 
(SSSI) on the border of Liverpool. The Mersey Estuary at nearly 2,000 hectares in total and 
the nearby Sefton Coast at over 370 hectares are recognised for their high natural 
importance for current and future generations. Both provide a pivotal role in the 
characteristics and land shape of the city but also the Merseyside region.  

 
121. Sites may also be designated as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) for their nature conservation 

value. They are important for wildlife in their own right and through their connecting and 
buffering qualities. Designation guidelines are based on rareness, diversity, naturalness, 
fragility etc. There are 22 LWS across Liverpool (list of sites available at 
www.MerseysideBioBank.org.uk). LWS may not all be identified in the study as natural and 
semi-natural greenspace; for example, some are categorised as parks. Others may not 
even be accessible for public use due to their conservation role. 
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5.3 Accessibility 
 

122. Natural England's Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) provides a set of 
benchmarks for ensuring access to places near to where people live. These standards 
recommend that people living in towns and cities should have: 
 
 An accessible natural greenspace of at least two hectares in size, no more than 300 

metres (5 minutes walk) from home 
 At least one accessible 20 hectare site within two kilometres of home 
 One accessible 100 hectare site within five kilometres of home 
 One accessible 500 hectare site within ten kilometres of home 
 One hectare of statutory Local Nature Reserves per thousand population 
 

123. On this basis, Liverpool, with a population of 470,780 is recommended to have 
approximately 471 hectares of LNR. Currently a total of 216 hectares is identified (as set 
out in paragraph 121 and 123). Not all LNRs identified in the study are classified as natural 
and semi-natural greenspace; for example, some are categorised as parks. Size of LNR 
designation may also vary from the open space site. 
 

124. This study, in order to comply with guidance uses locally informed standards. It does not 
focus on the ANGSt Standard as this uses a different methodology for identifying accessible 
natural greenspace to that advocated in guidance. It is also recognised that as a significant 
urban environment it is unlikely for a city to realistically achieve the ANGSt Standard. 
 

125. The Parks and Green Space Survey found the most common travel times by respondents 
to access natural and semi-natural provision is up to 30 minutes by transport (32%). This 
is followed closely by those willing to travel over 15 minutes walk time (20%). Therefore, 
for the purpose of mapping a 15 minute walk time and 30 minute drive time are applied.  
 

126. Figure 5.1 shows the standards applied to natural and semi-natural greenspace to help 
inform where deficiencies in provision may be located. 

 
127. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 

(and their catchment areas) are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or 
an orange colour (low quality or value). The catchment areas of these sites are dashed (as 
opposed to a complete line) to help highlight such sites. Sites of high quality and value are 
represented by a green colour and catchment area. For purposes of mapping, an 
assumption to the quality and value of the sites not deemed accessible has been made. 
Table 5.2 provides a summary to the quality and value ratings for each site. 
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Figure 5.1: Natural and semi-natural greenspace mapped against analysis areas 
 

 
 
Table 5.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

71 Davy St Open Space Inner North   
108 Kensington Reservoir Inner North   
269 Land East of Love Lane Inner North   
214 Priory Wood Inner South   

1 Fazakerley Sidings Outer North   
14 Fazakerley Ecology Park Outer North   
20 Jacobs Reservoir Outer North   
23 Fazakerley Field Outer North   
28 Craven Wood & Dam Wood Outer North   
33 Landscaped Strip (Alt Walk) Outer North   
34 Rear of Walton Hospital Outer North   
48 Finch Wood Outer North   
56 Grove House Outer North   
335 Mab Lane Community Woodland (North) Outer North   
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

337 Mab Lane Community Woodland (South) Outer North   
138 Newby House Outer South   
150 Childwall Woods and Fields Outer South   
176 Blackwood Outer South   
182 Blackwood Avenue Open Space Outer South   
202 Acrefield Road Open Space Outer South   
212 F.L. Calder Woodland Outer South   
243 Cressington Heath Outer South   
250 Mill Wood / Alder Plantation Outer South   
306 Land South of School Lane Outer South   
334 Speke Garston Coastal Reserve Outer South   

 
128. Please note six sites (Kensington Reservoir, Land East of Love Lane, Jacobs Reservoir, 

Rear of Walton Hospital, Finch Wood and Blackwood Avenue Open Space) could not be 
assessed for quality or value as they were deemed inaccessible at the time of the site visits. 
 

129. Figure 5.2 shows all analysis areas are covered by the 30 minute drive time. Many 
surrounding neighbouring local authorities are also likely to be served by provision; 
particularly given the large size of some sites leading to a stronger characteristic as 
destination sites.  
 

130. The map shows that the majority of provision is located towards the outskirts of the densely 
populated areas of Liverpool. Given sites are of natural and semi-natural provision it is not 
unusual for such sites to be in these locations. 
 

131. The more densely populated areas, falling outside of the walk time catchments of natural 
and semi-natural greenspace, contain sites classified as other forms of open space; 
particularly amenity greenspace and parks and gardens. Sites of these types of provision 
are likely to include features and opportunities associated with natural and semi-natural 
greenspace (e.g. habitats, biodiversity). It is therefore unlikely that new forms of natural and 
semi-natural greenspace provision will be required to meet this gap. However, ensuring 
that such sites include natural features and the quality/access to existing natural sites is 
essential. 
 

132. Respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey found 71% of respondents are either 
very satisfied (33%) or quite satisfied (38%) with the availability of natural and semi-natural 
greenspace provision. Only a small percentage of respondents are either quite dissatisfied 
(11%) or very dissatisfied (4%); further suggesting perceived availability and access to 
provision of this type is strong.  
 

133. Sites and locations outside of Liverpool are highlighted as often being accessed. For 
instance, the nearby Crosby and Formby beaches are commonly cited as being visited by 
respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey. Similarly the riverside in Chester and 
Delamere Forest are also referred to when discussing natural and semi-natural provision. 
 

134. The management and maintenance of nearly all of the identified natural and semi-natural 
sites is with the Council. Exceptions are likely to be those sites highlighted with restricted 
public access. Ownership of such sites has not been identified by this study. 
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5.4 Quality 
 

135. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for natural and semi-natural greenspace in Liverpool. A threshold of 30% is 
applied in order to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality 
scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 

136. The typology of natural and semi-natural greenspace has a relatively lower quality 
threshold compared to other open space typologies. This is in order to try and better reflect 
the characteristic of this kind of provision. For instance, many natural and semi-natural sites 
are intentionally without ancillary facilities in order to reduce misuse/inappropriate 
behaviour whilst encouraging greater conservation of flora and fauna activity. 
 
Table 5.3: Quality rating for natural and semi-natural greenspace by analysis area  
 

Analysis area Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<30% 

High 
>30% 

  
City Centre 

30% 

- - - - - - 

Inner North 16% 16% 16% - 1 - 

Inner South 58% 58% 58% - - 1 
Outer North  19% 42% 69% 50% 3 5 
Outer South 24% 42% 61% 37% 1 8 
LIVERPOOL 16% 41% 69% 42% 5 14 

 
137. Please note six sites could not be assessed for quality or value as they were deemed 

inaccessible at the time of the site visits. 
 

138. The majority of natural and semi-natural sites assessed in the City (74%) rate above the 
threshold set for quality. However, five sites rate below the quality threshold applied: 
 
 Davy St Open Space (16%) 
 Fazakerley Sidings (19%) 
 Newby House (24%) 
 Grove House (25%) 
 Fazakerley Field (27%) 
 

139. The evidence from the site assessment appeared to indicate that these sites have limited 
regular maintenance and are used other than as places providing opportunities for wildlife 
habitats. None of the sites appear to have any ancillary facilities (e.g. bins, benches) and 
in most cases do not have established pathways. While this may not be expected of all 
forms of provision, it is the case that some sites of this type do contain such features and 
consequently sites without such features have a lower score in comparison.  
 

140. In addition, four out of the five sites are noted as showing signs of fire damage. At the time 
of the site visit survey the Fazakerley Field site had the remains of a burnt out car whilst 
broken glass was also seen at the Grove House site.  
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141. Sites scoring above the threshold were observed during the site surveys to be attractive 
and generally well maintained; offering plenty of good quality ancillary features such as 
bins, benches, parking and pathways. They are considered to be well used by people for 
recreational purposes whilst also offering significant opportunities for wildlife promotion. 
Sites scoring particularly high include: 
 
 Priory Wood (58%) 
 Craven Wood & Dam Wood (47%) 
 Blackwood (46%) 
 Childwall Woods and Fields (46%) 
 Cressington Heath (46%) 
 

142. The quality of natural and semi-natural greenspace provision is viewed positively with 
respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey being either quite satisfied (43%) or 
very satisfied (29%). Further supporting the quality of provision is the small proportion of 
respondents that are quite dissatisfied (7%) or very dissatisfied (3%). 
 

143. Whilst not classified within natural and semi-natural greenspace, parks within the City are 
also regularly recognised through consultation as being high quality forms of open space 
provision contributing to the perception and opportunities associated with natural 
greenspace. 
 
5.5 Value 
 

144. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for natural and semi-natural greenspace in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 
20% is applied in order to identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value 
score of a site, the higher regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. 
Further explanation of how the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 
(Methodology).  
 
Table 5.4: Value scores for natural and semi-natural greenspace by analysis area  
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<20% 

High 
>20% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

- - - - - - 

Inner North 21% 21% 21% - - 1 

Inner South 41% 41% 41% - - 1 
Outer North  13% 31% 63% 50% 3 5 
Outer South 15% 28% 47% 32% 2 7 
LIVERPOOL 13% 30% 63% 29% 5 14 

 
145. Please note six sites could not be assessed for quality or value as they were inaccessible 

at the time of the site visits. 
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146. The value rating of natural and semi-natural greenspaces is generally more positive; with 
74% of scored sites rating above the threshold. Three out of the six sites to rate below the 
threshold for value also rate below the threshold for quality. The value scores of these sites 
are, to some extent, likely to reflect the quality issues identified previously; evidence of 
misuse is observed with issues like fire damage also noted. This evidence along with other 
site observations suggests such sites are not used or valued to the same level as other 
forms of provision.  
 

147. The highest scoring sites for value (63%) are the Mab Lane Community Woodlands in the 
Outer North and Childwall Woods and Fields in the Outer South. Both sites are observed 
as offering a range of opportunities to different users including travel routes via 
walking/cycling. The sites are recognised as having a strong community interest with 
improvement works (e.g. tree planting, site tidying) being undertaken by organisations like 
Mersey Forest. 
 
5.6 Summary  
 
 Natural and semi-natural greenspace summary 
 The City is identified as having 25 individual natural and semi-natural greenspace sites. 

This totals over 194 hectares of provision.  
 In addition, other classification sites such as Croxteth Park add to the function and 

opportunities associated with natural greenspace 
 An accessibility standard of a 15 minute walk time shows some gaps in catchment 

mapping. However, these are met by other forms of open space provision.   
 There are four sites designated as a Local Nature Reserve (LNR) across Liverpool, 

although this is short of the ANGSt standard recommended for provision.  Furthermore, 
there are two significant Sites of Special Scientific Interest; particularly the Mersey Estuary.    

 Quality of natural greenspace is generally viewed as being either very (33%) or quite (38%) 
satisfactory by survey respondents. This is reflected in the audit assessment with most 
(69%) rating above the threshold.  Five sites rating below the threshold are noted as 
appearing to have issues with misuse. 

 Value of provision is also positive. Sites of lower value reflect the quality issues highlighted 
at some sites. However, sites roles as forms of habitat provision is acknowledged. 
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PART 6: AMENITY GREENSPACE  
 
6.1 Introduction 
 

148. This is defined as sites offering opportunities for informal activities close to home or work 
or enhancement of the appearance of residential or other areas. It includes informal 
recreation spaces, housing green spaces, village greens and other similar space. 
 

149. For the purpose of this study, it is necessary to distinguish the difference between parks 
and amenity greenspace. This is due to a number of sites being reclassified between the 
two types of open space. Amenity greenspaces comprise grassed areas with no significant 
facilities and generally few features. In contrast, parks are viewed as sites with formal 
layouts, well defined boundaries and entrances that normally include a network of paths, 
seating and/or other facilities and features to be enjoyed by the public. 
 
6.2 Current provision 
 

150. There is a total of 101 amenity greenspace sites identified in the City with over 225 hectares 
of provision. Amenity spaces are most often found within areas of housing and function as 
informal recreation spaces or as open spaces along highways that provide a visual amenity. 
There are also a number of recreation grounds classified in this study as amenity 
greenspace; as they offer a less formal recreational function in comparison to parks and 
therefore are better assessed within the amenity greenspace typology. A site threshold of 
0.2 hectares has been applied.  
 
Table 6.1: Distribution of amenity greenspace sites by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Amenity greenspace  
Number Size (ha) 

City Centre 4 2.05 
Inner North 20 31.17 
Inner South 19 27.85 
Outer North  25 60.31 

Outer South 33 104.51 
LIVERPOOL 101 225.89 

 
151. Three sites are identified as having restricted access (Turner Memorial Field, Donaldson 

Street Rec Ground and Derwent Square). These sites are currently included in the audit as 
it is uncertain as to the level/extent of public access.  
 

152. Site sizes of provision vary from the smallest open space, such as Roscoe Garden at 0.13 
hectares, to the largest, Long Lane Recreation Ground, at nearly 14 hectares.  
 

153. It is important to note that whilst a large proportion of provision may be considered as being 
small grassed areas or visual landscaped space, there is some variation of sites within this 
typology. For example some recreation grounds, such as Northway Recreation Ground and 
Springfield Avenue Recreation Ground are included under amenity greenspace. These 
serve a different purpose to smaller grassed areas and verges; often providing an extended 
range of opportunities for recreational activities due to their size and facilities.    
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6.3 Accessibility 
 

154. The Parks and Green Space Survey found the most common travel time expected by 
respondents in order to access grassed areas near housing is a five minute walk (24%). 
This is followed closely by those willing to walk 5-10 minutes (20%). For the purpose of 
mapping a five minute walk time has been applied.  
 

155. Figure 6.1 shows the standard applied to help inform where deficiencies in provision may 
be located. 

 
156. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 

(and their catchment areas) are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or 
an orange colour (low quality or value). The catchment areas of these sites are dashed (as 
opposed to a complete line) to help highlight such sites. Sites of high quality and value are 
represented by a green colour and catchment area. Table 6.2 provides a summary to the 
quality and value ratings for each site. 
 
Figure 6.1: Amenity greenspace mapped against analysis area 
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Table 6.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

137 Sandon Street Open Space City Centre   
285 Roscoe Garden City Centre   
286 Vincent Way Open Space City Centre   
288 Minshull Street Open Spaces City Centre   
39 Breeze Hill Reservoir Inner North   
58 Kirkdale Recreation Ground Inner North   
61 Utting Avenue Inner North   
68 Lester Gardens Inner North   
70 Muirhead Avenue Recreation Ground Inner North   
72 Lower Breck Road Recreation Ground Inner North   
75 Atlantic Park Inner North   
78 Landscaped Triangle (Boundary St / 

Scotland Road) 
Inner North   

81 Thirlmere Road Rec Ground Inner North   
82 Epsom Street / Latimer Street Inner North   
87 Whitefield Road Rec Ground Inner North   
92 Lister Drive Inner North   
96 Beresford Street, L5 Inner North   
103 Soho Street Park Inner North   
270 Donaldson Street Rec Ground Inner North   
273 Amenity Triangle Inner North   
274 Richmond Park Inner North   
287 Mount Vernon Green Inner North   
336 St Johns Field Inner North   
339 Grantside School AGS Inner North   
116 Grove Street Inner South   
121 Stainer Way Inner South   
122 Sandown Park Inner South   
127 Earle Road Rec Inner South   
152 Mill Street Playground Inner South   
153 Gore Street Open Space Inner South   
163 Ullet Road Playground Inner South   
164 South Street / Voelas Street Open 

space 
Inner South   

168 Leighton View Inner South   
174 Harlow Street Neighbourhood Park Inner South   
177 Greengables Close Open Space Inner South   
191 Grafton Street Inner South   
195 Park Hill Recreation Ground Inner South   
200 Turner Memorial Field Inner South   
281 Windsor Street Inner South   
292 Uxbridge Street Open Space Inner South   
341 St Michaels Field Inner South   
343 Greenbank Park Playing Fields Inner South   
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

345 Land between Mossley Hill Drive / 
Aigburth Vale 

Inner South   

12 Fazakerley Recreation Ground Outer North   
16 Parkview Recreation Ground Outer North   
22 Rice Lane Recreation Ground Outer North   
36 Scargreen Neighbourhood Park (inc 

Springfields) 
Outer North   

37 Stand Park Farm Outer North   
41 Abingdon Road Outer North   
44 Mentmore Crescent Outer North   
51 Richard Kelly's Drive Recreation 

Ground 
Outer North   

54 Meadow Lane Outer North   
55 Cherry Lane Open Space Outer North   
60 Clubmoor Recreation Ground Outer North   
62 Cantril Park Outer North   
64 West Derby Castle Field Outer North   
83 Ackers Hall Recreation Ground Outer North   
86 Finch Lane / Lordens Road Outer North   
104 Chilcott Road Playground Outer North   
111 The Green Outer North   
261 Gardens between Firdale Road & 

Stalmine Road 
Outer North   

263 Park View Estate Outer North   
265 Baycliffe Road Outer North   
276 Derwent Square Outer North   
277 South of St Edwards College / 

Sandfield Park 
Outer North   

280 Denford Road (Sq) Outer North   
297 Rathbone Road Recreation Ground Outer North   
338 West Cliffe Recreation Ground Outer North   
120 Northway Recreation Ground Outer South   
129 Hartsbourne Recreation Ground Outer South   
142 Naylorsfield Drive Outer South   
144 Naylorsfield Outer South   
146 Cranwell Road Open Space Outer South   
154 Naylors Road Estate Outer South   
156 Gorsey Cop Road Open Space Outer South   
161 Naylors Road   Outer South   
162 Cockshead Road Open Space Outer South   
166 Menlove Gardens Outer South   
169 Grove Mount Playing Fields Outer South   
170 Wood Lane / Woodlands Outer South   
171 Land at Middlemas Hey Outer South   
186 Gateacre Recreation Ground Outer South   
187 Lee Vale Road Open Space Outer South   
188 Millersdale Road Open Space Outer South   
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area  Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

190 Nookfields Outer South   
206 University Halls of Residence Outer South   
218 Holts Field Outer South   
220 Quarry Street Playground Outer South   
232 The Otters Pool P.H. Outer South   
234 Springwood Mansion Outer South   
236 Riversdale Community College Outer South   
237 Springfield Avenue Recreation Ground Outer South   
238 Long Lane Recreation Ground Outer South   
245 Dutch Farm Outer South   
252 Blackrod Avenue Open Space Outer South   
254 Mains Rough POS Outer South   
256 Stapleton Av OS Outer South   
259 Almeda Road Verge Outer South   
300 Armitage Gardens Outer South   
303 Whitney Road Open Space Outer South   
340 King George V Memorial Field Outer South   

 
157. Catchment mapping with a five minute walk time applied shows a reasonable level of 

coverage across the City.  
 

