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1.0 The National Planning Policy Framework requires that new development contributes to 

‘sustainable development’. It defines sustainable development in terms of economic, 

social and environmental dimensions. It supports ‘strong, vibrant and healthy 

communities’ (para 7), seeking positive improvements in the quality of people’s lives, by 

‘improving the conditions in which people live’ (para 9), and always seeking ‘a good 

standard of amenity for all and future occupants of land and buildings’ (para 17). 

 

1.1 The Council considers that access to adequate private outdoor space can play an 

important role in the physical and mental health and wellbeing of people. Access to 

daylight, fresh air, space to dry washing, space to socialise, space to play in, space to 

enjoy wildlife and a place to grow plants/vegetables etc can add significantly to the 

quality of life of residents of all ages. The Council is therefore concerned to ensure, that 

in a place like South Gloucestershire, which is characterised predominantly by its 

suburban and rural areas, that new residents are provided with such opportunity to 

support healthy communities. The policy therefore proposes minimum external space 

standards. 

 

1.2  Appendix 1 sets out the draft proposed policy (May 15). Appendix 2 provides 5 

examples of residential development that is currently being constructed in South 

Gloucestershire. It shows that private amenity space provided by the market can vary 

enormously from plot to plot. It also shows that in two out of the 5 cases more private 

amenity space is provided than the standards require. The other 3 sites were only 

marginally short of meeting the proposed standards. The proposed standards are thus 

not considered excessive, but their implementation would assist in resisting the worst 

cases of cramming and mismatch between house types and garden space, i.e. they are 

intended to provide a benchmark to assess plots and schemes against and not be an 

absolute. Appendix 3 – Agency Report (Private Amenity Space Standards – May 2014) 

provides a useful literature review of the topic and at Appendix A, benchmarking against 

8 other Local Authorities. 

 

1.3 The main issues raised concerned the necessity of the policy, concerns that it is too 

blunt a tool to take account of local context and thus clarity regarding how it will be 

applied. The policy and supporting text has therefore accordingly been amended to 

provide greater guidance as to how the policy should be applied.  

 

1.4 The Council, thus contends that the policy is reasonable, based on the evidence set out 

in the supporting appendices. This policy has also been viability tested (see the PSP 

Plan’s Viability Report).  

  



Appendix 1 – Proposed Policy 

 

POLICY PSP43 - PRIVATE AMENITY SPACE STANDARDS 

 

 

All new residential units (including those created by the change of use, development or sub-

division of existing buildings), will be expected to have access to private amenity space.  

 

Private and communal external amenity space should be: 

 

 functional and safe; and 

 easily accessible from living areas; and 

 orientated to maximise sunlight; and 

 of a sufficient size and functional shape to meet the needs of the likely number of 

occupiers; and 

 designed to take account of the context of the development, including the character of 

the surrounding area. 

 

Provision should, as a guide, meet or exceed the following minimum standards: 

 

 1 bedroom flat 5m2 

 2+ bedroom flat 5m2 + private shared communal space 

 1 bedroom house 40m2 

 2 bedroom house 50m2 

 3 bedroom house 60m2 

 4+ bedroom house 70m2 

 

Any private communal space must be subject to appropriate management controls to ensure 

proper maintenance. 

For proposal(s) for specialist residential accommodation, including care homes, nursing homes 

and other non-custodial institutions, the development must ensure sufficient external space to 

accommodate the normal recreational and other needs of residents, visitors or employees. 

 

 

8.61 The National Planning Policy Framework supports ‘strong, vibrant and healthy 

communities’ (para7), seeks positive improvements in the quality of people’s lives, by 

‘improving the conditions in which people live’ (para 9), and always seeking ‘a good 

standard of amenity for all and future occupants of land and buildings’ (para17). 

 

8.62 The Council considers that access to adequate private outdoor space can play an 

important role in the physical and mental health and wellbeing of people. Access to 

daylight, fresh air, space to dry washing, space to socialise, space to play in, space to 

enjoy wildlife and a place to grow plants/vegetables etc can add significantly to the 

quality of life of residents of all ages. The Council is therefore concerned to ensure, that 

in a place like South Gloucestershire which is characterised by its suburban and rural 

areas, new residents are provided with such opportunity so supporting healthy 

communities. The policy therefore proposes minimum external space standards. 



 

8.63 As such, the form of private amenity space will be dependent on the type of 

dwelling and could include a private garden, roof garden, balcony or ground level patio 

/defensible space and shared (communal) amenity areas, for example. 

 

8.64 In terms of the usability of space, the size of the external amenity space should, 

as a minimum, accommodate a table and chairs suitable for the size of dwelling and, 

where relevant, provide space for a garden shed for general storage (including 

bicycles, where no garage provision or cycle storage to the frontage of the dwelling is 

possible) and space for refuse and recycling bins; an area for drying washing; 

circulation space and an area for children to play in. External private amenity or 

communal space does not include car parking or turning areas. 

 

8.65 The space standards are a guide and include the totality of balconies, front & 

back gardens and communal spaces etc, but not access paths. They should also be 

applied as an average across a development taking into account paragraph 8.60 

above. 

 

8.66 Suitable arrangements for access to refuse and recycling bins must be made, in 

order to prevent bins/bags being transported through dwellings. 

 

8.67 The Council recognises also that higher density development may be appropriate 

in certain locations and circumstances, such as where other planning policies are 

promoting regeneration around and along key transport corridors and nodes. In such 

circumstances it is expected that the standards will be relaxed, but that developers will 

be expected to demonstrate good design standards in terms of access to fresh air and 

daylight, for example through good practice and innovative solutions such as provision 

of balconies, large windows, open plan layouts, adopting Nationally Described Space 

Standards, light tubes, use of roof tops and well designed and managed communal 

space etc 

 

Delivery 

8.68 This policy will be delivered through development management. 

  



 

Appendix 2 – Example Sites 

Site: Parcel 11 – Emersons Green East (PK15/0681/RM) – Urban Extension 

PLOT No. No. beds Sqm Sqm + or - 

1-8 1 Bed flats Balconies 
4sqm plus 
35sqm 
communal 
space 

+27 

9 2 70 +20 

10 2 55 +5 

11 4 110 +40 

12 4 65 -5 

13 3 49 -11 

14 3 48 -12 

15 4 64 -6 

16 4 66 -4 

17 3 48 -12 

18 3 60 - 

19 3 56 -4 

20 3 48 -12 

21 3 73 +13 

22 3 45 -15 

23 2 30 -20 

24 2 56 +6 

25 2 80 +30 

26 3 80 +20 

27 4 77 +7 

28 4 57 -13 

29 4 44 -26 

Net sqm compared with standards (+28msq) 

Average under / over provision (+1.1msq) 

 

Site: Parcel H47 & 48 – Charlton Hayes (PT14/4954/RM) – Urban Extension 

PLOT No. No. beds Sqm Sqm + or - 

48 3 41 -19 

49 2 41 -9 

50 2 31.5 -18.5 

51 4 44 -26 

52-57 6 x 1 bed 
flats 

0 -30 

58 4 71.5 +1.5 

59 4 41 -29 

60 4 41 -29 

61 1x2 bed flat 0 -5 

62 2 28 -22 

63 2 35.5 -14.5 

64 3 53.5 -6.5 



65 3 40 -20 

66 3 64.5 +4.5 

67 3 58 -2 

68 3 60 0 

69 3 60 0 

70 1x2 bed flat 0 -5 

71 3 45 -15 

72-81 10x2 flats 10 + 4 x 
balconies at 
2msq each 

=18 

-32 

82 4 49 -21 

83 4 51.5 -18.5 

84 4 54 -16 

85 4 54 -16 

86 4 57 -13 

87 4 53 -17 

88 1x2 bed flat 0 -5 

89 1x2 bed flat 0 -5 

90 1x2 bed flat 0 -5 

91-99 10x2 bed 
flats 

10 + 4 x 
balconies at 
2msq each 

=18 

-32 

100 3 56 -4 

101 4 112 +42 

102 4 91 +21 

103 3 128 +68 

104 4 95 +25 

105 4 102 +32 

106 4 97 +27 

107 4 102 +32 

108 3 75 +15 

109 3 65 +5 

110 3 56 -4 

111 4 62 -8 

112 4 70 0 

113 3 42.5 -17.5 

114 2 31.5 -18.5 

115 3 32.5 -28.5 

116 3 32.5 -28.5 

117 2 33.5 -27.5 

118 3 38 -22 

119 3 102 +42 

120 3 102 +42 

Net sqm compared with standards (-85msq) 

Average under / over provision (-1.2msq)  



Site: Rodford School, Yate (PK14/0120/F) – Brownfield Windfall 

PLOT No. No. beds Sqm Sqm + or - 

1 3 47 -13 

2 2 30 -20 

3 3 40 -20 

4 2 40 -10 

5 2 30 -20 

6 2 93 +43 

7 2Bf 0 -5 

8 3 80 +20 

9 4 63 -7 

10 4 63 -7 

11 4 63 -7 

12 4 63 -7 

13 3 40 -20 

14 3 40 -20 

15 3 44 -16 

16 3 42 -18 

17 3 48 -12 

18 4 49 -21 

19 3 47 -13 

20 3 47 -13 

21 3 35 -25 

22 2 28 -22 

23 2 28 -22 

24 3 48 -12 

25-33 9 flats (6x1bed + 
3x2bed) 

35 Communal -10 

34 3 50 -10 

35 2 50 0 

36 3 61 +1 

37 3 54 -6 

38 3 41 -19 

39 3 41 -19 

40 3 49 -11 

41 3 49 -11 

42 3 47 -13 

43 3 42 -18 

44 3 65 +5 

45 4 78 +8 

46 2 45 -5 

47 2 38 -12 

48 2 32 -18 

49 2 52 +2 

50 3 45 -15 

51 2 33 -17 

52 2 32 -18 

53 3 35 -25 

54 3 45 -15 

55 3 72 +12 

56 4 60 -10 

57 4 60 -10 

Net sqm compared 

with standards (-

501sqm) 

Average under / over 

provision (-8.7sqm) 

 



Site: Barnhill Quarry – Chipping Sodbury (PK14/0612/RM) – Brownfield Windfall 

PLOT No. No. beds Sqm Sqm + or - 

7 3 44 -16 

8 2 40 -10 

9 3 50 -10 

10 3 56 -4 

11 3 70 +10 

12 3 65 +5 

13 3 37 -23 

14 3 30 -30 

15 2 40 -10 

16 2 40 -10 

17 3 38 -22 

18 3 38 -22 

19 3 48 -12 

20 3 56 -4 

21 3 38 -22 

22 3 66 +6 

23 3 45 -15 

24 3 45 -15 

25 3 35 -25 

26 3 35 -25 

27 3 45 -15 

28 3 45 -15 

29 3 45 -15 

30 3 45 -15 

31 3 65 +5 

32 2bf 0 -5 

33 3 54 -6 

34 3 40 -20 

35 2 32 -18 

36 2 32 -18 

37 3 40 -20 

38 3 54 -6 

39 2bf 0 -5 

40 3 65 +5 

41 2bf 0 -5 

42 2bf 0 -5 

43 2bf 0 -5 

44 3 40 -20 

45 3 40 -20 

46 3 65 +5 

47 2 42 -8 

48 2 35 -15 

49 3 44 -16 

50 3 57 -3 

51 3 84 +24 

52 3 48 -12 

53 4 67 -3 

54 4 90 +20 

55 4 85 +15 

56 4 110 +40 



57 4 80 +10 

58 4 92 +22 

59 4 99 +29 

60 4 123 +53 

61 4 100 +70 

62 4 80 +10 

63 4 115 +45 
Net sqm compared with standards (-190sqm) 

Average under / over provision (-3.3sqm) 

 

Site: Filton Police Station (PT13/3396/F) – Brownfield Windfall 

PLOT No. No. beds Sqm Sqm + or - 

1-6 3x1 + 3x2bf 33 +3 

7 3 50 -10 

8 3 50 -10 

9 3 50 -10 

10 3 50 -10 

11 3 50 -10 

12 3 66 +6 

13 3 96 +36 

14 2 84 +34 

15 3 50 -10 

16-17 2x2bf 30 +20 

18 2 60 0 
Net sqm compared with standards (+39msq) 

Average under / over provision (+2.1msq) 
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Executive Summary 

 

 

There has been a substantial decrease in the size and quality of private amenity 
space in new residential development in the UK. This report exhibits the reality that a 
reduction in such space is arguably having a significant impact on the health and 
well being of occupants. 

