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1. This report should be read in conjunction with the review’s terms of reference.

This review excludes streetscapes and use of streets and
private property for recreation purposes. As the city
intensifies, these modes become more important, and
will be part of the future transport and urban
development reviews. It also excludes “blue” spaces
including the sea and beaches, and community facilities
such as swimming pools which may be operated in parks.
These will be part of future review topics.

The services and assets covered include local parks,
sports parks, regional parks, esplanades, holiday parks,
botanical gardens, volcanic cones, beaches, Department
of Conservation (DoC) land where Auckland Council has
joint conservation activity (e.g. Hauraki Gulf Islands),
playgrounds, and walkways and cycleways which connect
parks.

Parks and open spaces1

This review covers all parks and open spaces used for active or passive recreation where Auckland Council and CCOs have a role in their
governance, funding or service delivery. This includes, but is not limited to, land restricted under the Reserves Act. Any recommendations and
findings in this report will be subject to the provisions of the Reserve Act.

Scope: parks and open spaces used for active or passive
recreation
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(Total $1.5b)

Capital spend 16/17

(Total $3.8b)

Operating spend 16/17

$144m

$322m

($0.80 for every $100 of total rates)

Rates-funded share

(11% of total
council assets)

operating cost
for next 10
years
value of assets

annual operating
costs, incl policy

cost per ha of open
space provided

capital cost
for next 10
years
(9% of Group total)

$4.2b

$5b

$322m

$5713

53%

FTEs across the
council in different
departments
(including City Parks)

$1.9b

Ancestral
mountains

regional
parks

sports parks

780

Local parks

14

31

ha (75% regional
parks, 24% local
parks)

230

4000

56,350

Auckland’s parks and open spaces 2

4

million

72%

of public
used regional
parks in 2017
– target 79%

annual visitors to regional
parks

6.45

83%

across council sports fields

volunteersdaily

participants in active
sports per week

of public
visited
local/reserve
parks
in 2017 –
target 90%

96%

of public
satisfied
with quality
of visit
– on target

72%

guest nights in holiday
places

175,000

64

89,372
in regional parks,
local parks and the
Auckland Botanic
Gardens

More than

More than

satisfaction
with quality
and location of
local parks
– target 75%

hours of volunteer
service contributed
by the sport and
recreation sector

million

22.1

These spaces provide a wide range of services to millions of visitors
and the community, as well as to the environment
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Parks and open spaces are affected by population growth, explaining rising

A growing Auckland puts pressure on the cost of providing parks

There is only limited information on the use and broader benefits of parks
and open spaces. Nor is the opportunity cost visible (i.e. the highest
alternative value of these assets, if they weren't parks). This gap needs to be
filled in a comprehensive and systematic way. There is an opportunity to
build on work underway to identify the economic, environmental, social and
cultural benefits of parks. With all the costs and benefits visible, decisionmaking on buying, selling and getting the best use of parks and open spaces
will be improved.

Most Aucklanders have good access to parks and open spaces and are
satisfied with the quality of their visit. Most Aucklanders live within walking
distance of a local park or open space, visiting a park at least once a year
and are satisfied with the experience.

Most Aucklanders visit a park at least once a year but we need a
way to understand the value of parks and open spaces

Land management should be a core competency

Overall, the provision of parks and open spaces is well organised. There is a
clear strategy supported by clear investment logic, the Open Space
Provision Policy, and supporting activity (e.g. local network plans, asset
maintenance). Data and other evidence are used to prioritise capital and
operational spend.

The factors outlined above – an incomplete facts base on costs and
benefits, complex governance, poor processes and dispersed and some
misaligned accountabilities for land ownership functions – slow down action
on land. This is particularly an issue for the disposal of non-service land that
does not meet the parks provisioning policy. The costs of processes and
delays can be addressed by better information on costs and benefits, and
clear accountability for delivery of an agreed disposal plan.

Acquisition and disposal of land is complex and the process is slow

There is a lack of clarity and some duplication in roles and responsibilities
related to land ownership functions in the council which is slowing down
service delivery. We have identified a number of areas that will benefit from
being clarified or realigned.

Managing land and property is a core council competency which affects
most of the council’s activities. Despite its strategic value, land
management has been devolved to multiple council departments and CCOs.
The processes involve many people and decision cycles are slow. The
approach contrasts with that of other councils that treat land ownership
functions as a core competency and land as a strategic asset. Auckland
Council should consider if this function is better centralised.

capital and operating spend. But costs are contained and in line with
benchmarks. Recently finished procurement for maintenance services has
given certainty on those types of costs. Some transitional issues that
impacted service standards are being addressed.

Parks and open spaces offer a range of important benefits to the
community – environmental, recreational, social, educational, aesthetic,
cultural and economic. Any assessment of value needs to consider all these
dimensions.

Parks provide value to the community

Executive summary
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Clubs and other organisations pay peppercorn or below market rents for
using parks. This way of giving financial support is not transparent and is not
applied consistently. Building on the proposed changes to rates remission
(and other work completed as part of the LTP) we encourage further
analysis of charging for use for more transparent and equitable funding
decisions. Peppercorn rents obscure how much subsidy is being provided
and, together with long lease terms, hinders regular assessments of value to
the community and equity between groups.

Align responsibilities, budgets and processes to improve operating
performance

The role of Community Facilities (CF) has not yet been fully implemented
following a departmental re-organisation. CF could have a clearer and greater
involvement in the acquisition and disposal of parks and open spaces.

City Parks Services is a council department but set up as a standalone
business unit (with a separate brand, fleet and systems) to operate
competitively. Following the development of a strategy there has been
investment in its capabilities so it can become a full facilities management
provider (Project 17). It is expected to secure additional non-council
customers which will change its risk profile.

Review of City Parks to ensure it delivers the appropriate benefits
to council

We also see merit in reviewing whether it would be more effective for CF to
manage all leases on parks – including the commercial leases currently
managed by Panuku – and to directly brief external parties on the
acquisition/disposal of parks. The aim is greater role clarity and a faster
decision and implementation lifecycle.