158. However, gaps are highlighted due to the accessibility standard set for amenity greenspace 
being relatively small (as provision is often deemed to be locally significant).   
 

159. Against the five minute catchment there are noticeable gaps in all analysis areas but 
particularly in more densely populated areas such as the Inner North, Inner South and 
Outer North. However, these gaps contain provision of other open space types which will 
compensate to some extent. The catchment gaps, observed in the Inner and Outer North 
are, however served by sites such as Walton Hall Park and Stanley Park. Similarly, the 
gaps in the Inner South contain sites such as Sefton Park. It is unlikely therefore that new 
amenity greenspace provision is required as these areas are well served by other forms of 
open space provision. 
 

160. Respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey found 53% of respondents are either 
very satisfied (20%) or quite satisfied (33%) with the availability of natural and semi-natural 
greenspace provision. There are a further 29% neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. Only a 
small percentage of respondents are either quite dissatisfied (12%) or very dissatisfied 
(6%); further suggesting the perceived availability and access to provision is strong.  
 
6.4 Quality 
 

161. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for amenity greenspaces in Liverpool. A threshold of 45% is applied in order 
to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality scores and thresholds 
are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology). 
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Table 6.3: Quality ratings for amenity greenspaces by analysis area  
 

Analysis area Quality 
score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<45% 

High 
>45% 

  
City Centre 

45% 

39% 43% 49% 10% 3 1 

Inner North 35% 47% 60% 25% 7 13 

Inner South 34% 45% 65% 31% 9 10 
Outer North  32% 48% 60% 28% 7 18 
Outer South 35% 49% 70% 35% 12 21 
LIVERPOOL 32% 48% 70% 38% 38 63 

  
162. Most amenity greenspace in the City (62%) receive a quality rating above the threshold. 

Provision in the Outer North, Inner North and Outer South tend to score better, with 72%, 
65% and 64% of sites respectively rating above the threshold.  
 

163. Proportionally there are more sites in the City Centre Analysis Area (75%) and the Inner 
South (47%) that rate below the threshold. Both areas contain a number of sites that are 
lacking in ancillary facilities and features. Subsequently sites can be unattractive with no 
reason or obvious benefit for people to visit/use. However, it is important to recognise that 
despite scoring below the threshold for quality, sites may still have the potential to be of a 
high value to the community. For instance, if a site is the only form of open space in that 
local area it may be of high value given it is the only provision of its type. Sites may also 
provide an aesthetically pleasing function. 
 

164. Some of the lowest scoring amenity greenspace sites in the City are: 
 
 Chilcott Road (32%) 
 Turner Memorial Field (33%) 
 Uxbridge Street Open Space (34%) 
 Almeda Road (35%) 

 Derwent Square (35%) 
 Donaldson Street Rec Ground (35%) 
 Denford Road (35%) 

 
165. Most sites that rate low for quality are observed as being fairly basic areas of green space 

often with a poor general appearance. They also tend to lack ancillary facilities to 
encourage extensive recreational use. While this may not be expected of all forms of 
provision, some sites of this type do contain such features and consequently sites without 
such features score lower in comparison.  For instance, over a third of the sites rated below 
the threshold for quality are observed as being forms of highway/road side verges.  
 

166. Furthermore, low quality rated sites such as Turner Memorial Field, Donaldson Street Rec 
Ground and Derwent Square are all noted as having limited access or use. Turner Memorial 
Field does not appear to be in use; it is also identified as being for sale. Similarly the 
Donaldson Street Rec is fenced off as part of planned demolition. Other quality issues are 
also observed at sites rating low for quality. For example, evidence of fire damage is 
highlighted at the Chilcot Road site.  
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167. Other sites showing signs of misuse are identified. In most instances this is through 
evidence of fire damage on site at the time of the site visits. These include: 
 
 Breeze Hill Reservoir  
 Chilcott Road  
 Cockshead Road Open Space  

 Rice Lane Recreation Ground  
 Whitefield Road Rec Ground   
 Wood Lane/Woodlands  

 
168. Despite the visual evidence of fire damage and broken glass present, the Rice Lane 

Recreation Ground and Breeze Hill Reservoir sites still rate above the threshold for quality.  
 

169. The highest scoring sites for quality in the City are: 
 
 Long Lane Recreation Ground (70%) 
 Northway Recreation Ground (66%) 
 Ullet Road (65%) 

 Quarry Street (63%) 
 Fazakerley Recreation Ground (60%) 

 
170. High scoring sites, such as the ones above, reflect the range of ancillary facilities available 

as well as the good standard of appearance and maintenance found at such sites. They 
also have plenty of ancillary facilities such as bins, signage, benches, and in some cases 
car parking. Features such as these contribute to their overall quality and help to create 
more opportunities and reasons for people to access such provision. 
 

171. Sites such as Long Lane, Northway, Quarry Street and Ullet Road also feature forms of 
play provision in a good condition. The latter also includes elements catering to older age 
ranges such as trim trail stations. Again such features add to the overall quality and 
recreational benefit sites provide. 
 

172. The quality of amenity greenspace provision is viewed positively with respondents to the 
Parks and Green Space Survey being generally quite satisfied (34%); a further 16% are 
very satisfied in terms of quality. Further supporting the quality of provision is the small 
proportion of respondents that are quite dissatisfied (13%) or very dissatisfied (6%). 
 
  

April 2017  Knight, Kavanagh & Page 46 
 

Owner
Highlight



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT  
 

6.5 Value 
 

173. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for amenity greenspace in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 20% is applied 
in order to identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value score of a site, 
the higher regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. Further 
explanation of how the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 6.4: Value ratings for amenity greenspace by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<20% 

High 
>20% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

16% 23% 37% 21% 2 2 

Inner North 11% 27% 44% 33% 4 16 

Inner South 11% 26% 54% 43% 5 14 
Outer North  16% 27% 50% 34% 6 19 
Outer South 13% 28% 44% 31% 5 28 
LIVERPOOL 11% 27% 54% 43% 22 79 

 
174. Similar to quality, the majority of amenity greenspaces (78%) rate above the threshold for 

value. Overall a greater proportion of sites are rated as high value compared to high quality.  
 

175. Of the 22 sites that rate below the threshold for value 16 also rate low for quality (sites listed 
in Table 6.2). Some of the lowest scoring sites for value are: 
 
 Donaldson Street Rec Ground 
 South Street/ Voelas Street Open Space 

 Naylorsfield Drive  
 Armitage Gardens 

 
176. Sites scoring below the value threshold tend to be grassed areas with no noticeable added 

facilities. Many (circa eight sites) are highway verge style sites which tend to be smaller in 
size and lack any noticeable features thus their lower value especially for recreational 
aspects. They are, however acknowledged as providing some visual amenity to their 
localities. It is important to note that the main role of certain sites is that they act as a 
grassed area, providing breaks in the urban form.  
 

177. Other low value sites, such as Lee Vale Road Open Space and Rathbone Road Recreation 
Ground, appear to be unused with their level of maintenance of unclear. On the day of the 
site survey the former was observed to be used for car parking and the latter was partially 
overgrown however it is to be re-provisioned through the implementation of the Edge Lane 
Programme.  
 

178. Some of the highest scoring sites for value in the City are: 
 
 Ullet Road  
 Rice Lane Recreation Ground  
 Scargreen Park Recreation 

 Stand Park Farm  
 Long Lane Recreation Ground 
 Lower Breck Road Recreation 

Ground  
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179. These are recognised for the accessible recreational opportunity they offer at an excellent 
standard of quality. Such sites also help to meet the needs for a wide range of users. For 
example, Ullet Road, Rice Lane Recreation Ground and Scargreen are all recognised as 
offering a number of features such as sports provision and play facilities (e.g. pitches, a 
Skate Park, and good paths) that meet the recreational needs of a variety of people.  
 

180. Amenity greenspace should also be recognised for its multi-purpose function, offering 
opportunities for a variety of leisure and recreational activities. Sites can often 
accommodate informal recreational activity such as casual play and dog walking.  
 

181. Many sites in Liverpool offer a dual function and are an amenity resource for residents as 
well as being visually pleasing. These attributes add to the quality, accessibility and visibility 
of amenity greenspace. Combined with the presence of facilities (e.g. benches, play, 
landscaping and trees), this means that the better sites are likely to be more respected and 
valued by members of the local community.  
 
6.6 Summary 
 

Amenity greenspace summary 
 This study has assessed 101 amenity greenspace sites in the City; equating to 227 

hectares. Provision is relatively spread across the City. 
 The 5 minute walk time suggests a reasonable level of coverage. Gaps in provision are 

noted. These are, however, served by other open space typologies such as parks. 
 Overall amenity greenspaces quality is positive. Most sites (62%) rate above the threshold 

and only a handful face any specific issues; often due to size, access or maintenance. 
 In addition to its multifunctional role, amenity greenspace makes a valuable contribution to 

visual aesthetics for communities – hence the majority of sites rate above the threshold 
for value. 
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PART 7: PROVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 

182. This type of provision includes areas designated primarily for play and social interaction 
involving children and young people, such as equipped play areas, ball courts, skateboard 
areas and teenage shelters. 
 

183. Provision for children is deemed to be sites consisting of formal equipped play facilities 
typically associated with play areas. This is usually perceived to be for children under 12 
years of age. Provision for young people can also include equipped sites that provide more 
robust equipment catering to older age ranges. It can include facilities such as skate parks, 
BMX, basketball courts, youth shelters and Multi-Use Games Areas (MUGAs). 
 
7.2 Current provision 
 

184. A total of 55 sites are identified in the City as provision for children and young people. This 
combines to create a total of more than five hectares. The table below shows the 
distribution of provision. No site size threshold has been applied and as such all provision 
is identified and included within the audit. 
 
Table 7.1: Distribution of provision for children and young people by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Provision for children and young people 
Number Size (ha) 

City Centre 3 0.28 

Inner North 17 1.21 

Inner South 10 1.10 

Outer North  9 0.51 

Outer South 17 2.55 
LIVERPOOL 56 5.65 

 
185. Play areas can be classified in the following ways to identify their effective target audience 

utilising Fields In Trust (FIT) guidance. FIT provides widely endorsed guidance on the 
minimum standards for play space. 
 
 LAP - a Local Area of Play. Usually small landscaped areas designed for young 

children. Equipment is specific to age groups in order to reduce unintended users. 
 LEAP - a Local Equipped Area of Play. Designed for unsupervised play and a wider 

age range of users; often containing a wider range of equipment types.   
 NEAP - a Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play. Cater for all age groups. Such sites 

may contain MUGA, skate parks, youth shelters, adventure play equipment and are 
often included within large park sites.   

 
186. Play provision in the City is summarised in the following table using the FIT classifications. 

Provision is identified as being fairly evenly spread across LAP (38%), LEAP (33%) and 
NEAP (29%) classifications. Noticeably, both the Inner North and Outer North appear to 
have greater forms of play sites classified as LAP compared to other areas.  
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Table 7.2: Distribution of provision for children and young people by FIT category 
 

Analysis area Provision for children and young people 
LAP LEAP NEAP TOTAL 

City Centre 1 1 1 3 
Inner North 8 4 5 17 
Inner South 2 6 2 10 
Outer North  6 3 - 9 
Outer South 4 5 8 17 
LIVERPOOL 21 19 16 56 

 
187. Provision catering for older age ranges is found at sites classified as NEAPs. All areas with 

the exception of the Outer North contain provision of this type.  
 

188. Across the City there has been recent investment in the provision of play facilities catering 
for older ages. A network of five new ‘Action Sports Hubs’ catering for skateboarders and 
BMX riders has been established. The last of the five, the UK’s first glowing Skate Park, 
opened in Everton Park in autumn 2015. The five ‘Hubs’ are located within other types of 
provision, namely: 
 
 Everton Park 
 Dingle Bank 
 Newsham Park 
 Otterspool Promenade 
 Scargreen Park 
 

189. Where equipment catering for older age groups is found at a play facility as part of a wider 
range of provision it has been included as part of that NEAP or LEAP site. Several sites 
also feature other forms of play provision like a MUGA or a basketball area that may cater 
for a wide range of ages. 
 
7.3 Accessibility 
 

190. The Parks and Green Space Survey found the most common travel times by respondents 
to access play provision is a 5-10 minute walk (17%); followed closely by a 11-15 minute 
walk (13%). For the purpose of mapping a 10 minute walk time is applied.  
 

191. Figure 7.1 shows the standards applied to help inform where deficiencies in provision may 
be located. 

 
192. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 

(and their catchment areas) are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or 
an orange colour (low quality or value). The catchment areas of these sites are dashed (as 
opposed to a complete line) to help highlight such sites. Sites of high quality and value are 
represented by a green colour and catchment area. Table 7.3 provides a summary to the 
quality and value ratings for each site. 
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Figure 7.1: Provision for children and young people mapped against analysis areas 
 

 
 
Table 7.3: Key to sites mapped 
 

193. Please note, Site IDs containing a .1 number represent those play sites located within a 
wider ‘parent’ site (i.e. a play area within a park will be labelled this way). 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

133.1 Great Georges Square City Centre   
316 Sandon Street Play Area City Centre   
332 Midghall Street City Centre   
32.1 Walton Hall Park Inner North   
57.1 Stanley Park Inner North   
58.1 Kirkdale Inner North   
65.1 Alf Langley Inner North   
70.1 Muirhead Avenue Inner North   
72.1 Lower Breck RG Inner North   
77.1 China Street Inner North   
77.2 Northumberland Terrace Inner North   
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

77.3 Radcliffe Inner North   
81.1 Thirlmere Road Inner North   
85.1 Newsham Park Inner North   
85.2 Newsham Park Inner North   
90.1 St Martin's Inner North   
105.1 Phythian Park MUGA Inner North   
107.1 Kensington Park Play Area Inner North   
274.1 Richmond Park Inner North   
331 Birchfield Park Inner North   

113.1 Wavertree Botanic Inner South   
126.1 Crown Street Inner South   
131 Picton Playground    Inner South   

160.1 Princes Park Inner South   
163.1 St Agnes Field Inner South   
167.2 Sefton Park Inner South   
195.1 Parkhill Inner South   
203.1 Dingle Vale Inner South   
281.1 Upper Hill Street Inner South   
318.1 Greenbank Park Inner South   
4.1 Adlam Park Outer North   
7.1 Longmoor Lane Outer North   
11.1 Warbreck Moor Outer North   
22.1 Rice Lane RG Outer North   
36.1 Scargreen Neighbourhood Park Play Outer North   
38.1 Croxteth CP Outer North   
94.1 Springfield Park Outer North   
97.1 Doric Park Outer North   
98.1 Dovecot Park Outer North   
120.1 Northway Outer South   
129.1 Childwall Valley Outer South   
140.1 Acrehurst Play Area Outer South   
158.1 Belle Vale Outer South   
167.1 Aigburth Vale Outer South   
170.1 Wood Lane / Woodlands MUGA Outer South   
180.1 Netherley Park Outer South   
220.1 Quarry Street Outer South   
222.1 Otterspool Promenade Outer South   
238.1 Long Lane Outer South   
247 King Street Amenity Areas Outer South   

249.1 Banks Road Outer South   
252.1 Blackrod Ave Outer South   
253.1 The Venny Outer South   
256.1 Stapelton Ave MUGA Outer South   
301.1 Calderstones Park Outer South   
342 Garston Adventure Playground Outer South   
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194. There is generally a good spread of provision across the City. In most instances, the 

greatest areas of population density are within walking distance of a form of play provision.  
However, there are some minor gaps noted within the Outer North and Outer South. 
 

195. Respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey view the availability of play provision 
as either quite satisfactory (37%) or very satisfactory (35%). There are a further 15% which 
are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied in terms of availability. Only a small percentage of 
respondents are either quite dissatisfied (9%) or very dissatisfied (5%); further suggesting 
perceived availability and access to play provision is good.  
 

196. Comments from the consultation cite the potential for a greater range and scope of play 
provision especially catering towards older age ranges but specifically teenagers.  
 
7.4 Quality  
 

197. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for play provision for children and young people in Liverpool. A threshold of 
60% is applied in order to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of the quality 
scoring and thresholds can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 

198. Quality assessments of play sites do not include a detailed technical risk assessment of 
equipment. For an informed report on the condition of play equipment the Council’s own 
inspection reports should be sought. 
 
Table 7.4: Quality ratings for provision for children and young people by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<60% 

High 
>60% 

  
City Centre 

60% 

46% 70% 84% 38% 1 2 

Inner North 48% 66% 80% 32% 4 13 

Inner South 74% 78% 88% 14% - 10 
Outer North  42% 69% 85% 43% 1 8 
Outer South 48% 65% 85% 37% 6 11 
LIVERPOOL 42% 69% 88% 46% 12 44 

 
199. The majority of sites are assessed as above the quality threshold (78%). However, there is 

a significant spread between the highest and lowest scoring sites across Liverpool.  
 

200. For instance, the Rice Lane site in the Outer North and the Blackrod Avenue site in the 
Outer South rate below the threshold with 42% and 48% respectively. In comparison, the 
Picton Playground site in the Inner South scores 88% for quality. The low scoring sites are 
a reflection of their limited range of play equipment, lack of controls to prevent illegal use, 
bins and signage in comparison to others. In contrast, Picton Playground receives the 
highest score due to its range and condition of play equipment. The site also benefits from 
additional features such as seating, signage, bins and fencing provided.    
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201. Other play sites to receive particularly high ratings for quality include: 

 
 Longmoor Lane (85%) 
 Calderstones Park (85%) 
 Midghall Street (84%)  
 Otterspool Promenade (83%) 

 Upper Hill Street (80%) 
 Stanley Park (80%) 
 Dovecot Park (80%) 

 
202. These sites are all noted as having a range and good standard of equipment catering for 

different ages. The sites also contain other ancillary features such as benches, signage 
and bins which are assessed as being of a generally excellent condition. Furthermore, sites 
such as Otterspool Promenade and Longmoor Lane also benefit from having extended 
provision catering for older age ranges (i.e. Skate Park, basketball).  
 

