
For more information:
tel: 020 0000 0000 email: xxxxx@barnet.gov.uk

or visit www.barnet.gov.uk/xxxxx

Parks and Open Spaces
Our Strategy for Barnet 2016-26           

Appendixes to Strategy Document - Appendix I



Appendix I 
Funding 
and governance

I.1 Current park management 
and resourcing 

Compiling robust and detailed financial 

and management information for parks services 

can be a difficult task. Budgets are often split 

in complex ways across different cost-centres 

and over a number of financial years. It can be hard 

to clearly separate out the difference between 

some capital and revenue expenditures whilst 

some operational costs and a range of managerial 

overheads may not always be clearly accounted for. 

Such difficulties in calculating the full cost of 

parks services has been highlighted in a number 

of research reports including Urban Parks, Do 

you know what you’re  getting for your money? 

published by CABE Space (2006) and a recent 

study into the State of UK Public Parks undertaken 

by the Heritage Lottery Fund (2014). Further 

complexity can occur when looking to compare 

and benchmark management and maintenance 

costs across different local authorities as individual 

councils often adopt different public accounting 

systems making data harder to analyse.  

This study has compiled a set of headline 

figures for Barnet’s parks and green space 

service. With this it is possible to undertake an 

indicative benchmarking exercise using data 

from the London Parks benchmarking group 

(available through the London Parks and Green 

Spaces Forum) and the Parks, Open Spaces 

and Horticultural Services benchmarking service 

(available through the Association of Public Service 

Excellence (APSE) Performance Networks). 

Table H.1 - Annual parks revenue spend 

Source: London Parks and Greenspaces

Authority Annual spend/ Ha Spend/ Head of Population

Haringey £9,654 £10.89

Enfield £9,238 £24.65

Brent £5,375 £12.05

BARNET £3,292 £8.87
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Whilst Barnet has the largest portfolio of parks 

and open spaces across London councils it has 

one of the lowest per hectare spends of any local 

authority, either within central London or the outer 

boroughs. 

The London Parks and Greenspaces Forum 

compiles annual figures for spend on greenspace 

services across London. The last figures made 

available by Barnet Council were for 2009. Table I.1 

shows a comparison of spend per hectare across 

four authorities for 2009. 

Through an internal assessment the current 

parks service records high levels of satisfaction. 

Barnet’s Residents’ Perception Survey for Spring 

of 2015 records that 70% of residents consider 

Barnet’s parks and open spaces to be either ‘good’ 

or ‘excellent’. This compares with an average for 

London as a whole of 71.6% and an average for 

outer London 72.1%. 36

Table I.2 - Headline parameters and statistic for the current parks and green space service

Total number of district parks (20 Ha+) 10

Total number of local parks (less than 20 Ha) 77

Total area of parks managed by LBB 888 Ha

TOTAL 208 (inc 8 not LBB)

Total manegarial staff

1 x Head of Service

1 x Grounds Ops Manager

2 x Ground supervisors

1 x Trees and woodlands Officer

3 x Tree Officers

1 x Partnership and Development Manager

2 x Area Officers

1 x Project and Community Officer

Total operational staff 68

Total seasonal staff None

Total annual revenue budget (2014-15) £4,584,842

Total annual capital budget (2014-15) £513,000

Total annual income secured by the service (2014-15) £1,333,505

Charging for services £250,000

Income from concessions £585,505

Planning gain through Section 106/ CIL £325,000

Contributions from other services (eg. Health) £498,000

Grants from Agencies, the National Lottery, etc. £280,000

Commercial sponsorships £036 London Parks and Greenspaces Forum Benchmarking (2011)
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Table I.2 shows the headline parameters 

and statistic for the current parks and green space 

service. 

Barnet Council delivers services in partnership with 

a number of other organisations, most notably 

in the context of nature conservation sites across 

the borough. 

Golders Hill Park resides wholly within the London 

Borough of Barnet but is essentially a westerly 

extension of Hampstead Heath. The park is wholly 

managed by the City of Corporation.  

The London Wildlife Trust (LWT) manages a number 

of sites through license or lease agreements 

including Mill Hill Old Railway, Totteridge Fields 

and Oakhill Woods. The Watling Chase Community 

Forest (WCCF) was set up in 1991 to assist 

regeneration of the countryside and greenspaces 

in and around urban areas. A number of projects 

have been initiated in Barnet under WCCF auspices. 

Barnet Council has a list of 32 registered ‘Friends 

of’ organisations, all of which have been contacted 

in the course of the development of the strategy. 

Research seems to suggest that only 6 of these 

organisations are active in working in partnership 

with the council. 

I.2 Future vision and objectives

Barnet’s corporate plan acknowledges that the 

borough’s parks and green spaces are amongst 

its biggest assets and have a strong influence on 

why people decide to live in Barnet. In recognition 

the council will continue to ensure that parks 

and green spaces are looked after and it has set a 

clear ambition for the service in the future. 