The council’s core business is not to run farms or holiday places. Work is
underway to improve the financial returns, and environmental and other
benefits from these activities. This is welcome, but the council should
review if it should be involved as an operator at all, and what alternative
models might offer better value to the community.

Review the council’s role in operating farms and holiday places to
achieve better outcomes

A fairer and more transparent option may be to charge market rents,
especially where there is a business element, and to use grants to support
organisations. A change in approach will require robust and careful planning
and implementation, but should deliver improved value.

A consistent approach to charging users of parks, for transparency,
greater equity and improved value

The involvement of, and engagement with, Māori is a clear part of the
approach to the delivery of parks and open spaces. There are a number of
co-governance arrangements which are all different. This increases cost
and affects effectiveness. Work needs to continue on a consistent, effective,
and affordable approach to co-governance.

A consistent approach to co-governance arrangements is needed

The council should undertake a post-implementation review of this
investment, including its organisational form, and decide whether to absorb
City Parks back into the council or to prepare it for sale. The council should
continue to ensure City Parks operates with the appropriate disciplines to
deliver the financial returns and faces its full costs, so it is on a level playing
field in the marketplace.

Executive summary (cont…)
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park use and the direct benefits to the users, and wider
environmental, social, cultural and economic benefits

the opportunity cost of the asset (including the development and
maintenance costs and the market value of land)

the ratio of utility/dollar value for each park asset as performance
criteria, so those with a low ratio are reviewed for either
development or considered for alternative use which should be the
responsibility of each entity.

•

•

•

Recommendation
1. Develop a comprehensive parks value indicator framework to give
decision-makers visibility of:

A common information base would give decision-makers clear and
consistent decision criteria by highlighting trade-offs, to go alongside clear
communication of the broader strategic context and plan for land
acquisition and disposal. This would help mitigate disputes and delays
when the Governing Body, local boards and co-governance partners have
different perspectives and priorities on parks and open spaces.

•

•

•

within the context of desired or planned acquisitions to fund the
development of parks in accordance with the provision policy where
development contributions do not apply.

with clear accountability for implementation of such a plan to
contribute to LTP financial targets

to be consulted on and agreed as part of the LTP and Annual Plan
processes

Recommendation
2. Develop a three-year rolling divestment plan for park land and open
space that are non-service and do not meet provisioning policy and
service requirements:

The Long-term Plan (LTP) includes a target for divestment of non-service
assets. To help meet this target, a complete plan should be developed for
parks. This should be consulted on as part of the LTP/Annual Plan and in
the context of planned acquisitions. The process should be improved with
clear accountability for timely implementation and maximising returns,
with regular progress reports. Being part of LTP consultation allows a
broader and more transparent discussion of the choices with the
community.

Park land which does not meet the requirements of the Parks Provision
Policy is identified and marked for disposal on an ad-hoc basis. It is then
subject to individual consultations with the local boards and their
communities. While the policy is robust, its application and the overall
disposal process is slow and cumbersome and very time-consuming.

There are no consistent measures of the benefits of parks and open spaces,
or the cost of providing them.

A parks value indicator will improve transparency on the value each park
provides to the community relative to other uses. It will help with
consistent, more disciplined assessments of the relative performance of
parks and open spaces (and could be extended to apply to all asset
holdings).

Improve the process for divestment of non-service land

Develop a parks value indicator to better support decisionmaking

It is recommended that the council’s chief executive collaborate with the chief executives of the CCOs to:

Recommendations to Appointments, Performance Review and
Value for Money Committees
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Recommendation
3. Implement a consistent approach to charging users of, and operators
in, parks and open spaces, to achieve greater transparency, fairness,
and efficiency, and return on assets, with a particular focus on
commercial operations and those competing with private providers.

Recommendation
4. Review the achievement of investment objectives and appropriate
operating form for City Parks Services to ensure it will deliver the
appropriate return on investment and other benefits to the council,
and has all appropriate overheads priced in so it operates on a level
playing field where it competes in the marketplace.

The council should review whether City Parks has the appropriate
operating form and disciplines to deliver the financial and non-financial
benefits in line with the council objectives and strategy.

Investment has been made in City Parks to become a full facilities
maintenance provider with the objective to compete with private sector
providers.

Clubs and other organisations pay peppercorn or below market rents for
using parks. Peppercorn rents obscure how much subsidy is being provided
and, together with long lease terms, hinder regular assessments of value to
the community and equity between groups.

The council should review the use of peppercorn leases, rates remissions
and loans to support users of park land and assess if there is an opportunity
to align practices with good public policy principles.

Review of City Parks to ensure it delivers the appropriate
benefits to the council

Consistent approach to charging users of park land for
transparency, greater equity and improved value

It is recommended that the council’s chief executive collaborate with the chief executives of the CCOs to:

Recommendations (cont…)
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Undertake an
independent postimplementation rapid
review of Project 17
to identify the main
benefits delivered for
parks and open
spaces against the
proposed plan and to
identify the major
lessons for future
improvements.

A

Complete the
development of the
parks service strategy
to align with the Parks
and Open Spaces
strategic action plan.

B
Develop a framework
for establishing cogovernance
arrangements with
Māori and other
parties, and liaise
with central
government to find
ways to streamline
these arrangements
to reduce the cost of
governance to
Aucklanders.

C

new data sources and
technologies to
improve the
measuring and
monitoring of the use
and benefits of parks
and open spaces.

E

Investigate the use of Continue as a matter

Assess land
management against
the council’s rightsourcing framework
to decide whether
this should be a
treated as a core
council competency,
and review the
respective roles of CF
and Panuku in leasing,
acquisition and
disposal processes.

D

of urgency the work
on a Māori
engagement plan,
considering Māori as
customer and as a
partner.

F

During the review we identified further unvalued tactical improvement opportunities that could be delivered quite quickly as
quick wins. We suggest management evaluate these for implementation as part of business-as-usual.

