








This report proposes a new way of valuing park assets
that will help raise awareness of the value of each
green space, and provide the sort of detailed
information that park managers need in order to put

in place long-term maintenance plans and budgets.

The financial value of a park’s assets is just one
aspect of its value to the community and cannot be
the only factor considered by local authorities when
making investment decisions. Poor-quality parks can
be of high value to local people, especially if there are
no other parks nearby. Equally, high-quality parks can
be of low value to communities, if, for instance, they
are inaccessible or do not meet that community’s
needs.

In view of this complex relationship between asset
value, quality and value to the community, this report
suggests that some of these less tangible values
should also be measured. It draws on the
methodology that is used to capture brand value -
another form of intangible value that can be reflected
on balance sheets — and suggests that the number
of times a park is visited could be a useful indication
of this value.

The idea of combining ‘asset value’ and ‘use value’ is
proposed as a starting point in a new way of valuing
our parks and green spaces. This should help local
authorities that are beginning to consider the move

to whole of government accounts and current value
assessments of all their assets. The first whole of
government accounts will be reported for the 2009-10
financial year.
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Key points

1 Concepts of historic cost accounting and
depreciation are unhelpful ways of accounting
for parks and green spaces.

Historic cost accounting starts by considering how
much the asset in question was worth at some time
in the past. This can be problematic for parks and
green spaces because many of them were never
‘bought’ in the traditional sense and so there is no
relevant historic cost. Many parks that are now
managed by local authorities have been publicly
owned common land for centuries. Many others
began as the gardens of large houses and were
then bequeathed to the local authority or sold for

a nominal sum so that they could benefit the local
community in perpetuity.

Even when there is an identifiable historic value

for the park or green space, the historic cost
methodology is problematic where landscapes
actually mature and increase in value. Depreciation
is used to show the extent to which an asset has
been used up against its predicted life expectancy
or what needs to be spent to maintain the asset
value. For instance, if you buy a brand new
computer for £500 today it will be worth far less in
a year's time, and in 10 years' time it might be worth
nothing. It makes sense that each year you assume
that it is worth less than the year before, until after
10 years, you can assume it is worth nothing.

There are particular problems in applying
depreciation to green space because this
accounting practice is not designed for living things,
such as landscapes, that mature and become far
more valuable over time.

In England we are lucky enough to have, in almost
every town and city, public parks and gardens that
are many hundreds of years old. These are public
assets that have appreciated, not depreciated, over
time. However, because of a combination of historic
cost accounting and depreciation, most of them will
be assumed to have an asset value of just £1.
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2 Knowing the type, number and condition of the
physical assets contained in parks can help
green space practitioners make stronger and
better informed cases for future funding.

An asset management planning approach to green
space management suggests that it would be very
useful to value the assets contained within each
park or green space. These could include soft
landscape features such as trees, flower beds,
meadows, lawns and so on, and hard landscape
features such as benches, bins, railings, paths and
so on. Knowing the type, number and condition of
each asset would be of enormous benefit to
planning the maintenance and renewal of green

spaces and anticipating when major costs will arrive.

This would help with long-term budgeting and would
support the calls for revenue funding with a more
robust evidence base. Knowing the total value of
the assets within a park would also give a very
useful indication of its financial value.

This report suggests that estimating how much it
would cost to re-create a park from scratch, in terms
of buying all of the assets it contains would be a
useful approach to valuing the park itself.

3 The value of the physical assets that constitute
a park is just one element of the wide-ranging
benefits that parks and green spaces bring

to society.

Public parks benefit individual people, and society
as a whole, in a very wide range of ways, which are
closely aligned to a broad range of economic, social
and environmental policy objectives. Studies have
provided evidence for the value of parks and green
spaces in improving physical and mental health,
supporting biodiversity, flood water absorption,
improving air quality, mitigating the urban heat island
effect, boosting property prices, facilitating business
staff retention, encouraging local identity and many
other things that local and national governments

are trying to achieve.

Some of these are quantifiable, while others
are more difficult to quantify and may never be
easily measured.

4 Land value is not included in the calculations

because of undue distortion.