‘Barnet’s parks and green spaces will be amongst 

the best in London’ and to achieve this ‘The council 

will develop more innovative ways of maintaining 

its parks and green spaces, including through 

greater partnerships with community groups 

and focus on using parks to achieve wider public 

health priorities for the borough.’ 37

At the same time a key outcome for parks 

and green spaces set by the committee is 

to ensure:

• ‘Barnet is seen as a national leader 

in developing attractive suburban parks 

with its communities that promote health 

and wellbeing, conserve the natural character 

of the area, and encourage economic 

growth.’38

This implies that as Barnet improves and increases 

its parks and green space resource there will 

be a growing need for effective management 

and maintenance following the completion of the 

capital works. Some sources of external funding, 

such as the Heritage Lottery Fund’s Parks for People 

programme, require an ongoing commitment 

to enhanced standards of management 

and maintenance. This can be capitalised in the 

short to medium term (i.e. the revenue costs 

of delivering the capital programme can be 

incorporated into capital budgets).  

In common with all local authorities, Barnet is 

having to address significant issues around the 

future funding of discretionary services. The council 

has an aspiration to move towards a ‘low subsidy 

service’. An initial capital investment in greenspace 

will have to be protected through enhanced 

management and maintenance (for some major 

external funders, this will be a requirement of 

funding). 

37 LBB Corporate Plan 2015-2020, p10

38 Evironment Committee Commissioning Plan 2015-2020, p9
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This represents a clear and considerable 

challenge for funding and resourcing Barnet’s 

parks and green spaces in the future. Whilst the 

council has set some ambitious objectives for the 

performance of the service and is undertaking 

a parks investment programme there is likely 

to be considerably less funding for the parks 

and green spaces through this decade and beyond. 

Approaches to squaring this particularly 

challenging circle will now be considered in the 

following sections. 

I.3 Potential funding streams for parks

Traditionally the majority of parks and green spaces 

are considered the exclusive responsibility of local 

authorities. Within the non-statutory services 

that councils deliver green space management 

and maintenance is generally funded through 

council taxes and direct charges. There are a 

relatively small number of exceptions to this 

system that include the Royal Parks in central 

London, funded primarily by central government, 

and various parks trusts across the UK that have 

been publicly or independently funded through a 

mix of endowments, levies and private donations.   

There is an increasing move nationally to diversify 

the funding of parks and particularly council 

run parks and green spaces. ‘Paying for Parks’, 

published by CABE Space (2006) described eight 

models for funding urban green spaces. More 

recent research, including the ‘Rethinking Parks’ 

research report from Nesta (2013) and a number 

of studies published abroad have explored a 

variety of options in addition to those identified by 

CABE. At least a dozen alternative, and potentially 

complimentary, funding sources could be 

considered for sustaining Barnet’s parks into the 

future. 

Direct local authority contributions - have provided 

the cornerstone of resourcing parks and green 

spaces and whilst the quantum of funding may 

change over time many councils still consider parks 

to be a strategic priority to support the health 

and wellbeing of local communities.

Public sector grants and contributions - have 

commonly been considered as an important 

source of additional funding to supplement local 

council contributions.

For Barnet this may come from the GLA, the 

Environment Agency, Natural England (for nature 

conservation) or the Heritage Lottery Fund (for 

the restoration of historic parks). One example has 

been the £400K grant from the GLA’s Priority Parks 

programme for the extension of the Dollis Valley 

Green Walk.

Charging for services – increasingly councils 

are looking to raise additional funding through 

introducing or increasing charges, subscriptions 

and rents for the use of parks and green spaces. 

This traditionally includes car parking, sports 

pitches and courts, allotments, cemeteries 

and crematoria. Charging for the use of parks for 

private activities such as personal training, filming, 

wedding photography and corporate events is 

becoming increasingly common.  

Concessions and public events – can provide 

a popular mechanism to improve park based 

facilities and activities through cafes, seasonal 

concessions and other paid-for events. In Barnet 

examples include the summer Theatre in the Park, 

run at Oak Hill Park, and the London Carnival 

funfair at Montrose Playing Fields. In using 

public facilities for larger events a balance needs 

to be struck between the regular use of parks for 

personal enjoyment and the potential disruption 

and restricted access that larger public events can 

bring. 

Sponsorship and fundraising – is often 

undertaken in an ad-hoc and opportunistic 

manner. Increasingly however parks departments 

and organisations are adopting a more 

structured and planned approach to fundraising 

and engaging corporate sponsorship. Some are 
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setting up dedicated fundraising teams whilst 

others have established parallel charitable and not-

for-profit trusts or foundations that are better 

positioned to secure funding from sponsorship 

and charitable activities.