Quick wins
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Hard

Now

Time to achieve targeted outcomes

3 years

Consistency of
charging
Review of City Parks

3
4

Total

A comprehensive
divestment plan

2

140

+ve not estimated

+ve not estimated

350

+ve not estimated

1

Parks value indicator

NPV (10 years) $m

Key

Service Delivery

Funding

Governance

Notes
• Value proposition #1 is a key enabler for value proposition #2 supporting evidence based decision-making.
• Value proposition #2 has a positive cash benefit over 10 years of between $200m and $600m.
• The estimates are cash releasing benefits. That means the council Group will improve their cash flow from implementing the opportunity.
• Estimates are indicative of the order-of-magnitude of the opportunity, drawing on assumptions from the literature and experiences in other places.
Their purpose is to establish the case for progressing options and associated business cases. In some cases, the evidence is strong; in others, the basis for
assumptions is speculative.

Easy

1

4

3

2

Opportunity impacts and dependencies

Ease of implementation
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Service delivery

Funding

Balancing competing uses for
the land as the city grows

Providing open spaces to
support a growing, and more
diverse, population and
economy

Is the funding for parks and open spaces appropriate?
Has procurement effectively supported the business in delivering the
strategic outcomes?
Is the governance model effective in supporting the delivery of the
strategic objectives?
Are accountabilities and responsibilities well defined across the parks
and open spaces value chain?
How is service delivery organised and is it efficient and effective?

Is the amount of parks and open spaces provided appropriate?

How does the provision of open space compare to other international
cities?

Are there effective performance measures and what are the trends?

Does the provision of parks and open spaces effectively support the
delivery of the council’s strategic objectives?

Is open space acquisition and disposal aligned to the Open Space
Provision Policy and the Parks and Open Space Acquisition Policy?

Having the right open space in
the right location, for the right
use

Distribution and location

Are parks and open spaces the best use for that land?

Providing an affordable
connected network that meets
Aucklanders’ increasingly
diverse needs

Aucklanders’ expectations

Has the amalgamation of legacy councils into Auckland Council delivered
efficiency benefits for parks and open spaces?

Questions

Growing greener

A growing city

The provision of parks and open spaces needs to accommodate a growing city with changing needs. Auckland is not the same city
with the same requirements as it was when much of the parks and open spaces were developed.

Parks are an intrinsic part of living in Auckland

Governance
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Planning and
target setting

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Invest/divest

Plans & Places: e.g. placemaking advice and delivering
local spatial plans aligned to Unitary Plan
Community & Social Policy: e.g. advising on parks and
recreation, community, affordable housing
Community Facilities: build, renew and maintain and
advise on community facilities and parks and open spaces
Infrastructure & Environmental Services Development
Programme Office: coordinate physical and community
infrastructure
Panuku: urban regeneration and transformation, buy and
sell property
Parks, Sports and Recreation: local and sports parks,
regional and specialist parks, active recreation
City Parks Services (and private providers): maintain
streetscapes and public spaces, sports fields and parks

Chief Planning Office / Community & Social Policy

Governing Body
Māori (co-)governance bodies*
Independent Māori Statutory Board

Set policy and
strategy
Maintain assets

•

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•

Panuku

Finance

Monitor and
evaluate use,
quality, costs

Tamaki Regeneration Company (urban transformation, coowned with the government)
Hobsonville Land Company: HNZ housing development
Trusts: e.g., Cornwall Park, Highbrook Park
Tupuna Maunga o Tāmaki Makaurau Authority, Ngāti Whātua
Ōrākei Reserves Board, Te Poari o Kaipātiki ki Kaipara
Office of Treaty Settlement: parks and contiguous land
subject to Treaty settlements
DoC: regional parks administered by Auckland Council
Ministry of Education: access to school facilities, green fields
planning
Community groups, mana whenua, mataawaka, sports clubs
and volunteer organisations who look after parks and open
spaces
Private land owners

Community Facilities

Community
Services

Governing Body, Independent Māori Statutory Board
Local boards
Māori (co) governance bodies

Deliver services

* Māori governance and co-governance bodies, including but wider than post-Treaty settlement entities, Tūpuna Maunga, Ngāti Whātua Orākei Reserves Board,
Te Poari o Kaipātiki ki Kaipara, Parakai Recreation Reserves Board

Involvement of
wide range of
internal and
external
parties

Service
delivery

Governance

Auckland Plan, Auckland
Unitary Plan, and Māori
Responsiveness Framework

A wide range of interests are involved in provision of parks
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Current state assessment
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Source: p305 Auckland Plan

Increasingly it is also being recognised that parks and open
spaces can provide resilience in case of civil defence
emergency, as Christchurch found following their earthquake.

It would be useful to have metrics alongside data on how
much the community values these less tangible benefits. This
would fit with efforts to have wider measures of social
progress, along the lines of approaches like the Treasury’s
living standards framework, which suggests tracking broader
wellbeing and sustainability via four capitals (see appendix for
more detail).

The chart, taken from the Auckland Plan3, summarises the
benefits being sought from parks and open spaces. These
benefits, often provided simultaneously, are difficult to
observe or quantify. But they should form the basis of
performance metrics of the utility of different parks and open
spaces.

Parks and open spaces make a major contribution towards Aucklanders’ quality of life. They are integral to achieving the vision and strategy
of the Auckland Plan and connects to all seven Auckland Plan outcomes. Parks and open spaces can, and are, provided privately. But given
the community-wide benefits – environmental, recreational, social, educational, aesthetic, cultural and economic – council is involved to
ensure sufficient and coordinated provision for the benefit of current and future Aucklanders, particularly in light of urban growth.