 

This report considers whether SCG would benefit from setting minimum standards 
for private amenity space and makes recommendations for such standards. At the 
outset this study provides an historical background on and justification to the 
emergence of space standards. It sets out to review the current standards in 
operation by means of local authority comparisons and the analysis of expert body 
advice. 

 

Primary and Secondary research has been carried out. The primary research 
consists of interviews with professionals and questionnaires that have been carried 
out by the occupants of a sample of new builds. The secondary research consists of 
a review of published academic literature. 

 

This study provides part of the evidence base required to justify the adoption of a 
policy on ‘minimum private amenity space standards’ in South Gloucestershire. 
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1.0 Introduction: Context of the study 
 
1.1 The Report  

 
1.1.1. This report has been commissioned by South Gloucestershire Council 

to investigate the merits of introducing a planning policy to set minimum 
standards for private amenity space for residential development.  

1.1.2. Private amenity space effectively refers to a rear / back garden or 
balcony area directly accessible via a residential dwelling. This space is 
important to provide privacy, open outlook, light and fresh air for safe 
recreation and storage. 

1.1.3. Ideally such space should not be overlooked by adjacent or opposite 
living rooms or outdoor seating areas.  

1.1.4. A distinction can be drawn between essential functional space for 
drying washing, the storage of refuse bins, bicycles etc and space 
available for recreational and amenity use.  

1.1.5. This report considers whether SGC would benefit from setting 
minimum standards for private amenity space and makes 
recommendations for such standards. It also provides thorough 
justification for these recommendations by means of local authority 
comparables and local field work study. 

 

1.2. The Client:  

1.2.1. South Gloucestershire Council is a unitary authority formed from the 
previous districts of Kingswood and Northavon, and part of the former 
County of Avon. It provides a full range of local government services 
including Council Tax billing, libraries, social services, processing 
planning applications, waste collection and disposal.  

1.2.2. The Council has an adopted Core Strategy (December 2013) and is 
currently preparing its Policies, Sites and Places Plan.  The Council is 
considering whether to introduce a policy on external space standards 
and has commissioned this study to help inform that decision.    

 

1.3. Background:  

1.3.1. EU Housing statistics suggest that the UK has the smallest new-builds 
in Western Europe; pressure to reduce build costs and make new 
residential development affordable has resulted in private amenity space 
being too small to function effectively or meet occupant’s reasonable 
needs. This has raised the question as to whether large scale residential 
developers are delivering the private amenity space residents require.  
Subsequently it is becoming a more customary phenomenon for local 
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authorities to set minimum standards for private amenity space in new 
residential developments within their authority area.  

1.3.2. To date SGC have not adopted minimum standards for private amenity 
space however in order to ensure that new residential developments will 
provide adequate private or semi private amenity space to enable a good 
quality of life, a new policy implementing minimum standards is being 
considered. The development of such a policy reflects genuine concerns 
resulting from planning appeal decisions and the councils desire to 
ensure high quality developments are delivered that contribute to peoples 
well being.  

1.3.3. This report is of great significance to the South Gloucestershire Spatial 
Planning and Specialist Services Team as it will provide part of the 
evidence base required to justify the adoption of a new policy on 
minimum standards for private amenity space. This report will follow on 
from a literature focused study undertaken last year on Internal and 
External Space Standards.  

1.3.4. One of the fundamental premises for prompting this project is the 
emergence and role of public ‘health’ in spatial planning and plan-making 
considerations. Academics such as Chu et al (2004) indicate that there 
are significant benefits of having access to adequate private amenity 
space and or public communal space for an occupant’s health and 
wellbeing. An absence or lack of private amenity space can have a major 
impact on many aspects of an occupant’s health and welfare as 
articulated by Lopez (2011). The evolving significance of private amenity 
space on improved wellbeing and quality of life has steered the 
deliberation of space standards by many local authorities as will be made 
apparent during this study.  

 

1.4. Research Aim: 

1.4.1. The primary aim of this report is to provide an evidence base to justify 
the adoption of a policy on ‘minimum private amenity space standards’ in 
South Gloucestershire. The report will also broadly establish the 
following:  

I. What other local planning authorities are recommending and doing 
to adopt and implement private amenity space standards 

II. What view academics and industry representatives take on the 
principle of adopting space standards  

III. Whether the level of provision in South Gloucestershire is any less 
than for areas with adopted standards, and,  

IV. If standards are lower in South Gloucestershire than for other areas 
determine whether or not there any significant implications for the 
health, well being and amenity of local residents.  
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1.5. The Approach Taken:   

1.5.1. The following approach was taken during this investigation:  

i. Research reports and recommendations, on minimum private amenity 
space standards for residential development from expert bodies such 
as CABE, RIBA and HCA were reviewed. This advice was then 
collated and summarised.  

ii. A sample of ten geographically spread local authorities in England 
were compared and contrasted to identify their different interpretations 
on minimum private amenity space standards. Benchmark questions 
were put forward to each of the authorities (via a telephone interview), 
the results were reviewed and responses generalised.  

iii. Following this evidence and literature was reviewed to suggest whether 
there were links between private amenity space standards and the 
health, well being and amenity of residents. An interview with Health, 
Planning and Sustainability expert, Sarah Burgess was carried out.  

iv. Local field survey work was undertaken at four recently completed sites 
to indicate whether there were implications arising from a lack of 
private amenity space for occupants. The four chosen developments 
were:  

- The Meads, Heather Avenue, Frampton Cotterell, South 
Gloucestershire, BS36 2JR. Developer: Barratt Homes. 
 

- Elswick Park, Kennedy Way, Yate, South Gloucestershire, BS37 
4DQ. Developer: Taylor Wimpey. 
 

- Wallscourt Park, Long Down Avenue, South Gloucestershire, BS16 
1FP. Developer: Redrow Homes  
 

- Hanham Hall, Whittucks Road, Hanham, South Gloucestershire, 
BS15 3HY. Developer: Barratt Homes. 
(See Appendix C for Site Locations and Appendix D for Site Plans) 

 
1.5.2. These developments provide a representative sample as they are 

geographically spread throughout South Gloucestershire and contained a 
proportion of the units types identified in section 1.5. 
 

1.5.3. The conclusions drawn from the expert body reviews and the local 
authority comparables were used to analyse how the four recently 
completed (within last 5 years) major residential schemes in South 
Gloucestershire fared against the wider private amenity space 
information established.  
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1.5.4. All findings were collated and recommendations were made to the 
council stating: 

a. whether or not it should consider the adoption of minimum private 
amenity space standards 

b. if so what those standards should be  
c. justification for those recommendations. 

 

1.6. Research methodology: 

1.6.1. Diverse research methods were adopted to carry out this report; these 
were primarily desk based research and local field work. Quantitative 
research was carried out in the form of questionnaires: “Quantitative 
research is “research that examines variables that typically vary in (size, 
magnitude, duration, or amount), typically produces numerical 
information.” Gravetter and Forzano (2011) 

1.6.2. A sample of 46 units was pre-picked off the plans of four recently 
completed (within last 5 years) sites across South Gloucestershire, to be 
surveyed. Questionnaires were posted directly to the occupants of these 
units with the intention of acquiring primary research data. In order to 
gain a broad representative sample the four recently completed 
residential developments were geographically spread throughout South 
Gloucestershire. Occupants of the houses were given a set number of 
days to complete the Questionnaire. A time and date was provided on 
the Questionnaire with reference to when they would be collected (See 
Appendix B for the final draft of the Questionnaire). A 28% return rate 
was achieved due to the manageable sample figure.  

1.6.3. A survey of the following unit types was taken from the four sites:  

- 4 Bedroom House 
- 3 Bedroom House 
- 2 Bedroom House 
- 1 Bedroom House 
- 1 Bedroom Flat 
- 2 Bedroom Flat 

1.6.4. With questionnaires it is often recognised that people may 
misunderstand a question asked or answer it in an inappropriate way. 
Consequently an initial pilot questionnaire was created and tested on 
fellow students to check the survey will get meaningful feedback.   

1.6.5. Biemer and Lyberg define a pilot questionnaire as “a survey to obtain 
information that can improve the final survey, a miniature of the main 
survey, conducted close to the final survey to reveal weaknesses in the 
survey design.” Stopher (2003) 

1.6.6. The results from these resident surveys will be referred to later in the 
report. 
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1.6.7. Qualitative research was carried out through interviews with chosen 
professionals: “Qualitative research is typically a narrative report (that is 
written, a discussion of the observations). This form of research often 
involves interaction with participants and note taking.” Gravetter and 
Forzano (2011) 

1.6.8. Interviews were carried out with: 

- Mike Deveruex: University of West of England Lecturer and Academic  
- Sarah Burgess: University of West of England Lecturer and Academic 
- Mathew Pearson: Senior Spatial Planning Officer at Wiltshire Council  
- Gareth Davies: Regional Land Buyer and Planner at Elan Homes 

1.6.9. In order to obtain first-hand information from the chosen professionals 
the interviews were semi-structured, allowing them to be flexible so that 
new questions could be brought up during the interview. The interviews 
involved generic questions and the answers were written down on paper 
so that the information could be reviewed. All interviews were easy to 
obtain and arrange. These will be referred to later in the report.  

1.6.10. Secondary research was taken from a number of different 
sources including internet resources, textbooks, government 
publications, academic journals, census data and relevant authoritative 
literature. This secondary research was obtained to support and provide 
an evidence base for the large majority of material established through 
local field work (primary research). In order to prevent the research from 
being bias and influencing the results of findings, information was 
comparatively selected from a diversity of sources. 

 

1.7 South Gloucestershire Profile 
 

1.7.1. The population of South Gloucestershire accounts for 5% of the total 
population of the South West. There are approximately 104,600 
dwellings in South Gloucestershire, of which 10% of are affordable. The 
housing stock in South Gloucestershire is relatively new with over 50% 
being built since 1964. Housing completions in the last five years have 
averaged 550-690 dwellings per year which is a moderately rational 
completion rate. Through the review of previous and current policy it is 
apparent that the formerly adopted South Gloucestershire Local Plan 
(2006) focused new residential development on the fringes of the 
authority area. The Local Plan (2006) stated that allocated sites for 
residential development required adequate provision for play-space; 
equipped children’s play, incidental amenity areas, and provision for their 
subsequent maintenance in accordance with Policy LC8 (SGL, 2006). 
The recently adopted South Gloucestershire Core Strategy (2013) 
focuses new residential development at strategic locations around the 
authority area which include the North and East fringes of Bristol, North 
of Yate and development land in Thornbury.  
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1.7.2. In reviewing the previous and current policy, most mechanisms to 
ensure high quality homes are already in place within South 
Gloucestershire plan policy and are therefore applicable across all 
tenures of housing. Private amenity space standards are the key missing 
element. Internal and external space standards have been a common 
feature for publicly funded housing in the UK since 1919, though these 
have largely applied to new homes built with public sector investment 
rather than to private sector housebuilding – a trend which continues 
today. As the private sector is the dominant provider of housing, there is 
a need to ensure that the homes and external private amenity space they 
are providing are fit for purpose both now and in the future. There has 
been conflict of interest between residents, policy makers and developers 
suggesting that the housing industry isn’t delivering what residents 
require. There are two main growing concerns that have contributed to 
the recent phenomena of a reduction in private amenity space. The first 
is the widening gap of housing affordability and the second is the growing 
population. South Gloucestershire Council have the power and the remit 
to influence private amenity space standards, both as funders and 
through planning policy and development controls. A policy for private 
amenity space standards will set minimum targets and provide occupants 
with the adequate private amenity space that most new developments 
appear to be failing to achieve. Such new policy would have to reflect 
and operate in accordance to the context and objectives of core strategy 
policies such as CS16 Housing Density, CS17 Housing Diversity, CS24 
Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation Standards.  