Voluntary and community partnerships – provide 

a means to share or contribute to the financial 

burden of managing parks by drawing on the 

resources of community, user and friends of parks 

groups. Support may be directly financial or in-kind 

providing a more diverse and locally based source 

of expertise and resources.

Planning gain – section 106 (S106) funding 

arrangements have been an important source of 

income for investing in new parks and  refurbishing 

existing green spaces for many years. For example, 

in addition to support from the Mayor of London’s 

pocket parks programme, S106 funding has 

contributed to the creation of a new pocket park 

for Barnet in Cricklewood at Kara Way. Going 

forwards the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

is replacing S106 as the mechanism to secure 

planning gain from development. For Barnet this 

will provide more focused and restricted funding 

for parks, open spaces and green chain projects. 

This will particularly be targeted towards the 

Upper Dollis Brook and the Silk Stream (as set out 

in Barnet’s CIL Regulation 123 list, 2013).

Bonds and commercial financing – can provide 

a means to raise additional capital for parks 

and public space projects. The argument 

to support this approach is that the repayment of 

municipal bonds or long-term loans is achieved 

through the value-uplift or income generated by 

the improvements. Whilst less common in the UK, 

tax-increment financing (TIF) is increasingly being 

used to fund park investment in the United States 

and this mechanism is explored in further detail in 

‘Paying for Parks’. 39 

Taxation – has historically been used to fund or 

supplement the management of parks and green 

spaces. Many of the London squares and gardens, 

that are now publicly accessible, were originally 

maintained through a direct levy on frontages – 

those properties facing the open space. Currently 

in London a precept or levy is charged across all 

boroughs to fund the Lea Valley Regional Park 

and in Wimbledon, properties adjacent to the 

common are charged a supplement to their council 

tax to fund the management of the common. 

This source of funding is explored further in the 

following section on future management options.

Ecosystem services and products – there is growing 

interest in the ability to capture the value of the 

environmental services that parks and green 

spaces provide. This is described as Payments for 

Ecosystems Services (PES) and can include surface 

water management and the reduction of flood risk; 

the production of biomass and renewable energy 

and the capture and storage of carbon using a 

system of carbon credits. The work of the Natural 

Capital Committee, described in Appendix B, is 

developing this through a system of Corporate 

Natural Capital Accounting (CNCA).

Trust and endowments – provide a funding model 

that has generally proved more resilient than 

traditional local authority funding in recent years. 

If structured correctly and of adequate size, a 

portfolio of capital and income generating assets 

can provide the necessary resources to maintain 

parks and green spaces in perpetuity. The Milton 

Keynes Parks Trust and the Nene Park Trust provide 

good examples of the funding model and it 

is a system that is also used by the Land Trust 

to manage its growing national portfolio of green 

spaces. This approach is explored further in the 

following section on future management options.

Reallocation or sale of assets and land – although 

politically sensitive and likely to generate local 

opposition it can be appropriate in some cases 

to sell areas of open space to generate capital 

to create and revenue – generating  an endowment 

39 CABE Space, 2006, p36-37 and p54
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fund that can fund future management. A robust 

planning case supported by extensive consultation 

needs to be undertaken to ensure the long-term 

environmental performance and amenity of a 

district is not compromised and the benefits clearly 

outweigh the costs.

I.4 Potential future management 
and funding models

Existing and alternative parks and green space 

management arrangements and governance 

structures should be assessed to identify the 

most appropriate, cost effective and efficient 

arrangements in the future. There is a close 

association between this section on potential 

management structures and the previous section 

on alternative income streams and these should 

be assessed in parallel. A set of six different 

management options may be considered for 

maintaining parks and greenspace services in the 

future. These are:

• Option 1 – Retaining and improving the 

status quo

• Option 2 – Shared public services

• Option 3 – Third party contract management

• Option 4 – Social enterprises and partnerships

• Option 5 – Trusts and foundations

Option 1 - Retain the status quo

Advantages

(1)  Barnet’s DSO currently achieves a satisfaction score of 70% for the service, demonstrating its ability 
to deliver adequate parks services across the borough. 

(2)  The current system could become more effective with further investment and modernisation such as 
adopting more efficient front office/back office contract management systems; maintaining up-to-date 
asset information compiled by this study; and, establishing a series of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 
to measure and improve performance.

(3)  There will be no immediate requirements for additional management posts and costs as this option 
would use existing support services.

Disadvantages

(1)  Currently this only manages parks to a basic level and does not necessarily provide an incentive or 
additional resources to enhance existing maintenance standards and facilities.

(2)  This structure for the service is likely to be subject to ongoing cuts, so it is expected that it will 
continue to deteriorate over time.

(3)  It is unlikely that the current service will have the necessary skills base or revenue to manage 
enhancement projects after their completion.

(4)  At present there are low levels of community engagement with a limited incentive or motive 
to improve this.