This report does not recommend including land
value in the calculations. This is for three reasons.
Firstly, the value of land is overwhelmingly influenced
by its planning status — land that is available for
development has a far higher sale price than land
that is not. Secondly, the main argument of this
report, that the asset value of parks and green
spaces should be better reflected on local authority
asset registers and balance sheets, is nothing to do
with selling the land. Indeed, most parkland cannot
or will not be sold. The reason for thinking that a
figure should be put on the asset value is to support
the case for funding their maintenance. Thirdly, if all
the assets contained on the land (including topsoil)
are included in the asset valuation then, arguably,
there is no need to include land valuation as the
land itself does not need maintaining.

5 The relationship between the asset value, quality

and use of a park is complex and asset value
should not be the only consideration when
making investment decisions.

The links between the value of a park — however
this is understood — and its quality are complex.

For instance, a park could contain a large number
of valuable plants and structures, but if it was
inaccessible, its value to local people could be small.
A small green space in the middle of a densely
populated city could be highly valued by local
people even if it was little more than a patch

of grass. Many people who do not actually visit
parks like the fact that they are there, perhaps
because they enjoy views over the park, or walking
alongside a park when going elsewhere, or they
simply like the fact that there is a park even if they
do not go to it.

Because the asset value of a park does not entirely
reflect the less tangible values that the park might
have for local people, this report suggests that it
should not be the only consideration that local
authorities use when making investment decisions.

‘ T



6 The way that brands are valued helps us think
about how to capture some of the less tangible,
wider values that parks bring to communities.
The number of visits a park receives could be
a simple way of reflecting this.

What is needed is a relatively simple mechanism for
indicating some of these wide-ranging yet difficult-
to-pin-down benefits; a mechanism that could help
track changes to the quantity of these wider benefits
that different spaces provide over time; and which
can complement, and provide additional information,
to the financial values recorded on a balance sheet.

The research on which this report is based
concluded that commercial brand valuation
techniques that seek to put a financial value on
the benefit to a company of owning a brand could
provide a potential method of assessing the
intangible asset value of parks.

Like brands, green spaces:

= are appreciating assets created through long-term
investment; generations of physical care and
resources have been invested in order to create
the parks and green spaces we have today

= have worth to consumers that may far exceed their
asset value

= can inspire loyalty and strong emotional
associations

= need to develop continuously to meet users’
requirements.

For this project park usage was identified as a proxy
measure for the ‘brand value’ of green space. This
is because it provides an analogy for commercial
‘preparedness to pay’ value assessment, although

in this case it demonstrates people’s appreciation
of the asset as revealed by their expenditure of free
time using the green space.

This measure represents the value of time spent in
parks and green spaces to the user, rather than what
they accrue to society as whole.

In England there is very little good data about how
many people use individual parks. There is slightly
more data about how often people visit parks in
general. The use of a specific space will be influenced
by a number of independent factors, including: the
local context, the size of the population that can easily
get to the park; how accessible it is; its character,
appearance and the typology of the space; and the
facilities contained within it.

Park use, as a measure of the wider value that parks
bring to communities is subject to a number of factors.
In particular:

= For any set of parks and green spaces, besides
‘asset quality’ and perceived attraction, the level
of usage will be influenced by independent
variables that include population catchment —
numbers of people living within normal walking
distance — availability and accessibility of the
user catchment to other parks; character and
appearance of the specific space and the range
and quality of facilities it offers users.

= Overall level of usage does not take account of
differences in the value of use to different people.
For instance, it can be argued that the benefits
of parks to certain users, such as low-income
households, may be above average because
they have more limited access to, or options for
alternative recreation. Furthermore, use of parks
and green spaces may provide more value to
individuals at different stages of their lives.

= There are some kinds of green space, for instance
nature conservation areas, where it is important for
the protection of fragile habitats for public access
to be limited or excluded altogether. The number
of users would be an inappropriate measure for
areas of this kind.

= |t does not take into account the wider spectrum
of value to society such as the value of parks and
green spaces for biodiversity and flood protection.
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7 The suggested framework for valuing the
physical assets of a park is one way of
approaching valuation within a space for
the first time.

The report suggests a framework that can guide
local authorities starting out on the process of
developing a park asset inventory and valuing these
assets. This framework identifies where to find
details of park assets and how to value them.

It is not intended to be exhaustive and inevitably
individual sites will contain unique features that

are not included in the framework.

There are a number of different methods of valuing
trees within this framework. Depending on which
method is used, these will produce very different
valuations. It is up to individual local authorities

to choose which method they use.