1.7.3. To establish whether development in South Gloucestershire is 
delivering what residents require and whether South Gloucestershire 
authority should adopt minimum standards for private amenity space it is 
important to assess residential satisfaction. Residential satisfaction can 
be defined as “the feeling of contentment when one has or achieves what 
one needs or desires in a dwelling.” It is a significant indicator used by 
planners, architects, developers, and policymakers to examine quality of 
life and residential mobility. According to Evans et al (2000) its 
materialization has altered housing demands and prompted 
neighbourhood change.  There are distinct contrasts in housing type, size 
and design, nonetheless no matter what form it takes, it is essential to 
measure its quality in order to guarantee that it satisfies the occupant’s 
cultural norms. Housing quality can be analysed through objective and 
subjective approaches. According to Nurizan and Hashim (2001) 
objective measurement of housing is applied to assess its physical 
characteristics, facilities, services and environment. Objective 
assessment however fails to examine the psychosocial aspects of 
residential satisfaction. Therefore Subjective measurement is required 
which observes residents perception, satisfaction, aspiration, and 
disappointment with regards to housing (Nurizan and Hashim 2001). This 
report applies both of these principles through the review of extensive 
research and literature and through residential surveys. 
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2.0 History and Justification 
 
This review focuses on the history and rationalization of space standards and its 
alliance to health and well being.  
 
2.1 Private Amenity Space and Health  
 

2.1.1. Research indicates that concerns about the size of residence space 
can be traced back to the Victorian period, when overcrowding created 
significant health and well being issues. In the 19th century public health 
initiatives that focused on housing did so because of the terrifying rates 
of infectious diseases and the common concern that these were 
concentrated in tenement buildings which were poorly constructed, rack 
rented and did not allow air and light to circulate. Subsequently these 
problems sparked reports from proficient committees on housing room 
size; thus the evolution of standards for internal space were gradually 
documented to improve the health of occupants. In 1919 the Tudor 
Walters Committee reported on regulations dictating the space needed in 
council properties and in 1944 the Dudley Committee recommendations 
retained minimum room sizes.  

2.1.2. The most influential report was that of the Parker Morris Committee in 
1961 which suggested that as a result of the recommendations of the 
1919 and 1944 committees, local authorities had a tendency to focus on 
“working out a pattern of internal areas which complied with the 
standards.” In contrast, the Parker Morris Committee report “Homes for 
today & tomorrow” shifted this emphasis by declaring “the important thing 
in the design of homes is to concentrate on satisfying the requirements of 
the families that are likely to live in them.” The focus of this report was 
family needs both internally and externally, with research into minimum 
design standards that would reflect domestic appliances, food 
preparation and eating, children’s educational needs, and more generally 
the lifestyle requirements of the household. The Parker Morris space 
standards were removed in the 1980s when the government argued that 
the market would provide the right type and size of homes. However, 
rather than a variety of homes being delivered to cater for different 
sections of the market, research now demonstrates that both the internal 
and external space of the UK’s homes have been shrinking ever since.  

2.1.3. There are a number of aspects of housing that are understood to have 
a direct impact on health. This includes the structure of housing; internal 
conditions such as damp, cold and contamination; internal and external 
space; and the behaviour of occupants. According to Lopez (2011) health 
is considered to be more than just the presence or absence of disease; it 
includes the overall well-being of an individual, the ability of an individual 
to fully participate in the social interactions of a community, and a lack of 
barriers to good health across a life span (Lopez 2011). The Constitution 
of World Health Organisation (1946) defines health as “a state of 
complete physical, social and mental well-being, and not merely the 
absence of disease or infirmity.” An absence or lack of private amenity 
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space can have a significant impact on physical and mental health and 
well being as suggested by Evans et al (2000) who observed the 
correlation between housing quality and mental health. This study 
established that following income; physical housing quality was a 
foremost factor of emotional distress and that as housing quality 
increased symptoms of distress diminished. Private amenity space 
provides a comfortable setting for cognitive respite through physical 
activity or conversation. A study by Lewis and Booth (1994) 
demonstrates a reduced incidence of mental health among people living 
in built up areas with access to gardens than among people with no such 
access.  

2.1.4. Research into space standards and the health of residents had 
understandably tended to have focused on overcrowding. According to 
Chu et al (2004), Stokols (1972) defines overcrowding as a condition 
where the demand for space exceeds supply. Both academics argue that 
overcrowding is a consequence of limited space that can have a 
significant impact on mental health. A report by Friedman (2010) 
assessed the critical impacts that overcrowded accommodation can have 
on individuals’ health and well-being, likelihood of criminality and 
educational attainment. The report stated that: “There is strong evidence 
that poor housing conditions and overcrowding result in educational 
underachievement. Other pressures arising from overcrowding include 
interpersonal aggression, withdrawal from family, sexually deviant 
behaviour, psychological distress or physical illness.” It seems 
reasonable to assume that these pressures are not simply triggered at 
some level of crowding, but are progressive, and that cramped living 
conditions will increase stress and affect the mental health and well-
being of residents, particularly children. Overcrowding and inadequate 
space are amongst the 29 ‘Housing Health and Safety Rating System’ 
hazards identified by the BRE as contributing to the costs to the NHS. 
Using data from the English Housing Survey and a detailed cost analysis 
model, the BRE estimated that the cost of overcrowding on the NHS was 
£21,815,546 per year. The report says: “The total cost [to society of poor 
housing in England] is some £600 million per year in terms of the savings 
in the first year of treatment costs to the NHS if the hazards were 
removed, or at least reduced to an acceptable level. The full costs to 
society are estimated to be some £1.5 billion per year (RIBA 2011).”  

2.1.5. When it comes down to choosing a house to buy or rent, private 
amenity space is often a principal aspect of the decision making process. 
Research form CABE and RIBA proposes that a garden is likely to add 
considerable value to a house as well as encouraging health benefits. 
This can lead onto design and health; well-designed private amenity 
spaces can contribute to the overall health and happiness of residents.  
Good design is a core principle of sustainable development that can 
provide buildings with generous space standards, good natural light and 
sound insulation, which can greatly improve the quality of life for people 
that live and work in them. The review of academic research and 
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literature justifies the intimate connection amid the size of internal and 
external space, health, wellbeing and public costs.  

 
3.0 Review of current standards in operation  
 
A synopsis is provided from the review of research reports and recommendations 
on minimum private amenity space standards for residential development made 
by a number of expert bodies. This information will assist the justification of the 
recommendations made concerning minimum private amenity spaces standards 
suitable for new residential development in South Gloucestershire, later in the 
report.  
 
3.1 Summary of expert body advice   
 
CABE 

 
3.1.1. A report for CABE (the Commission for Architecture and the Built 

Environment) published in 2009 entitled ‘Space in new homes: what 
residents think’ looked at the issue of space standards nationally. The 
conclusion of the report is that housing does not consistently provide 
adequate space for residents to go about their everyday lives in comfort. 
The research showed that many residents lack sufficient space both 
internally and externally. It is unlikely that the private market will always 
meet the space requirements without space standards being adopted.  

3.1.2. The CABE report concluded that those who can’t afford to move to 
larger homes have to live with the negative effects of space constraints. 
CABE suggested that local authorities should introduce or apply existing 
minimum space standards and recognise that adequate space in the 
home has an effect on health, and community cohesion and that 
insufficient space provision in the local housing stock will ultimately 
impact upon local services. In Europe only England and Wales have no 
minimum space standards for housing. Research carried out for the 
Greater London Authority indicates that the levels of space in the home 
in England are near the bottom of the range compared with other 
countries in Europe (Housing Space Standards, HATC for the Greater 
London Authority, 2006). The same report draws attention to research 
which shows an association between the quality of living accommodation 
and psychological health. 

Parker Morris  

3.1.3. In 1961, a government report called ‘Homes for Today & Tomorrow’ 
specified minimum space standards for new homes. These came to be 
known as the Parker Morris standards (Parker Morris was the chairman 
of the Central Housing Advisory Committee which produced the report). 
The report was addressed to both the private and public sector and by 
the end of the 1960s the space standards were mandatory for all council 
housing (but not for private housing). The report was influential and is still 
the most commonly cited benchmark for space standards amongst 
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practitioners. The report concluded that the quality of housing needed to 
be improved to match the rise in living standards and made a number of 
recommendations (PMC 1961).  

3.1.4. The Committee took a functional approach to determining space 
standards by considering family needs. The guidelines were based on 
the functionality of our homes, such as how much space you need to 
open a wardrobe door, as well as that needed to move comfortably 
around the room.  The recommended standards for storage and external 
space are highlighted below:  

ft2 / m2 / 
m2 + 10% 

6 people 5 people 4 people 3 people  2 people 1 person  

Houses  50 / 4.65 
/ 5.11  

50 / 4.65 / 
5.11 

50 / 4.65 
/ 5.11 

45 / 4.18 / 
4.60 

40 / 3.72 / 
4.09 

30 / 2.79 
/ 3.07 

Flats and 
Maisonettes 

      

Inside the 
dwelling 

15 / 1.39 
/ 1.53 

15 / 1.39 / 
1.53 

15 / 1.39 
/ 1.53 

12 / 1.11 / 
1.23 

10 / 0.93 / 
1.02 

8 / 0.74 / 
0.82 

Outside the 
dwelling 

20 / 1.86 
/ 2.04 

20 / 1.86 / 
2.04 

20 / 1.86 
/ 2.04 

20 / 1.86 / 
2.04 

20 / 1.86 / 
2.04 

20 / 1.86 
/ 2.04 

 

3.1.5. The Parker Morris standards were an attempt to raise the quality of 
public housing, but their adoption did not always lead to well-designed or 
popular housing. In 1967 these standards became mandatory for all 
housing built in new towns. The standards defined the minimum space 
requirements for a new dwelling, but not surprisingly, many developers 
treated them as the maximum size of a dwelling. The mandatory nature 
of these standards were ended by the Local ‘Government, Planning and 
Land Act 1980’, as concerns grew over the cost of housing and, 
generally, public spending. 

Homes and Communities Agency 

3.1.6. More recently, the government’s housing and regeneration agency, 
English Partnerships (now part of the Homes and Communities Agency), 
have adopted the Parker Morris standards plus an additional 10% of 
space as mandatory for all its developments. The standards used by a 
number of councils (including Council 8 in the Local Authority 
Comparables) are based on English Partnerships' standards as 
published in 2007. The Homes and Community Agency now advises 
(May 2011) that proposed national standards have been scrapped and 
that councils are encouraged to set their own. In September 2011 the 
Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) published a research 
document 'The Case for Space'. The paper assessed the internal floor 
area of homes only on a sample of sites by England's eight largest 
volume house-builders. Findings were compared to the Greater London 
Authority's space standards to benchmark good practice. The paper also 
analyses past research into what adequate space in the home means, 
and how it impacts upon our lives.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_town
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_spending
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3.1.7. As previously referred to, the Parker Morris standards for public sector 
housing were introduced in 1961 and were in place until the 1980s when 
they were scrapped. Since then there has been limited national planning 
guidance on space standards. Some Planning Policy Statements did 
provide support for the development of residential space and layout 
standards although none were explicit about what such guidance should 
contain. 

- PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development (January 2005): 
addresses matters of design 

- PPS3 Housing (June 2011): paragraph 16 ‘Provides, or enables good 
access to, community and green and open amenity and recreational 
space (including play space) as well as private outdoor space such as 
residential gardens, patios and balconies.’ 

3.1.8. The recently adopted NPPF does set out the need to seek to secure 
high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and 
future occupants of land and buildings as one of the core planning 
principles in paragraph 17 (NPPF 2012); however this is open to 
interpretation. The national standard for the sustainable design and 
construction of new homes; “the code for sustainable homes” also 
stipulates that new homes should provide outside space that is at least 
partially private, and that is accessible to disabled people (Planning 
Portal 2008). The RTPI have yet to comment on space standards. This is 
unusual as a number of specialist bodies including the HHC consider 
spaces standards to be a material planning consideration and a 
component of sustainable development. 

The Building For Life Partnership 

3.1.9.  “The sign of a good place to live” report (2012) produced by the 
Building for life Partnership provides advice on external storage and 
amenity space. Building for life is the industry standard, endorsed by 
Government for well designed homes that local communities, local 
authorities and developers are invited to use to stimulate conversations 
about good places to live. It is led by three partners; CABE at the Design 
Council, Design for Homes and the HBF. The partnership suggests that 
rear gardens should be at least equal to the ground floor footprint of the 
dwelling.  