(5)  The current system will remain vulnerable to political intervention and susceptible to the 
uncertainties of the four-year political cycle.
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• Option 6 – Area based precepts and levies

I.5 Option 1 – Retaining and improving the 
status quo 

Paragraph I.1 describes the current service 

structure for the parks and open space service 

currently delivered by the London Borough 

of Barnet.

The council currently delivers grounds 

maintenance for parks and open spaces through 

a direct service organisation with 83 staff. Service 

delivery is divided between two area teams with 38 

staff in the East Team and 43 staff in the West Team, 

each reporting to an area supervisor. Four posts 

will be deleted from the West Team from 1 march 

2016. 

The Area Supervisors in turn report to the 

Greenspace Operations Manager who reports 

to the Head of Parks Streets and Grounds. This 

option would entail the continuing delivery of the 

parks service by Barnet Council’s Direct Service 

Organisation (DSO).

I.6 Option 2 – Shared public services

Most public services have already had to find 

considerable savings and Barnet is no exception. 

Across the authority the annual budget has 

Option 2 -  Shared public services

Advantages

(1)  There are potential economies of scale and sharing of resources that can be captured by working 
across larger organisational structures.

(2)  Greater efficiencies may be gained from pooling resources and activities across local 
authority boundaries.

(3)  With reducing skills and expertise within the service there is clear advantage to share or co-locate 
particular staff and skills between local authorities.

(4) There is the ability to develop more standardised and streamlined operations and systems, such as 
contract management or running income generating events, within a partnership of local councils.

Disadvantages

(1)  There is the risk that local accountability and direct responsibilities could become lost or made more 
complex within a wider organisational structure.

(2) The extent to which parks and opens spaces are a political priority for council’s can vary from authority 
to authority.

(3)  Individual councils may have different performance indicators and standards of operation that could 
add additional cost to some activities.

(4)  Changes in political control across partner councils could fracture existing partnership arrangements 
and agreements.

(5) The terms and conditions of operational and managerial staff may need to be unified, and may be 
likely to incur additional costs in the short-term.
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been reduced by more than a quarter over the 

past five years. This suggests than most of the 

easiest and immediate in-house and cross-council 

savings and efficiencies have been made. There 

is now growing interest in further efficiencies 

that could be secured through a more strategic 

approach to sharing services across authorities 

and organisations.

The Local Government Association (LGA) has been 

analysing this developing trend and published 

their early findings in Services shared: costs spared 

(2012).  It has been found that as shared services 

mature and evolve they can benefit from wider 

business transformations. Significantly set up 

and integration costs for merging services are 

generally modest and often achieve less than a 

two year payback. However baseline financial 

and performance information is essential to make 

the case for change and to track the benefits of 

efficiencies and improvements once new systems 

are implemented. So in exploring alternative 

options for delivering parks services it is important 

to have robust and up to date data on both finance 

and performance of the service at the outset.

Shared services may help to reduce staffing costs 

particularly as around 56% of costs associated 

with open space management relate to labour. 

Going forward there may be clear advantage 

Case Study 1 - Hammersmith and Fulham/Kensington and Chelsea/Westminster Tri-Borough agreement

In 2011, the London Boroughs of Hammersmith and Fulham, Kensington and Chelsea and Westminster 
proposed the Tri-Borough shared services agreement. The objective of this initiative was to accrue 
significant savings from sharing service delivery across borough boundaries, with an initial arget of a 
£43 million saving by 2015/16. This saving was to be engineered by reducing the number of middle 
and senior managers in combined services by 50% and to reduce overall ‘the overheads’ on direct 
services to the public by 50%.

The provision of Children’s services, libraries and adult social care have been combined across all three 
boroughs while environment and leisure services (including parks services) have been combined across 
the two boroughs of Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea.

The Tri-Borough agreement originally proposed that a single chief executive should be shared between 
Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea but the former authority now has its own chief 
executive undermining this original aspiration. Operational incompatibilities between the boroughs 
have perhaps been accentuated by a change of political control leadership from Conservative to Labour 
in Hammersmith and Fulham in 2012.

Parks across both boroughs are managed centrally and by the same externally sourced contract (Quadron 
Services Ltd), although contracts are delivered to different standards across the two boroughs (to an 
output-based specification in Kensington and Chelsea and to an annual work schedule in Hammersmith 
and Fulham). Support service amalgamation has also not proceeded as fully as originally intended, with 
separate IT systems and login details required by each authority.

In response to savings requirements, both authorities have cut budgets for parks and open spaces 
significantly (£700,000 and £500,000 have been cut from the respective parks budgets for Hammersmith 
and Fulham’s and Kensington and Chelsea, with further cuts to come).

Hammersmith and Fulham is now considering the transfer of all of its parks assets into an 
independent Trust as a means of protecting the portfolio putting further strain on the current 
management arrangement.