Rationale for service: quality of life in Auckland

15

• Policy & rules to
implement the
Auckland Plan

Auckland Unitary
Plan
• Spatial for
geographical
areas
• Reserve
management
• Local board
parks
• City centre’s
• Marine spatial

Place-based
plans
• Parks & Open
Space Strategic
Action Plan
• Sports & Rec.
Strategic Action
Plan
• Auckland
Growing
Greener
• Biodiversity
Strategy
• Historic
heritage plan

Core strategies

• Council’s 10year plan and
budget and
annual plans

LTP

Parks & open spaces implementation plans, e.g. acquisition policy, network plans, provision guidelines, park design guidelines

• The Reserves
Act
• Conservation
Act
• Conservation
Management
Strategy (DoC)
• Iwi
management
plans

Non-council
strategies, plans
& legislation

30-year vision & strategy for Auckland and Māori Responsiveness Framework

Auckland Plan

Auckland to be a world-class city where talent wants to live

Mayor’s vision

Local board
agreements &
annual budgets

Local board plans

The policy landscape is influenced by a range of council and non-council strategies, planning documents and legislation that
determine how we plan, develop and manage parks and open spaces network.

Parks policy drivers
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Has the amalgamation of legacy councils into Auckland Council delivered
efficiency benefits for parks and open spaces?
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• Costs have increased modestly, reflecting growth in service

• A new unit has been established in CF to identify non-rates
revenue opportunities and improve value for money.

• 96% of users are satisfied with their park visit and 72% are
satisfied with parks provisioning.

• Service level measures have been aligned across the city from
legacy council measures.

• An Open Space Provision Policy has been developed to define
open space standards.

• The allocation of responsibilities between local boards and
Governing Body has been established.

• There is a clear strategy and policy for parks and open spaces
which establishes the council role and its objectives.

Detailed assessment

• A Memorandum of Understanding has been formed with DoC to
collaborate in protecting natural and historic environments.

• Procurement processes are generally robust. Project 17 changed
the approach to create outcome-based contracts that aim to
deliver additional value but there have been some transition
issues with some new contractors.

• Work has begun on better understanding asset performance, and
their benefits, to drive future value.

provision.

Since amalgamation, costs have risen. This reflects growth of the city and the alignment of parks acquisition provisioning
across the city. As a share of total council spending, costs have trended down.

A before/after amalgamation assessment is difficult because legacy councils differed in approaches to investment in parks,
ways of accounting for future plans, levels of service (particularly sports parks) and priorities and approaches in meeting local
demand.

The quantity of parks and space compares well to other cities and public satisfaction measures are good.

Value has been delivered since amalgamation
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Are there effective performance measures and what are the trends?

How does the provision of open space compare to other cities?

Is the amount of parks and open spaces provided appropriate?

19

Parks are managed as a network across the
region. Local board plans are being

However, to ensure value for money, the
policy should be applied to all
neighbourhoods, and potential acquisitions
and disposals of parks identified in relevant
strategies and plans subject to budget.

The Open Space Provision Policy4 is
forward-looking only. This means
provisioning in established neighbourhoods
is “as is”, and generally will only be
increased if there is significant
intensification or connection of existing
parks.

Suburban park

Neighbourhood park

Walking distance
400m
600m
1000m
15000m

Radial distance
300m
450m
750m
1125m

This complicates measures of access and
benefit but also provides opportunities to
deliver benefits in a way other than buying
and owning land.

The council open space network is
complemented by landholdings managed
by DoC, trusts, schools, Māori freehold
land, and areas of private land and facilities
that provide recreational and conservation
outcomes.

developed for parks and open spaces in
their areas. A challenge is to ensure the
network and connectivity across local board
boundaries is recognised.

high & medium density
low density
high & medium density
low density

A walking distance of 500-800m from a park is a key feature of world-class cities with
provisioning varying dependent on factors unique to that location. In general,
provisioning across the network seeks to achieve the following.

Provisioning considers the following factors:

The approach to determining access reflects international practice and that of world-class cities. This approach has moved away from an
area/population measure, focusing instead on a more meaningful range of attributes that it seeks from the parks and open space network.

Auckland Council has a clear policy on how much open space should be provided, with clear service access standards and functions. The
provisioning policy is being applied in greenfield development and areas where there is significant intensification.

Provisioning of parks is in line with international practice
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It is not always clear whether other cities’ measures include regional
parks, such as, say, Hamilton or Tauranga. (Invercargill has a very high
amount of parks with plans to reduce to a level more in line with
other places.)

Comparisons with other NZ cities suggest Auckland is well-provisioned
overall, e.g. 8.5ha of local parks/1000 population is higher than
Melbourne.

The NZ Productivity Commission says urban NZers have good access
to green space, and the Quality of Life Survey reports our major cities
have high levels of access to green space.6

There is no best measure of the appropriate amount of space.
• Open space area as a share of total city area does not account for
physical features, e.g. volcanic peaks, housing type, population
density, quality, and access.
• Hectares of open space per household or population is a common
metric, but has similar weaknesses.
• Distance to open space (walking distance, car travel time) gives a
better sense of access, and can be varied to reflect population
density, but provides no sense of utilisation or congestion.
• There is very limited robust measurement of quality, utilisation,
and value to community.

-

20.0

40.0

60.0

Invercargill

Auckland

Regional parks

Not stated

ChristchurchWellington (City) Dunedin New Plymouth Tauranga

Local parks

Hamilton

KPMG’s Benchmarking City Services (2017)5 reports the percent of
residents within walking distance (800m) of parks for a select number of
(unidentified) cities. It was above 90% for the majority of those who
responded (so potentially is a biased sample). Auckland falls in this
group.

International benchmarking suffers from definitional and measurement
issues, but by way of context:
• South American cities: 25.5ha per 1000 population
• Asian cities: 3.95ha per 1000 population
• Australian cities:
– Melbourne - 5.5ha per 1000 population
– Brisbane – 4ha per 1000 population
• Europe – northern European cities have more open space than those
in the south
• North America – provisioning comparisons were difficult.