The London Housing Design Guide 

3.1.10. In 2006 the London Housing Space Standards report 
commissioned by the Mayor of London put forward confirmation that 
there was an apparent decline in the amount of family sized housing 
being provided. It outlined concerns that both internal and external space 
was reducing and that this had long term implications for accessibility, 
sustainability, quality of life and health. The findings supported the 
perception that most of the new public and private sector housing being 
built in the present day failed to meet the Parker Morris standards.  
Subsequently this led to the Mayor of London commissioning a Design 
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Guide for Housing within the city. The guide is not a statement of 
planning policy. Planning guidance for all housing tenures is contained in 
the London Plan and Supplementary Planning Guidance on Housing. 
The guide’s objective is to improve the quality of new homes in London, 
with a particular focus on high-density housing. Detailed guidance is 
provided on a range of design issues, including minimum standards for 
private open space. The design guide requires that all dwellings should 
be provided with adequate private open space in the form of a garden, 
terrace, balcony or glazed wintergarde (GLA 2010). 

3.1.11. The guide states that the minimum private open space 
standards were established in the same way as internal space standards, 
by considering the space required for furniture, access and activities and 
in relation to the number of occupants. A minimum of 5 sq m of private 
outdoor space is required for all 2 person dwellings and an extra 1 sq m 
should be provided for each additional occupant (Parker Morris 
Standards + 10% additional space). The required minimum width and 
minimum depth for all balconies and other private external spaces is 
1500m. These minimum areas and dimensions provide sufficient space 
for either a meal around a small table, clothes drying, or for a family to sit 
outside with visitors. The London design guide essentially provides a 
directive for both internal and external minimum space standards that 
London borough authority’s can exercise and implement within their 
jurisdiction. The circumstances in London have to be recognised as 
unique and robust compared to anywhere else in the UK to date.   

TCPA 

3.1.12. The leading housing and planning charity, the Town and 
Country Planning Association supports the Mayor of London's policy of 
mandatory housing space standards for new private as well as public 
residential development. Michael Chang, TCPA Planning Policy Officer 
said:"The TCPA has long supported the adoption of minimum housing 
space standards and welcomes the Mayor's proposed policy of minimum 
internal and external space standards for all housing developments. We 
believe that these standards provide the basis for high quality sustainable 
urban development across London. By applying minimum space 
standards to all housing in the private and public sectors we can begin to 
address concerns about their impact on scheme viability. Too often, the 
homes that are being built do not provide the living space required for a 
decent quality of life, with enough space for storage, privacy and 
flexibility of use (TCPA 2009).” 

RIBA 

3.1.13. RIBA suggest that the London Design Guide’s space standards 
are the best standards available at present in that they offer a much 
needed improvement on the size of homes currently being built in 
England. However these standards are fundamentally an update on the 
60 year old Parker Morris standards and more research is needed into 
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what constitutes adequate space to suit contemporary living (RIBA 
2011).  

DCLG 

3.1.14. The Department for Communities and Local Government have 
recently consulted on its housing standards review report; views were 
invited on a new national minimum space standard as part of moves to 
streamline the welter of housing standards and regulations facing house 
builders.  

Communities Minister 

3.1.15. Communities Minister Don Foster said the administration was 
inviting views on “minimum space and access standards that would allow 
councils to seek bigger homes to meet local needs, including those of 
older and disabled people”. He expressed the view that London was 
currently the only area in the UK with minimum space standards. The 
Government’s proposals, now consulted on, involved scrapping more 
than 90 per cent of the existing standards, cutting them down from more 
than 100 to fewer than 10. Don Foster articulated the need to cut 
needless red tape to let house builders get on with the real job of building 
the high quality new homes that people need, especially families and 
first-time buyers. He went on to conclude that “the current mish-mash of 
housing standards means that from Allerdale in Cumbria to Zoar in 
Cornwall no same set of rules always applies; it’s confusing, bureaucratic 
and cannot be allowed to continue; subsequently he is suggesting there 
is a need for one streamlined standard across the UK so that the market 
can provide housing more effectively (DCLG 2013).  

3.1.16. After reviewing the research and recommendations of expert 
bodies it would appear that there is a deficiency of professional judgment 
with regards to external space standards and more specifically private 
amenity space standards. The Parker Morris standards plus 10% 
additional space has been most widely accepted, particularly in London 
where a number of authorities have implemented them appropriately; this 
however doesn’t imply that they are best practice for all local authorities.  

 

3.2 Industry perspective on space standards    
 
HBF 

3.2.1. In a recent press article, Andrew Whitaker, planning director at the 
Home Builders Federation gave a brief account of why he is entirely 
against the implementation of minimum space standards.  

3.2.2. Whitaker suggests that while there may be a case for space standards 
to be applied to publicly funded housing, there is no such case for private 
for sale homes. Social housing must meet identified requirements that 
mean such standards are appropriate.  The housing needs to be able to 
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cater for, on average, higher levels of occupancy and its design must 
consider factors such as maintenance and running costs to keep rents 
down. Crucially, social tenants do not have the opportunity to 
express choice in terms of room/house/garden size. And as government 
or the local authority is paying, it has the right to specify whatever it 
wishes.  

3.2.3. Private housing is paid for by individuals who have worked out how 
much they can afford and deem that buying a home makes sense for 
them. Within that choice they also decide what attributes – such as size 
or location – matter most. House builders thus build a wide range of 
products to cater for different budgets and choices. Some people choose 
to buy a smaller home as it is what they can afford or because they 
would rather buy now than wait until they have saved up for a larger one. 
Others prefer to buy closer to a station or other amenities rather than 
choosing a larger home further away. That is their choice and there are a 
range of options for them to choose from. Implementing space standards 
reduces such choice. Doing so results in a bigger footprint than might 
have been required, making those homes inevitably more expensive or 
forcing people out of areas that they might otherwise have been able to 
buy in, and generally making housing unaffordable for even more people. 
Whitaker goes on to suggest that customer satisfaction levels for house 
builders are at record highs, suggesting that they must be delivering what 
their customers want and meeting market demand (BD Online 2010).    

 

3.3  Local Authority Comparables: Minimum Private Amenity Space 
Standards     
 
3.3.1. Table 1.1 discloses a sample of eight geographically spread local 

authorities in England that were cross-examined to identify their different 
interpretations of minimum private amenity space standards. Telephone 
interviews were carried out with a member of the planning policy team 
from each local authority. Benchmark questions were put forward and the 
response recorded. After confirming the private amenity space policy 
number, the following questions were put forward:   

a. What stage is your policy on private amenity space standards? Is it 
adopted or is it emerging?  

b. When was the policy adopted? Was it adopted Pre 2012? If so is it 
compliant with the NPPF as those standards adopted before 2012 are 
considered outdated / significant weight cannot be attached to them 
as stated by paragraph 214 and 215 of NPPF (2012). 

c. How would you appraise the outcome of the policy? 
d. Do you have any further comments with regards to the policy? 

The responses received were reviewed in a generalised format see 
Appendix A for further details. 
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Table 1.1 Council 1 Council 2 Council 3 Council 4 Council 5 Council 6 Council 7 Council 8 Council 9 Council 10 
Criteria 
Based: 

Yes   Yes       

Policy 
Number: 

 Refer to Appendix E in 
Residential Amenity 

SPD 
 

(Policy CS13 in Core 
Strategy) 

Draft Local Plan 
2013-2028 

Consultation 
Document: 14.2 

Internal and 
External Space 

Standards 

 Local Planning 
Guidance 
Notes: 21 

H18: Residential 
Development 

Amenity space 
standards 

Residential Design 
Guide SPD 
Part 2 & 4 

Space 
Standards 

SPD 

  

Stage of 
Policy: 

 Adopted Feb 2008 
This authority believes 
the policy is compliant 

with the NPPF 

Emerging  Adopted 2007 
This authority 
believes the 

policy is 
compliant with 

the NPPF 

Adopted in 2006 
and amended in 
Sept 2012 under 
policy DM01 and 
DM02. Compliant 

with the NPPF 

Adopted in 2006. 
This authority 

believes the policy 
is compliant with the 

NPPF 

Adopted 
Feb 2012 

  

Outcome 
of Policy: 

 Policy has provided 
criteria to assess all 

planning applications in 
relation to residential 
amenity. It has also 
been successful in 
attaining developer 

contributions. 

        

4 bed 
house 

 100 sq m of private rear 
space 

100 sq m     100 sq m 100 sq m 75 sq m 

3 bed 
house 

 75-100 sq m of private 
rear space 

65-100 sq m  For dwellings 
designed to 

accommodate 3 
or more people, 

the minimum 
private garden 
area is 50sq.m. 

  85 sq m 60 sq m 60 sq m 

2 bed 
house 

 50-100 sq m depending 
on unit type ie semi, 

50 sq m  For dwellings 
accommodating 

  50-65 sq m 50 sq m 50 sq m 
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terraced; in form of 
private rear space 

up to 2 people, 
the minimum 

private garden 
area is 30sq.m. 

1 bed 
house 

        50 sq m  

1 bed 
flat / 

apartment 

 1.5 sq m per flat in form 
of balcony/ shared 

space 

5 sq m per unit  For flats/ 
maisonettes, a 

balcony or 
private space at 
ground level is 

desirable, 
adequately 

screened and 
measuring a 

minimum of 10 
sq m in area. 

5 sq m of space per 
habitable room for 

flats 

 20 sq m per 
flat 

25 sq m of 
communal 

space 

20 sq m 

2 bed 
flat / 

apartment 

 2 sq m per flat in form 
of balcony / shared 

space 

       40 sq m 

Additional 
Comments 

 This SPD provides 
practical guidance to 
supplement existing 
development plan 

policies on how new 
residential development 
can protect the amenity 

of both new and 
existing residents. 

These standards have 
taken into account the 
location, size, type of 
home and bedrooms. 

  This guidance 
note amplifies 

policies in 
development 

plans on 
residential 

amenity. The 
above are 
minimum 

standards; 
larger garden 
plots will be 
encouraged. 

40 square metres of 
space for up to four 

habitable rooms. 
55 sq m of space 

for up to 5 habitable 
rooms. 

70 sq m of space 
for up to 6 habitable 

rooms. 
85 sq m of space 

for up to 7 or more 
habitable rooms. 

The RDG 
supplements the 

Local Plan Review. 
Terraced  50sq m 
Semi-Det  70 sq m                                                           
Detached 90sq m                                                                      
Flats 20 sq m per 

unit 
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3.3.2. If a local authority has a number of areas of varying townscape 
character, with different densities, dwelling types and sizes, garden sizes 
and distances between dwellings, a criteria based approach based on 
key issues such as location and context, orientation, shape and size of 
amenity space and its usability, is usually considered. This approach 
provides flexibility in design solutions and allows the local context of the 
area to be considered. Council 4 has taken such approach as 
demonstrated through Policy HP.13 in their Sites and Housing DPD 
adopted in February 2013 (compliant with the NPPF). This policy states 
that planning permission will only be granted for new dwellings that have 
direct and convenient access to an area of private open space. New 
residential development must therefore meet the following specifications: 

- houses of 2 or more bedrooms must provide a private garden, of 
adequate size and proportions for the size of house proposed, for 
exclusive use by occupants of that house; 

- flats and maisonettes of 3 or more bedrooms must provide either a 
private balcony or terrace of useable level space, or, in the case of 
ground floor flats, direct access to a private or shared garden, with 
some defensible space; 

- 1 or 2 bedroom flats and maisonettes should provide either a private 
balcony or terrace of useable level space, or direct access to a private 
or shared garden. 

The following factors will be material in assessing whether adequate 
space has been provided: 

- the location and context of the development, in relation to the layout 
of existing residential plots, and proximity to public open space; 

- the orientation of the outdoor area in relation to the sun; 
- the degree to which enclosure and overlooking impact on the 

proposed new dwellings and any neighbouring dwellings, and 
- the overall shape, access to and usability of the whole space to be 

provided. 

3.3.3. Planning permission will not be granted for residential dwellings unless 
adequate provision is made for the safe, discrete and conveniently 
accessible storage of refuse and recycling, in addition to outdoor amenity 
space. Likewise Council 1’s option I.3 - General Provision of External 
Amenity Space sets out a flexible, criterion based approach to determine 
adequate provision of external amenity space for houses and flats. Some 
local authorities such as Exeter city council and Brentwood council have 
adopted minimum private amenity space standards for houses in multiple 
occupation.  

3.3.4. International Comparison: Brisbane City Council Standards from its 
Residential Design City Plan Codes: The following performance criteria 
are acceptable solutions, therefore developers can make the case for 
providing less amenity space but they require a full impact assessment 
application. The Brisbane city council private amenity space standards 
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appear large in comparison to the local authorities in question in table 1.1 
nonetheless it is useful to contrast the different aspects of private 
amenity space that the solutions below consider.  