These difficulties are not dissuading other authorities from considering this approach with Sutton 
and Merton and Kingston and Richmond actively considering a shared service approach.
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to look beyond Barnet’s current geographic 

and administrative boundaries and consider the 

potential to restructure particular services across 

neighbouring boundaries. It is likely that the 

combined assets of public sector direct service 

teams alongside resources owned by private 

contractors operating nearby could be better 

utilised to both maintain existing standards 

and secure greater outcomes. 

The West London Alliance is a partnership of 

seven West London councils -Barnet, Brent, Ealing, 

Hammersmith & Fulham, Harrow, Hillingdon, 

and Hounslow. The Alliance is currently delivering 

programmes in Health and social care, housing, 

children’s services and enterprise. To date, no 

joint working on public open spaces has been 

developed by the Alliance.  

I.7 Option 3 – Third party 
contract management

There has long been a split between those councils 

that have kept operational services in-house 

Option 3 - Third party contract management

Advantages

(1)  Management of the parks and green space portfolio is outsourced over a protracted period, so 
the Council can divest itself of annual responsibility, taking the service costs off annual budgeting 
and balance sheets.

(2)  Over time this can be an evolutionary approach once the legal and commercial principles have 
been established and agreed, allowing a management and maintenance contract to adapt to changing 
conditions and needs.

(3)  This approach provides the opportunity to bring further resources in to the service through Public 
Finance Initiative (PFI) contract agreements and arrangements.

(4) Private sector efficiencies and entrepreneurial practices may more easily be secured through private 
contracting arrangements.  

Disadvantages

(1) PPP contracts are funded through bonds or senior debt, postponing debt and protecting service 
provision from budget cuts. 

(2) Such arrangements can be seen to be undemocratic if they are not set up correctly with appropriate 
of public accountability.

(3) Performance is closely linked to how the project is financed rather      than to actual key 
performance indicators.

(4) Such an approach still requires regular and thorough council oversight, management and control
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and delivered by DSO teams and those that have 

contracted-out these services. Current research 

in to the division between these approaches 

and emerging trends in out-sourcing parks 

and green space services is being undertaken by 

the University of Sheffield. This national survey 

has invited all UK authorities to participate 

and preliminary findings will be published early 

in 2016.

Barnet could consider moving to a third party 

model of managing the parks service and there 

are a number of authorities across London who 

have adopted this model for many years. Contracts 

may focus on specific maintenance activities 

or be bundled into larger ‘super-contracts’ that 

include street scene operations and in some cases 

wider waste management and cleansing services. 

Contracts can run for five years or longer through 

extension and performance clauses. 

In some cases, councils have included the proviso 

of parks and open space services in Public Private 

Partnership (PPP) contracts with the private sector. 

These contracts are usually of 20-25 years’ duration 

and fund the provision of public services through 

bonds or private debt provided by the banking 

sector as part of a special purpose vehicle. 

I.8 Option 4 – Social enterprises 
and partnerships

The social remit and communal value of parks 

and green spaces provide a clear rationale for 

establishing community based management 

organisations which are commonly referred 

Option 4 – Social enterprises and partnerships

Advantages

(1) Social enterprises are by nature socially inclusive, they bring direct local benefit and meet specific 
needs of communities.

(2) Can deliver far more effective social outcomes and social return on investment when compared 
to private sector models.

(3) Provides the ability to coordinate participation from a variety of partners for mutual benefit.

Disadvantages

(1) For success the model must be entrepreneurially agile and requires energetic 
and ambitious leadership.

(2) It is usually most effective when locally based and small scale so may be less applicable as an 
authority-wide model.

(3) Establishing a social enterprise can have a very long gestation period that requires extensive 
consultation and the participation of a variety of partners.

(4) Often there may be an unrealistic emphasis on ‘social’ need and benefit at the expense of ‘enterprise’ 
and economic return. 

(5) The model can be financially vulnerable because of the traditionally low levels of capitalisation 
secured at the outset.
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to as social enterprises. Structured as charitable 

non-profit distributing organisations (NPDOs) 

they can take a variety of legal forms including 

a traditional Company Limited by Guarantee, a 

Community Interest Company (CIC) or a Charitable 

Incorporated Organisation (CIO). 

Often they are set up to manage individual parks, 

such as the Heeley Development Trust that runs 

Heeley Millennium Park in Sheffield, or a network 

of green spaces within a specific district or 

neighbourhood, such as The Green Estate, which is 

also based in Sheffield. The principle objective of 

a social enterprise is to provide a range of locally 

based services and activities that are generally 

run on a charitable basis. For Barnet this could 

provide a potential option for managing either 

an individual park or green space or a network of 

spaces within a specific neighbourhood. 