Our review of selected New Zealand and overseas literature provided the following key insights:
• Auckland practice is in line with the international trend, away from providing on the basis of hectare of space per 1000
population and towards a much better needs-based approach focused on relevance and quality of open space.
• New Zealand cities seem to have relatively more council-owned parks and open space than other countries.
• There is increased recognition of multi-functional values of open space.

Access is good compared to other places5

Ha/1,000 population

21

KPMG in Benchmarking City Services found
“most cities boast excellent park coverage
(walking distance) to meet resident needs,
but few cities know the extent of park
usage. This makes it very difficult in a cash
constrained environment to justify
expenditures on this very important
amenity.”

But these measures don’t show very much.
They do not provide data on the frequency
and timing of visits, nor are there measures
of the contribution to social, environmental,
cultural wellbeing (incl. the value people get
from the park when driving past or knowing
it exists). This means we don’t know if a
park or open space is used to its capacity, or
what its utility is to users and the
community. (Regional parks, holiday places
and sports fields have better information on
volumes and times of visits through
bookings data and entry counters.)

There are good metrics on parks provision,
customer satisfaction and number of
residents who have visited parks at least
once in the past year. Results are obtained
from surveys and range from satisfactory to
very good, are steady over time, and are
close to annual plan targets.

2017
Target

0%
2016

0%
2015

25%

25%

2014

50%

50%

2013

Results

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

75%

75%

2017

100%

2016

100%

2015

Percent of park visitors satisfied with
the overall quality of their visit

2014

Percent of public who have visited a
regional park in the last 12 months

2013

0%

0%
2017

25%

25%

2016

50%

50%

2015

75%

75%

2014

100%

100%

2013

Percent of residents satisfied with the
provision (quality, location,
distribution) of local parks and
reserves

Percent of residents who have visited a
local park or reserve in the last 12
months

Parks perform well against basic measures, but deeper
measures of use and benefit are lacking
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As an example, Google maps shows quite detailed information on
use and experience for many parks. Financial transactions and social
media data may similarly give insight into what customers do, when,
and who they are. An app is currently being developed for parks to
allow the community to find information and log service calls on a
park, and this could become another data source.

Average length of stay

Current use and typical profile across the day,
for each day of the week

Upcoming events and questions

Contact details and hours

Ratings and reviews

Traditionally, getting good data on the users of parks and open
spaces requires costly surveys which are ad hoc and infrequent. But
GPS location data captured from smartphones or fitness trackers and
other techniques provide alternative data sources.7

New data sources and analytical techniques can help to get a better
understanding of the use of parks and open spaces.

Opportunity to use new technology to understand utilisation

23

Are parks and open spaces the best use for that land?

Is open space acquisition and disposal aligned to the Open Space Provision
Policy and Open Space Acquisition Policy?

Does the provision of parks and open spaces effectively support the delivery
of the council’s strategic objectives?

24

Whai Rawa is seeking to exchange 1802m² of Northboro Reserve
with 3510m² of private land held within the Hillary Block to make
the most efficient use of their land. The community has been
consulted on the proposed exchange which will provide more
open space and the access to this space.

Working with others to optimise asset performance

• The council has exchanged land with HNZ, Tamaki Regeneration
Company, HLC, iwi and private developers.
• The council collaborates with schools on community access to
sports fields and courts in green field developments to get most
value from the resources.

Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei Whai Rawa Limited (Whai Rawa) proposes to
develop a 8.4ha site commonly known as the Hillary Block to build
approximately 300 new dwellings in the Devonport-Takapuna
Local Board area.

Case study – asset optimisation

• There is a clear policy framework and investment logic, which
support good decision-making.
• Cost benefit analysis is used to inform investment and optimisation
decisions.
• Some work on measuring benefits has been started.
• There is an in-house Measuring Asset Performance tool.

Assessing the effectiveness of asset performance

There are examples where the council has acquired additional land to re-configure or connect the park, or arranged to swap land with
developers for more suitable park provision. This approach should be encouraged where the consequential operating costs are affordable.

The Open Space Provision Policy is used to evaluate the effectiveness of current land, or offers of land, for parks and open spaces, and which
land is not fit for purpose and should be disposed of. The policy outlines features of good open space – how open space should be located and
configured in relation to the social, built and natural environment, and the amount, type and distribution of open space.

The council is well positioned to get the best use from the parks and open space assets across the parks network. There is a clear investment
logic that links problems and outcomes sought to investment objectives.

Council does have some of the tools to optimise asset service
performance
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Asset focused creating a green
network to enable the other
themes

Connect
• Films in Parks – over 30,000
attend
• Music in Parks and concerts
• Festivals, e.g. Diwali,
Christmas in the Park,
Britomart block party
• Guided walks
• Markets
• Arts – sculpture walks
• Out and about free park
events
• School holiday events

Enjoy

• Volunteer programmes –
more than 64 volunteers
daily
• Park rangers service
• Conservation programmes
• Education programmes
• Support community groups
• Support mana whenua
• Support sports clubs

Treasure

Parks and open space strategic action plan

Enable use of parks for:
• sports and recreation
• leisure
• walking/tramping tracks
• cycleways
• mountain bike tracks
• horse riding trails
• holiday places.

Utilise

In addition to providing parks (including playgrounds and sports fields), the council provides a number of services on parks and enables others to use parks.
From the Parks and Open Space Strategic Action Plan, we identified the following services being provided, by theme:

Taking a “service first” or “benefits first” approach, rather than an “asset first” approach, will provide the basis for the council to identify which
parks and open spaces perform, what assets are needed and where, and this will help to target further investment for the optimisation of parks.

These outcomes include benefits from use (such as for recreation) as well as broader social, environmental, cultural and economic benefits,
including the enjoyment people get from seeing the park, and knowing a park exists and is available to future generations.

There is currently no service strategy, though we understand some work has begun on developing one. This is one of the critical documents
required. It should identify what parks services are needed to deliver the Auckland Plan outcomes.

