Long term management options for GI in new developments
Five main options:

1. Local authority

2. Charitable trust

3. Management company

4. Partnerships

5. Other organisations

1.Local authority (see also CABE document)

Advantages:

· Tried and tested

· Fully accessible to public

·  Economies of scale

·  Cheapest and simplest from developers point of view (agreed commuted sum)

· No obligation for residents to contribute money or effort

Disadvantages:

· Risk of insufficient funding for maintenance

· Less scope for imaginative design and maintenance

· Less community involvement

Other factors:

· Need co-operation at design stage

· Need to ring fence commuted payments from developers

· Need continued good management once commuted sum used up (often after 15 years)

· Can use commuted sum to buy on-site staff resource to work with local community to improve and maintain site (example: Huntingdon DC)

2. Charitable trusts (case studies include Shenley Park, Highfield Park, Nene Park, Marston Vale, Milton Keynes and Elsea Park, Bourne)
Characteristic features:

· Long lease of 125-150 years

· Feeehold held by local authority/developer/trust

· Land managed and maintained by charitable trust

· Developer pays a sum to set up trust and to provide a financial endowment/building and property endowment for period of the lease to cover ongoing management costs (see case studies)

· Maintenance and management funded by returns from investments, property rental, grant aid, events, other commercial activities, etc

· Board of trustees manage assets and provide strategic direction, so composition of board important to success

· Can take up to 5 years to set up charitable trust (www.dta.org.uk)

Advantages:

· Greatest scope for community involvement and ownership

· Possible best option for ensuring high standards of maintenca long term

· Land may be designated POS with full rights of public access

· Possibly best option with greates scope for imaginative and creative design and management as trust has more focus

· As trsut often based on site, they are more in touch with residencts and can respond more quickly

· Rates relief on property used for charitable purposes

· Charities have privileged tax position

· Local authority capital finance rules do not apply, so trusts have greater flexibility of expenditure

· Potential for wide range of trustees skills and experience

Disadvantages:

· Complex and costly to set up

· May not be perceived as proper POS leading to ongoing difficulties (lack of bye-laws, fewer economies of scale, rivalry, lack of co-ordination)

· Potentially more costly for developer

· Potential shortfall in income in investments provide reduced revenue

· Trust must operate within charity and company law and may be difficulties recruiting suitable trustees, including local community

· Failure of trust may have financial implications for trustees

· Securing funding from other sources can dominate trust’s work

Other comments:

· Trusts are particularly effective where they are directly associated with a residential development

· Shortage of interest, skills or expertise in the local community may cause difficulties

· Trusts are usually governed by Articles of Association and Memorandum of Association

Key elements of success (as cited by first Director of Shenley Park and Highfield  Park Trusts):

· Establish an early presence/ownership on site

· Negotiate with developers/groundworkers at each phase

· Partnership of organisations involved 

· Maximise grant opportunities

· Publicise your existence to existing and new residents

· Establish a park office/community building and appoint dedicated staff to develop and maintain site

· Plan long-term financial sustainability (not total reliance on share markets)

· Independence of trust

· Committed trustees and a champion for the trust
· Clear remit – aims and objectives for the site

3. Management companies (case study Napsbury Park in Herts and North Hamilton, Leicester)
Characteristics:

· Land ownership often retained by the landowner ( award-winning Harlow development) or developer or transferred to a management company
· Land managed and maintained by management company

· Management and maintenance initially funded by developer and/or covenanted contributions from householders (developer usually funds initial maintenance)
· Long-term costs usually funded by covenanted contributions from householders

Advantages:

· Financial endowment not required

· Maintenance usually to high standard if good specification

· Possibly simplest option for a local authority (no ongoing costs or responsibilities and get benefit of open space)

· Can respond quickly if there are maintenance contractors on site

· High quality greenspace used as a marketing tool by developer

· Annual householder contributions ensure steady revenue flow, allowing flexibility in budgeting
· Payment for management encourages householders to feel a sense of ownership of open spaces

· Developer can retain interest in open spaces until ready to relinquish it

Disadvantages:

· Least opportunity for local community involvement and ownership
· Ongoing costs for residents, which may be difficult to afford for some
· Land may be permissive rather than public open space

· Legal agreement required to ensure full public rights of access in perpetuity

· Dependent on long term view of developer/management company

· May be less advantage in maintaining to a high standard once all properties sold, unless legal agreement sets out specification for expected levels of maintenance

· What happens if the developer/management company fail to maintain the green spaces to a satisfactory standard or they go out of business? Legal agreement could possibly require a bond so that if there is a default the local authority can take over responsibility.

Other comments:

· There are a number of types of management companies including:

· Residents management company where residents run a company to manage the open space, with residents in the development owning a share in the company and paying an annual service charge
· Management company employed by landowner where the landowner or developer retains ownership of the green spaces, but where responsibility for management is passed to a management company

· Management company owning land, where ownership is passed to a management company who are responsible for management of the green spaces. The company may be a not-for-profit company working across the country (eg green belt Group). Funding may be provided by an initial capital sum from a developer and an annual charge on properties.
4. Partnerships
Characteristic features:
· Partnership of interested parties who come together to jointly manage an area

· Potential members include local authorities, residents groups, wildlife trusts, landscape maintenance charities and groups of individuals with a common interest

· Management committee oversees the management of the green space

Advantages:

· Range of different interest groups can be represented on the management committee

· Responsibilities on individuals are less onerous than those of a trustee of a charitable trust, leading to more local volunteers

· Ownership of the land may be retained by the local authority, which reduces the risks and complications in the event of financial or other difficulties

· Local people may not have to contribute to the upkeep of green space

· There is a wider range of management/maintenance possibilities than if management is retained by the local authority

Disadvantages:

· As ultimate responsibility does not fall onto one organisation, may be lack of motivation and standards may slip
·  Relatively informal arrangement means that partnership could disintegrate if difficulties arise

· Disagreements between parties Iparticulalry over finance) may cause problems

· Community representatives may lack the necessary management skills, and may follow individual agenda

Other comments:

There are a number of types of partnership. Some examples are:

· Partnership forums where a local authority retains ownership of and management responsibilities for the land, but enters into partnership agreements with community and voluntary sector organisations to deliver projects and activities, and to agree common approaches and priorities

· Service agreements where a local authority retains ownership of the land, but contracts management services to community and voluntary organisations with the aim of delivering wider community and social benefits. 

5.Other organisations
Conservation and other organisations enter into an agreement with a local authority, developer or land owner to manage green spaces where they are of particular conservation interest.
Land Trust (formerly Land Restoration Trust)
Several examples in Thames Gateway South Essex, including Canvey Wick
Wildlife Trusts 

This is the arrangement negotiated for the management of Trumpington meadows, south Cambridge where Cambridge City Council will manage the green spaces within the development from commuted sums and the Wildlife Trust will manage the adjacent riverside country park area and associated land.

Woodland Trust

Community Land Trust