To date there are no examples of borough-wide 

social enterprises that have been specifically 

set up to manage parks. However in London 

Greenwich Leisure Ltd. was established as a 

charitable social enterprise by Greenwich Council 

to initially run its leisure centres. It now operates 

across the UK through a variety of partnerships 

including one with Barnet. GLL manages a 

number of public services that now comprise 

libraries and playgrounds and it recently took 

Case Study - Green Estate, Sheffield

Green Estate is a Sheffield‐based social enterprise managing a number of public open spaces in the 
Manor and Castle area of the city. Green Estate was established in 1998 as a partnership between 
the Manor and Castle Development Trust, Sheffield Wildlife Trust, Sheffield City Council and other 
organisations through a £1 million grant from the European Regional Development Fund and Single 
Regeneration Budget.This initial funding award levered in a further £4 million in capital monies 
to regenerate a number of derelict open space sites. The organisation now employs 38 staff, a volunteer 
cohort of 70 and has an annual budget of £1.3 million, with £140,000 allocated to the management 
and maintenance of parks. 

Green Estate is locally‐based with strong connections to the local community for which to provides a 
number of services including education, training staff and team development. 

The organisation has no core funding and works to an annually renewed 5‐year business plan. Key to its 
financial sustainability is an entrepreneurial approach to business opportunities. At any one time, it will 
operate a number of micro–businesses, each with its own independent life cycle based upon a specific 
funding or market opportunity.

Green Estate is a strongly socially focused organisation, providing a range of opportunities 
and developing aspirations for local communities.
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on responsibility for two venues in the Queen 

Elizabeth Olympic Park.  

I.9 Option 5 – Trusts and foundations

There are a number of trusts that have been 

specifically set up to manage parks and greens 

spaces. These include trusts for individual spaces, 

such as the Potters Fields Park Trust in Southwark, 

or a large number of separate spaces within a 

local authority district, such as the Milton Keynes 

Parks Trust. Whilst operating to some degree as 

social enterprises for the surrounding community, 

parks trusts can either be directly responsible 

for managing parks and green spaces or can 

commission maintenance and park based services 

that are undertaken by others.

Trusts may take a variety of different legal 

and financial forms with many operating as limited 

companies and registered as charities. Some of 

the most successful and resilient trusts fund their 

operations through an endowment that generally 

includes property and capital assets. The income 

generated by these assets provides the annual 

revenue needed for management. This is generally 

supplemented by other fundraising, charges 

and concessions. There may be scope to fund some 

operations through a service charge or ground rent 

on adjacent properties, which the Queen Elizabeth 

Option 5 – Trusts and foundations

Advantages

(1) Trusts can be financially independent, if funded through an endowment and the Council can divests 
itself from the responsibility for regular management and maintenance.

(2) Strategically organisations are independent and able to develop long-term plans and programmes.

(3) Trusts can be reasonably adaptive and flexible in decision-making terms although this will be 
dependent on the structure of the board or decision making body.

(4) Trusts are outside the traditional political cycle so able to operate in a more bi-partisan 
and collegiate manner.

(5) Trusts are generally seen as operating for the common good and can be more appealing for 
sponsorship and fundraising.

Disadvantages

(1) If funded through an endowment this needs to be managed carefully to work effectively.

(2) The model may be considered undemocratic as it operates outside traditional council systems 
of accountability

(3) The start-up costs, including TUPE of staff, legal and financial advice, can be costly and may take 
considerable time to negotiate.

(4) Loss of economies of scale in terms of support services may lead to a higher ratio of administration 
costs to spend.

(5) Trusts and foundations can only operate successfully if they are truly independent of external political 
and financial controls.
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Case Studies

1. Potters Fields Park, Southwark

Potters Fields Park Trust was established in 2008 to manage the eponymous site between Tower Bridge and the GLA building. The park had benefitted from a 
£2.5 million regeneration of the More London re-development but there was a considerable disconnect between the annual maintenance budget allocated 
by Southwark Council for the management of the park (£24,000 per annum) and the financial requirement a site in such a unique position in central London 
(in excess of £80,000 per annum). Given the site’s proximity to one of London’s iconic photo opportunities, a business case was established for transferring the 
management of the site to an independent Trust so that all of the revenue that the site generated could be ring-fenced to its maintenance.

The Trust is a partnership between Southwark Council, the Greater London Authority, More London, Team London Bridge, Fair Street Community Housing 
Association and Shad Thames Residents Association.

The Trust currently generates £360,000 per annum from events on Potters Fields and allocates £160,000 to the maintenance of the site with the surplus being 
allocated to salaries and staff costs, overheads and free community events. Under the terms of the lease for the site, any surplus is given back to Southwark 
Council for the maintenance of other parks across the borough.

The Trust is now planning to use part of its surplus to adopt the management of another local public open space (St John’s Churchyard).