But a service strategy is needed so that everyone is clear about
the service benefits sought from the assets

Use of parks
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Making such assessments requires robust information on the use and the
utility (to users, and in wider social, economic, environmental, and
cultural terms), and the opportunity cost, of parks and open spaces. But
such information is not routinely available which is an issue as the city and
competing land use demands grow.

These competing demands make it crucial that the council is satisfied that
parks and open spaces deliver good value. If they do not, they should be
disposed of.

There is no absolute amount of parks and open spaces that is “right”.
Private spaces and services (e.g. gyms, bowling clubs, gardens) act as
substitutes, and there are always trade-offs with competing uses for the
land and space – for housing, commerce, transport, infrastructure, etc.

Making trade-off decisions is difficult with incomplete
information

This lack of visibility of tangible and less tangible benefits and costs means
it is hard to know if the investment is right and whether best use is made
of the land.

A 2015 Review of Alternative Sources of Financing9 noted that inner city
parks are commonly valued at around $20 m2, whereas the land under
surrounding houses was at that time valued at around $1000m2. Land that
does not generate sufficient utility could be disposed to free up resources
for alternative uses, with the proceeds used to improve access to parks
and open spaces elsewhere, fund other council service priorities, or
reduce debt.

The opportunity cost of the land is also not readily available to decisionmakers. The book value of park and open space assets is based on the
rural undeveloped market rate for land, with some location-specific
adjustment. This may suit accounting purposes, but it is a poor proxy for
the market value of land.

This means the council does not have a clear picture of how much
Aucklanders use or benefit from the different parks, or for what reason.
Similarly, there are no systematic measures of the wider social, economic,
environmental and cultural utility of parks and open spaces in terms of the
wellbeing of current and future Aucklanders.8

There is a gap in knowledge on the actual use of parks and the benefits
the parks and open spaces provide. Annual visitor measures are too high
level as a measure, and park exit surveys on use are ad-hoc.

More information is required

A robust parks value indicator set is needed to support
decision-making on parks with facts on benefits and costs
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Is the funding for parks and open spaces appropriate?
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2013

Actual

2016

Purchase of Colin
Maiden Park

2022

AMP 2015 forecast

2019

2025

The growth in capital expenditure will flow through operating expenditure.

The step change in planned capital spending – from an average of $118m a
year in the last four years to $165m a year in 2025 – is explained by the
greater clarity on the level of service and making provision for a growing
city.

Capital expenditure covers provision for growth, levels of service, and
renewals in roughly equal proportions.

Growth in capital spend as Auckland grows
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Renewals

2017

Also, customer satisfaction ratings do not indicate a systemic issue.
However:
- adequate condition assessment is required to inform maintenance and
renewals work
- levels of reactive maintenance should be monitored.

Renewals spend has lagged depreciation but this does not necessarily
mean service levels are deteriorating.

Renewals lower than depreciation – monitor service levels

Renewals programme needs to ensure assets do not deteriorate below targeted standards
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Actual and budget (Asset Management Plan 2015)

The Parks and Open Spaces Provision Policy sets clear service type and access level expectations. Parks and open spaces have
been mapped, showing where the gaps are, in line with the Auckland and Unitary Plans and council strategies. This sets the
direction for local boards and focuses new acquisition in future growth areas.

Capital expenditure is growing as Auckland grows

$ Millions

$ Millions
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2014

2015

2016

2017

The growth in operating costs reflects increased capital
expenditure as discussed on the previous page. Some further
growth is projected, but spending is under control.

Excluding corporate overheads (to indicate costs directly
attributed to parks and open spaces), spending as a share of total
Auckland Council operating costs has been falling.

* Controllable costs excludes corporate overheads

2013

Operating costs (excluding corporate overheads) have grown
modestly – 9% between 2013 and 2017 including depreciation.
Excluding depreciation, spending in 2017 was at similar levels as
in 2013.
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Proportion of parks cost to total council cost declining

Opex ex overheads and depreciation
Opex ex Corporate overheads
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actual

projected

Parks’ controllable costs* are falling as a share
of total Auckland Council operating costs

Operating costs
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Modest growth in actual operating expenses reflects
growth in capital spend and service levels

Operating costs rise as assets and service levels grow

Millions
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Tauranga
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Auckland
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Auckland
(all parks and
open spaces)
Auckland
(local parks only)

International comparisons (operating + capital spend)
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Operating costs for parks and opens spaces in NZ

Source: KMPG Benchmarking city services

The appropriate number for comparison is likely to lie between these two
points. Based on this range, it suggests Auckland Council costs are about
average, and possibly a bit below average.

As regional park land accounts for 75% of Auckland’s parks and open
spaces, with much of it in the form of native bush or farmland, a better
comparison may be to exclude that land and their costs. This which would
result in a cost per hectare of US$14,700.

KPMG, in its 2017 Benchmarking city services, finds the combined
operating and capital spend in cities surveyed was on average US$12,730
per hectare of parkland. The equivalent number for Auckland is
US$6,000.

Source: councils’ long-term plans, annual plans and other official publications

For example, Auckland’s data includes regional parks which are far lower
cost to maintain per hectare than sport parks or botanical gardens. By
contrast, we understand that Hamilton and Tauranga data do not include
regional parks, thus lifting their average cost per hectare.

However, comparisons are difficult, as land area and cost data are rarely
provided on an equal footing.

A comparison of Auckland’s operating costs to those of other NZ cities
suggests our costs are in line with those of Wellington, Invercargill and
Christchurch Councils.

Operating costs seem in line with other places

Annual opex /ha
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9%

38%

Rates

Other

Debt

Development
contributions

Value of land (mid-points) rises during the
development process

52%

1%

There is currently no budget provision for acquiring new regional parks. Any increase in the
amount or levels of service in established urban areas relies on other funding sources, including
disposal of land that does not meet the provisioning policy.