203. There is a total of 12 sites that rate below the threshold for quality: 
 
 Rice Lane (42%) 
 Sandon Street Play Area (46%) 
 Wood Lane/ Woodlands MUGA (48%) 
 China Street (48%) 
 Blackrod Avenue (48%) 
 Banks Road (49%) 

 Muirhead Avenue (49%) 
 Richmond Park (51%) 
 Stapelton Ave MUGA (52%) 
 King Street (52%) 
 Phythian Park MUGA (53%) 
 Acrehurst Play Area (53%) 

 
204. As mentioned earlier, the low rating for Rice Lane and Blackrod Avenue sites reflects their 

limited range of play equipment, lack of controls to prevent illegal use, no bins or signage. 
Similar reasons are noted for the Banks Road and Muirhead Avenue sites; with the former 
site also being observed as having only adequate quality of equipment. 
 

205. Both the Sandon Street Play Area and Wood Lane/Woodlands MUGA are noted as sites 
containing only casual forms of play. The former has only a 5-a-side/basketball area and 
the latter has a MUGA and youth shelter. Both sites are lacking in other facility features 
such as signage, benches and bins.   
 

206. China Street was identified as being under construction and/or receiving improvements 
during the site visit process. The site, located within Everton Park, has since had a new 
skate park facility.   
 

207. Most respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey are quite satisfied (41%) with the 
quality of play provision. This is followed by a further 26% that are very satisfied.  Both 
results support the generally high quality of provision identified. A further 19% rates being 
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied; with only a small proportion being quite dissatisfied (10%) 
or very dissatisfied (5%).  
  
7.5 Value 
 

208. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for children and young people in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 20% is 
applied in order to identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value score of 
a site, the higher regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. Further 
explanation of how the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
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Table 7.5: Value ratings for provision for children and young people by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<20% 

High 
>20% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

22% 36% 50% 28% - 3 

Inner North 22% 43% 60% 38% - 17 

Inner South 36% 47% 56% 30% - 10 
Outer North  42% 59% 70% 28% - 9 
Outer South 32% 41% 60% 28% - 17 
LIVERPOOL 22% 45% 70% 48% - 56 

 
209. All play provision is rated as being of high value in the City. This demonstrates the role play 

provision provides in allowing children to play but also the contribution sites make in terms 
of giving children and young people safe places to learn, to socialise with others and in 
creating aesthetically pleasing and safe local environments. Sites scoring particularly high 
for value tend to reflect the size and amount/range and standard of equipment present on 
site. Some of the highest scoring sites are: 
 
 Croxteth Country Park (70%) 
 Scargreen Park Play (70%) 
 Longmoor Lane (66%) 

 Warbreck Moor (62%) 
 Kirkdale (60%) 
 Garston Adventure Playground (60%) 

 
210. Diverse equipment to cater for a range of ages is also important. There are five sites in the 

City which also feature unique forms of play such as skate parks/BMX; known as ‘Action 
Sports Hubs’. They are all relatively new forms of provision having been built within the last 
three years.  
 

211. It is also important to recognise the benefits of play in terms of healthy, active lifestyles, 
social inclusion and interaction between children plus its developmental and educational 
value. The importance of play and of children’s rights to play in their local communities is 
essential.  
 
7.6 Summary 
 

Provision for children and young people summary 
 There is a total of 56 sites identified as play provision in the City; a total of over five hectares. 

All are managed by the Council; with slightly more sites a identified as LAP (38%) sized play. 
Most of these sites are located within other larger spaces such as Parks. 

 No major gaps in provision are identified against the 10 minute walk time standard, although 
minor gaps are noted to the Outer North and Outer South. New provision is unlikely to be 
required given gaps are in low density populations. Expansion of equipment at existing sites to 
meet older age ranges should be considered.  

 The majority of play sites (78%) are assessed as being above the threshold for quality. 
Although there are a dozen sites which are not. Sites rated below the threshold are often due 
to a lack in range and quality of equipment as well as ancillary features. 

 All play provision is rated as being of high value from the site visit audit. Reflecting its role in 
providing healthy, inclusive and safe access across the City. 
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PART 8: ALLOTMENTS 
 
8.1 Introduction 
 

212. The allotments typology covers open spaces that provide opportunities for those people 
who wish to do so to grow their own produce as part of the long-term promotion of 
sustainability, health and social interaction. This may include provision such as allotments, 
community gardens and city/urban farms. 
 
8.2 Current provision 
 

213. There are 27 active sites classified as allotments in Liverpool, equating to over 64 hectares. 
No site size threshold has been applied to allotments and as such all provision is identified 
and included within the audit.  
 
Table 8.1: Distribution of allotment sites by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Allotments 
Number of sites Size (ha) 

City Centre - - 

Inner North 2 6.19 

Inner South 7 20.19 

Outer North  8 17.49 

Outer South 10 20.31 
LIVERPOOL 27 64.18 

 
214. Most sites are located in either the Outer North (8) or Inner (7) and Outer South (10). In 

terms of hectares (20.31 hectares) the most provision is in the Outer South.. 
 

215. Overall, there are a combined total of circa 1,874 plots, including half plots, three quarter 
plots and quarter plots, identified at City Council sites. The number of plots offered at each 
site varies with the largest at Thingwall in the Inner South (200 plots). Other significant 
contributors are Mersey Road in the Outer South (146 plots), New Area in Outer North (131 
plots) and Seeds Lane in the Outer North (125 plots). The smallest City Council allotment 
site is Wharncliffe Allotment in the Outer North containing 20 plots.  
 

216. The National Society of Allotment and Leisure Gardeners (NSALG) suggest a national 
standard of 20 allotments per 1,000 households (i.e. approximately 20 allotments per 2,000 
people based on two people per house) or 1 allotment per 200 people. This equates to 0.25 
hectares per 1,000 population based on an average plot-size of 250 metres squared (0.025 
hectares per plot).  
 

217. Based on the current population of 470,780 (ONS Mid-Year 2011 Population Estimates) 
the City, as a whole, does not meet the NSALG suggestion. The suggested amount of 
allotment provision for Liverpool should be 117.7 hectares based on the NSALG standard. 
The existing provision of 64.18 hectares therefore does not meet the NSALG suggestion. 
The most noticeable shortfall against the NSALG suggestion is in the Inner North.  
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218. However, a much more accurate reflection to the demand for allotment plots is to use 

waiting list numbers (detailed further under Table 8.4). Waiting list figures provide a more 
localised level of demand at sites as opposed to a generic standard approach. They can 
detail the demand at each site to show those sites and areas with the greatest levels of 
demand. Combining this with the availability of provision in terms of accessibility should 
help to inform future demand for allotment provision. 
 

219. The following table details the number of sites and plots located within each analysis area.  
 
Table 8.2: LCC allotment sites and plots  
 

Analysis area Number of sites Number of plots Total plots 
Full 3/4 1/2 1/4 

City Centre - - - - - - 
Inner North 2 158 7 24.5 - 189.5 
Inner South 7 473 4 132 1 610 
Outer North  8 362 31 111 1 505 
Outer South 10 332 15 203 19 569 
LIVERPOOL 27 1,325 57 470.5 21 1,874 

 
220. In total there are circa 1,900 plots identified across City Council sites in Liverpool. The 

greatest number of sites is located in the Outer South Analysis Area. However, the greatest 
number of plots is in Inner South Analysis Area; with a total of circa 610 plots (including 
part plots). This is closely followed by Outer South Analysis Area and Outer North Analysis 
Area with 569 and 505 plots respectively. 
 
8.3 Accessibility 
 

221. A significant proportion of respondents (61%) state they do not know how far they would 
be willing to travel in order to access an allotment. This is not uncommon as it is likely to 
reflect the niche user attraction of such open space provision. 
 

222. The Parks and Green Space Survey found the most common travel times respondents 
would be willing to walk in order to access allotments are 11-15 minute (8.4%) or over 15 
minutes (8.1%). Therefore for the purpose of mapping a 15 minute walk time is applied.  
 

223. Figure 8.1 shows the 15-minute walk time standard applied to allotments to help inform 
where geographical deficiencies in provision may be located. 

 
224. A sites quality and value is not provided on the map. Site visit assessments have not been 

used to determine quality and value of allotment provision; as half of sites in Liverpool could 
not be accessed or viewed due to locked entry gates. Instead consultation with and 
information provided by the Allotment Officer at LCC is used to determine the quality of 
provision later in this section. Table 8.3 provides a list of allotment sites mapped.   
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Figure 8.1: Allotments mapped against analysis areas  
 

 
 
Table 8.3: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area 

5 Adlam Road Allotment Outer North 
6 Seeds Lane Allotment Outer North 

15 New Area Allotment Outer North 
35 Walton Hall Park Allotment Outer North 
43 Grandison Road (East) Allotment Outer North 
45 Grandison Road (West) Allotment Outer North 
69 Marlborough Road Allotment Inner North 
91 Lister Drive Allotment Inner North 
99 Wharncliffe Road Allotment Outer North 
102 Ashfield Allotment Outer North 
117 Sturdee Road Allotment Outer South 
118 Mill Lane Allotment Outer South 
128 Thingwall Road Allotment Inner South 
139 Wavertree Allotment Inner South 
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area 

141 Dunabin Road Allotment Inner South 
172 Sefton Park Allotment Inner South 
175 Greenbank Allotment Inner South 

195.1 Park Hill Allotments Inner South 
184 Harthill Road Allotment Outer South 
204 Pitville Allotment Outer South 
207 Dingle Vale Allotment Inner South 
216 Menlove Allotment Outer South 
219 Allerton Allotment Outer South 
226 Sudley Allotment Outer South 
231 Mersey Road Allotment Outer South 
255 Chapel House Farm Allotment Outer South 
305 Woolton Road Allotment Outer South 

 
225. Most areas of high population density are serviced by an allotment within a 15 minute walk 

time catchment. Gaps are noted to the City Centre and parts of the Inner South and Inner 
North. This is to some extent to be expected given they are denser urban areas and are 
therefore less likely to contain such forms of open space provision. There are, however, 
also gaps in the catchment mapping to the Outer North and Outer South.   
 

226. Of respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey, most are neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied (34%) with the availability of allotments; which again is likely to be a reflection 
of the niche role and use of this type of facility to most people. This is followed by 26% that 
are quite satisfied and 20% that are very satisfied. Only a small percentage are quite (11%) 
or very dissatisfied (9%) in terms of availability. 
 
Ownership/management 
 

227. All active allotment sites in this study are owned by Liverpool City Council though managed 
by on-site committees/ societies responsible for allocating allotments and managing waiting 
lists for sites. In addition, there are two disused and privately owned former allotments 
(Randles Bridge Farm and Broadway Allotments). Both sites are located in the Outer North 
and were found to have been clearly out of use for some time.   
 

228. To help provide a more efficient process of site and plot management, the majority of City 
Council sites (around 75%) are self-managed. This is through site committees which are 
elected by the plot holders at each site. Committees are responsible for duties such as rent 
collection and maintaining perimeter fencing. The City Council provide an advisor role and 
only intervene in order to help resolve any disputes and/or evicting plot holders. 
 

229. Consultation highlights a steady demand for the continuing provision of allotment sites and 
plots across the City. Currently demand appears to outweigh supply; demonstrated by the 
waiting lists present at sites. This reflects a national trend in having an allotment from a 
healthy living aspect but also as a form of self-sufficiency. This is likely to support the use 
of waiting lists as a means to determining future requirements of provision (in conjunction 
with accessibility mapping) as opposed to a standards approach. 
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Table 8.4: Waiting list at LCC sites  
 

Analysis area Number of 
sites 

Total plots Number on 
waiting list 

Equivalent waiting 
list (in hectares)  

City Centre - - -  
Inner North 2 189.5 34 0.85 
Inner South 6 582 219 5.48 
Outer North  8 505 92 2.30 
Outer South 10 569 179 4.48 
LIVERPOOL 26 1,846 524 13.11 

 
230. There are a noticeably higher number of people on the waiting list in the Inner South and 

the Outer South (circa 219 and 179 people respectively registered on waiting lists). This 
may suggest a greater level of demand in the south of the city. However, the demand 
maybe a factor of the higher proportion of sites and plots present in the south of the city 
(that is - demand is often a function of supply). Both areas currently contain the highest 
number of plots. In areas of greater levels of provision, it is more likely that demand will be 
higher due to the relatively higher presence of existing supply.  
 

231. Using the average plot-size of 250 metres squared (0.025 hectares per plot) suggested by 
NSALG. Approximately 13.1 hectares of additional allotment space would be needed to 
address waiting list numbers. This is considerably less and more realistic representation 
than applying the NSALG site size suggestion to the whole of the population for Liverpool 
(as set out on under Table 8.1). Opportunities to extend existing allotment sites should be 
explored. In addition, other forms of open space identified as being of a lower quality and/or 
value (and suitable located) may offer an opportunity to be re-designated as allotment 
provision. Collocating allotments within larger sites such as parks could also be considered.  
 

232. Furthermore, not all City Council allotments are operating at 100% capacity. Nearly all City 
Council sites are identified as having plots that are unusable. This is due to a number of 
reasons but predominantly due to issues with flooding. The table below sets out the 
difference in the identified number of plots and number of usable plots for each analysis 
area. 
 
Table 8.5: Number of usable plots  
 

Analysis area Total plots Usable plots 

City Centre - - 
Inner North 189.5 181.75 
Inner South 610 543 
Outer North  505 442.75 
Outer South 569 489 
LIVERPOOL 1,874 1,656.5 

 
233. There are approximately 220 plots that are currently unusable. Both Marlborough Allotment 

and Chapel House Farm allotments are highlighted as having occupancy rates of around 
75%. In addition, Thingwall Allotment is identified in consultation as a site suffering from 
flooding; causing a number of plots to be unusable. Similarly the New Area Allotment is 
noted as having undulating land resulting in some plots also being out of commission. 
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234. To help try and meet demand and reduce the waiting time for plots the City Council operates 

a policy for its allotments whereby any new plots that become available are considered as 
to whether it is suitable to split plots further. 
  

235. A new allotment site has also recently been established within the Park Hill Recreation 
Ground in Dingle (Inner South Analysis Area). The site contains 28 half plots with raised 
beds. All plots are already occupied reflecting the demand for provision.  
 
8.4 Quality 
 

236. Site visit assessments have not used to determine quality and value of allotment provision; 
as half of sites in Liverpool could not be accessed or viewed due to locked entry gates. 
Instead consultation with and information provided by the Allotment Officer at LCC is used 
to determine the quality of provision and any existing quality issues.   
 

237. LCC operates a grading system* of allotment provision (Grade A being the best). This is 
based on criteria such as overall quality but also looks at site security, car parking, water 
access and recycling. Overall the majority of sites are Grade B; 16 sites are categorised as 
Grade B with five as Grade A and a further five as Grade C. 
 

238. All sites have access to water provision as well as some form of toilet or built unit. In the 
majority of instances this is a portable structure. However, three sites (Lister Drive, Sefton 
Park and Walton Hall) have purpose built structures. Furthermore, there are eight sites that 
also have access to other utility services such as electricity. In some instances this is in the 
form of a generator and/or turbine located on site. 
 

239. Car parking is generally limited at sites. However, only the Allerton Allotments does not 
have any form of car parking.  
 

240. As mentioned previously, the issue of flooding is a concern at a number of sites across 
Liverpool. This leads to waterlogged plots that are then unusable. Subsequently the 
occupancy rate in some instances at sites is not fully maximised. This further adds pressure 
to the demand for plots.  
 

241. Vandalism is also highlighted as a growing concern at some sites. Consultation with the 
City Council Allotment Officer identifies that more targeted break-ins seem to be occurring. 
These appear to be organised and focused on sites with larger units containing equipment 
for maintenance. The City Council is continually looking at working with allotment 
associations to improve security measures at sites as a means to try and reduce the issue. 
 

242. The City Council also identifies sites with Japanese Knotweed. There are seven sites 
highlighted as containing knotweed. A further three sites may also possibly have it. Again 
this can impact and limit the availability of plots for use. 
 

243. The perception of the quality of provision is generally positive with respondents being either 
quite satisfied (28%) or very satisfied (19%). However, most respondents to the Parks and 
Green Space Survey (39%) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with allotments.  This is 
not an uncommon trend as it reflects the niche use of this type of open space. Only a small 
proportion of respondents are quite dissatisfied (9%) or very dissatisfied (6%) with quality. 
 
  

* Grade A sites are deemed higher quality, Grade B average and Grade C below average 
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244. Quality of provision is further viewed as positive if we look at those respondents who state 

they visit an allotment more than once a week and/or once week are plot holders 
(assumption being that these respondents are more likely to be plot holders). The majority 
(77%) are either very satisfied (43%) or quite satisfied (34%) with quality of provision. Of 
this set of respondents only a small proportion are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (7%) or 
signal being quite dissatisfied (8%) or very dissatisfied (3%). 
 
8.5 Value 
 

245. Site visit assessments have not been used to determine quality and value of allotment 
provision; as half of sites in Liverpool could not be accessed or viewed due to locked entry 
gates. Instead consultation and information provided by the City Council Allotment Officer 
is used to determine the value of provision.   
 

246. This study found that all allotments in Liverpool are viewed as being of high value. This is 
a reflection of the associated social inclusion and health benefits, amenity value and the 
sense of place offered by such types of open space provision.  
 

247. The value of allotments is also demonstrated by the existence of waiting lists identified at 
sites signalling a continued level of demand for provision.  
 

248. Furthermore, the general value of allotment sites is further recognised by the number of 
sites offering communal plots or areas for growing to other voluntary and educational 
organisations. For instance, several sites work with local school children to help promote 
healthy living and eating. This provides a sense of ownership and knowledge that will look 
to help children in their future. 
 
8.6 Summary  
 

Allotments summary 
 A total of 27 sites are classified as allotments in the City, equating to more than 64 

hectares. The majority of sites are owned by LCC and self-managed by associations.   
 If the NSALG standard is applied the current provision of 64.18 hectares is 53 hectares 

below the NSALG recommended amount. Subsequently all individual analysis areas fall 
short of the suggestion.  

 However, a waiting lists approach to need is considered to be of more practical use than 
the NSALG standard. There are waiting lists across the City suggesting demand for 
allotments is not met by supply. In contrast to the NSALG population standard, the waiting 
list figures suggest that the additional number of allotments required is 13.1 hectares 
(using NSALG average plot size of 0.025 hectares). 