8 The information necessary to compile green
space asset inventories is available.

Some local authorities are starting to create asset
inventories for their parks and green spaces. Two
case studies, Highbury Fields in Islington, London
and Sefton Park in Liverpool, showed how these
were being compiled and where the information
about asset value was being sourced. The valuations
in their asset inventories were then used by the
researchers for this report to calculate the asset
value of the two parks.

Using this methodology, Highbury Fields was
valued at £53 million and Sefton Park was valued
at £108 million (including park buildings).

It should be noted that it is likely that the total
value of the parks that has been calculated is

a considerable under-estimate. For instance, parks
are not just a random collection of assets: they are
usually designed landscapes. The cost of their
design has not been included. In addition the
amenity value of mature soft landscapes — such
as meadows, hedgerows, shrubs, sites of special
biodiversity — has not been included. These have
been costed at replacement value only.

9
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The suggested framework can help local
authorities better understand the implications

of the whole of government accounts system,
provide better evidence to support the transfer
of assets to communities and negotiate section
106 planning agreements. It could also boost the
ability of green space departments to compete
with other public services that have a longer
tradition of recording the financial value of their
services.

The suggested framework for asset valuation could
help local authorities meet the requirements, or
better understand, a range of government policy
agendas. Whole of government accounts will
require all local authorities to move to a current
value assessment. A better identification of the value
of physical assets within a space could help inform
section 106 negotiations and help ensure that, if
park and green space assets are transferred to
community ownership, this transferral takes into
account a more accurate reflection of the value

of this asset.

Finally, other services, such as sport and leisure
facilities, libraries and other cultural services, have

a longer tradition of recording the financial value of
their services. Asset management planning can help
put green spaces on more informed footing with the
public services with which they compete for funding.
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Appendix 1

This report is based on research by Bone Wells
Associates, supported by Ron Mountford of Mountford
in Partnership. Additional writing was done by Julia
Thrift and CABE Space.

Methodology
The research was conducted in four stages:

Stage 1 - research

Desk research was conducted to investigate the
issues surrounding asset valuation of parks and green
spaces and review best practice in asset management
both internationally and for other forms of public
assets. The current application of park user numbers
as a measure of park value was also investigated.

Stage 2 - park asset valuation case studies
Enquires carried out for this project suggest that no
local authorities in England maintain a comprehensive
park asset inventory. Two local authorities, the London
borough of Islington and Liverpool City Council, have
developed asset inventories which could be valued for
this project, and were invited to participate as case
studies. In addition Bristol was found to have taken

a typology-based approach that identified costs per
square metre for areas such as sports pitches and
playgrounds in order to assess the additional
investment needed to raise all green space in the city
to a good standard, and this was also investigated to
see if it could be used to value green space assets.

The asset inventory systems and other sources of
information on park assets in Islington and Liverpool
were reviewed to understand exactly what information
was available and how this could be used to value
individual parks and the infrastructure and facilities
within them.

This information was used by the researchers to value
two parks: Highbury Fields in Islington and Sefton
Park in Liverpool. These case studies are detailed

in chapter four.

Stage 3 - suggested framework for park asset
valuation

From the case studies a park asset valuation
framework was developed summarising the broad park
asset categories, identifying potential sources of asset
information and the appropriate valuation approach for
each category.

Stage 4 - testing

The park asset valuation framework and the concept
of park user numbers as a measure of the intangible
value of parks were reviewed by park management
teams from two local authorities, Nottingham City
Council and Sheffield City Council, to check the
proposals were practical.

In addition, to obtain views on how likely it is that the
project’'s proposals might be adopted or found useful
by those at a strategic level, they were also reviewed
by four senior local authority officers at chief executive
or director of operations level.
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Interviewees

Bristol City Council
Peter Wilkinson, Park service manager

London borough of Islington

Andrew Bedford, Principal parks manager
Frazer Chapman, Greenspace asset manager
Jerry Gutwin, Greenspace business manager
Jake Tibbetts, Arboricultural manager

Liverpool City Council

Tom Duckworth, Team leader, Greenspace
development team

Chris Lines, Information officer, Parks and
environment regeneration

Paul Scragg, Manager parks and environment
regeneration

Gary Williams, Greenspace client officer

Leeds City Council
Richard Hughes, Spatial information officer

Sheffield City Council

Mary Bagley, Director of parks and countryside
Steve Benn, Quantity surveyor, Quantity surveyor’s
department, Design and project management
Jim Breakey, Architects’ practice manager,