3.3.5. P6: For residential development on small lots: Small lot code 

Private open space must have 
useable proportions to suit the 
recreations needs of the residents 
as well as providing space for 
service functions such as clothes 
drying. Decks, balconies, verandahs 
and covered ground level outdoor 
recreation areas form an integral 
part of the building design, 
contributing to recreation needs and 
providing a break in the built form.  

The minimum area of private open space in 100m2 or 30% of 
the site, whichever is the greater, no part of which has a 
minimum dimension of less than 2.5m. The total private open 
space may include deck, balconies, verandahs and covered 
ground level recreation areas having minimum dimensions of 
3m. Decks, balconies, verandahs or covered ground level 
recreation areas such as patios comprised at least 15% of the 
total building footprint.  

 

3.3.6. P9: For multi-unit dwellings: Low Density, Character and Low–medium 
Density Code 

Development must provide sufficient 
communal and private open space 
for residents needs.  

A minimum 30% of the site is provided as open space each 
with a minimum dimension of 2m 

     A landscape area of minimum dimension of 2m is provided 
along the full frontage of any road frontage (excluding 
crossover and pedestrian access only) 

     For a ground floor dwelling, ground floor private open space is 
provided with: 

     - minimum area of 35m2 
     - minimum dimension of 3m 

For a dwelling unit above ground level, private open space is 
provided as a balcony with a minimum dimension of 3m 

P.10 Communal open space for 
clothes drying and common 
recreation facilities must be provided 
where a significant proportion of 
dwellings do not have access to 
ground floor private open space 

Where more than 25% of dwellings do not have access to 
ground floor private open space, communal open space for 
clothes drying and common recreation facilities is provided 
with at least one continuous area a minimum of 50m2 with a 
minimum dimension of 4m 

 

3.3.7. P11: For high and medium density residential: 

Development must provide sufficient 
communal and private open space 
for residents’ needs 

A minimum 25% of the site is provided as open space each 
with a minimum dimension of 5m 

    A landscape area of minimum dimension  of 2m is provided 
along the full frontage of any road frontage (excluding cross–
over and pedestrian access only) 

    For a ground floor dwelling, ground floor private open space is 
provided with: 
 - minimum area of 35m2 

     - minimum dimension of 3m 
For a dwelling unit above ground level, private open space for 
each dwelling unit is provided in the form of a balcony with 
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minimum dimension of 3m 
 

3.3.8. The general consensus from the authorities in question was that the 
outcome of their policies thus far was successful in terms of securing 
adequate private amenity space for new residential developments. 
Council 2 suggested that they were able to secure developer 
contributions for public / private space if developers were unable to meet 
the minimum requirements set for private amenity space. A number of 
the policies were implemented almost a decade ago however when 
prompted if they were compliant with the NPPF the authorities in 
question were adamant that it met such requirements. The evidence 
base to justify the different local authority policies above is primarily local 
field survey work due to the deficiency in expert body and Governmental 
literature on private amenity space standards; the balance between 
literature and field work is very irregular. The overseas comparison 
suggests that Australians developers provide with more private amenity 
space than that of the British counterpart, particularly for apartment living/ 
multi-unit developments. Local authority comparables have revealed how 
different authorities interpret private amenity space standards and in turn 
will help form a basis for recommendations in South Gloucestershire. The 
local authority comparables will be discussed further in section 6.0 
Discussion to follow. 

 

4.0  Interviews with professionals    
 

4.1 Sarah Burgess from the University of West of England, Bristol 

4.1.1. Advocate of health, sustainability and international comparative 
planning.  

4.1.2. A report produced by CABE on Space Standards: The benefits (2010) 
suggests that private amenity space can have a positive impact on moral, 
family function and wellbeing, productivity, adaptability and general 
health. This is supported by an interview carried out with Sarah Burgess 
who stated that there is most definitely a relationship between health and 
a deficiency of both internal and external space.  

4.1.3. Burgess who has previous experience working in policy and 
embedding design quality at CABE suggests that it’s not just mental 
health that is an concern there are also associated matters with 
environmental health. Burgess who played a primary role in a health 
audit undertaken at South Gloucestershire council recommended that the 
authority looked into evidence to support the setting of space standards. 
Burgess suggests that private amenity space standards are a fairly 
recent phenomenon and that the affiliation between health and private 
amenity space sits within and is affected by a wider external context of 
contributing factors that make it difficult to prove causality. As mentioned 
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later within the interview carried out with Mike Deveruex there is a close 
connection between health, private amenity space and storage. 
Adequate storage for tools and bikes will encourage an active lifestyle. 
Burgess expressed that it is important to recognise that private amenity 
space can be provided in different forms; this may include a balcony, a 
terrace, a verandah and or a garden space. Burgess expressed that well 
designed private amenity and private communal areas can encourage 
social interactions between occupants and that the UK should seek 
comparative study from other EU neighbours such as Scandinavia and 
the Netherlands.  

4.1.4. Burgess went onto discuss academic research she carried out with 
reference to UK housing, its history and theories; Housing Matters. She 
expressed that the design of our homes and the space available within 
and around them has an impact on our health and the way that we 
live.  New homes being built in the UK have been criticised for not 
providing sufficient space for basic living functions. The UK now has the 
smallest homes in Europe, often with small multi-purpose rooms and very 
little storage space. Burgess explained that her study examined patterns 
and connections between changes in housing standards, policies 
and technology and their effect on people’s behaviour in the home. Her 
findings highlighted the fact that the UK has the fifth smallest houses in 
Europe with an average floor area of 87m², the third smallest average 
room size and the highest number of rooms per m².  It also has one of 
the oldest housing stocks in Europe with 21% of dwellings built before 
1919 and 16% built between 1919 and 1945.  The vast majority of this 
stock has been heavily modified. The lack of space standardisation is 
often cited as being responsible for the UK having the smallest houses in 
Europe.  These houses tend to have very little storage space and 
external space.  

4.1.5. Burgess concluded by verifying that the space provided inside and 
outside of the home for everyday living and  storage has an impact on 
how we behave. Understanding how we live and what  storage spaces 
are required in the home to support our lives is important in  order to 
assess if our homes are fit to lead healthy and sustainable  lifestyles. A 
sustainable lifestyle requires functional internal and external spaces. The 
review of academic literature and interaction with experts in this field has 
confirmed how private amenity space contributes both positively and 
negatively to the health and well being of residents. 

4.2 Mike Devereux from the University of West of England, Bristol 

4.2.1. Advocate of Architecture and Planning. On consulting Mr Devereux, he 
mentioned that the Parker Morris 1961 standards were a good starting 
point for investigating space standards; however he stated that the 
standards have no regards for number of people when considering 
private amenity space standards. Mike mentioned that these minimum 
requirements were established for hygiene and health motives. This 
highlighted the importance of investigating the relationship between 
health and well being and private amenity space standards. Mike was not 
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an enthusiast for minimum private amenity space standards however he 
did acknowledge that a criterion based approach to the subject matter 
may be more applicable for most authorities. Mike highlighted how often 
people build/ develop within their private amenity space i.e. 
conservatories; therefore endorsing larger private amenity space may 
have implications for further dwelling extensions. Mike believed that 
storage space should be a higher priority for local authorities and was 
therefore more inclined to propose a standard on storage space rather 
than private amenity space. 

4.3 Gareth Davies: Regional Land Buyer and Planner at Elan Homes 

4.3.1. When communicating with Mr Davies he expressed how he had 
experience working with space standards. He suggested that the private 
amenity space provided by Elan Homes was dependent on what the local 
authority policy on private amenity space standards is. If the authority 
doesn’t have a policy which is sometimes the case, private amenity 
space is provided on individual merit to the authority’s satisfaction. Mr 
Davies went onto explain how he primarily deals with negotiating public 
open space contributions rather than consulting on private amenity 
space. However in a recent niche development in Swansea the minimum 
garden size was set at 10 sqm by Swansea City and County Council. In 
terms of minimum rear garden size Elan Homes set a standard of 30-50 
sqm depending on the size of the unit.. He mentioned that for Elan’s 
target market garden space is generally a strong focal point of sale. He 
suggested that many house builders haven’t got a particular 
measurement tool for garden size in place and that it is down to the 
landscaping, topography and general layout of the site which determines 
garden sizes. Mr Davies concluded that adopting minimum private 
amenity space standards would be a positive move for South 
Gloucestershire and that he supported it.  

4.4 Matthew Pearson: Senior Spatial Planning Officer (Economic 
Development and Planning) at Wiltshire Council  
 

4.4.1. Mr Pearson expressed how Wiltshire Council is also considering 
setting minimum standards for private amenity space. He explained that 
the principle is that you assess your authority area in line with standards 
set by expert bodies and other local authorities and then set your policy 
to meet your needs if you have a deficiency/surplus in any types of 
provision. He went on to explain that the Parker Morris standards (with 
10% additional space) are considered best practice by most. He 
mentioned that Natural England and Sport England work closely with 
CABE to provide local authorities guidance on public and private space 
and its importance. He went onto say that there is growing evidence that 
access to the external private amenity space improves health and 
wellbeing, prevents disease and helps people recover from illness. It 
reduces stress levels and encourages people to be more active.  Matt 
went onto explain that Natural England play a leading role in promoting 
the outdoors, health and wellbeing. They refer to amenity green space in 
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their green infrastructure guidance document as housing green spaces, 
domestic gardens, village greens, urban commons and green roofs, 
something that can be taken into consideration when setting standards. 
Matt concluded by stating that there is very little guidance available on 
setting minimum private amenity space standards. He expressed that 
central government should put more emphasis on encouraging local 
authorities to adopt minimum standards as private amenity space is 
decreasing to reduce the developers build costs. An adequate area of 
external private amenity space in new residential development is now 
viewed by most as luxury. 

 

5.0 Results of Local Fieldwork  

Samples of 46 dwellings from four chosen sites were pre-picked for the local field 
work survey. Through a planning application search on the South Gloucestershire 
website, the unit types were selected off the submitted proposed layout plans for 
each site and cross referenced with the developer’s site plan which was found on 
their website.  From the proposed layouts I was able to determine the type of unit 
(bedrooms) and outline the whereabouts of the private amenity space. One 
apparent observation was that there were no one bed houses on the plans of the 
sites chosen, therefore this unit type will not be surveyed.  

From the 46 units that were surveyed there was a response rate of 28% (13 out 
of the 46 units responded to the questionnaire). A further 13% said they hadn’t 
been able to complete the questionnaire due to time constraints and would post it 
back to the address outlined on the survey however these were not received. 
Initially pre picking the units off the plans before visiting the sites to distribute the 
questionnaires presented a few difficulties. On arrival some of the pre picked 
plots were empty (unsold) or unfinished; this meant amendments had to be made 
there and then. Some questionnaires therefore had to be redistributed to a similar 
unit that was other completed and occupied. The residents were given 5 days to 
complete the questionnaire and a collection time was outlined on the survey. 
When collecting the surveys in the two hour time frame set aside some residents 
were not in and some avoided interaction. Appendix E reveals the plot number 
and unit type of which the questionnaires were distributed to and; shows the 
questionnaire response rate. Please refer to Appendix D: Site Plans to observe 
the location of the different plots. 

 

5.1 Private Amenity Space Measurements   
 

5.1.1. Once the questionnaires were re-collected from residents, the private 
amenity space size of the units that had responded to the survey were 
measured off plan using the Edina Digital mapping system (in sq.m). 
These measurements were then cross examined using South 
Gloucestershire’s GIS mapping system. The table below reveals the 
measurements:  
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Site:  
Unit Type  Plot Number 

off Plan 
Approximate Size of Private Amenity Space (Rear 
Garden Space / Balcony Space only in sq m) 

Hanham Hall 4 bed house Plot 184 90 sq m (larger corner plot) 
Hanham Hall 4 bed house  Plot 57 70 sq m 
Elswick Park 2 bed flat  Plot 19 1 sq m  
Elswick Park 2 bed flat Plot 217 None 
Wallscourt  3 bed house Plot 7013 55 sq m 
Wallscourt  2 bed house Plot 7014 45 sq m 
Wallscourt 2 bed house Plot 7071 45 sq m 
The Meads 4 bed house  Plot 3  100 sq m 
The Meads 4 bed house  Plot 2 90 sq m 
The Meads 4 bed house Plot 7 80 sq m 
The Meads 3 bed house Plot 31 60 sq m 
The Meads 2 bed house Plot  38 70 sq m 
The Meads 2 bed flat Plot 72 None 

 

5.1.2. From the private amenity space measurements it would appear that 
new residential development in South Gloucestershire fairs reasonably 
well against the standards reviewed by expert bodies and other local 
authority comparables in section 3; on the whole residents are 
reasonably satisfied with the space they have, however this doesn’t 
mean that they wouldn’t like additional private amenity space if it was 
available/ affordable. When asked 92% of residents said they would like 
more private amenity space if it was available or affordable. When 
residents were asked roughly how large their private garden space was 
in sq m the results were extremely wide ranging.  The residents of plot 3 
alleged that their private amenity space was only 29sq m and residents 
of plot 38 said that their private amenity space was only 10sq m. Clearly 
there was some misunderstanding of the units of measurement. Please 
refer to Appendix F for further details on this.   