 Not all sites are operating at 100% due to issues with flooding of plots. Flooding along 
with vandalism/theft are the two main concerns regarding quality of sites. 

 Consultation suggests the number of targeted thefts occurring is on the increase. 
Particularly at sites with equipment.  

 All allotments are viewed as being of high value reflecting the associated social inclusion 
and health benefits, their amenity value and the sense of place offered by provision.  

 Waiting list numbers suggest that continuing measures should be made to provide 
additional plots in the future or bring unused plots back into use where feasible. 
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PART 9: CEMETERIES/CHURCHYARDS 
 
9.1 Introduction 
 

249. Cemeteries and churchyards include areas for ‘quiet contemplation and burial of the dead’. 
Sites can often be linked to the promotion of wildlife conservation and biodiversity’ 
 
9.2 Current provision 
 

250. There are 22 sites classified as cemeteries or churchyards, equating to over 198 hectares 
of provision in Liverpool. No site size threshold has been applied and as such all provision 
identified is included within the audit. 
 
Table 9.1: Distribution of cemeteries by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Cemeteries/churchyards 
Number of sites Size (ha) 

City Centre 4 7.59 
Inner North 2 45.57 
Inner South 3 20.09 
Outer North  8 72.91 
Outer South 5 52.63 
LIVERPOOL 22 198.79 

 
251. Of the above 22 sites the largest contributors to burial provision in the City are Anfield 

Cemetery and Allerton Cemetery equating to 44.3 and 40.9 hectares respectively. Both 
sites form part of the main active burial provision of municipal sites managed and operated 
by the City Council. The six active burial sites are: 
 
 Allerton 
 Anfield 
 Everton 
 Kirkdale 
 Toxteth 
 West Derby 
 

252. There are an additional five sites identified as closed churchyards which are no longer able 
to accommodate new burials but which the City Council maintain: 
 
 St Mary’s Church & Cemetery 
 St Marys Church & Rectory 
 Holy Trinity Church & Graveyard 
 St Luke’s Churchyard 
 St James Church 
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9.3 Accessibility  
 

253. No accessibility standard is set for the typology of cemeteries and churchyards. 
Furthermore, there is no realistic requirement to set accessibility standards for such 
provision. Instead the need for new provision should be based on burial demand. Figure 
9.1 shows cemeteries and churchyards mapped against analysis areas. 
 

254. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 
are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or an orange colour (low quality 
or value). Sites of high quality and value are represented by a green colour. Table 9.2 
provides a summary to the quality and value ratings for each site. 
 
Figure 9.1: Cemetery sites mapped against analysis area 
 

 
 
Table 9.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

114 St Nicholas Church City Centre   
132 St James Cemetery City Centre   
283 St Lukes Churchyard City Centre   
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

291 Grounds of RC Metropolitan Cathedral City Centre   
40 St Mary's Church & Cemetery Inner North   
46 Anfield Cemetery Inner North   
143 Toxteth Cemetery Inner South   
148 Holy Trinity Church & Graveyard Inner South   
317 St James Church Inner South   

8 Kirkdale Cemetery Outer North   
19 Everton Cemetery Outer North   
26 Walton Park Cemetery Outer North   
31 West Derby Cemetery Outer North   
66 St Marys Church & Rectory Outer North   
73 Yew Tree Cemetery Outer North   
110 Hebrew Cemetery Outer North   
264 Hazledale Road Cemetery Outer North   
145 All Saints Church and Field Outer South   
165 Bishop Eaton Outer South   
210 St Matthews Church & Hall Outer South   
235 Springwood Crematorium Outer South   
319 Allerton Cemetery Outer South   

 
255. In terms of provision, mapping demonstrates it is fairly evenly distributed across the City. 

However, the need for additional cemetery provision should be driven by the requirement 
for burial demand and capacity rather than geographical spread. 
 

256. Respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey tend to view the availability of cemetery 
provision as quite satisfactory (38%). There are a further 25% which are very satisfied in 
terms of availability. Just under a third of survey respondents (31%) state they are neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied with availability of cemeteries. 
 
Management 
 

257. The cemeteries team at the City Council is responsible for the management and 
maintenance of the six active City Council burial sites. In addition Springwood Crematorium 
also forms part of this structure along with the maintenance of the five ‘closed’ sites 
identified.  
 

258. In terms of burial capacity, there is estimated to be a sufficient amount of new graves 
available remaining across sites in the City. The majority of this provision is located at 
Allerton Cemetery and Everton Cemetery. A breakdown of the approximate availability at 
City Council sites is provided in the Table 9.3. 
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Table 9.3: Remaining burial space  
 

Site  Remaining burial space 
Allerton Cemetery Approximately 7,000 – 8,000 new graves. Estimated 30 years plus 

remaining  
Anfield Cemetery Approximately 600 – 700 new graves. Estimated 10 years plus 

remaining. 
Everton Cemetery Approximately 4,000 – 5,000 new graves. Estimated 40 years plus 

remaining  
Kirkdale Cemetery Full to capacity. No new burial space.  
Toxteth Cemetery Approximately 1,000 new graves. Estimated 40 years plus remaining.   
West Derby Cemetery Full to capacity. No new burial space.  

 
259. All other sites are believed to be owned and managed by either private operators or the 

Diocese of Liverpool. 
 
9.4 Quality 
 

260. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for cemeteries in Liverpool. A threshold of 50% is applied in order to identify 
high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality scores and threshold are 
derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 9.4: Quality ratings for cemeteries by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<50% 

High 
>50% 

  
City Centre 

50% 

53% 59% 72% 19% - 4 

Inner North 49% 54% 59% 10% 1 1 

Inner South 37% 48% 56% 19% 1 2 
Outer North  38% 49% 59% 21% 4 4 
Outer South 48% 57% 73% 25% 2 3 
LIVERPOOL 37% 53% 73% 36% 8 14 

 
261. The majority of cemeteries and churchyards in Liverpool (64%) are rated as being above 

the threshold set for quality.  
 

262. The highest scoring sites for quality are Springwood Crematorium, Grounds of Roman 
Catholic Metropolitan Cathedral and Allerton Cemetery with respective scores of 73%, 72% 
and 65%. The high scores are predominantly due to the general excellent level of 
maintenance and cleanliness observed.  
 

263. Allerton Cemetery is highlighted as the busiest cemetery site in Liverpool. Over 500 burials 
per year have occurred in the last two consecutive years; accounting for approximately 
45% of all burials at LCC sites. It is also believed to be the largest municipal cemetery site 
in the UK.  
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264. The remaining burial land at the site is recognised as being of poor quality with issues of 

flooding. Currently the approach on the site is to infill spaces to reduce the need for intrusive 
and costly measures such as installation of drainage.   
 

265. Parts of Everton Cemetery are also noted as suffering from flooding due to drainage issues 
(blocked drains). These areas are currently not in use for burials but in the long term (i.e. 
over 30 years) there may be a requirement to resolve this issue.  
 

266. Whilst there are eight sites that rate below the threshold for quality (with no specific issues 
highlighted and lower ratings being a reflection to a comparative lack of ancillary facilities 
i.e. no seating, bins, less signage), crucially the priority for burial provision is whether there 
is a sufficient level of supply. As set out earlier, there is believed to be a sufficient amount 
of burial provision across the City. 
 

267. Three of the eight sites to rate below the threshold are identified as being ‘closed’ City 
Council burial sites; St Mary’s Church & Cemetery, St Mary’s Church & Rectory and St 
James Church. The others are recognised as being owned or managed by non-council 
organisations.  
 

268. In the past the Cherry Lane entrance of the Anfield Cemetery site has suffered from anti-
social behaviour. However, recently this has reduced and is attributed to an increase in 
people using the site and through work of the friends of group. The cemetery is the only 
site identified as having a ‘friends of group’. The group is particularly active and helps 
contribute to the sites general appearance. It also provides added benefit in terms of local 
history and knowledge. One of the main ambitions of group is to renovate the disused 
chapel on site to a genealogy/community centre.  
 

269. One of the biggest sources of complaints received by the LCC burial team concerns dog 
walkers on sites and more specifically dogs not being kept on leads. Only Anfield Cemetery 
has a Byelaw in place (due to an extension from Stanley Park). Otherwise the issue is 
difficult to police or enforce. 
 

270. The quality of provision is generally positive with 40% of respondents to the Parks and 
Green Space Survey being quite satisfied with quality of provision. A further 20% are very 
satisfied in terms of quality whilst a third (33%) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.    
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9.5 Value 
 

271. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for cemeteries in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 20% is applied in order to 
identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value score of a site, the higher 
regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. Further explanation of how 
the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 9.5: Value ratings for cemeteries by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<20% 

High 
>20% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

50% 55% 60% 10% - 4 

Inner North 36% 43% 50% 14% - 2 

Inner South 19% 32% 43% 24% 1 2 
Outer North  23% 41% 61% 38% - 8 
Outer South 31% 38% 44% 13% - 5 
LIVERPOOL 19% 42% 61% 42% 1 21 

 
272. Nearly all identified cemeteries and churchyards are assessed as being of high value, 

reflecting the role they provide to communities lives.  
 

273. The cultural/heritage value of sites and the sense of place they provide to the local 
community are acknowledged in the site assessment data. Many sites also receive a score 
for value from their contribution to wildlife/habitats or sense of place to the local 
environment. 
 

274. Only the St James Church site is assessed as below the threshold. The site does not 
appear to be in use with the church on site being boarded up and no noticeable graves 
observed. 
 

275. Cemeteries and churchyards are important natural resources, offering both recreational 
and conservation benefits. As well as providing burial space, cemeteries and churchyards 
can offer important low impact recreational benefits (e.g. wildlife watching).  
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9.6 Summary 
 

Cemeteries summary 
 Liverpool is identified as having 22 sites classified as cemeteries and churchyards, 

equating to just less than 200 hectares of provision. 
 Management of the main active cemetery sites is undertaken by the Council. In addition, 

some ‘closed’ churchyards are also maintained. There are nine non-council sites 
identified. 

 There is a fairly even distribution of provision across the City. The need for additional 
cemetery provision should be driven by the requirement for burial demand and capacity. 

 As one of the main providers for future burial capacity, Allerton Cemetery is noted as 
having circa 7-8,000 graves available. Everton Cemetery is next with circa 4-5,000 
graves. 

 The majority of cemeteries and churchyards are rated as high quality. However, a few 
sites score below the quality threshold. These are identified either closed churchyards or 
non-council sites.  

 Nearly all cemeteries are assessed as high value in Liverpool, reflecting that generally 
provision has a cultural/heritage role and provide a sense of place to the local community.  
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PART 10: CIVIC SPACE 
 
10.1 Introduction 
 

276. The civic space typology includes civic and market squares and other hard surfaced areas 
designed for pedestrians, providing a setting for civic buildings, public demonstrations and 
community events. For the purpose of this study the designation also includes publicly 
accessible docks and marinas. 
 
10.2 Current provision 
 

277. For the purpose of this study, KKP has identified five civic space sites across the city, 
equating to over 32 hectares of provision. In addition, there are likely to be other informal 
pedestrian areas, streets or squares which residents may view as providing a similar role 
as a civic space but which are not included in this study.  
 
Table 10.1: Distribution of civic spaces by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Civic space 
Number of sites Size (ha) 

City Centre  4 15.80 
Inner North  - - 
Inner South 1 16.74 
Outer North - - 
Outer South - - 
LIVERPOOL 5 32.54 

 
278. The largest of the five civic spaces assessed in this study are located in the 

Wapping/Albert/Salthouse/Canning Dock (12.1 hectares) and Queens/Coburg/Brunswick 
Docks (16.7 hectares).  
 

279. There are sites and areas that will function in a secondary role as civic space provision. For 
example, parks and gardens provision such as sites like Chavasse Park, Faulkner Square 
and Liverpool Festival Gardens provide uses associated with civic spaces such as local 
community events. For the purposes of this report sites such as these have not been 
classified as civic space provision due to their more prominent primary function and use.   
 
10.3 Accessibility 
 

280. No accessibility standard has been set for civic spaces. Figure 10.1 shows the location of 
the four civic spaces. 
 

281. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 
are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or an orange colour (low quality 
or value). Sites of high quality and value are represented by a green colour. Table 10.2 
provides a summary to the quality and value ratings for each site. 
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Figure 10.1: Civic spaces mapped against analysis areas 
 

 
 
Table 10.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

115 Pier Head Open Space City Centre   
123 Abercromby Square City Centre   
311 Wapping/Albert/Salthouse/Canning 

Docks 
City Centre   

313 Queens/Coburg/Brunswick Docks Inner South   
344 St George’s Plateau City Centre   

 
282. Most respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey (35%) are quite satisfied with 

availability to civic space. A further 16% are very satisfied. Over a third of respondents 
(37%) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with availability. Only a small proportion is either 
quite dissatisfied (8%) or very dissatisfied (5%). 
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10.4 Quality 
 

283. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for civic spaces in Liverpool. A threshold of 60% is applied in order to identify 
high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality scores and thresholds are 
derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 10.3: Quality ratings for civic spaces by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highes
t score 

Low 
<50% 

High 
>50% 

  
City Centre 

50% 

62% 74% 80% 18% - 4 

Inner North - - - - - - 

Inner South 66% 66% 66% - - 1 
Outer North  - - - - - - 
Outer South - - - - - - 
LIVERPOOL 62% 72% 80% 24% - 5 

 
284. All five of the civic spaces examined in this study rate above the threshold set for quality. 

All sites are noted as being multi-functional with a range of features including provision of 
pleasant areas for people to sit and relax. 
 

285. Wapping/Albert/Salthouse/Canning Dock is the highest scoring site for quality with a score 
of 80%. The site is obviously well-known and highly regarded able to cater to local people 
and tourists alike. It has several features and amenities, to a high standard, that add to its 
overall high quality and use. 
 

286. The quality of the five civic spaces is positive with 51.2% of respondents to the Parks and 
Green Space Survey being very or quite satisfied with the quality of provision; a further 
37% are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with provision. Only 8.3% of respondents view 
provision as being quite dissatisfying. 
 
10.5 Value 
 

287. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for civic spaces examined in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 20% is applied 
in order to identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value score of a site, 
the higher regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. Further 
explanation of how the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
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Table 10.4: Value ratings for civic spaces by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highes
t score 

Low 
<50% 

High 
>50% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

37% 61% 79% 42% - 4 

Inner North - - - - - - 

Inner South 56% 56% 56% - = 1 
Outer North  - - - - - - 
Outer South - - - - - - 
LIVERPOOL 37% 56% 68% 42% - 5 

 
288. All five civic spaces are assessed as being of high value, reflecting that provision has a 

cultural/heritage role and in some cases a role for tourism. Sites also provide a balance in 
terms of offering a sense of place to the local community and surrounding areas.  
 

289. This is further supported by site visit observations, which confirms the social and cultural 
value of the sites through their use as spaces for a range of activities, visits or as areas to 
sit and relax outside.  
 
10.6 Summary 
 

Civic space summary 
 The study has identified five major civic space sites in Liverpool, equating to over 32 

hectares.  
 There are also other forms of civic space provision in the City (e.g. within, district and 

local centres, in the universities, within shopping centres such as Liverpool One and in the 
many parks and gardens) that will provide localised opportunities associated with the 
function of civic space. 

 Therefore, the KKP analysis should not be taken to more that there is no civic space 
provision in inner and Outer North. 

 The civic space examined in this study is primarily in the form of docks/marinas; providing 
a high quality role and function to local communities but also visitors and tourists.  

 The quality and value of all five sites is deemed to be of a high standard overall with a 
generally good level of maintenance and appearance. No adverse issues are highlighted 
or observed. The sites also have a unique cultural/heritage value. 
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PART 11: GREEN CORRIDORS 
 
11.1 Introduction 
 

290. The green corridors typology includes sites that offer opportunities for walking, cycling or 
horse riding, whether for leisure purposes or travel. Such sites also provide opportunities 
for wildlife migration. This may include river and canal banks, road and rail corridors, cycling 
routes, pedestrian paths, rights of way and permissive paths. 
 

291. For the purposes of the Parks and Green Space Survey, the typology was referred to under 
the heading of ‘footpath, cycleway or canal towpath’ in order to simplify the definition for 
respondents. 
 
11.2 Current provision 
 

292. There are 30 green corridors, equating to over 119 hectares of provision, identified in 
Liverpool.  
 
Table 11.1: Distribution of green corridors by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Green corridors  
Number of sites Size (ha) 

City Centre  - - 
Inner North  9 18.52 
Inner South 6 11.01 
Outer North 6 39.39 
Outer South 9 54.14 
LIVERPOOL 30 123.06 

 
293. The majority of green corridor sites are located in the Outer South Analysis Area; with 54 

hectares highlighted. This is followed closely by the Outer North Analysis Area with 39 
hectares. Together these account for over 75% of all green corridor provision identified in 
Liverpool.  
 

294. However, there are many more sites and areas that function in a secondary role as green 
corridors. For example, large park sites such as Croxteth Country Park as well as natural 
and semi-natural greenspaces like Nab Lane Community Woodland and Childwall Woods 
and Fields offer similar opportunities and uses. For the purposes of this report sites such 
as these have not been classified as green corridor provision due to their more prominent 
primary role and use.   
 

295. The importance of these sites in having a secondary function as green corridors is 
significant and should be considered in any future decision making. This is especially the 
case for activities such as walking and cycling.  
 

296. Furthermore, such provision should also be recognised in the use of linking other open 
space sites and Wards together. 

 
297. Sites with a noticeable secondary function similar to green corridors but classified as a 

different primary function include: 
 

 Walton Hall Park  Clarke Gardens 
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 Croxteth Hall and Country Park 
 Stanley Park 
 Everton Park 
 Newsham Park 
 Wavertree Playground 
 Princess Park 
 Sefton Park 
 Woolton Woods 
 Otterspool Park and Promenade 

 Calderstones Park 
 Fazakerley Ecology Park 
 Craven Wood and Dam Wood 
 Finch Wood 
 Chidwall Woods and Fields 
 Speke Garston Coastal Reserve 
 Mab Lane Community Woodland 

(North and South) 

 
11.3 Accessibility 
 

298. No accessibility standard has been set for green corridors. Figure 11.1 shows green 
corridors mapped against analysis areas. 
 

299. A sites quality and value are also provided on the map. Sites of a low quality and/or value 
are indicated by either a red colour (low quality and value) or an orange colour (low quality 
or value). Sites of high quality and value are represented by a green colour. Table 11.2 
provides a summary to the quality and value ratings for each site. 
 