City architects’ department, Design and project
management

David Cooper, Policy and performance manager,
Parks and countryside

Kim Hobson, Principal finance officer, Parks and
countryside

Nottingham City Council

Eddie Curry, Head of parks and open spaces
Simon Hunter, Parks development officer
Craig Mulder, Park ranger

Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council
Andrew Sparke, Chief executive

Epsom and Ewell District Council
Steve Davies, Operations director
Chris Turner, Smith Turner Associates, chartered

quantity surveyors and construction cost consultants

David Wells, Co-director of public sector consulting
and advisory services

Project advisory group

Bob Baber
Audit Commission

Alan Barber
CABE commissioner and urban parks expert

Chris Brain
CIPFA Property

Keith Chant
Bristol City Council

Robert Holden
CABE Space enabler

Tricia Kilsby
Audit Commission

Jim Meikle
Research reference group member

Sal Ratnayake
Communities and local government

Sid Sullivan
CABE Space enabler, SGS Environmental
and Management Consultancy

Dave Tibbatts
GreenSpace
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Appendix 2

Costings used for asset valuation case studies

Figure 3 Highbury Fields ‘Staysafe’ output on hard landscape elements (July 2008)
This figure identifies assets in good, average and poor condition and their minimum

and maximum replacement cost.
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components 3 1,100 2,250 3 1,100 2,250
Approaches 1 604,260 1,208,520 1 604,260 1,208,520
Ball play 4 89,460 178,920 4 89,460 178,920
Ball play surface 1 253,000 961,400 1 253,000 961,400
Bins 3 1515 2,055 62 29,055 41,315 65 30,570 43,370
Building 4 24,090 29,033 1 5 24,090 29,033
Entrance 1 801 968 13 10,413 12,5684 14 11,214 13,552
Fencing 15 527170 1,054,340 1 25,875 51,750 16 553,045 1,106,090
General surface 2 150 570 2 150 570
Hard surface 4 111,200 422 560 4 111,200 422,560
Internal paths 3 27,360 54,720 3 27,360 54,720
Lighting 2 4000 4,000 32 59,200 60,400 34 63,200 64,400
Seating 3 2,176 3,675 53 38,425 64,925 12 8,700 14,700 68 49,300 83,300

Shelter 1 1
Wall 3 16,040 32,080 3 16,040 32,080
Total 9 8491 10,698 201 1,790,923 4,123,617 14 34,575 66,450 224 1,833,989 4,200,765

Including 17% installation cost

2,145,767

Notes

— Maximum replacement cost equates to trade list price for replacement of
items; minimum replacement cost equates to negotiated prices and this
figure has been used for valuation.

- Staysafe does not include installation costs so these have been
estimated at 17 per cent on the advice of a quantity surveyor.
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Figure 4 Highbury Fields play equipment
(December 2008)

Equipment Estimated cost if replaced as new £
Water play 125,000
Spider web 60,000
Ariel slide 50,000
Roundabouts 35,000
Swings 70,000
Slide 150,000
Springers 20,000
Sand pit 50,000
Train 15,000
Junior climber 100,000
See saw and cross scales 25,000
Total 700,000

Figure 5 Highbury Fields bill of quantities - soft landscape elements (July 2008)

Asset type Description Maintenance Quantity Scale Unit Total
specification reinstatement g
cost £

Grass areas grass cutting mowing 79,028 m?2 6.50 513,682
Shrub area shrub bed maintenance pruning 4,167 m?2 20.00 83,340
Hedges shrub bed maintenance hedge cutting 478 linear m 15.00 7,170
Flower beds annual bedding maintenance  plant bedding 4 m?2 20.00 80
Sports facilities maintenance of sports areas  tennis court maintenance 11 individual 32,000.00 352,000
Play facilities sand pit maintenance fork sand pits 1 individual 3,500.00 3,600
bark pit maintenance fork bark pits 2 individual 3,500.00 7,000

Sub-total 966,772
Contractor’s preliminaries, overheads and profit 17% 164,351
Total 1,131,123

Quantity surveyor’s notes and exclusions:

- estimated costs are for the works only

- exclusive of fees

— exclusive of VAT

— provisional estimated costs undertaken without the benefit of a site visit or drawings

- rates for grassed and planting areas assume top soil on site (see separate calculation).
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Figure 6 CAVAT valuation of trees in Highbury
Fields (December 2008)

Value per tree £
Number of trees

Total value of trees £

Figure 7 Highbury Fields buildings (July 2008)

77787

578

44,960,886

Council insurance register

Bandstand
Café
Swimming pool complex

Total

Figure 8 Highbury Fields topsoil (2007)
Area m?