2. Milton Keynes Parks Trust

The Milton Keynes Parks Trust was established in 1992 to care for cost of the city’s green space and was endowed with an extensive and varied property. The 
Trust is entirely self-financing with the income from this portfolio funding the management and enhancement of the landscape and a number of other services 
including events, an education programme for local schools and the support of a volunteer cohort of over 160 residents.

The Trust employs a staff cohort of 40 reporting to a Chief Executive and in turn to a board of Trustees. 

The commercial performance of the Milton Keynes Parks Trust is closely linked to the commercial property market and thus to the broader performance of the 
economy as a whole but its independence from central government funding has protected it from the most significant effects of the austerity economy. As a 
result, it is regarded as the gold standard in terms of the funding of public parks in the UK.   
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Olympic Park is considering, but this generally 

requires wider land ownership. This is the case for 

the historic London estates although many of the 

green spaces are private. In the United States area-

wide property taxes provide the primary source 

of funding for the larger and more successful park 

management organisations. 

Some local authorities are considering transferring 

some public services to mutual ownership models 

which may be considered as a form of trust. Such 

mutuals operating outside the control of local 

authorities offer greater autonomy yet still retain 

a good level of democratic control. To date parks 

departments have yet to take this route, partly 

as they need to ensure a reliable revenue stream 

to fund the operation of the mutual. 

A small number of park organisations have 

established parallel foundations, such as the Royal 

Parks Foundation, to provide a charitable arm 

to coordinate wider outreach and fundraising 

activities. The separate and not-for-profit status of 

foundations can offer a more community-facing 

structure for certain operations and activities 

and wider potential for revenue generation 

through sponsorship and gifting.

The Milton Keynes model is considered to be 

the most effective trust model because it was 

established with a revenue-generating property 

endowment that has funded the management of 

Milton Keynes parks and open spaces for the past 

23 years. The adoption of an endowment-funded 

management trust approach could constitute a 

sustainable approach for the council. In pursuit 

of this, the council could create a special purpose 

trust (similar to Milton Keynes or Potters Fields) 

or enter into an agreement with a third party 

organisation such as the Land Trust or Groundwork. 

It is a generally accepted principle that a 14:1 

multiplier should be applied when calculating the 

size of an endowment fund relative to the income 

it needs to generate. Barnet’s current revenue 

expenditure of £2.8 million would thus require an 

endowment fund of £39 million. Given the need 

Case Studies

3. Vision Redbridge

Redbridge Council created ‘Vision Redbridge’ in 2007 as a social enterprise with charitable status 
to manage its sports and leisure services. The management of the borough’s sports and leisure services 
was transferred to Vision Redbridge and a management fee negotiated with Redbridge Council for the 
delivery of these services. At the outset, 80% of the Trust’s income was derived from customer receipts.

In 2011, the scope of services delivered by Vision Redbridge expanded to encompass libraries, museums 
and parks, expanding the operating income of the company to £18m. Given the nature of these new 
businesses, the quantum of income derived from customer receipts has declined to approximately 40%.

Vision Redbridge operates under specific trust objects that are a condition of its charitable status. The 
trading arm is able and has ambitions to deliver grounds maintenance services for the borough and to 
compete for business beyond the borough boundary.

The principal advantages that have accrued as a consequence of the adoption of this model have 
been in the form of savings as a consequence of exemption from business rates for the core business. 
The independent status of the company has implied greater flexibility in terms of procurement 
and support services.
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to apply additional resources needed to protect 

capital investment and to bring the borough’s 

spend per hectare into line with neighbouring 

boroughs, a fund of £50-55 million might be a 

more realistic target. 

Endowment funds can be created through a variety 

of means:

• disposal of land where a quality and value 

assessment suggests levels of over-provision

• creation of property portfolios

• capturing natural capital values through the 

use of TIMM or Natural Capital accounting 

methods to assess the true value of public 

open space (see Appendix C).

I.10 Option 6 – Area based precepts 
and levies

There is growing interest in the potential 

to supplement the funding for parks and green 

spaces through local levies and precepts. This is 

particularly applicable for larger parks and green 

spaces that serve a wider catchment beyond 

individual local authority boundaries. For 

London the Lee Valley Regional Park Authority 

is part-funded through a precept charged to all 

London councils. This statutory arrangement was 

established through government and therefore the 

model has some complexity in its formation. 

More localised and area based levies are 

charged through the establishment of 

Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) that are 

formed to provide additional benefit to local 

companies. Part of the improvement strategy 

commonly includes enhanced levels of upkeep 

and maintenance of surrounding public spaces. 

There is an emerging proposition to develop 

park improvement districts (PIDs) through this 

mechanism and Camden Council is exploring the 

Option 6 - Area based precepts and levies

Advantages

(1) There is a clear and transparent link between the charging of the precept or levy 
and expected outcomes.

(2) Provides a good level of independence in funding.