One way to manage the cost is to buy as early as possible in the development cycle. Some open
space such as neighbourhood parks cannot be acquired until later in the development cycle when
more details are known. Holding costs must be considered, and the debt ceiling is a constraint.
Buying later limits the purchasing power of the parks capital budget, given the uplift in the value
of land once infrastructure is installed.

Development contributions fund almost all parks acquisition for the future growth areas.
Approximately 300 parcels of land have been identified for parks use in these future
development areas.

There may be merit in buying earlier in development lifecycle

The council team pursues opportunities for the community to use open spaces and sport
/recreational assets being provided by others such as schools.

This seems an appropriate mix of funding tools, though there are opportunities for a more
efficient and equitable mix to fund ongoing delivery.

Parks are funded through rates, user charges and development contributions. Debt is used to
smooth investment timing.

A range of funding tools are used

Development contributions fund 38% of capital spend (but 96% of acquisitions in growth areas)

Development contributions fund new assets in growth areas,
but other sources needed for new parks in established areas
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84%

Fees and other

Rates

It is common for organisations leasing park land to be charged peppercorn rents ($1 per year),
often with the council retaining maintenance responsibility. This is not a very transparent way to
subsidise community services.10

Fees and other charges are just 16% of operating expenses for parks and open spaces. This is
broadly in line with other councils such as Wellington, Christchurch, Hamilton, and Dunedin,
though comparisons are fraught.

84% of operating cost is rates funded

The Environment and Community Committee has agreed that Parks and Recreation consult
on alternative revenue streams, including user charges, commercially-based management
and fee models. We support this work.

There may be more transparent, efficient and equitable ways to provide the same amount of
support to community organisations but in a different way.

Some peppercorn leases are for organisations which are businesses or quasi-businesses and
compete with the private market, which may not be equitable.

Leases are long-term and limit the council ability to change the use of the asset. The average
age of current community leases is 15 years. Long leases may make sense for some uses (e.g.
marae, the 98-year lease for the Auckland War Memorial Museum), but less so for others
where fashions and community demands will change.

Long term leases limit options

Age of current community leases (as at end February 2018)

16%

Operating expenses funding

Rates are the primary way of funding ongoing use by the
community
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Farming has traditionally been an
activity to graze grass on parkland.
While this is set up as a cost-recovery
activity, farming is not core council
activity. Other options could deliver
better financial (and environmental)
outcomes by accessing professional
farm management and farming best
practice.

There may be restrictions on the type
of activities permitted on reserves
which will be reflected in Reserve
Management Plans. With this
constraint in mind, the overall principle
for business activities on park land is
that such operations make a return on
capital, that all costs are recovered,
and that rents for land used reflect
market rates.

CF is responsible for establishing and
managing community leases, and for
other activities on parks such as
farming and holiday places. Panuku is
responsible for establishing and
managing commercial leases on par
land.

As long as the council is involved in operating farms
(to graze grass on parkland) it makes sense to
progress with strategies that maximise the
economic and environmental returns for
Aucklanders. But farming is not core business, and
other approaches should be explored to deliver the
desired outcomes that do not involve the council
operating farms itself.

The strategy is aimed at making the farming
business fit for purpose, consistent across the
region with quality pasture, healthy animals and
sustainable products. Financially, by taking a
business approach the non-rates revenue is
forecast to rise 167% over the next four years
($0.6m to $1.6m per annum). We understand that
Panuku and Watercare also lease land for grazing
rights and there may be an opportunity for all farm
activity to be managed by the one team.

Work has begun to develop a holiday places
strategy to maximise the use and value for money
of these facilities. Holiday places currently generate
a surplus, with the strategy set to increase this
surplus. If the council continues to own/operate
holiday places, it must be mindful of ensuring that
these operations face their full costs, so that the
expected return is appropriate, and they compete
on a level playing field with the private sector.

The land may not have a particularly high
alternative use value, and reserve management
plans have commitments to provide some
accommodation. But the council should review why
it is involved as an operator at all, and what
alternative models might offer better value to the
Auckland community.

Within Auckland, there are 20 holiday parks. The
council is involved in eight, with three
owner/operator, and five owned but leased.

The council provides holiday places which are
generally located or associated with parks. These
include 44 campgrounds, 31 baches, a backpackers
(Waiheke), and three holiday parks.

The council operates 18 farms, most on regional
parks although there are some on other council
land.
During the past year, CF reviewed the farming
business and developed a farming strategy to
optimise the social, cultural, environmental and
economic outcomes of operating a farm.

Holiday places as a business

Taking a business approach to farming

Some land uses do not fit well with the council’s role
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Finance is currently investigating the
extent of subsidisation of operators and
users of golf courses and holiday parks as
part of the LTP considerations.

The high value of the land requires the
council to assess whether this use is
achieving best value for Aucklanders, as
rents are often well below market rates.

The council is an owner and operator of
golf courses which occupy parkland and
open spaces. These are essentially
business activities that compete with
private provision.

• The significant alternative use value of many of these sites means that even those
with very long leases should work towards mutually beneficial outcomes for the
benefit of all Aucklanders.

• Over half the leases are due to expire between 2021 and 2026, so an opportunity has
arisen to re-evaluate the merits of golf course ownership. There are leases, e.g.
Remuera, Muriwai and Pupuke, that are very long-term or have clauses that allow
long-term renewals.

• In other words, communities across Auckland are subsidising the golf played by a
selection of Aucklanders.

• Aucklanders receive varying degrees of benefit from these high value assets. Some
communities are said to benefit greatly from the open space and highly accessible golf
courses, yet others are not afforded such privileges, but through rates still contribute
to their cost.

• The council owns 13 out of 23 Auckland golf courses with many of the golf operators
only paying a peppercorn rent per year and the rest below market rates.