 

5.2 Residents Questionnaires / Surveys 
 

5.2.1. This section presents the results from the quantitative research that 
has been collected and collated. These results will be used to support 
and provide an evidence base for the recommendations made Section 
7.1. Please refer to Appendix G for further details on this.  

5.2.2. Possible biases of consumer questionnaire survey are: 

- The sample size was relatively small    
- Time of day and day of week chosen  
- Choice of location  
- Those that responded may have been a self-selected group 
- Responses especially to non-factual questions may not be accurate 

and maybe influenced by what is expected the reply should be. 
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Accommodation Type: 
 

1 bed flat 2 bed flat  1 bed house 2 bed house 3 bed house 4 bed house 

0% 23% 0% 23% 15% 39% 

 
Comments  Of the 13 units out of 46 that responded to the survey 39% were 4 bedroom 

homes.  

 
How many people live in your property aged…?  
 

Under 5 5-10 11-16 16-65 66+ 

9% 12% 0% 79% 0% 

 
Comments  The majority of people who lived in the properties surveyed were aged 

between 16-65 years old. 

 

How long have you lived in your property? 
 

Under 1 year 1-3 years More than 3 years 

69% 31% 0% 

 
Comments  69% of the residents surveyed had lived in their property for less than a year.  

Tenure: 
 

Own the property Rent from a private 
landlord 

Rent from a housing 
association 

92% 0% 8% 

 
Comments 92% of the residents surveyed owned their property.  
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Have you got more or less private amenity space than in your last home? 
 

 
 
Comments  Well over half of residents said they had less private amenity space in their 

new home than in their previous home.  

 

What influenced your decision to choose this property?   
- Was private/ garden space a factor? 

- Would you have liked more space if available/affordable? 

 

 
 
Comments  54% of residents said that private/ garden space was an influencing decision 

factor when buying their new property. 

31% 

61% 

8% 

More

Less

The Same

54% 

46% 
Private/ Garden Space:
Yes

Private/ Garden Space:
No
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Comments 92% said they would like more space if it was available or affordable. A large 

number of residents expressed how they would like more front garden space.  

 
Did you consider the size of your private amenity space as adequate when you moved 
into the property? 

 

 
 
Comments  92% of residents said they considered the size of their private amenity space 

as adequate when they moved in. 
 
 
 

92% 

8% 

Would you have liked
more space if
available/affordable: Yes

Would you like more
space if
available/affordable: No

92% 

8% 

Yes

No
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Have your circumstances changed since you moved? 
 

 
 
Comments  23% of residents’ circumstances had changed due to the new arrival of a 

baby.   

 

Has your change in circumstances impacted on your private amenity space needs? 
 

 
 
Comments  8% of residents said that their change in circumstances had impacted on 

their private amenity space needs.  

 

 

23% 

77% 

Yes

No

8% 

31% 

61% 

Yes

No

n/a
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What type of private garden space do you have access to? 
 

 
 
Comments  39% of residents said they had access to a front garden; half of which are 

visible to a member of the public.  
 
What word(s) would you use to describe your external amenity space now? 
 

 
 
Comments  31% of residents considered their current external private amenity space to 

be small and 23% said that it was overlooked. 
 

77% 
39% 

8% 
8% Private Garden

Front Garden

Balcony (Greater than 1m
in depth

Balcony (Less than 1m in
depth)

Shared/Communal Areas
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Private
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Do you consider the size of your private amenity space as adequate for your future 
needs? 
 

Yes 69% 

No 31% 

 
Comments  31% of residents said that the size of their private amenity space was 

inadequate for their future needs; main reasons being some residents planned to have 

another child. One resident explained how their property was for the short term only and 

another expressed how they would like to be able to grow fruit/vegetables in the future and 

that their current garden was too small to do this.  

 
On a scale from 1 (not important) to 10 (very important), how important do you 
consider your private amenity space to be now? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8% 8% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 23% 15% 38% 

 
Comments  38% of residents said they considered private amenity space to be very 

important.  

 
On a scale from 1 (not very) to 10 (very), how satisfied are you with your private 
amenity space? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8% 0% 0% 0% 15% 8% 15% 15% 8% 23% 

 
Comments  8% of residents said they were not very satisfied their private amenity space. 

A further 8% of residents didn’t respond to this question because they didn’t have any form 

of private amenity space.  
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How often do you use your private amenity space?  
 

Spring Summer  Autumn  Winter 

Daily  39% Daily  77% Daily  23% Daily  15% 

Weekly  39% Weekly 0% Weekly 31% Weekly  15% 

Monthly 0% Monthly 0% Monthly  8% Monthly  31% 

Hardly ever  8%  Hardly ever  8% Hardly ever  23% Hardly ever  15% 

Never 0% Never 0% Never 0% Never 8% 

 
Comments  15% of residents didn’t respond to this question. One resident that 

commented expressed that they had moved into their apartment in December so hadn’t had 

chance to miss the large private amenity space they had lost from downsizing, due to the 

cold climate.  

 

What type of activities do you use your private amenity space for? 
 

 
 
Comments  With questions such as the above it is important to recognise that multiple 

answers would have been given which affects the overall percentage outcome. Other 

comments included; storage and smoking (authenticates the close links between storage 

and private amenity space). 
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If you had the choice would you rather have additional private/ communal amenity 
space or another room? 
 

 
 
Comments 46% of residents said that if they had a choice they would rather have 

additional private amenity space. One resident said they would like Conservatory space. 

 
How long does it take you to walk to your nearest public open space that you would 
choose to visit? 

 

 
Comments  15% of residents said it takes them 5-10 minutes to get their nearest public 

open space. When residents were asked why they visited this space the most common 

answers were:  

46% 

0% 

54% 

Additional Private
Garden/ Balcony Space

More Communal Garden
Space

An Extra Room

23% 

54% 

15% 
8% 

Less than 1 minute

1-5 minutes

5-10 minutes

10+ minutes
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1. To walk the dog 

2. Nearest local park with facilities for children to play with 

3. Bigger than private amenity space at home 

4. For exercise 

5. Clear head and enjoy the outdoor environment. 

 

Do you use this public space because your private/communal garden space is 
inadequate? 
 

Yes No n.a 

0% 77% 23% 

 

Comments  When residents were asked if they used this public space because their 

private/ communal garden space was inadequate 77% said that they didn’t. Additional 

comments confirmed that residents used this space to walk their pets, to exercise, socialise 

and to enjoy the outdoor environment.  
 

How often do you use this public open space?  
 

Daily Weekly Monthly 

15% 15% 55% 

 
Comments  15% of residents used this public open space daily. 

  

Is there anything about your private amenity space which you feel could impact on 
your long-term health and happiness? 
 

Yes 15% 

No 38% 

No response 47% 

 
Comments  When residents were asked whether they felt there was anything about their 

private amenity space which could impact on their long term health and happiness only 15% 

said yes. It has been made evident through the literature reviewed that there is a correlation 

between lack of private amenity space and general health and wellbeing. However it is felt 

that there is a lack of non-technical information readily available to the residents of South 
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Gloucestershire on the importance of this subject matter. It is felt that because of this the 

response rate to this question was low. Further to this a small minority of residents 

expressed their concerns; one resident was apprehensive about a large man hole in their 

garden and another resident was concerned about the likely health issues that a lack of 

private outdoor space would cause. Lastly a further resident hoped that no changes 

(extensions) would be made to other adjacent properties as this would generate stress. 

 

General Comments to summarise  Public perceptions often differ from the reality. It is 

difficult to quantify perceptions; it is possible that residents may not readily admit that they 

have a lack of private amenity space. Nonetheless the results signified that a large 

proportion of residents were not happy with the private amenity space they had and would 

benefit from additional private amenity space both now and in the future. The public 

perceptions from the survey that was embarked on could have the potential to indicate that it 

would be beneficial for some sort of guideline requirement for private amenity space to be 

implemented across South Gloucestershire. One resident concluded that the way in which 

we live these nowadays has changed as more people want to be able to grow and feed their 

household self-sufficiently. The resident suggested that allotment spaces should be made 

available to the residents of new residential developments if their private amenity spaces 

were deemed as inefficient. Allotments may provide physical exercise and other health 

benefits. The results of this survey and analysis of how the four residential developments 

fare against the wider private amenity space information established in section 2 and 3 is 

discussed further in section 6.0 Discussion.  
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6.0 Summary 

6.1.1. The average home built today is significantly smaller than the 
equivalent built in 1920. While that is partly explained by smaller 
household sizes, England and Wales are the only countries in the EU 
which have no minimum internal or external space standards for housing. 
Some local authorities in England have taken it upon themselves to 
implement their own internal and external space standards for new 
housing even with the lack of available guidance available. 

6.1.2. The local authority comparables in section 3.2 established what other 
local planning authorities in England are recommending and doing to 
adopt and implement private amenity space standards. From the 
information collated it is apparent that most London based local 
authorities have sought to implement private amenity space standards 
that follow the guidelines of the London Design Guide for Housing. The 
London Design Guide for Housing has adopted the previous Parker 
Morris Standards at 10% more generous. Due to a lack of professional 
opinion on private amenity space standards it would be wrong to verify 
whether this is deemed best practice in the UK. Those authorities under 
question that had implemented standards expressed that the outcome of 
their policies thus far had been successful in terms of securing adequate 
private amenity space for new residential developments.  

6.1.3. The conclusions drawn from the expert body reviews and the local 
authority comparables were used to analyse how the four recently 
completed (within last 5 years) major residential schemes in South 
Gloucestershire fared against the wider private amenity space 
information established. From this information it would appear that the 
level of provision in South Gloucestershire is less than for the local 
authority areas with adopted standards. Subsequently it can be 
expressed that new residential development in South Gloucestershire is 
not meeting the minimum requirements for private amenity space that 
have been adopted in the other local authority areas that have been 
cross examined. After evaluating the private amenity space 
measurements from the unit types surveyed (section 5.1) amid the 
standards reviewed in section 3.0 it has been made apparent that:  

a. The average rear garden size for a 4 bed house in South 
Gloucestershire is approximately 86 sq m which is well below the 
appropriate minimum standard for this unit type that has been 
adopted by all of the local authority comparables. 

b. Out of the three 2 bed flats that were surveyed only one had some 
form of private amenity space which was a mere 1 sq m. All of the 
local authority’s cross examined have adopted minimum standards of 
between 1.5 sq m – 25 sq m for 1/2 bed apartments in the form of 
private balcony space or private communal space. A study by Design 
For Homes (2003) researched 10 housing schemes around England 
to find out what the occupants felt about living in different types of 
city, urban and suburban homes. Design for homes were trying to 
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establish whether people were anxious about overlooking and 
privacy, To their surprise the study revealed that private outdoor 
space however small was highly valued and that Private outdoor 
space should be considered as a fundamental safety valve in 
apartment living (Swing a cat 2010). 

c. The average rear garden size for a 3 bed house in South 
Gloucestershire is 57.5 sq m which is yet again below the minimum 
standards set by the other local authorities that were cross examined.  

d. The average rear garden size for a 2 bed house in South 
Gloucestershire was 50 s qm which is equivalent to the minimum 
standards set by the other local authorities.  