Shrub and flower beds

Grassland

Total

£

32,953
62,865
3,416,304

Replacement
(as new) topsoil
depth m

0.45
0.15

Council asset register
£

3,416,304

Cost per m®for
BS 3882:2007 general
purpose grade topsoil £

30
30

Total
£

32,9583
62,865

3,612,122

Replacement soil
cost (excluding
haulage £)

56,308
355,626
411,934




Figure 9 Sefton Park asset list (2008)

Feature type Total Unit Approx Total cost
reinstatement £
costs per unit £
Soft landscape (excluding trees)
Grass — playing fields 185,960 m?2 6.50 1,208,740
Grass — lawns 7,849 m?2 17.00 133,433
Grass — park amenity 340,362 m?2 6.50 2,212,353
Grass — semi rough 174,259 m?2 5.00 871,295
Grass — unplanted mowing margins 398 m?2 1.00 398
Hard surfaces 101,901 m2 32.50 3,311,783
Synthetic surfaces 13,980 m?2 32.50 454,350
Bowling greens 6,291 m?2 44.00 276,804
Tennis courts 7,976 m?2 45,00 358,920
Water features (watercourses and lakes) 42,002 m?2 75.00 3,150,150
Shrub beds 19,808 m?2 10.00 198,080
Hedges 3,869 Linear metre 9.00 34,821
Total 12,211,127
Hard landscape
Litter bin — metal 39 Number 815.00 31,785
Dog bins 19 Number 200.00 3,800
Bench — timber 36 Number 500.00 18,000
Bench - plastic 24 Number 400.00 9,600
Fence — metal 2,692 Linear metre 100.00 269,200
Bollard — metal 103 Number 155.00 15,965
Gate — double metal 6 Number 1,500.00 9,000
Gate - single metal 2 Number 800.00 1,600
Gate — ‘A’ frame (metal) 6 Number 300.00 1,800
Barrier — metal 13 Number 100.00 1,300
Handrail — metal 20 Linear metre 50.00 1,000
Stone pier 11 Number 5,000.00 55,000
Stone plinth 1,900 Linear metre 500.00 950,000
Ornamental gates 3 Number 20,000.00 60,000
Play equipment 1 Number 200,000.00 200,000
Total 1,628,050
Trees
Tees reinstated with saplings 6,756 Number 175.00 1,182,300
Trees valued using the Helliwell system 6,756 Number 12,825.00 86,645,700
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Figure 10 Sefton Park buildings (valued 2003)

Corporate asset register £

Palm house (refurbished 2000) 3,000,000
Boiler house 81,000
Bowling club 16,000
Mersey Bowmen tennis club 21,000
Sefton Park cricket club 56,000
Aviary 110,000
The lodge 34,000
Dressing pavilion 24,000
Bandstand 68,000
Total 3,410,000

Figure 11 Sefton Park memorials and sculpture (2007)

Original cost

Estimated 2007 cost based on GDP deflators®

£ £
Rathbone memorial 2,960 in 1868 274,237
Samuel Smith memorial 1,850 in 1908 175,225

Peter Pan statue

Private donation by George Audley in
1928, no cost information available

No cost information available

Eros fountain

10,000 in 1932,
private donation by George Audley

515,101

Total

14,810

964,564

Figure 12 Sefton Park topsoil (2007)

Area m? Replacement (as new) Cost per m?3 for Replacement soil cost
topsoil depth m BS 3882:2007 general (excluding haulage) £

purpose grade topsoil £
Shrub and flower beds 19,808 0.45 30 267,408
Grassland 708,828 0.15 30 3,189,726
Total 3,457,134

88 See www.measuringworth.com
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Most councils assume that each park
they own is worth just £1. Why do they
do this? What are the implications for
maintenance and investment? Making
the invisible visible explains why
traditional accounting methods are
unhelpful when valuing assets - such

as parks - that can appreciate over time.

It suggests a new way of valuing our
parks which takes better account

of the financial value they bring to
society. Making the invisible visible is
for parks and green space managers,
finance professionals, asset managers -
and anyone who wants to know more
about valuing the physical assets

within parks.
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