Figure 11.1: Green corridors mapped against analysis areas 
 

 
 

April 2017 Knight Kavanagh & Page 75 
 



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT REPORT  
 

 
Table 11.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

50 Tees Street  Inner North 1  
59 Central Reservation Inner North 3  
63 Canalside Park Inner North 3  
65 Snowdrop Street  Inner North 3  
79 Athol Street  Inner North 3  
80 Canalside Park (inc Elaine Morris SC) Inner North 3  
89 Wright Street  Inner North   
101 Scotland Road  Inner North   
106 Landscaped Strip (Adjoining New Islington) Inner North   
199 Landscaped Strip Grafton Street Inner South   
209 Landscaped Area Riverside Drive Inner South   
211 Coastal Walkway Inner South   
294 Granby Street Inner South   
296 Princes Road Boulevard Inner South   
322 Childwall Road Boulevard Inner South   

2 Loop Line Extension Outer North 3  
9 River Alt Corridor  Outer North 1  

10 Loop Line (North) Outer North 3  
17 Cockerham Way  Outer North 1  
29 Fir Tree Drive North  Outer North 1  
268 Linear Open Space, Croxteth Park Outer North   
185 Netherley Brook Outer South   
208 Central Reservation Outer South   
248 Landscaped Strip Speke Boulevard West Outer South   
251 Landscaped Strip Speke Boulevard East Outer South   
314 Menlove Avenue Boulevard Outer South   
321 Woolton Road Boulevard Outer South   
323 Mather Road Boulevard Outer South   
324 Linear greenspace along Childwall Valley 

Road 
Outer South   

330 Loop Line (South) Outer South   
 

300. Most respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey (37%) are quite satisfied with 
availability of footpaths, cycle-ways and towpaths. A further 24% are very satisfied. 
Similarly 24% are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with availability. Only small proportions 
are either quite dissatisfied (11%) or very dissatisfied (5%). 
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11.4 Quality 
 

301. In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for civic spaces in Liverpool. A threshold of 40% is applied in order to identify 
high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality scores and thresholds are 
derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 11.3: Quality ratings for green corridors by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Quality 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highes
t score 

Low 
<40% 

High 
>40% 

  
City Centre 

40% 

- - - - - - 

Inner North 33% 44% 53% 20% 2 7 

Inner South 24% 43% 68% 44% 3 3 
Outer North  29% 39% 51% 22% 3 3 
Outer South 26% 41% 52% 26% 4 5 
LIVERPOOL 24% 42% 68% 44% 12 18 

 
302. Most green corridor sites identified in Liverpool (60%) rate above the threshold set for 

quality.  
 

303. The highest scoring site is Princes Road Boulevard with 68%. It is predominantly the grass 
verge/central reservation of a dual carriageway. However, the general maintenance and 
appearance of the site is good. In addition, there are a number of benches and other 
features such as bins and pathways that enable sufficient access to users. Other sites 
rating above the threshold are observed as being pleasant and functional providing good 
surfaces for all uses.  
 

304. There are 12 sites which rate below the threshold (as set out in Table 11.2). Many of these 
sites are highlighted as having no noticeable features or ancillary provisions i.e. lack of 
seating, signage or fencing. Furthermore, some sites are observed as having areas and 
pathways with overgrown branches and grass leading to a less impressive visual role. 
 

305. The quality of footpaths, cycle ways and towpaths are generally positive with 40% of 
respondents to the Parks and Green Space Survey viewing quality of provision as quite 
satisfactory; a further 17% rates provision as very satisfactory. Only a small proportion 
views provision as either quite dissatisfactory (12%) or very dissatisfactory (5%) in terms 
of quality. Just over a quarter of respondents (26.3%) state they are neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied with quality of provision. 
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11.5 Value 
 

306. In order to determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by guidance); 
the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for green corridors in Liverpool. A minimum threshold of 20% is applied in 
order to identify sites of a higher and lower value. The higher the value score of a site, the 
higher regard the site should have in terms of importance and benefit. Further explanation 
of how the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 11.4: Value ratings for green corridors by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Value 
Score 

Threshold 

Scores Spread No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 
<50% 

High 
>50% 

  
City Centre 

20% 

- - - - - - 

Inner North 17% 24% 38% 21% 2 7 

Inner South 11% 25% 60% 49% 3 3 
Outer North  12% 30% 44% 32% 1 5 
Outer South 6% 23% 49% 43% 3 6 
LIVERPOOL 6% 25% 60% 54% 9 21 

 
307. The majority of green corridors are assessed as being of high value (70%), reflecting that 

provision has amenity and health benefits whilst also providing important network and 
movement to local communities and areas.  
 

308. However, there are nine sites that rate below the threshold for value. Many of these sites 
are highlighted as having no noticeable features or ancillary provisions i.e. lack of seating, 
signage or fencing. This subsequently impacts on their potential use in comparison to other 
forms of similar provision. Furthermore, questions over the access of some sites are also 
raised.  
 

309. For example, Netherley Brook (KKP 185) and Grafton Street (KKP 199) which lies within 
the ‘gated’ Herculaneum Quay and therefore does only have limited direct physical public 
access. Subsequently the value of such sites is lower.    
 

310. There are nine sites to rate below the threshold for quality and value. This in most cases 
(including the three sites mentioned above) reflects the sites in question being roadside 
verges or landscaped areas adjacent or separating roads. Whilst such sites have a role in 
terms of visual amenities and safety measures they struggle to attain the same scores as 
other more usable forms of provision. This to some extent may not be expected of all sites 
of this provision. However, as some sites of this type do contain such features. 
Subsequently sites without such features score lower in comparison.   
 

311. It is important to remember that the functions performed by this type of provision can also 
comprise significant elements of other sites not classified as green corridors. For instance, 
many parks and natural and semi-natural greenspace sites also offer access and 
opportunities associated with green corridor activities (e.g. walking, cycling).  
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11.6 Summary 

 
  

Green corridor summary 
 There are 30 sites classified as green corridors in Liverpool, equating to over 123 hectares.  
 There are also other forms of provision in the City (e.g. parks, natural and semi-natural 

sites) that provide additional opportunities associated with green corridors. 
 Availability and access to riverside provision is generally positive with the majority of 

respondents rating it very or quite satisfactory.  
 Quality is also rated highly as evidenced in assessment scores and survey returns.  
 The value of all identified sites is rated above the threshold representing the social and 

health benefits provision offers.  
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PART 12: PROVISION STANDARDS  
 

312. Open space provision standards should be used to inform local plan and supplementary 
planning documents by identifying any deficiencies and surpluses in existing and future 
provision. In addition, it should also help set an approach to securing open space facilities 
through new housing development as well as helping to form the basis for negotiation with 
developers for contributions towards the provision of appropriate open space facilities and 
their long-term maintenance. 

 
313. This has been prepared in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF); which sets out the Governments planning policies for England. In order for 
planning policies to be ‘sound’ local authorities are required to carry out a robust 
assessment of need for open space, sport and recreation facilities*. Paragraph 73 of the 
NPPF refers to the need to identify qualitative or quantitative deficiencies or surpluses of 
open space. In urban environments, it is deemed more appropriate to ensure qualitative 
deficiencies or surpluses are considered (as adding significantly to the stock of open space 
assets in a city, highly urban in characteristics, is unrealistic). The focus on this section is 
therefore on the opportunities to improve quality and value and wherever possible 
accessibility to open spaces.  
 
12.1 Quality standards 
 

314. The quality standard is in the form of a quality and value matrix. In order to determine 
whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by best practice guidance), the 
results of the site assessments have been colour-coded against a baseline threshold; high 
being green and low being red. 
 

315. The primary aim of applying a threshold is to identify sites where investment and/or 
improvements may be required. It can also be used to set an aspirational quality standard 
to be achieved (if desired) in the future and to inform decisions around the need to further 
protect sites from future development (particularly when applied with its respective value 
score in a matrix format). 

 
316. The assessment form criteria are derived from the criteria used as part of the Green Flag 

Award scheme. The threshold for assessing quality in the Green Flag Awards is 66%; 
based on the pass rate for Green Flag assessments. This is the only national benchmark 
available for quality of parks and open spaces. No other good practice examples are 
adopted for the setting of quality and value thresholds in the UK.  

 
317. Site visit criteria used for Green Flag are not always appropriate for every open space 

typology and are designed to represent an exceptionally high standard of open space. 
Therefore, the quality thresholds (and subsequent applied standards) for each type of open 
space in this study is based on the average scores for that given type of open space.  
 

318. Please note that for allotments in Liverpool, site visit assessments have not used to 
determine quality and value of allotment provision; as half of sites in Liverpool could not be 
accessed or viewed due to locked entry gates. Instead consultation with and information 
provided by the Allotment Officer at the City Council is used to determine the quality of 
provision and any existing quality issues.   

 
  

* Playing pitches have been the subject of a separate assessment prepared by the City Council 

April 2017 Knight Kavanagh & Page 80 
 

                                                



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT REPORT  
 

 
Table 12.1: Quality and value thresholds 
 
Typology Quality threshold Value threshold 
Amenity greenspace 45% 20% 
Cemeteries/churchyards 50% 20% 
Civic space 60% 20% 
Natural and semi-natural greenspace 30% 20% 
Parks and gardens 55% 20% 
Provision for children and young people 60% 20% 

 
319. For value, there is no national guidance on the setting of thresholds. The 20% threshold 

applied to all site types, is derived from our experience and knowledge in assessing the 
perceived value of sites. Whilst 20% may initially seem low it is a relative score - designed 
to reflect that some sites will meet only a limited number of value criteria and some will 
meet many (as set out earlier). 
 
Identifying quality deficiencies  
 

320. The following table is a summary of the application of the quality standards in Liverpool 
(excluding 27 allotments and six natural sites as detailed earlier). 
 
Table 12.2: Quality scores for all open space typologies 
 
Typology  Quality 

Score 
Threshold 

Scores (%) No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low High 
  

Amenity greenspace  45% 32% 48% 70% 38 63 
Cemeteries/churchyards 50% 37% 53% 73% 8 14 
Provision for children & 
young people 

60% 42% 69% 88% 12 44 

Civic space 60% 62% 72% 80% - 5 
Green corridors 40% 24% 42% 68% 12 18 
Natural & semi-natural 
greenspace 

30% 16% 41% 69% 5 14 

Park and gardens 55% 34% 61% 89% 14 40 
TOTAL - 16% 54% 89% 89 198 

 
321. The majority of assessed open spaces in the City rate above the quality thresholds set. No 

significant quality issues are highlighted. However, there are some site specific concerns 
at particular sites noted at the time of the site visit.  
 
Table 12.3: Site specific comments 
 

KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Comment 

22 Rice Lane Recreation 
Ground 

Amenity greenspace Fire damage 

23 Fazakerley Field Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Fire damage 

24 Falmouth Park Parks and Gardens No features, look like play area 
removed 

April 2017 Knight Kavanagh & Page 81 
 



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT REPORT  
 

 
KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Comment 

34 Rear of Walton Hospital Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Access seems restricted 

39 Breeze Hill Reservoir Amenity greenspace Broken glass 
48 Finch Wood Semi / Natural 

greenspaces 
Access seems restricted 

71 Davy St Open Space Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Access is poor 

87 Whitefield Road Rec 
Ground 

Amenity greenspace Fire damage 

90 Tatlock Street/Silvester 
Street Playground 

Parks and Gardens Play area on site looks tired 

100 Grant Gardens Parks and Gardens Appearance bit run down, lack of 
controls to prevent misuse 

104 Chilcott Road Playground Amenity greenspace Fire damage 
108 Kensington Reservoir Semi / Natural 

greenspaces 
Access seems restricted 

113 Wavertree Botanic Park Parks and Gardens Fire damage 
126 Crown Street 

Neighbourhood Park 
Parks and Gardens Fire damage 

138 Newby House Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Poor appearance  

140 Acrehurst Park Parks and Gardens No seat, bins, some litter 
144 Naylorsfield Amenity greenspace Partly restricted access 
147 Alderman John Village 

Gardens 
Parks and Gardens No seats, security 

149 Lyndene Recreation 
Ground 

Parks and Gardens No seats, disabled access 

157 Menlove Gardens Parks and Gardens Unsure on access 
162 Cockshead Road Open 

Space 
Amenity greenspace Fire damage 

164 South Street/Voelas 
Street 

Amenity greenspace Poor appearance/paths 

170 Wood Lane / Woodlands Amenity greenspace Fire damage 
173 Larchwood Parks and Gardens No seats, or features 
180 Netherley Park Parks and Gardens No bins, few seats 
182 Blackwood Avenue Open 

Space 
Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Access seems restricted 

203 Dingle Vale/Turner Home  
Recreation Ground 

Parks and Gardens Appears bit run down   

249 Garston Urban Village 
Hall/ Banks Road 
Recreation Ground 

Parks and Gardens Paths/general appearance could 
be better 

269 Land East of Love Lane Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Access seems restricted 

274 Richmond Park Amenity greenspace Poor appearance 
285 Roscoe Garden Amenity greenspace Anti-social behaviour 
297 Rathbone Road 

Recreation Ground 
Amenity greenspace Overgrown  

 

April 2017 Knight Kavanagh & Page 82 
 



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT REPORT  
 

 
322. There are a greater number of amenity greenspace sites rating below the threshold for 

quality. This tends to be a reflection towards the sometimes smaller and less attractive 
appearance of provision, often without additional recreational or social interaction features 
or facilities. Such spaces are often not designed primarily as recreational spaces i.e. 
highway verges, central reservations etc. 
 

323. Proportionally there are a high percentage of civic space, children’s play provision, and 
parks and gardens that rate above the threshold for quality. This is often a reflection of their 
excellent appearance and high standard of cleanliness. These types of provision are also 
often observed to possess a number of features which help create a greater level of use 
for a variety of people. 

 
324. In general, open space provision is also viewed positively from the survey returns. 

Respondents to the survey are predominantly either very satisfied or quite satisfied with 
the quality of open space. Again, similar to availability, parks and gardens are generally 
viewed as being very satisfactory. A noticeable exception is in teenage provision; where a 
greater percentage of respondents are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. This is likely to 
reflect responses received towards availability of this typology; suggesting a potential lack 
of provision.  

 
325. Other types of open space to be viewed especially positively for quality include nature 

areas, play areas for children and cemeteries/churchyards.  
 
Identifying value deficiencies  
 

326. The following table is a summary of the application of the value standards in Liverpool 
(excluding 27 allotments and one natural site as detailed earlier). 
 
Table 12.4: Value scores for all open space typologies 
 
Typology  Value 

Score 
Threshold 

Scores (%) No. of sites 
Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low High 
  

Amenity greenspace  

20% 

11% 27% 54% 22 79 
Cemeteries/churchyards 19% 42% 61% 1 21 
Provision for children & 
young people 22% 45% 70% - 56 

Civic space 37% 56% 68% - 5 
Green corridor 6% 25% 60% 9 21 
Natural & semi-natural 
greenspace 13% 30% 63% 5 14 

Park and gardens 15% 43% 77% 2 52 
TOTAL  6% 36% 77% 39 248 

 
327. The majority of sites (248) are assessed as being above the threshold for value. Similar to 

the quality scores; the typology of amenity greenspace has a slightly greater proportion of 
sites rated below the threshold. This generally reflects a lack of ancillary facilities and range 
of features at some sites. Whilst this does not directly impact on a sites value scoring; if a 
site offers less quantitative and diverse features, it may be likely to have less value and 
benefits in comparison to those that do contain such features. The typology also contains 
a number of smaller sized sites. However, the value these sites provide in offering a visual 
and recreational amenity as well as a break in the built form remains important.  
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328. Natural and semi-natural greenspace sites are mixed in terms of their value rating. The 

value scores of these sites are, to some extent, likely to reflect the quality issues identified; 
evidence of misuse such as fire damage was also noted during site surveys.  

 
329. Nearly all other types of open space rate high for value reflecting their role to local 

communities and environments. 
 

330. A higher value site is considered to be one that is well used by the local community, well 
maintained (with a balance for conservation), provides a safe environment and has features 
of interest; for example, play equipment and landscaping. Sites that provide for a cross 
section of users and have a multi-functional use are more likely to be considered to have a 
higher value than those that offer limited functions and use and/or are thought of as 
appearing bland and unattractive. This does not mean however that a site with a single 
function does not have some value if it performs that function well or is an important 
function. 

 
331. The majority of survey respondents recognise the difference greenspaces make to their 

personal wellbeing and way of life.  Over three quarters of respondents’ state visiting 
greenspace makes a significantly positive difference to their personal wellbeing. Similarly, 
over three quarters of respondents acknowledge the significantly negative impact their life 
would have if they could not have access to greenspaces.  
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Quality and value matrix 
 

332. Assessing the quality and value of open spaces is used to identify those sites which should 
be given the highest level of protection by the planning system, those which require 
enhancement in some way and those which may no longer be needed for their present 
purpose.  
 

333. When analysing the quality/value of a site it should be done in conjunction with regard to 
the other forms of provision in the area (i.e. whether there may be an accessibility 
deficiency).  

 
334. Presented below is a high/low classification giving the following possible combinations of 

quality and value for open spaces: 
 
High quality/low value 
 

335. The preferred policy approach to a space in this category should be to enhance its value in 
terms of its present primary purpose. If this is not possible, the next best policy approach 
is to consider whether it might be of high value if converted to some other primary purpose 
(i.e. another open space type). Only if this is also impossible will it be acceptable to consider 
a change of use different from open space. 
 
High quality/high value 
 

336. All open spaces should have an aspiration to come into this category and the planning 
system should then seek to protect them. Sites of this category should be viewed as being 
key forms of open space provision. 
 
Low quality/low value 
 

337. The policy approach to these spaces or facilities in areas of identified accessibility shortfalls 
should be to enhance their quality provided it is possible also to enhance their value.  
 

338. For spaces or facilities in areas of surplus a change of primary typology should be first 
considered. If no shortfall of other open space type is noted than the space or facility may 
be redundant/ 'surplus to requirements'. 
 

339. If there is a choice of spaces or facilities of equal quality to declare surplus, and no need to 
use one or part of one to remedy a deficiency in some other form of open space or sport 
and recreation provision, it will normally be sensible to consider the one with the lowest 
value to be more disposable. Similarly, if two are of equal value, it will normally be sensible 
to consider disposal of the one of lower quality. 
 
Low quality/high value 
 

340. The policy approach to these spaces should be to enhance their quality to the applied 
standards. Therefore, the planning system should initially seek to protect them if they are 
not already so. 
 