6.1.4. The literature reviewed in section 2.1 suggests that historically there 
have been significant implications for the health, well being and amenity 
of local residents who have inadequate private amenity space. However 
from questionnaire results it would appear that at present residents are 
not aware of these implications as only a small percentage expressed 
concerns for their health. In 2011 the Mackintosh Environmental 
Architecture Research Unit based in Glasgow completed an 
environmental assessment on domestic laundering. The research 
indicates that drying washing indoors will create poor indoor air quality 
and poor control of ventilation which can subsequently cause significant 
health issues. The report suggests that all new developments should 
provide residents with either; a dedicated indoor drying space; an 
external covered individual household drying space; Communal external 
drying space or Communal indoor drying facilities (MEARU 2011). This 
research is support by the WHO guidelines for indoor air quality: 
dampness and mould (2009). This document provides scientific evidence 
on the health problems associated with building moisture from indoor 
passive drying. These reports alone provide an evidence base to justify 
the health benefits of implementing minimum standards for private 
amenity space that are big enough to allow for the outdoor drying of 
clothes. 

6.1.5. The interviews and questionnaires carried out with both residents and 
professionals give a direct account of information and perspectives 
primarily associated to the objectives of this report. The relatively small 
questionnaire sample sizes and possible biases made it unsuitable to 
carry out a comprehensive statistical analysis of the results. Nevertheless 
patterns were evident and it is felt fitting to remark on these and depict 
conclusions from them. When residents were asked what influenced their 
decision to choose their property 54% said that private/ garden space 
was a influencing decision making factor; 46% of residents expressed 
that other factors such as location and internal space were primary 
decision making factors of choosing their property. Historically if 
residents didn’t have access to adequate private amenity space they may 
not consider it as imperative when choosing a property. From this it 
would appear that residents are happy to sacrifice private amenity space 
for location and internal space. However when residents were asked 
whether if they had the choice, they would rather have additional private / 
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communal amenity space or another room, 46% said additional private 
amenity space.  

6.1.6. Developers in South Gloucestershire may be delivering what residents 
require in terms of internal space and location however they are falling 
behind on providing adequate external private amenity space; 92% of 
residents said they would like more space if it was available or 
affordable. One resident who had no private amenity space said ideally 
they would have liked at least a balcony but they had to be realistic about 
what their budget would allow. When residents were asked to choose a 
number of words which described their external amenity space 31% said 
it was small and 23% said it was overlooked. One resident commented 
that would like a larger garden with more privacy. An additional 31% 
expressed how their private amenity space was inadequate for their 
future needs. From the questionnaire results it would appear that new 
residential development in South Gloucestershire is delivering what 
resident’s desire with regards to internal space and location however it is 
falling short on what resident’s perceive as adequately sized private 
amenity space.  

6.1.7. In summary the options for South Gloucestershire are: 

a. A criteria based policy 
b. A minimum standards policy of functional space (storage etc) 
c. A minimum standards policy for functional and amenity space 
d. No policy. 
e. Other 

6.1.8. The merits of these options are as followed:  

a. A criteria based approach to the policy based on key issues such as 
location and context, orientation, shape and size of amenity space 
and its usability, would provide flexibility in design solutions and allow 
the local context to be considered. 

b. A minimum standards policy for functional space would provide 
residents with the diminutive amount of storage or drying space. This 
option would have to be a last resort.  

c. A minimum standards policy for both functional space and amenity 
space would merge both aspects to provide adequate user friendly 
private space for residents.  

d. No Policy may result in the continual reduction of private amenity 
space in new residential development.  

e. Other; A criteria based policy with an advice note that sets out figures. 
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7.0 Conclusion 

Following the review of expert body research and recommendations, local 
authority comparisons, local field work study and additional literature on private 
amenity space it can be concluded that provisional minimum standards in South 
Gloucestershire should be made for private amenity space. The 
recommendations which follow in section 7.1 signify direction as to what is 
thought to be an appropriate starting point for the establishment of minimum 
private amenity space standards. The justification for this optional starting point is 
supported through the local authority cross comparisons and the expert body 
reviews in section 3. Although somewhat unparalleled to South Gloucestershire 
in terms of context, the wealth of London Boroughs that have implemented 
standards for minimal private amenity space, have demonstrated that it can make 
an important contribution in improving the quality of life of residents.  There is a 
need to follow suit from this leading light and implement a new policy or guidance 
notes that are committed to safeguarding private amenity space within the South 
Gloucestershire authority area. SGC have the power and the remit to influence 
private amenity space standards, both as funders and through planning policy 
and development controls. A series of recommendations are therefore proposed 
with regards to minimum private amenity space standards.  

 

7.1 Recommendations 
 

South Gloucestershire Council should:  

1. Introduce the provision of minimum useable private amenity space 
standards in new residential development through their planning 
departments. In considering the amount of amenity space, the planning 
authority should take into account back gardens and; in apartment 
developments, balconies and or private communal gardens. This policy 
should be implemented through the commercial market and through SGC 
Development Management Team.  
 

2. Recognise that adequate private amenity space has an effect on health, 
diversity and community cohesion and that insufficient private amenity 
space provision in the local housing stock will impact local services. 

All new residential units should be expected to have access to an area of private 
amenity space and where necessary communal space. Planning permission for 
new dwellings will be granted where they provide appropriate private and / or 
communal amenity space to meet the needs generated by the development. This 
amenity space will be expected to, at least meet the following minimum 
standards: 

 1 bedroom flat 5 sqm of balcony space (adequately screened) 
 2+ bedroom flat 5 sqm of balcony space (adequately screened) or a 

negotiated level of private shared communal space  
 1 bedroom house 40 sq m 
 2 bedroom house 50-60 sq m  
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 3 bedroom house 60-70 sq m 
 4 bedroom house 90-100 sq m 
 4+ bedroom house 100+ sq m 

The above are minimum standards. Larger garden plots will be encouraged, as 
they can support sustainable development by enabling residents to grow some of 
their own food and to compost domestic waste. In the case of all new residential 
units (excluding apartments/ flats), private amenity space can most easily be 
provided in the form of a private enclosed outdoor space such as a garden; this 
space should not be overlooked from the street or other public place.  In the case 
of apartments, balconies may take the place of a garden but easily accessible 
communal areas will also be required for relaxing and play as well as areas for 
hanging and washing. Communal areas should provide an attractive area for 
residents to unwind without being overtly in the public gaze but nevertheless 
should be overlooked by residents in the interests of security. Plans should 
indicate how the space to be provided allows for the provision of overlooking by 
residents. Secured by Design principles should be incorporated in the design of 
all private communal amenity spaces. For example, fences and balconies (as 
well as communal bins and cycle stores) should be designed so as not to provide 
climbing aids to gain access into a property. Private amenity space and 
‘permitted development’ extensions must be taken into account in the overall 
design; therefore proposals involving the change of use, development or sub 
divisions of existing areas of private amenity space must ensure that the resulting 
amenity space for all properties involved meet the above minimum standards.  
Amenity space for all new dwellings should be:  

- Designed to take account of context of the development including the 
character of the surrounding area 

- Private, usable, functional and safe 
- Easily accessible from living areas 
- Orientated to maximise sunlight 
- Of a sufficient size and shape to meet the needs of the likely number of 

occupants 

Where developments in town centre locations are not able to provide private 
amenity space on site the applicant should demonstrate that suitable alternatives 
exist. Standards may need to be applied more flexibly in sensitive locations, such 
as Conservation Areas, where design considerations will take precedence.  

An alternative proposition can also be put forward: South Gloucestershire has a 
number of areas of varying townscape character, with different densities, dwelling 
types and sizes, garden sizes and distances between dwellings. If the 
recommended universal approach to private amenity space was not deemed 
contextually apposite once implemented. A criteria based approach based on key 
issues such as location and context, orientation, shape and size of amenity space 
and its usability, could be considered as a fall back option. This approach would 
provide flexibility in design solutions and allow the local context to be considered. 
If this approach is taken forward then there may be litheness to insert an advice 
note that sets out the figures above.  
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7.2 Limitations & Constraints of this study 
 

There were a number of limitations within this study that meant a systematic 
analysis on the subject matter could not be undertaken. Possible biases are 
recorded in the summary above, multiple geographical locations and a note of 
sample size may present a more precise analysis.  Further interviews with 
professionals (house builders and expert bodies) could have been carried out if 
time was surplus. A limited amount of academic literature could be attained on 
the chosen subject matter. Evidently there is almost certainly more 
comprehensive data available from other local authorities and central government 
but this is difficult for a student to attain.  

 

7.3 Recommendations for further study  

In terms of recommendations for further study it would be engaging to consider 
the correlation flanked by permitted development rights and minimum standards 
for private amenity space.  
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9.0 Appendices 
 
Appendix A: Local Authority Cross Comparisons  

Table 1.1 Cambridge 
City Council  

Leicester City Council Arun District 
Council  

Oxford 
City 
Council 

Wrexham County 
Borough Council 

London Borough of 
Barnet  

Southampton City 
Council  

Worthing 
Borough 
Council 

Criteria 
Based:  

Yes    Yes      

Policy 
Number: 

 Residential Amenity SPD  
Appendix E 
(Policy CS13 in Core Strategy) 

Draft Local 
Plan 2013-
2028 
Consultation 
14.2 Internal 
and External 
Space 
Standards 

 Local Planning 
Guidance Notes: 21 

H18 – Residential 
Development  
Amenity space 
standards 

Residential Design 
Guide SPD  
Part 2 & 4  

Space 
Standards  
SPD 

Stage of 
Policy:  

 Adopted Feb 2008 
LCC believe the policy is 
compliant with the NPPF 

Emerging  Adopted 2007 
WCBC believe the 
policy is compliant with 
the NPPF 

Adopted in 2006 and 
amended in Policy 
DM01 and DM02 in 
September 2012 so it is 
compliant with the 
NPPF 

Adopted in 2006. 
SCC believe the 
policy is compliant 
with the NPPF 

Feb 2012 

Outcome 
of Policy: 

 Policy has provided criteria to 
assess all planning applications 
in relation to residential amenity. 
It has been successful in 
attaining developer 
contributions.  

      

4 bed 
house 

 100 sq m 
Private rear space 

100 sq m     100 sq m 

3 bed 
house 

 75-100 sq m 
Private rear space  

65-100 sq m  For dwellings designed 
to accommodate 3 or 
more people, the 

  85 sq m 
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minimum private 
garden area is 50sq.m. 

2 bed 
house 

 50-100 sq m depending on unit 
type ie semi, terraced. 
In form of private rear space 

50 sq m  For dwellings 
accommodating up to 2 
people, the minimum 
private garden area is 
30sq.m. 

  50-65 sq m 

1 bed 
house 

 n/a       

1 bed 
 flat / 
apartment  

 1.5 sq m per flat Balcony/ 
shared space 

5 sq m per unit   For flats/ maisonettes, 
a balcony or private 
space at ground level is 
desirable, adequately 
screened and 
measuring a minimum 
of 10 sq.m in area. 

5 sq.m of space per 
habitable room for flats 

 20 sq m 
per flat  

2 bed 
 flat / 
apartment  

 2 sq m per flat  
Balcony / shared space 

      

Additional 
Comments 

 SPD provides practical guidance 
to supplement existing 
development plan policies on 
how new residential 
development can protect the 
amenity of both new and 
existing residents. 
These standards have taken into 
account the location, size, type 
of home and bedrooms. 

  This guidance note 
amplifies policies in 
development plans on 
residential amenity. 
The above are 
minimum standards. 
Larger garden plots will 
be encouraged. 

40 square metres of 
space for up to four 
habitable rooms. 
55 sq m of space for up 
to 5 habitable rooms. 
70 sq m of space for up 
to 6 habitable rooms. 
85 sq m of space for up 
to 7 or more habitable 
rooms. 

The RDG 
supplements the 
Local Plan Review. 
Terraced  50sq m                                                         
Semi-Detached  70 
sq m                                                           
Detached 90sq m                                                                      
Flats 20 sq m per 
unit 

 

 

(*Additional local authority cross comparison information was added to this review from the work of Andrew Lane Spatial Planning and Specialist Services Team South 
Gloucestershire Council – this refers to Council 9 and Council 10) 
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Further criteria based comparables:  

The Brighton and Hove city council Local Plan Policy H05 “provision of private amenity space in residential development.” This policy states that Brighton and Hove city council 
will require the provision of private useable amenity space in new residential development where appropriate to the scale and character of the development. Policy H05 is 
applied to all proposals for new residential development in order to ensure that the need for amenity space is addressed. The policy requires that an element of usable private 
amenity space (excluding parking and turning areas) is provided for occupants. This is particularly important for those likely to spend a large part of their day in the home 
environment. In considering the amount of usable private amenity space within new residential proposals, Brighton and Hove city council take into account front gardens, back 
gardens and balconies. 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire 

Private Amenity Space Standards 

Dear resident 
 
I am a final year student at the University of the West of England and I am on a short 
placement with South Gloucestershire Council.  I have been asked to research 
requirements of residents’ with regards access to gardens and other external space. 
As a resident of a new development it would be very helpful to know your views on 
the adequacy of the space available to you/your family and the use you make of that 
space.   
 