(3) Ability to generate greater levels of local ownership and community decision making 
and participation.

(4) Can provide further bolt-on services around environmental performance for adjacent households 
and businesses.

Disadvantages

(1) It’s a tax, likely to be unpopular and requires a clear rationale and case for charging.

(2) Potentially it is inefficient if it has limited financial or geographical spread where the costs for 
management may outweigh the benefits.

(3) Creates a multiple tier service which is likely to establish disproportionate standards of service across 
local authority areas.

(4) There are limited statutory mechanisms for charging levies and therefor can be open 
to legal challenge.
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feasibility of establishing a PID in Bloomsbury as 

one of the Nesta ‘Rethinking Parks’ pilot projects.  

Part of the principle behind raising income through 

local precepts and levies is to provide a mechanism 

to capture part of the value that parks generate 

for adjacent properties and land owners. Barnet 

could consider establishing PIDs in appropriate 

districts and neighbourhoods that directly benefit 

from their adjacency to local parks and green 

spaces. This could be for either existing green 

spaces or recently created ones, however this 

generally needs to demonstrate that additional 

funding contributes to enhanced levels of upkeep 

and facilities rather than simply subsidising 

existing services.

I.11 Discussion

Barnet Council should adopt an approach to the 

future funding and governance for parks and open 

spaces that responds to both the aspirations set 

out in the Corporate Strategy and the council’s 

Case Study - Bloomsbury Squared

Camden Council successfully applied to NESTA to operate a pilot project under the ‘Re-thinking Parks’ 
programme. The pilot has considered the possibility of establishing both voluntary and compulsory levies 
on businesses surrounding Camden’s urban parks and squares, working with friends groups, academic 
institutions and resident and business associations to give money to maintaining their local parks. The 
model tested is most similar to the Bryant Park model that has been successful in Manhattan. 

The project aims to establish an annual maintenance budget of £500,000 through a combination of a 
business levy, voluntary local residents’ precepts, events, donations and sponsorship. Any additional 
monies levies would be used to establish an endowment for the future management of the spaces. 

The development of the project has been hampered by an unenthusiastic response from businesses 
to additional taxation and a low level of interest from residents in spaces other than those on their 
doorstep. Restrictions in the legislation on Business Improvement Districts (BIDS) in respect of the use 
to which levies can be put have Further restricted options for the project. 

As a consequence, the pilot has established an independent strategic partnership board comprised of 
residents, local businesses, the University of London and cultural institutions to investigate and develop 
alternative funding models. These are likely to include the broader public realm improvements delivered 
through traditional BID’s and partnerships with the local Fitzrovia and Mid-Town local BID’s.

Crucially, the pilot has established that a new funding model will be easier to establish through an 
external partnership board that is independent of the Council.
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aspiration to deliver significant savings through its 

medium term financial strategy.

Appendix C of the strategy also sets out some 

of the benefits accruing from the successful 

management of parks and open spaces 

and approaches to future funding and governance 

should support the realisation of these economic, 

social and environmental benefits. 

This section of the Open Spaces Strategy has 

set out a number of options for the future 

management of the service. Whatever the adopted 

approach (or approaches) there should be a 

coherent structure of service provision across 

the borough, driven by consistency of standards 

and including democratic accountability. 

Several of the funding and governance models 

could be investigated and developed through the 

deployment of a programme of pilots, specifically, 

Business Improvement Districts (centred on 

Finchley), social enterprise (centred on Childs 

Hill Park) and private management (centred on 

regeneration areas). These pilots would have 

to thoroughly planned and adequately funded 

to generate sustainable and instructive outcomes. 

The adoption of a programme of pilots would 

leave unaffected the substantive portfolio of 

parks and open spaces across the borough.  For 

this remainder of sites, Barnet should adopt a 

long-term approach based on a number of core 

principles: 

• an assessment of the degree to which parks 

and open spaces that have been assessed as 

of low quality and low value deliver positive 

outcomes for the borough as opposed 

to alternative uses.

• management of the portfolio based 

around a reformed in-house service, an 

independent external special purpose 

vehicle or an established external partner 

organisation (either commercial or third 

sector). Democratic accountability would have 

to be built into the latter two options but 

these would have the added benefit of being 

politically independent. 

• a set of set of KPI’s around future maintenance 

and key outcomes for health, education, green 

infrastructure (linked to value assessment 

criteria)

• a mechanism for creating an endowment. The 

most sustainable approach for future funding 

will be to create a revenue-generating 

endowment to fund future management 

and maintenance. The council should establish 

this as a core principal informing discussions 

around future management and construct 

management structures of sufficient flexibility 

to accommodate this aspiration.
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For more information please visit: http://engage.barnet.gov. uk.  

If you  would like to request this consultation in an alternative format please e-mail @barnet.gov.uk 
or phone 020 8359  