341. Please refer to the Appendix for tables showing the application of the quality and value 
matrix presented for each analysis area. However, the following tables provide a summary 
of the matrix. The location and proximity to similar open space typologies has been used 
to identify if the action identified for a site should be a priority  
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Policy implications and recommendations 
 

342. Following application of the quality and value matrix a summary of the actions for any lower 
scoring sites in each analysis area is set out below.  
 

343. Actions for each site are on a broad basis as Council officers are best placed to determine 
the most appropriate and viable solution when opportunities for improvements present 
themselves.   
 
Table 12.5: City Centre Analysis Area 
 
Summary Action 
Allotments 

 No provision of this type 
identified 

n/a 

Amenity greenspace 

 Roscoe Garden rates low for 
quality. 

 
 Low quality and value ratings at 

two sites; Vincent Way and 
Minshull Street 

 Quality of site should be enhanced where possible. 
Explore measures to manage potential misuse 
(e.g. large number of homeless people) 

 Quality of sites should be explored if and where 
possible. Both are highway verge style sites and 
therefore may not warrant enhancement. 

Cemeteries and churchyards  
 All sites rate high for quality and 

value 
n/a 

Civic space  
 All sites rate high for quality and 

value 
n/a 

Green corridors  
 No provision of this type identified n/a 

Natural and semi-natural greenspace 
 No provision of this type identified n/a 

Parks and gardens 
 All sites rate high for quality and 

value 
 n/a 

Provision for children and young people 
 Sandon Street Play Area rates 

low for quality. 
 Explore potential to enhance quality of site where 

possible; expanding the range of equipment on site 
may be appropriate. 
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Table 12.6: Inner North Analysis Area 
 
Summary Action 
Allotments 

 Two sites identified; Lister Drive 
(B) and Malborough Road (C).  

 Explore opportunities to enhance quality of site to 
Category A where possible. 

Amenity greenspace 

 Low quality rating at four sites; 
Beresford Street, Breck Road 
Amenity Triangle, Richmond 
Park and St Johns Field. 

 Three sites rate low quality and 
value; Landscaped Triangle 
(Boundary Street / Scotland 
Road), Whitefield Road 
Recreation Ground and 
Donaldson Street Recreation 
Ground.  
 

 Lister Drive rates low for value. 

 Quality of site should be enhanced where possible 
(e.g. review general site appearance). 

 
 Quality of sites should be explored if and where 

possible. Landscaped Triangle (Boundary Street / 
Scotland Road) is a highway verge style site and 
therefore may not warrant enhancement. Priority 
could be Whitefield Road Recreation Ground; 
general appearance should look to be reviewed. 
Donaldson Street Recreation Ground is being re-
provisioned as part of the Anfield Regeneration 
Scheme (work will be on site in 2017) 

 Explore opportunities to enhance ancillary features 
on site.  

Cemeteries and churchyards  
 St Marys Church & Cemetery 

rates low for quality.  
 Quality of site should be enhanced where possible 

(e.g. review general site appearance and access). 
 

Civic space  
 No provision of this type 

identified 
n/a 

Green corridor  
 Scotland Road rates low for 

quality and value.   
 Explore opportunities to enhance quality of site; 

reviewing access such as pathways may help.  

Natural and semi-natural greenspace 
 Two sites rate low for quality; 

Davy St and Land East of Love 
Lane.  

 Kensington Reservoir rates low 
for quality and value. 

 Quality of sites should be explored if and where 
possible. However, access to all three sites is 
questionable therefore may not warrant 
enhancement. 

Parks and gardens 
 Low quality rating for Tatlock 

Street, Landscaped Gardens at 
Sheil Road and Grant Gardens 

 Site quality should look to be reviewed (e.g. review 
maintenance and general site appearance in line 
with other provision sites of same type) 

Provision for children and young people 
 Low quality rating for Muirhead 

Avenue, China Street, Richmond 
Park and Phythian Park  

 Explore potential to enhance quality of sites where 
possible; expanding the range of equipment on site 
may be appropriate. 
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Table 12.7: Inner South Analysis Area 
 
Summary Action 
Allotments 

 Five sites identified; Thingwall 
Road (B), Wavertree (B), 
Dunabin Road (B), Greenbank 
(B) and Dingle Vale (B).  

 Explore opportunities to enhance quality of sites to 
Category A where possible. 

Amenity greenspace 

 Low quality rating at Grove 
Street, Sandown Park, Earle 
Road Rec, Gore Street Open 
Space, Land between Mossley 
Hill Drive and Aigburth Vale and 
St Michaels Field. 

 
 Three sites rate low quality and 

value; South Street, Turner 
Memorial Field and Uxbridge 
Street.  

 

 Quality of sites should be enhanced where 
possible (e.g. review general site appearance and 
provision of paths). 

 
 
 Enhancing quality of sites should be explored 

where possible. Only enhance quality of sites if 
also possible to enhance value. 

Cemeteries and churchyards  
 St James Church rates low for 

quality and value.  
 Review quality and use of site; appears to not be in 

use. 
Civic space  
 All sites rate high for quality and 

value 
n/a 

Green corridors  
 Three sites rate low for quality 

and value; Grafton Street, 
Riverside Drive and Childwall 
Road Boulevard.  

 Quality of sites should be explored if and where 
possible. Access to sites is unclear; appear to be 
highway verges and therefore may not warrant 
enhancement. 

Natural and semi-natural greenspace 
 All sites rate high for quality and 

value 
n/a 

Parks and gardens 
 Low quality rating for Dingle Vale 

Recreation Ground. 
 Site quality should look to be reviewed (e.g. 

general site appearance in line with other provision 
of same type) 

Provision for children and young people 
 All sites rate high for quality and 

value 
n/a 
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Table 12.8: Outer North Analysis Area 
 
Summary Action 
Allotments 

 Five sites identified; Adlam Road 
(B), Seeds Lane (B), New Area 
(C), Walton Hall (B), and 
Wharncliffe (B).  

 Explore opportunities to enhance quality of sites to 
Category A where possible. 

Amenity greenspace 

 Low quality rating at two sites; 
Parkview Recreation Ground and 
The Green. 

 Finch Lane/Lordens Road, 
Chicott Road Playground, Park 
View Estate, Derwent Square 
and Denford Road rate low for 
quality and value. 

 

 Quality of sites should be enhanced where 
possible (e.g. review general site appearance and 
provision of paths). 

 Enhancing quality of sites should be explored 
where possible. Only enhance quality of sites if 
also possible to enhance value. 

Cemeteries and churchyards  
 Four sites rate low for quality; St 

Mary’s Church & Rectory, Yew 
Tree Cemetery, Hebrew 
Cemetery and Hazeldale Road 
Cemetery. 

 Site quality should look to be reviewed 
 

Civic space  
 No provision of this type 

identified 
n/a 

Green corridors  
 Two sites rate low for quality; 

River Alt Corridor and Fir Tree 
Drive North 

 Cockerham Way rates low for 
quality and value.  

 Quality improvement of sites should be explored if 
and where possible; review path maintenance.  

 
 Enhancing quality of site should be explored where 

possible (e.g. pathways). Only enhance quality of 
sites if also possible to enhance value. 

Natural and semi-natural greenspace 
 Rear of Walton Hospital rates low 

for quality. 
 Four sites rate low for quality and 

value; Fazakerley Sidings, 
Fazakerley Field, Finch Wood 
and Grove House. 

 Quality of site should be explored if and where 
possible. Access to site is unclear and therefore 
may not warrant enhancement. 

 Enhancing quality of sites should be explored 
where possible (e.g. general appearance). Only 
enhance quality of sites if possible to enhance 
value. 

Parks and gardens 
 Low quality rating for Dovecote 

Park. 
 Falmouth Park rates low for 

quality and value. 

 Site quality should look to be reviewed (i.e. in line 
with other provision of same type) 

 Enhancing quality of site should be explored where 
possible. site previously contained play provision 
but was removed. Only enhance quality of site if 
also possible to enhance value. 

Provision for children and young people 
 Low quality rating for Rice Lane.   Explore potential to enhance quality of site where 

possible; reviewing surfaces may be appropriate. 
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Table 12.9: Outer South Analysis Area 
 
Summary Action 
Allotments 

 Six sites identified; Mill Lane and 
Sturdee Road sites (C), Harthill 
(B), Pitville (B), Sudley (B), 
Mersey Road (C) and Chapel 
House Farm (B).  

 Explore opportunities to enhance quality of sites to 
Category A where possible. 

Amenity greenspace 

 Low quality rating for 
Naylorsfield, Cranwell Road, 
Gorsey Cop Road, Cockshead 
Road, Wood Lane/Woodlands, 
Riverside Community College, 
Springfield Avenue Recreation 
Ground, Almeda Road and King 
George V Memorial Field. 

 
 Three sites rate low quality and 

value; Naylors Field Drive, 
Naylors Road and Armitage 
Gardens. 

 
 Lee Vale Road and Whitney 

Road rate low for value. 
 

 Quality of sites should be enhanced where 
possible (e.g. ancillary features and provision of 
paths). 

 
 
 
 
 
 Enhancing quality of sites should be explored 

where possible. Only enhance quality of sites if 
also possible to enhance value. Sites are highway 
verge style and therefore may not warrant 
enhancement. 

 Value of sites should be explored if and where 
possible. Both are highway verge style sites and 
therefore may not warrant enhancement. 

Cemeteries and churchyards  
 Two sites rate low for quality; 

Bishop Eaton and St Matthews 
Church & Hall.  

 Enhancing quality of sites should be explored 
where possible  

Civic space  
 No provision of this type 

identified 
n/a 

Green corridors  
 Two sites rate low for quality; 

Woolton Road and Mather Road.  
 Netherley Brook and Menlove 

Avenue rate low for quality and 
value.  

 Childwall Valley Road rates low 
for value. 

 Highway verge style sites which therefore may not 
warrant enhancement in terms of quality and 
value. 

 

Natural and semi-natural greenspace 
 Newby House rates low for 

quality. 
 Blackwood Avenue site rates low 

for quality and value. 
 Low value rating at Acrefield 

Road and Calder Woodland. 

 Quality of site should be explored if and where 
possible. 

 Access to site is unsure; therefore, may not warrant 
enhancement. 

 Former is subject to building work. Improving value 
at latter should be explored if possible. 
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Summary Action 
Parks and gardens 
 Seven sites rate low quality at 

seven sites; Score Lane 
Gardens, Acrehurst Park, 
Alderman John Village Gardens, 
Lyndene Recreation Ground, 
Larchwood, Netherley Park and 
Garston Urban Village 
Recreation. 

 Menlove Gardens rates low for 
quality and value. 

 Site quality should look to be reviewed (i.e. in line 
with other provision of same type); ancillary 
features should be explored. 

 
 

 
 Enhancing quality of site should be explored where 

possible; access is unsure. Only enhance quality 
of site if also possible to enhance value. 
 

Provision for children and young people 
 Six sites rate low for quality; King 

Street, Banks Road, Blackrod 
Ave, Stapelton Ave MUGA, 
Wood Lane/Woodlands and 
Sarum Park Play Area.  

  

 Explore potential to enhance quality of sites where 
possible; expanding the range of equipment on site 
may be appropriate. 
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Management and development 
 

344. The following issues should be considered when undertaking site development or 
enhancement: 
 
 Site’s significance to local area and community. 
 Planning permission requirements and any foreseen difficulties in securing permission. 
 Gaining revenue funding from planning contributions in order to maintain existing sites. 
 Gaining planning contributions to assist with the creation of new provision where need 

has been identified.  
 Analysis of the possibility of shared site management opportunities. 
 The availability of opportunities to lease site to external organisations. 
 Options to assist community groups/parish councils to gain funding to enhance existing 

provision.  
 Negotiation with landowners to increase access to private strategic sites.  
 
Community funding sources 
 

345. Outside of developer contributions there are also a number of potential funding sources* 
available to community and voluntary groups. Each scheme is different and is designed to 
serve a different purpose. In order for any bid to be successful consideration to the schemes 
criteria and the applicant’s objectives is needed. Sources for funding applications are 
continuously changing and regular checking of funding providers should be undertaken. 
  

* Source: Potential funding for community green spaces, DCLG 
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12.2 Accessibility standards 
 

346. Accessibility standards for different types of provision are a tool to identify communities 
currently not served by existing facilities. It is recognised that factors that underpin 
catchment areas vary from person to person, day to day and hour to hour. This problem is 
overcome by accepting the concept of ‘effective catchments’, defined as the distance that 
would be travelled by the majority of users. 
 

347. Guidance is offered by the Greater London Authority (GLA) (2008): ‘Open Space 
Strategies: Best Practice Guidance’ with regard to appropriate catchment areas for 
authorities to adopt. However, in order to make accessibility standards more locally specific 
to the City, we propose to use data from the survey consultation to set appropriate 
catchments. The following standards are recorded in the survey in relation to how far 
residents are willing to travel to access different types of open space provision. 

 
Table 12.10: Accessibility standards to travel to open space provision 
 
Typology Applied standard 
Parks and gardens 15-minute walk time (1200m) 
Natural and semi-natural 15-minute walk time (1200m) 

30 minute drive time 
Amenity greenspace 5-minute walk time (400m) 
Provision for children and young people 10-minute walk time (800m) 
Allotments  15-minute walk time (1200m) 
Cemeteries  No standard set 
Green corridors No standard set 
Civic spaces No standard set 

 
348. Most typologies are set as having an accessibility standard of a 15-minute walk time. 

However, for certain typologies, such as amenity greenspace and provision for children and 
young people, accessibility is deemed to be more locally based. Subsequently shorter 
accessibility standards have been applied. 
 

349. No standard is set for the typologies of cemeteries, green corridors or civic spaces. It is 
difficult to assess such typologies against catchment areas due to their nature and usage. 
For cemeteries, provision should be determined by demand for burial space.  

 
Identifying deficiencies 
 

350. If an area does not have access to the required level of provision (consistent with the 
applied accessibility standards) it is deemed deficient. KKP has estimated how many sites, 
of a minimum size are needed to provide comprehensive access to this type of provision 
(in hectares). Please refer to Figures 4.1, 5.1, 6.1, 7.1 and 8.1 set out in the typology 
sections earlier in the document in order to view the accessibility maps as well as the figures 
in Appendix Three. 
 

351. The GLA and FIT provide some guidance on minimum site sizes available for open spaces 
in instances where provision is deemed missing:  
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Table 12.11: Minimum size of sites: 
 
Classification Minimum size of site 
Allotments 0.4 ha (0.025 per plot) 
Amenity greenspace 0.4 ha 
Natural and semi natural 0.4 ha 
Parks and gardens 2 ha 
Play areas (equipped)* 0.04 ha 
Play areas (informal/casual) 0.04 ha 

Source: GLA Open space strategies: Best practice guidance (2009) 
 
For allotments, it is considered that use of waiting list figures is a more accurate method in 
identifying deficiencies in order to inform future provision levels. Consequently, no 
deficiencies using catchment mapping are identified for allotments.  
 
Policy implications and recommendations 
 

352. In general, the applied walk time catchments for each typology tends to provide a sufficient 
level of coverage to the analysis areas. However, some minor gaps are highlighted for 
certain typologies.  
 

353. The table below summaries the deficiencies identified from the application of the 
accessibility standards, together with the recommended actions. Please refer to the 
accessibility maps set out in Appendix Three to view the identified gaps.  
 
Table 12.12: City Centre Analysis Area  
 
Typology Identified need 

(catchment gap) 
Action 

Amenity 
greenspace 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment to west of 
area identified   

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Great 
George Square, Chavasse Park) 

Parks and 
gardens 

 No catchment gap in 
provision identified 

 No action required 

Natural and 
semi/natural 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment identified 

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. St Johns 
Garden, Chavasse Park). Furthermore, given 
dense urban characteristic it is not anticipated 
that such provision would be available. Area is 
also covered sufficiently by 30-minute drive 
time catchment 

Provision 
for children 
and young 
people 

 Minor gaps in 
catchment mapping 
identified   

 No sites within identified gap considered 
suitable to host play facility. Ensuring 
appropriate quality and access to nearby sites 
such as Radcliffe Play Area and Phythian Park 
MUGA is recommended.   

 
  

* Minimum recommended size for play areas by Fields In Trust 
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Table 12.13: Inner North Analysis Area  
 
Typology Identified need 

(catchment gap) 
Action 

Amenity 
greenspace 

 Several gaps in walk 
time catchment 
identified; most 
noticeably to north, 
south east and south 
west areas    

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Stanley 
Park, Newsham Park and Tatlock/Silvester 
Street) 

Natural and 
semi/natural 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment identified to 
east of area 

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as large parks (e.g. 
Newsham Park and Stanley Park). Also, area 
sufficiently covered by 30-minute drive time 
catchment set for provision 

Parks and 
gardens 

 Minor catchment gap 
identified to the north 
west of analysis area 

 No action required; upon further inspection, the 
area is identified as being predominantly 
industrial and not residential 

Provision 
for children 
and young 
people 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment identified to 
west of area  

 No action required; upon further inspection, the 
area is identified as being predominantly 
industrial and not residential 

 
Table 12.14: Inner South Analysis Area  
 
Typology Identified need 

(catchment gap) 
Action 

Amenity 
greenspace 

 Several gaps in walk 
time catchment 
identified; most 
noticeably to north and 
south areas    

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Wavertree 
Botanic Park, Sefton Park and Festival 
Gardens) 

Natural and 
semi/natural 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment identified 

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Sefton Park, 
Princes Park and Wavertree Playground). Also, 
area sufficiently covered by 30 minute drive 
time catchment set for provision 

Parks and 
gardens 

 No catchment gap in 
provision identified 

 No action required 

Provision 
for children 
and young 
people 

 Minor gap in walk time 
catchment identified to 
western boundaries of 
area  

 No action required; upon further inspection, the 
area is identified as being predominantly 
industrial and not residential 
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Table 12.15: Outer North Analysis Area  
 
Typology Identified need 

(catchment gap) 
Action 

Amenity 
greenspace 

 Noticeable gaps in walk 
time catchment 
identified across 
analysis area    

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Seeds Lane 
and Croxteth Hall and Country Park) and 
natural greenspace (e.g.  Fazakerley Ecology 
Park, Fazakerley Field) 

Natural and 
semi/natural 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment identified to 
southern boundaries of 
area 

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Walton Hall, 
Larkhill Gardens, Doric Park and Dovecote 
Park). Also, area sufficiently covered by 30-
minute drive time catchment set for provision 

Parks and 
gardens 

 Minor catchment gap 
identified towards 
centre of analysis area 

 New provision not deemed necessary to meet 
catchment gap; area is served by other forms 
of open space provision such as natural and 
amenity greenspace sites (e.g. Fazakerley 
Ecology Park, Fazakerley Field and Scargreen 
Park)  

Provision 
for children 
and young 
people 

 Gaps in walk time 
catchment identified  

 In order to meet the catchment gaps 
approximately three new forms of play 
provision should be sought to a minimum size 
of 0.04 hectares. Further explanation is set out 
in Appendix Three.   
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Table 12.16: Outer South Analysis Area  
 
Typology Identified need 

(catchment gap) 
Action 

Amenity 
greenspace 

 Noticeable gaps in walk 
time catchment 
identified across 
analysis area    

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks (e.g. Clarke 
Gardens and Calderstones Park) and natural 
greenspace (e.g. Childwall Woods and Fields, 
Speke Garston Coastal Reserve) 

Natural and 
semi/natural 

 Gap in walk time 
catchment identified to 
western and south 
eastern boundaries of 
area 

 No action required; area served by other forms 
of open space such as parks and amenity 
greenspace (e.g. Sudley Estate, Otterspool 
Park and Promenade, and Stapleton Avenue 
OS). Also, area sufficiently covered by 30-
minute drive time catchment set for provision 

Parks and 
gardens 

 Catchment gap 
identified to south east 
of analysis area 

 New provision not deemed necessary to meet 
catchment gap; upon further inspection, large 
part of the area is identified as being airport 
land/use. Furthermore, residential areas are 
served by other forms of open space provision 
such as amenity greenspace sites (e.g. 
Stapleton Avenue OS)  

Provision 
for children 
and young 
people 

 Gaps in walk time 
catchment identified  

 In order to meet the catchment gaps 
approximately one new form of play provision 
should be sought to a minimum size of 0.04 
hectares. Further explanation is set out in 
Appendix Three.   
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PART 13: POLICY ADVICE AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

354. The following section uses the application of the standards to provide a series of 
recommendations to what the Council should work towards for future open space 
provision. 
 