Private amenity space is often considered as space that is outside or partly outside a 
home where one can relax for example a private garden or balcony. It allows 
individuals to carry out household and leisure activities. This can include gardening, 
growing fruit and vegetables, socialising, drying clothes, play space for children, 
keeping pets, hobbies and simply getting fresh air. The level of enjoyment is 
dependent on the quantity and quality of the space.  
 
Your input today will help provide South Gloucestershire Council with the essential 
information it requires to consider whether residents would benefit from setting 
minimum private amenity space standards. 
 
There are twenty questions and it should take no more than about ten minutes to 
complete. All information will be treated in confidence and used to present a general 
picture of residential amenity space and how it is used.  
 

Thank you for taking part. 
 

Samuel Sowden 
 
This Questionnaire will be collected from you between 18.00pm-20.00pm on 
Tuesday 6th May 2014 
 
If not collected at this time please post it to (see below) by: Friday 9th May 2014  
 
Adam Sheppard 
Department of Geography and Environmental Management 
University of the West of England (UWE) 
Frenchay Campus - 2R012 
Coldharbour Lane 
BRISTOL 
BS16 1QY 
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1. Your Address:…………………………............................................................... 
 
Part 1. About your accommodation. 
 

2. Accommodation Type: Please circle one: 
 

1 bed flat, 2 bed flat, 1 bed house,  2 bed house, 3 bed house, 4 bed house  
 

3. How many people live in your property aged…?  
 

Under 5…....       5-10…....       11-16……..        16 - 65………      66+......... 
 
4. How long have you lived in your property? Please circle one: 

 
Under 1 year                      1-3 years                   more than 3 years 

 
5. Please tick one of the following: 
- Do you own your property? 
- Do you rent from a private landlord? 
- Do you rent from a housing association? 

 
6. Have you got more or less private amenity space than in your last 

home? 
.......................................................................................................................................
....................................................................................................................................... 
 

7. What influenced your decision to choose this property:   
Was private/ garden space a factor? (YES / NO) 
Would you have liked more space if available/affordable? (YES / NO)  

.......................................................................................................................................

.…………….................................................................................................................... 
 

8. Did you consider the size of your private amenity space as adequate 
when you moved into the property?.......YES / NO 

 
Other Comments: 
.....................…………………………………………………………………………………
……………………................ 
 

9. a.) Have your circumstances changed since you moved? Please tick all 
that apply: 

- New baby 
- Extension  
- Additional resident(s) 
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- Other................................................................................................................... 
 
b.) Has your change in circumstances impacted on your private amenity 
space needs?...............YES / NO. If yes, in what way – I’d like more space / 
I’d like less space 

.......................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................... 
 

10. What type of private garden space do you have access to? (this is space 
that is not generally accessible to non-residents) Please tick all that appy: 
 

- Private Garden (enclosed, usually at the rear of the property) 
- Front Garden (not including car parking space) (is this private and not 

generally visible by members of the public (YES / NO) 
- Balcony (Greater than 1m in depth) 
- Balcony (Less than 1m in depth)  
- Shared/Communal Drying Area 
- Shared/Communal Gardens 
- None 

Roughly how large is your private space (in sqm)?....................................................... 
 

11. What word(s) would you use to describe your external amenity space 
now? Please tick all that apply: 

- Big 
- Small 
- Adequate 
- Inadequate 
- Private 
- Overlooked 
- Sunny 
- Other  

 
12. Do you consider the size of your private amenity space as adequate for 

your future needs?..............YES / NO 
 
Other Comments:.......................................................................................................... 
 

13. a) On a scale from 1 (not important) to 10 (very important), how 
important do you consider your private amenity space to be now?  
Please circle: 
1 2   3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10 

 
 



Page | 54 
 

b) On a scale from 1 (not very) to 10 (very), how satisfied are you with 
your private amenity space?  
Please circle: 
1 2   3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10 

 
14. How often do you use your private amenity space?  

Please tick all that apply: 
Spring Summer  Autumn  Winter 
Daily Daily Daily Daily 
Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly 
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly 
Hardly ever  Hardly ever Hardly ever Hardly ever 
Never Never Never Never 
Other Comments: 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………............. 
 

15. What type of activities do you use your private amenity space for? 
Please tick all that apply: 

- Gardening 
- Hanging out washing  
- Children’s play 
- Hobbies 
- Keeping pets 
- Growing vegetables/ fruit 
- Socialising 
- Parties 
- BBQ 
- Other 

 
Other Comments: 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
.................................. 

16. If you had the choice would you rather have additional private/ 
communal amenity space or another room? Please tick one: 

- Additional Private Garden/ Balcony Space 
- More Communal Garden Space 
- An Extra Room  
 

Other Comments: 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
.................................. 
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Part 2. About the other amenity space available to you. 

17. How long does it take you to walk to your nearest public open space 
that you would choose to visit? Please tick one:  

- Less than 1 minute. 
- 1-5 minutes 
- 5-10 minutes 
- 10+ minutes 

Why do you visit this space? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

18. Do you use this public space because your private/communal garden 
space is inadequate? Please only respond ‘yes’ if you consider that it might 
be reasonable to expect a private/communal garden to be able to 
accommodate the use you make of the public space. (For example, if you use 
the public space to walk your dog, you may consider it unreasonable to have 
such a large private garden as the space you use to walk your dog in) 

YES / NO 

Other Comments:.......................................................................................................... 

19. How often do you use this public open space?  
Please tick one: 

- Daily 
- Weekly 
- Monthly 

 
20. Is there anything about your private amenity space which you feel could 

impact on your long-term health and happiness? 
.......................................................................................................................................
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
 

 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire 

 

 

 

(Please use the following blank page to record any other comments relating to 
private/communal amenity space) 
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Appendix C: Site Locations in relation to the South Gloucestershire Authority Area  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

The Meads 
Elswick Park Cheswick 

Hanham Hall 
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Appendix D: Site Plans 
 
The Hanham Hall site plan can be accessed online at: 
http://www.barratthomes.co.uk/new-homes/south-gloucestershire/H439401-Hanham-Hall/home-list/# 
 
The Wallscourt Park site plan can be accessed online at: 
http://media.redrow.co.uk/system/attachments/000/010/114/original/21394%20WALLSCOURT%20SP%20WEB.
pdf?1392394117 
 
The Elswick Part site plan can be accessed online at: 
https://www.taylorwimpey.co.uk/~/media/migration/brochures/dev2c4334a1f8b14085a2cdf45e2bc6f18cDOC00.p
df 

The Meads site plan can be accessed online at: 
http://developments.southglos.gov.uk/online-applications/files/B58E9426DC7210446F49520BB4A832BB/pdf 
/PT10_1013_RM-PLANNING_LAYOUT-3894799.pdf 
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Appendix E: Questionnaire Distribution and Response 

Hanham Hall: Questionnaires were distributed to 10 Units in Total. 2/10 Units responded 
Unit Type:  DWHs & Barratt Homes: Questionnaire Response 
1 bedroom house n/a  
2 bedroom house Plot 22  

AH Plot 17 
Plot 23  

No response 
No response 
No response 

3 bedroom house Plot 46  
Plot 47 

Said they would post it back 
No response  

4 bedroom house Plot 184 
Plot 185= Empty on arrival  

Yes 

1 bedroom flat  Plot 6 = Key entry only on arrival 
Plot 7 = Key entry only on arrival 

 

2 bedroom flat  
 
 
Additional Units: 
 
 

Plot 10 = Key entry only on arrival 
Plot 11 = Key entry only on arrival 
 
AH Plot 25  
AH Plot 26  
Plot 36 (4 bed) 
1 / 2 bed apartment Plot 75  

 
 
 
No response 
Said they would post it back 
Yes 
No response  

 
Wallscourt Road: Questionnaires were distributed to 11 Units in Total. 3/11 Units responded  

Unit Type:  Redrow: Questionnaire Response 
1 bedroom house n/a  
2 bedroom house Plot 7071  

Plot 7070 = Empty on arrival  
Yes 

3 bedroom house AH Plot 7068  
AH Plot 7067  

No response 
Said they will post it back 

4 bedroom house Plot 7094  
Plot 7093  
Plot 7060  
Plot 7061  

No response 
No response  
No response 
Said they will post it back 

1 bedroom flat  n/a  
2 bedroom flat  n/a  
Additional Units:  
 
  

Plot 7011  
Plot 7012  
Plot 7013 (3 bed) 
Plot 7014 (2 bed) 

No response  
Unsavoury Response 
Yes 
Yes  

 
The Meads Questionnaires were distributed to 14 Units in Total. 6/14 Units responded 

Unit Type:  Barratt Homes: Questionnaire Response  
1 bedroom house n/a  
2 bedroom house Plot 38  

Plot 39  
AH Plot 36  
AH Plot 37  

Yes 
Said they will post it back 
No response 
No response 

3 bedroom house 
 
Additional 3 beds 
 

Plot 4 & 5 = Empty on arrival  
 
Plot 31  
AH Plot 18  
AH Plot 19  

 
 
Yes 
No time 
Said they will post it back 

4 bedroom house Plot 2  Yes 
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Additional 4 beds 

Plot 3  
 
Plot 7  
AH Plot 15  
AH Plot 16  

Yes 
 
Yes 
No time 
No time  

1 bedroom flat  n/a  
2 bedroom flat  
 

Plot 72  
Plot 73  

Yes (sent by post) 
No response  

 
Elswick Park: Questionnaires were distributed to 11 Units in Total. 2/11 Units responded 

Unit Type:  Taylor Wimpey: Questionnaire Response 
1 bedroom house n/a  
2 bedroom house Plot 226   No response 
3 bedroom house Plot 42  

Plot 43  
No response 
No response 

4 bedroom house Plot 222  
Plot 223  

No response 
Said they would post it back 

1 / 2 bedroom flats Plot 18  
Plot 19  
Plot 20  
Plot 21  
Plot 217  

No response 
Yes 
No response 
No response 
Yes 

2 bedroom flat  
 
 
Additional Units: 

Plot 184 = Key entry only on arrival 
Plot 185 = Key entry only on arrival 
 
Plot 213 = 125  

 
 
 
No response 
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Appendix F: Garden Sizes  

Site:  Unit Type  Plot 
Number 
off Plan 

Address  Approximate Size of 
Private Amenity 
Space 
(Rear Garden Space / 
Balcony Space only) 

Residents answers 
to: Roughly how 
large is your private 
amenity space in sq 
m? 

Hanham Hall 4 bed house Plot 184 45 Roman Way 90 sq m (larger corner 
plot) 

 

Hanham Hall 4 bed house  Plot 57 57 Roman Way 65 sq m 50 sq m 
Elswick Park 2 bed flat  Plot 19 39 Normandy 

Drive 
1 sq m  1 sq m 

Elswick Park 2 bed flat Plot 217 131 Normandy 
Drive  

None None 

Wallscourt  3 bed house Plot 7013 26 Longwood 
Road 

55 sq m 25 sq m 

Wallscourt  2 bed house Plot 7014 28 Longwood 
Road 

45 sq m 20 sq m 

Wallscourt 2 bed house Plot 7071 5 Horse Leaze 
Road 

45 sq m  

The Meads 4 bed house  Plot 3  29 Heather 
Avenue 

100 sq m 29 sq m 

The Meads 4 bed house  Plot 2 31 Heather 
Avenue 

90 sq m  

The Meads 4 bed house Plot 7 2 Wylington Road 80 sq m  
The Meads 3 bed house Plot 31 6 Wylington Road 60 sq m 70-100 sq m 
The Meads 2 bed house Plot  38 10 Seymour Place  70 sq m 10 sq m ?? 
The Meads 2 bed flat Plot 72 26D Wylington 

Road 
None None 

 

Appendix G: Results (Excel Spreadsheet)  

 

Appendix H: One Old Lane, Emersons Green, South Gloucestershire BS16 7BY 

This application makes interesting reading in relation to space standards.  
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