355. During times of financial austerity and ongoing local authority budget cuts, it is likely that 
the main mechanisms available to the creation and improvement of open spaces will be 
through developer contributions from housing developments. Therefore, it is critical that 
local authorities have an informed view to the need for on and off site contributions. 

 
356. The following recommendations are intended to help inform the Council’s decision making 

processes and, along with the audit assessment act, as a toolkit towards seeking effective 
developer contributions. 
 
13.1 Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 1 
 
 Sites helping to serve areas identified as having gaps in catchment mapping should be 

recognised through protection and enhancement  
 

357. The policy and implications summary for the accessibility catchment mapping (section 
12.2) highlights those sites that help to serve gaps identified for other forms of open space 
provision in the area. A summary of the sites helping to serve catchment gaps is set out 
in Table 13.1. 
 
Table 13.1: Summary of sites helping to serve catchment gaps 
 

KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Helps to serve gap in 
provision of: 

109 Mercury Court Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
112 St Johns Gardens Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
133 Great George Square Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
134 Falkner Square Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
312 Chavasse Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
77.3 Radcliffe Play Area Provision for children 

and young people 
Provision for children 
and young people 

105.1 Phythian Park MUGA Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

32 Walton Hall Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 
Natural/semi-natural 

57 Stanley Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 
Natural/semi-natural 

77 Everton Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
85 Newsham Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
90 Tatlock Street/Silvester Street Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
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KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Helps to serve gap in 
provision of: 

95 Sheil Road Landscaped 
Gardens 

Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 
Natural/semi-natural 

113 Wavertree Botanic Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace 

126 Crown Street Neighbourhood 
Park 

Park and garden Amenity greenspace 

135 Wavertree Playground Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 
Natural/semi-natural 

160 Princes Park Park and garden Natural/semi-natural 

167 Sefton Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 
Natural/semi-natural 

217 Festival Gardens Site Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
7 Seeds Lane Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
14 Fazakerley Ecology Park Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace, 

Parks and gardens 
23 Fazakerley Field Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace, 

Parks and gardens 
36 Scargreen Neighbourhood Park Amenity greenspace Parks and gardens 
38 Croxteth Country Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
52 Norris Green Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
60 Clubmoor Recreation Ground Amenity greenspace Natural/semi-natural 
67 Larkhill Gardens Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace 
97 Doric Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
98 Dovecote Park Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace 
136 Score Lane Gardens Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
150 Childwall Woods and Fields Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace 
215 Sudley Estate Park and garden Natural/semi-natural 
222 Otterspool Park and 

Promenade 
Park and garden Amenity greenspace, 

Natural/semi-natural 
230 Clarke Gardens Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
243 Cressington Heath Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace 
256 Stapleton Av OS Amenity greenspace Park and garden 
301 Calderstones Park Park and garden Amenity greenspace 
334 Speke Garston Coastal 

Reserve 
Natural/semi-natural Amenity greenspace 

32.1 Walton Hall Park Play Area Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

70.1 Muirhead Avenue Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

331 Birchfield Park Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

107.1 Kensington Park Play Area Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

77.3 Radcliffe Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

332 Midghall Street Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 
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KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Helps to serve gap in 
provision of: 

316 Sandon Street Play Area Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

120.1 Northway Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

167.1 Aigburth Vale Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

318.1 Greenbank Park Provision for children 
and young people 

Provision for children 
and young people 

 
358. These sites currently help to meet the identified catchment gaps for other open space 

typologies. Often this is related to parks, amenity greenspace and natural and semi-
natural greenspace. The Council should seek to adapt these sites through formalisation 
and/or greater provision of features linked to certain types of open space. This is in order 
to provide a stronger secondary role as well as opportunities associated with other open 
space types. This will also help to minimise the need for creation of new provision in order 
to address any gaps in catchment mapping. 
 

359. Such sites should be viewed as being key forms of open space provision. The quality and 
value scores identify those sites rating high for quality and value. It is important that the 
Council looks to maintain sites of this classification where possible. Such sites are likely 
to provide multiple social and value benefits. 
 
Recommendation 2 
 
 Ensure low quality sites in areas of accessibility shortfalls are prioritised for 

enhancement 
 

360. The policy approach to these sites should be to enhance their quality to the applied 
standards (i.e. high quality). This is especially the case if the site is deemed to be of high 
value. Such sites should be protected in order for their quality to try to be improved. 
 

361. The policy and implications summary of the quality and value matrix (section 12.1) 
identifies those sites that should be given priority for enhancement if possible. These are 
set out in Tables 12.5 – 12.9. A list of low quality sites currently helping to serve catchment 
gaps in provision is set out in Table 13.2. 

 
Table 13.2: Summary of low quality sites helping to serve catchment gaps 
 

KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Helps to serve gap in 
provision of: 

23 Fazakerley Field Semi / Natural 
greenspaces 

Amenity greenspace, 
Parks and gardens 

70.1 Muirhead Avenue Provision for children and 
young people 

Provision for children and 
young people 

77.1 China Street Provision for children and 
young people 

Provision for children and 
young people 

90 Tatlock Street/Silvester Street 
Playground 

Parks and Gardens Amenity greenspace 

95 Landscaped Gardens at Sheil 
Road 

Parks and Gardens Amenity greenspace, 
Natural/semi-natural 
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KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Helps to serve gap in 
provision of: 

98 Dovecote Park Parks and Gardens Amenity greenspace 
105.1 Phythian Park MUGA Provision for children and 

young people 
Provision for children and 
young people 

136 Score Lane Gardens Parks and Gardens Amenity greenspace 
316 Sandon Street Play Area Provision for children and 

young people 
Provision for children and 
young people 

 
362. It is also important for other low quality sites (that may also score low for value) to be 

addressed in terms of their quality deficiency if possible. Sites of low quality and value are 
identified in Tables 12.5 – 12.9. For sites in areas of surplus a change of primary typology 
should be first considered. If no shortfall of other open space type is noted than the space 
or facility may be redundant/ 'surplus to requirements'. 
 

363. A particular focus should be to improve the quality of play provision across Liverpool. 
Adopting a hierarchy of provision will help to direct likely limited council funding 
opportunities (i.e. ensuring the quality and range of provision at key strategic sites) in 
order to provide bigger and better forms of play provision which residents are willing to 
travel further in order to access. This should also help to reduce the number of smaller 
play sites with a limited range of equipment being created. Such sites tend to have a 
limited appeal and can further add to future maintenance costs. 
 
Recommendation 3 
 
 Recognise low quality and value sites and how they may be able to meet other areas 

of need 
 

364. If no improvement to quality and/or value can be implemented for sites identified as low 
value and/or low quality and value (Tables 12.5-12.9), a change of primary typology 
should be considered. If no requirement for another type of open space site is recognised, 
or it is not feasible to change the primary typology of the site, then only following this could 
the site be potentially redundant/ 'surplus to requirements'. 
 

365. For instance, there are 64 parks, natural, amenity and play sites (discounting any sites 
identified as highway verges etc) identified as either lower quality and/or value. Nine of 
these are identified in Table 13.2 as helping to serve catchment gaps in other types of 
open space. These should look to be enhanced in terms of quality. Consideration to 
changing the primary typology of these nine sites (to one which they currently help to 
serve a gap in provision) should be given if quality cannot be enhanced.  

 
366. Consequently, there are 55 sites of low quality and/or value, which do not help to serve 

any highlighted gaps in catchment mapping. Of these, 24 are considered to have 
catchment areas covered by or substantially overlapped by the catchment area of a site 
of the same type of open space. Further exploration into these sites should be undertaken 
to establish whether they are potentially surplus to requirements. In some instances, two 
sites of the same type of open space which both cover each other may be listed (e.g. KKP 
86 and KKP 280). Removal of both would lead to a catchment gap in that area. Ensuring 
a sufficient level of access to provision should be taken in to consideration. The 24 sites 
are set out in Table 13.3. 
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Table 13.3: Sites of low quality and/or value covered by catchment area of similar sites  
 

KKP 
Ref 

Site name Type of open space Overlaps with 
catchment 

24 Falmouth Park Parks and Gardens 30 
48 Finch Wood Semi / Natural greenspaces 335 
86 Finch Lane / Lordens Road Amenity greenspace 83,280 
100 Grant Gardens Parks and Gardens 77, 105, 107 
140 Acrehurst Park Parks and Gardens 147, 149, 158 
144 Naylorsfield Amenity greenspace 142, 154, 161,  
146 Cranwell Road Open Space Amenity greenspace 129, 156, 154 
147 Alderman John Village Gardens Parks and Gardens 136, 140, 149 
149 Lyndene Recreation Ground Parks and Gardens 140, 147 
153 Gore Street Open Space Amenity greenspace 152, 168, 281 
157 Menlove Gardens Parks and Gardens 135, 301 
173 Larchwood Parks and Gardens 158, 193 
182 Blackwood Avenue Open Space Semi / Natural greenspaces 150, 202, 176 
203 Dingle Vale/Turner Home 

Recreation Ground 
Parks and Gardens 

160, 217 
237 Springfield Avenue Recreation 

Ground 
Amenity greenspace 

245, 238, 234 
247 King Street Amenity Areas Childrens play areas 249.1 

249.1 Banks Road Childrens play areas 247 
252.1 Blackrod Ave Childrens play areas 256.1, 253.1 
256.1 Stapelton Ave MUGA Childrens play areas 252.1, 253.1 
274 Richmond Park Amenity greenspace 273, 87 

274.1 Richmond Park Childrens play areas 72.1, 81.1 
280 Denford Road (Sq) Amenity greenspace 83, 86 
281 Windsor Street Amenity greenspace 152, 153, 137 
336 St Johns Field Amenity greenspace 58, 68 

 
Recommendation 4 
 
 The need for additional allotment and cemetery provision should be led by demand 
 

367. Waiting lists identified at allotment sites across Liverpool, imply supply is not meeting 
demand. Waiting list numbers have been quantified in terms of hectares in order to 
determine the need for new allotment provision. 
 

368. Provision of cemeteries should be determined by demand for burial space. 
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13.2 Policy implications 
 

369. The following section sets out the policy implications in terms of the planning process in 
Liverpool. This is intended to help steer the Council in seeking contributions to the 
improvement and/or provision of any new forms of open space. 
 
How is provision to be made? 
 

370. The requirements for on-site or off-site provision will vary according to the type of open 
space to be provided. Collecting contributions from developers can be undertaken through 
the following two processes. 
 

371. Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Planning Obligations are the two main 
mechanisms available to the council to ensure future development addresses any adverse 
impacts it creates. If required, Planning Conditions can be used to ensure that key 
requirements are met. 
 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
 

372. The CIL is a levy which allows local authorities which have an adopted CIL Charging 
Schedule to raise funds from developers for the provision of infrastructure, including open 
spaces. Liverpool City Council does not have a CIL in place.  
 

373. It should apply to most new developments and charges are based on the size and type of 
new development. It will generate funding to deliver a range of City wide and local 
infrastructure projects that support residential and economic growth. 

 
374. CILs are to be levied on the gross internal floor space of the net additional liable 

development. The rate at which to charge such developments is set out within a council’s 
Charging Schedule if one has been adopted and is expressed in £ per m2. 
 
Planning obligations 
 

375. Planning Conditions and Obligations (often known as Section 106 Agreements) require 
individual developments to provide or pay for the provision of development specific 
infrastructure requirements. They are flexible and can deliver a wide range of site and 
community infrastructure benefits. 
 

376. A development should make appropriate provision of services, facilities and infrastructure 
to meet its own needs. Where sufficient capacity does not exist, the development should 
contribute what is necessary, either on-site or by making a financial contribution towards 
provision elsewhere. However, restrictions imposed as a result of CIL regulations means 
that no more than five Section 106 contributions can be pooled to pay for a single off-site 
project.  
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Seeking developer contributions 
 

377. This document can inform the policies and emerging planning documents which will set 
out the Council’s approach to securing open space through new housing development. It 
can help form the basis for negotiation with developers to secure contributions for the 
provision of appropriate facilities and their long term maintenance.  
 
Determining contributions 
 

378. The evidence in this Open Space Study, in terms of sites scoring low for quality and/or 
value (Section 12.1 and 13.1) as well as the role of some sites in providing a 
multifunctional purpose and helping to serve gaps in catchment mapping (Section 12.2 
and 13.1), shows that there is a need for contributions towards open space provision to 
continue to be collected. This should continue as is currently provided for in the Liverpool 
Unitary Development Plan and subsequently modified. 
 

379. For planning obligations, the following elements should be considered when establishing 
whether open space provision is required and whether it should be provided on site: 
 
 The suitability of the proposed development site for accommodating open space 

provision to serve the residents of the site when it is completed 
 whether the site in question is within the accessibility catchment standards as set for 

each open space typology (section 12.2) 
 whether enhancement of existing provision is required for any sites identified within the 

catchment area of the development (section 12.1) 
 

380. For development sites where open space provision is not deemed necessary onsite, it 
may be more suitable to seek contributions for quality improvements to existing spaces.  
 

381. Figure 13.1 below sets out the processes that should be considered when determining 
developer contributions towards open space provision. 
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Figure 13.1: Determining s106 developer contributions 
 
 
 
  

Step 1 – Assess the requirement 
for quality/value or accessibility 

improvements  

Step 2 - Determine whether the 
open space can/should be provided 

on site 

The developer will be required to 
contribute to the enhancement of 

offsite provision within the 
accessibility standards set 

Step 4b - Calculate the 
recommended 

contribution for enhancing 
existing provision. 

Step 4c - The developer 
should design and build 

provision onsite or Work out 
the developer contribution 
towards quality/value or 

accessibility improvements 

Yes No 
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Off site contributions 
 

382. In instances where it is not realistic for new provision to be provided on site, it may be 
more appropriate to seek to enhance the existing quality of provision and/or improve 
access to sites. Standard costs for the enhancement of existing open space should be 
clearly identified and revised on a regular basis by the Council.  
 

383. A financial contribution should be, for example, required principally but not exclusively for 
the typologies identified in this document; subject to the appropriate authority providing 
and managing the forms of open space provision.  

 
384. The wider benefits of open space sites and features regardless of size should be 

recognised as a key design principle for any new development. These features and 
elements can help to contribute to the perception of open space provision in an area whilst 
also ensuring an aesthetically pleasing landscape providing social and health benefits. 
 
Maintenance contributions 
 

385. The City Council should also place a requirement on developers to demonstrate that 
where onsite provision is to be provided it will be managed and maintained accordingly. 
In some instances, the site may be adopted by the Council, which will require the 
developer to submit a sum of money in order to pay the costs of the sites future 
maintenance. In such circumstances the procedure for councils adopting new sites 
includes: 
 
 The developer being responsible for maintenance of the site for between 3 and 5 

years or a different agreed time period 
 Sums to cover the maintenance costs of a site (once transferred to the Council) 

should be intended to cover a period between 10 – 20 years. Or: 
 Provision of a sum by the developer to the council which can generate monetary 

interest in order to cover annual maintenance costs 
 

386. Calculations to determine the amount of maintenance contributions required should be 
based on current council maintenance costs. The typical maintenance costs for the site 
should also take into consideration its open space typology and size. 
 
Calculating onsite contributions 
 

387. Liverpool City Council’s existing UDP sets out a requirement for on-site provision in Policy 
OE 14 ‘Open Space Provision in New Residential Developments’. The requirement set is 
for 50 square metres per dwelling. 
 

388. The City Council initially applied this approach to developments of 25 or more family 
dwellings and in more recent years has extended it to cover all forms of residential 
development over 10 or more homes. 

 
389. KKP considers that this approach is of value in ensuring that open space to meet the 

immediate local needs of new developments should be continued through into the Local 
Plan. This should be as a complement to rather than substitute for making contributions 
to improving the quality, value and accessibility of existing provision and the City’s Parks 
Hierarchy. 
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Equipped children’s play areas recommendation 
 

390. Residential developments should normally be required to meet the need for children’s play 
generated by the development on site, either as an integral part of the design, or through 
payment of a development contribution which will be used to the installation or upgrade of 
nearby play facilities in the vicinity of a proposed development. 
 

391. Whilst the norm has been to expect provision to be made on site, consideration needs to 
be given to the feasibility of this approach. A significant amount of new housing would 
often be required on a development site to warrant on-site provision equivalent to a 
reasonable sized formal children’s play space.  

 
392. This means that for a number of development sites, formal children’s play space provision 

should take the form of developer contributions to expand and upgrade the range and 
quality of equipped children’s play facilities in the vicinity of the development. However, 
provision will still need to be made on sites in locations where the nearest existing play 
facility is deemed too far away. 
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix One: Quality criteria 
 
The quality criteria used to mark open space types are set out in the tables below. 
 
Table A1: Quality criteria used against each open space type 
 

 Parks and 
Gardens 

Semi / Natural 
greenspace 

Green 
corridors 

Amenity 
greenspace 

Allotments Cemeteries Civic spaces 

Main entrance Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Other entrances Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Gradient and value Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Personal security Yes   Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Ramps and guardrails 
adequacy 

    Yes Yes Yes 

Boundary fencing adequacy  Yes    Yes Yes  
Controls to prevent illegal use 
adequacy  

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Parking Number and location Yes     Yes  
Parking - Appropriateness of 
provision 

Yes     Yes  

Parking - Quality Yes     Yes  
Toilets accessibility and 
appearance 

Yes    Yes Yes Yes 

Seats and benches - Number 
and location 

Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Seats and benches - 
Appropriateness of provision 

Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Seats and benches - 
Maintenance 

Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Picnic tables - Number and 
location 

Yes Yes Yes     

Picnic tables - Appropriateness 
of provision 

Yes Yes Yes     

Picnic tables - Maintenance Yes Yes Yes     
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 Parks and 

Gardens 
Semi / Natural 
greenspace 

Green 
corridors 

Amenity 
greenspace 

Allotments Cemeteries Civic spaces 

Litter bins - Number and 
location 

Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Litter bins - Appropriateness of 
provision 

Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Litter bins - Maintenance Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 
Dog foul bins  - Number and 
location 

       

Dog foul bins  - Appropriateness 
of provision 

       

Dog foul bins  - Maintenance        
Lighting - Number and location Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 
Lighting - Appropriateness of 
provision 

Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 

Lighting  - Maintenance Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 
Overall maintenance and 
cleanliness 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Drainage Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Landscaping design Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 
Landscaping maintenance Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 
Paths Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Conservation Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes 
Maintenance of buildings and 
artefacts 

Yes    Yes Yes Yes 

Needles Points deducted Points deducted  Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted 
Motor bikes Points deducted Points deducted  Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted 
Glass Points deducted Points deducted  Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted 
Abandoned cars Points deducted Points deducted  Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted 
Fire damage Points deducted Points deducted  Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted 
Horse tracks Points deducted Points deducted  Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted Points deducted 
Physical access - public 
transport links/stops 

Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Physical access - safe crossing 
places 

Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Access social - minimum 
entrance widths 1.5m 

Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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 Parks and 

Gardens 
Semi / Natural 
greenspace 

Green 
corridors 

Amenity 
greenspace 

Allotments Cemeteries Civic spaces 

Access social - directional 
signposts 

Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Parking well signed Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Easy to read/clear messages Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Well maintained and free from 
graffiti 

Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Basic up to date information Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Signage that detracts from 
quality of the site 

       

Situated at entrance Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Maps and graphics Yes Yes  Yes  Yes Yes 
Evidence of site marketing Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Signs at accessible height Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Appendix Two: Catchment gap analysis 
 
The figures below highlight the gaps in catchment mapping identified through 
application of the accessibility standards.  
 
Gaps are indicated via yellow circles. These are intended to highlight areas of non-
provision for each open space type (which have an accessibility standard applied) and 
are only placed where the population density mapping shows there is a resident 
population.  
 
Two types of yellow circles are used to highlight areas of non-provision;  
 
 Dashed yellow circles indicate a ‘gap’ not considered significant to warrant new 

forms of provision (as they are considered to be served by other forms of open 
space).  

 Complete yellow circles indicate where a ‘gap’ is considered significant enough to 
warrant new forms of provision to be sought.  

 
Please note, the yellow circles are only intended to highlight potential gaps in provision 
and the related catchment areas. They are not actual catchment areas but indicators 
to gaps in provision. 
 
Please refer to the summary tables set out in Table 12.12, 12.13, 12.14, 12.15, 12.16 
and 13.1 in order to view the sites helping to serve the gaps in catchment mapping for 
other forms of provision. 
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Parks and gardens 
 
There are two areas potentially identified within the City as having gaps in catchment 
mapping in terms of provision for parks and gardens.  
 
These ‘gaps’ (shown as yellow dashed circles) are to some extent partly covered by 
the catchment areas of other forms of provision. Subsequently, these gaps are not 
considered significant enough to warrant new forms of parks provision to be sought. 
 

 
You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the 

data. You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Natural and semi-natural greenspace  
 
There are several areas potentially identified within the City as having gaps in 
catchment mapping for natural and semi-natural greenspace.  
 
These ‘gaps’ (shown as yellow dashed circles) are served by other forms of open space 
such as parks and gardens. Most of these park sites are significantly large in size and 
feature elements associated with natural greenspace. the gaps are also covered by the 
30 minute drive time catchment also applied to natural and semi-natural greenspace. 
Subsequently, these gaps are not considered significant enough to warrant new forms 
of natural and semi-natural greenspace provision to be sought. 
 

 
You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the 

data. You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Amenity greenspace 
 
There are several areas potentially identified within the City as having gaps in 
catchment mapping for amenity greenspace.  
 
These ‘gaps’ (shown as yellow dashed circles) are served by other forms of open space 
such as parks and gardens and natural/semi-natural greenspace. Subsequently, these 
gaps are not considered significant enough to warrant new forms of amenity 
greenspace provision to be sought. 
 

 
You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the 

data. You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Provision for children and young people  
 
Outer North 
 
There are five areas potentially identified within the Outer North as having gaps in 
catchment mapping in terms of provision for children and young people. However only 
three of these ‘gaps’ (shown by yellow circle) are considered significant enough to 
warrant new forms of play provision to be sought.  
 
The other two ‘gaps’ (shown as yellow dashed circles) are to some extent partly 
covered by the catchment areas of other forms of play provision. Subsequently, these 
gaps are not deemed to warrant new forms of provision in comparison. 
 
Outer South 
 
There are four areas potentially identified within the Outer North as having gaps in 
catchment mapping in terms of provision for children and young people. However only 
one of these ‘gaps’ (shown by yellow circle) is considered significant enough to warrant 
a new form of play provision to be sought.  
 
The other three ‘gaps’ (shown as yellow dashed circles) are to some extent partly 
covered by the catchment areas of other forms of play provision. Subsequently, these 
gaps are not deemed to warrant new forms of provision in comparison. 
 

 
You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the 

data. You are not permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Appendix Three: Schedule of lower quality sites by typology 
 

KKP 
Ref 

Site name Typology Area 

24 Falmouth Park Parks and Gardens Outer North 
90 Tatlock Street/Silvester Street 

Playground 
Parks and Gardens Inner North 

95 Sheil Road Landscaped Gardens Parks and Gardens Inner North 
98 Dovecote Park Parks and Gardens Outer North 
100 Grant Gardens Parks and Gardens Inner North 
136 Score Lane Gardens Parks and Gardens Outer South 
140 Acrehurst Park Parks and Gardens Outer South 
147 Alderman John Village Gardens Parks and Gardens Outer South 
149 Lyndene Recreation Ground Parks and Gardens Outer South 
157 Menlove Gardens Parks and Gardens Outer South 
173 Larchwood Parks and Gardens Outer South 
180 Netherley Park Parks and Gardens Outer South 
203 Dingle Vale/Turner Home Recreation 

Ground 
Parks and Gardens Inner South 

249 Garston Urban Village Hall/ Banks Road 
Recreation Ground 

Parks and Gardens Outer South 

1 Fazakerley Sidings Natural/semi-natural Outer North 
23 Fazakerley Field Natural/semi-natural Outer North 
34 Rear of Walton Hospital Natural/semi-natural Outer North 
48 Finch Wood Natural/semi-natural Outer North 
56 Grove House Natural/semi-natural Outer North 
71 Davy St Open Space Natural/semi-natural Inner North 
108 Kensington Reservoir Natural/semi-natural Inner North 
138 Newby House Natural/semi-natural Outer South 
182 Blackwood Avenue Open Space Natural/semi-natural Outer South 
269 Land East of Love Lane Natural/semi-natural Inner North 
16 Parkview Recreation Ground Amenity greenspace Outer North 
78 Landscaped Triangle (Boundary Street / 

Scotland Road) 
Amenity greenspace Inner North 

86 Finch Lane / Lordens Road Amenity greenspace Outer North 
87 Whitefield Road Rec Ground Amenity greenspace Inner North 
96 Beresford Street, L5 Amenity greenspace Inner North 
104 Chilcott Road Playground Amenity greenspace Outer North 
111 The Green Amenity greenspace Outer North 
116 Grove street Amenity greenspace Inner South 
122 Sandown Park Amenity greenspace Inner South 
127 Earle Road Rec Amenity greenspace Inner South 
142 Naylorsfield Drive Amenity greenspace Outer South 
144 Naylorsfield Amenity greenspace Outer South 
146 Cranwell Road Open Space Amenity greenspace Outer South 
153 Gore Street Open Space Amenity greenspace Inner South 
154 Naylors Road Estate Amenity greenspace Outer South 
156 Gorsey Cop Road Open Space Amenity greenspace Outer South 
162 Cockshead Road Open Space Amenity greenspace Outer South 
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KKP 
Ref 

Site name Typology Area 

164 South Street / Voelas Street Open space Amenity greenspace Inner South 
170 Wood Lane / Woodlands Amenity greenspace Outer South 
200 Turner Memorial Field Amenity greenspace Inner South 
236 Riversdale Community College Amenity greenspace Outer South 
237 Springfield Avenue Recreation Ground Amenity greenspace Outer South 
259 Almeda Road Verge Amenity greenspace Outer South 
263 Park View Estate Amenity greenspace Outer North 
270 Donaldson Street Rec Ground Amenity greenspace Inner North 
273 Breck Road Amenity Triangle Amenity greenspace Inner North 
274 Richmond Park Amenity greenspace Inner North 
276 Derwent Square Amenity greenspace Outer North 
280 Denford Road (Sq) Amenity greenspace Outer North 
285 Roscoe Garden Amenity greenspace City Centre 
286 Vincent Way Open Space Amenity greenspace City Centre 
288 Minshull Street Open Spaces Amenity greenspace City Centre 
292 Uxbridge Street Open Space Amenity greenspace Inner South 
300 Armitage Gardens Amenity greenspace Outer South 
336 St Johns Field Amenity greenspace Inner North 
340 King George V Memorial Field Amenity greenspace Outer South 
341 St Michaels Field Amenity greenspace Inner South 
345 Land between Mossley Hill Drive / 

Aigburth Vale 
Amenity greenspace Inner South 

22.1 Rice Lane RG Play provision Outer North 
70.1 Muirhead Avenue Play provision Inner North 
77.1 China Street Play provision Inner North 
247 King Street Amenity Areas Play provision Outer South 

249.1 Banks Road Play provision Outer South 
252.1 Blackrod Ave Play provision Outer South 
274.1 Richmond Park Play provision Inner North 
316 Sandon Street Play Area Play provision City Centre 

256.1 Stapelton Ave MUGA Play provision Outer South 
170.1 Wood Lane / Woodlands MUGA Play provision Outer South 
140.1 Acrehurst Play Area Play provision Outer South 
105.1 Phythian Park MUGA Play provision Inner North 

40 St Mary's Church & Cemetery Cemeteries Inner North 
66 St Marys Church & Rectory Cemeteries Outer North 
73 Yew Tree Cemetery Cemeteries Outer North 
110 Hebrew Cemetery Cemeteries Outer North 
165 Bishop Eaton Cemeteries Outer South 
210 St Matthews Church & Hall Cemeteries Outer South 
264 Hazledale Road Cemetery Cemeteries Outer North 
317 St James Church Cemeteries Inner South 
9 River Alt Corridor Green corridors Outer North 
17 Cockerham Way  Green corridors Outer North 
29 Fir Tree Drive North  Green corridors Outer North 
50 Tees Street  Green corridors Inner North 
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KKP 
Ref 

Site name Typology Area 

101 Scotland Road  Green corridors Inner North 
185 Netherley Brook Green corridors Outer South 
199 Landscaped Strip Grafton Street  Green corridors Inner South 
209 Riverside Drive Green corridors Inner South 
314 Menlove Avenue Boulevard Green corridors Outer South 
321 Woolton Road Boulevard Green corridors Outer South 
322 Childwall Road Boulevard Green corridors Inner South 
323 Mather Road Boulevard Green corridors Outer South 

 

April 2017 Assessment Report 118 
 



LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT  
 

Appendix Four: Larger version of maps 
 
Analysis areas 
 
 
  

 

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Parks and gardens 
 
 
  

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Natural and semi-natural greenspace 
 
 

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Amenity greenspace 
 
 
 
 
 
  

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Provision for children and young people 
 
 
 
  

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Allotments 
 
 
  

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Cemeteries 
 
 
  

 

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Civic space 
 
 
  

 

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 
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Green corridors 
 
 
 
  

You are permitted to use this data solely to enable you to respond to, or interact with, the organisation that provided you with the data. You are not 
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or sell any of this data to third parties in any form. 

April 2017 Assessment Report 127 
 



 

 
 

 


	PART 1: INTRODUCTION
	Table 1.1: Open space typology definitions
	1.1 Report structure
	Open spaces

	1.2 National context

	PART 2: METHODOLOGY
	2.1 Analysis areas
	Figure 2.1: Analysis areas in Liverpool

	2.2 Auditing local provision (supply)
	Database development

	2.3 Quality and value
	Analysis of quality
	Analysis of value

	2.4 Quality and value thresholds
	2.5 Identifying local need (demand)
	2.6 Accessibility standards
	Table 2.4: Accessibility standards to travel to open space provision


	PART 3: GENERAL OPEN SPACE SUMMARY
	3.1 Usage
	3.2 Accessibility
	3.3 Availability
	3.4 Quality
	Table 3.2: Quality scores for all open space typologies

	3.5 Value
	Table 3.3: Value scores for all open space typologies

	3.6 Summary

	PART 4: PARKS AND GARDENS
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Current provision
	Table 4.1: Distribution of parks by analysis area

	4.3 Accessibility
	Figure 4.1: Parks and gardens mapped against analysis area
	Table 4.2: Key to sites mapped

	4.4 Quality
	Table 4.4: Quality ratings for parks by analysis area
	Green Flag

	4.5 Value
	Table 4.5: Value scores for parks by analysis area

	4.6 Summary

	Analysis area
	PART 5: NATURAL AND SEMI-NATURAL GREENSPACE
	5.1 Introduction
	5.2 Current provision
	Table 5.1: Distribution of natural and semi-natural greenspace by analysis area

	5.3 Accessibility
	5.4 Quality
	Table 5.3: Quality rating for natural and semi-natural greenspace by analysis area

	5.5 Value
	Table 5.4: Value scores for natural and semi-natural greenspace by analysis area

	5.6 Summary

	Analysis area
	Natural and semi-natural greenspace summary
	Analysis area

	PART 6: AMENITY GREENSPACE
	6.1 Introduction
	6.2 Current provision
	Table 6.1: Distribution of amenity greenspace sites by analysis area

	6.3 Accessibility
	Figure 6.1: Amenity greenspace mapped against analysis area

	6.4 Quality
	Table 6.3: Quality ratings for amenity greenspaces by analysis area

	6.5 Value
	Table 6.4: Value ratings for amenity greenspace by analysis area

	6.6 Summary

	Amenity greenspace summary
	Analysis area
	Quality score
	Value score

	PART 7: PROVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE
	7.1 Introduction
	7.2 Current provision
	Table 7.1: Distribution of provision for children and young people by analysis area
	Table 7.2: Distribution of provision for children and young people by FIT category

	7.3 Accessibility
	7.4 Quality
	Table 7.4: Quality ratings for provision for children and young people by analysis area

	7.5 Value
	Table 7.5: Value ratings for provision for children and young people by analysis area

	7.6 Summary

	Provision for children and young people summary
	Analysis area
	Number of sites
	Number of plots
	Total plots
	Full
	3/4
	1/2
	1/4
	Analysis area
	Analysis area
	Number of sites
	Total plots
	Number on waiting list
	Equivalent waiting list (in hectares) 
	Analysis area
	Total plots
	Usable plots

	PART 8: ALLOTMENTS
	8.1 Introduction
	8.2 Current provision
	Table 8.1: Distribution of allotment sites by analysis area
	Table 8.2: LCC allotment sites and plots

	8.3 Accessibility
	Table 8.3: Key to sites mapped
	Ownership/management
	Table 8.4: Waiting list at LCC sites
	Table 8.5: Number of usable plots


	8.4 Quality
	8.5 Value
	8.6 Summary

	Allotments summary
	Site ID
	Site ID
	Site ID

	PART 9: CEMETERIES/CHURCHYARDS
	9.1 Introduction
	9.2 Current provision
	Table 9.1: Distribution of cemeteries by analysis area

	9.3 Accessibility
	Management

	9.4 Quality
	Table 9.4: Quality ratings for cemeteries by analysis area

	9.5 Value
	Table 9.5: Value ratings for cemeteries by analysis area

	9.6 Summary

	PART 10: CIVIC SPACE
	10.1 Introduction
	10.2 Current provision
	Table 10.1: Distribution of civic spaces by analysis area

	10.3 Accessibility
	Table 10.2: Key to sites mapped

	10.4 Quality
	Table 10.3: Quality ratings for civic spaces by analysis area

	10.5 Value
	Table 10.4: Value ratings for civic spaces by analysis area

	10.6 Summary

	PART 11: GREEN CORRIDORS
	11.1 Introduction
	11.2 Current provision
	Table 11.1: Distribution of green corridors by analysis area

	11.3 Accessibility
	Table 11.2: Key to sites mapped

	11.4 Quality
	Table 11.3: Quality ratings for green corridors by analysis area

	11.5 Value
	Table 11.4: Value ratings for green corridors by analysis area

	11.6 Summary

	PART 12: PROVISION STANDARDS
	12.1 Quality standards
	Identifying quality deficiencies
	Identifying value deficiencies
	Quality and value matrix
	Policy implications and recommendations
	Management and development
	Community funding sources

	12.2 Accessibility standards
	Table 12.10: Accessibility standards to travel to open space provision
	Identifying deficiencies
	Policy implications and recommendations
	Table 12.12: City Centre Analysis Area
	Table 12.13: Inner North Analysis Area
	Table 12.14: Inner South Analysis Area
	Table 12.15: Outer North Analysis Area
	Table 12.16: Outer South Analysis Area



	PART 13: POLICY ADVICE AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	13.1 Recommendations
	13.2 Policy implications
	Figure 13.1: Determining s106 developer contributions


	APPENDICES
	Appendix One: Quality criteria
	Appendix Two: Catchment gap analysis
	Appendix Three: Schedule of lower quality sites by typology
	Appendix Four: Larger version of maps