Golf courses

Land use trade-offs should be considered
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Has Procurement effectively supported the business in delivering the strategic
outcomes?
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Implementation and
contractor
performance

July
2017

Region divided into five service areas aligned with local board boundaries and similar
levels of annual spend.
Supplier “owns” the entire service area (mowing, cleaning, edging, parks and street
litter bins).
One point of contact to address local maintenance issues.
Suppliers must meet standard outcomes (as opposed to following a schedule of
works).
Contracts have KPIs on quality and timeliness, and social and environmental targets
reflecting some local boards’ preferences .
Adherence to outcome statements is monitored and audited by an internal team.
Contract structure creates budget certainty.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Project 17 model

We recommend a full post-implementation review to understand what lessons (good and bad) can be learned from this
process and whether there was a robust risk assessment in respect of introducing the level of change.

There are four providers over the five geographic areas. Two providers are new to providing full facilities services in
Auckland. While it was a wet winter, affecting grass cutting and the appearance of parks over the winter and spring,
there have been performance issues with one service provider in particular. These are being managed through the
contract framework.

• 23 contracts across the region
• Delivered by 17 suppliers, each
responsible for a number of functions
• Contracts were
prescriptive/schedule-based
(schedule of works, number of times
per week)
• Model was inflexible in responding to
unplanned maintenance, creating
budget uncertainty

Previous maintenance model

As a result, new suppliers were introduced into the Auckland market. There have been transitioning challenges and adverse publicity on the
standard of maintenance of parks in recent months and it is important to understand what can be learned from this process.

This resulted in contracting for increased levels of service within the same funding envelope of $28m. A whole-of-life pricing model provides budget
certainty although the suppliers will have factored risk elements into their pricing.

Procurement practices provide confidence about cost and effectiveness. Project 17 introduced a new way of contracting for the council. It led to full
facilities maintenance contracts across five geographic areas. There was active engagement with local boards throughout the process.

Procurement of maintenance has provided cost certainty

37

8%

target return by 2020

4%

People satisfied
with park
conditions:
2020 target >90%

300 FTEs

Current return
(though its costs do
not include all council
overheads)

88%

More than

Key facts

89%

Non Council

Council

City Parks is expected to grow non-council
contracts which changes its risk profile and may
result in ongoing investment requirements.

It has one significant non-council contract, with
Auckland Airport, which it has recently
successfully retained following an open market
process.

The majority of City Parks revenue arises for
services provided to the council.

11%

City Parks revenue

However, this overstates performance
expectations, as its costs do not cover its full
share of council overheads. Full costs should be
charged to ensure competitor neutrality in the
marketplace.

City Parks is expected to deliver a 4% surplus,
increasing to 8% by 2020.

The City Parks budget for the Project 17
contract has been set at the mid-point pricing of
external market participants.

Duplication of systems exist, largely due to
historic reasons and the standalone operating
model, which could result in some future
savings.

As part of the investment into City Parks there
has been an increased focus on their
performance.

City Parks operating surplus

City Parks demonstrates a number of characteristics of being standalone (separate financial systems, brand) but also some of being part of the
council (use of HR, procurement and finance shared services). The council should review City Parks against the right sourcing criteria and decide
whether to absorb it back into the council or to prepare it for sale.

Following a review in 2015, City Parks became part of the Operations division and there was a strategy and supporting investment (people, process
and technology) to support its transition from an open space service provider to a full facilities maintenance service (one of the Project 17
contractors). It now also supplies services to the council’s Healthy Waters and Waste Management departments.

One of the providers of maintenance services is City Parks Services, a standalone business unit of Auckland Council. On amalgamation, City Parks
was made part of the Finance function. We understand this was to bring commercial oversight and potentially expand the services to other councils.

Ensure City Parks has the appropriate discipline to deliver
forecast surplus
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Given City Park’s change to a full facilities maintenance
service, it seems appropriate to let those changes bed in, and
to schedule a full review of its operation against the council’s
right sourcing operating framework by September 2018.

The governance and ownership structure needs to ensure the
appropriate disciplines to deliver value for money.

There is an objective to increase the external revenue sources
to $10m, with an 80:20 internal/external revenue split
compared to the current 89:11 split. If City Parks provide more
services beyond the council, it will change its risk profile. That
should initiate a review of its operating model and oversight.

City Parks’ Statement of Intent states an objective to deliver
strategically important services, and to do so efficiently and
effectively to maximise the value to the council, with the
council being 95% of its revenue.

Council right sourcing decision criteria

As City Parks aims to provide services to other external customers, thereby changing its risk profile, the operating model should be reviewed
to provide the appropriate oversight. It is also important for competitive neutrality that City Parks is allocated its full share of costs.

The services City Parks provides are similar to those of the other Project 17 service providers. The success of the operating model and ongoing
rationale for it to remain a council business unit should be evaluated in line with a post-implementation review of the strategy to expand into
facilities management services.

Assess City Parks against the council's right sourcing criteria11
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Is service delivery organised efficiently and effective?

Are accountabilities and responsibilities well defined across the parks and
open spaces value chain?

Is the governance model effective in supporting the delivery of the strategic
objectives?
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The governance model,
delegations and policy
framework are clear, and the
model can work effectively. But
when interests conflict it can
complicate and significantly
slow down the decision and
implementation process. This is
particularly the case with
disposal of land that does not
meet the provisioning policy
(e.g. non-service land) , is
underused or in the wrong
place. See case studies pages
47–50 of this report.

Roles and responsibilities are
split between the Governing
Body and local boards. This
creates a tension between local
and regional objectives, with
each body facing different
priorities and incentives.

SERVICES

ASSET ACQUISITION,
MAINTENANCE,
AND DISPOSAL

PLANNING

POLICY

Decide the number and general
location of all new parks and
prioritisation of major upgrades to
existing parks
Decide the relative priorities and
phasing for all open space
acquisitions and disposals
Maintain asset capacity and integrity
Procurement of major, Auckland-wide
maintenance contract
Use of and activities within regional
parks
Coordination on the use of sports
fields on regional basis

•

•
•

•
•

•

Unitary Plan
Regional open space network plan
Regional park acquisition plan and
reserve management

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Acquisition Policy
Acquisition Budget (LTP/Annual Plan)
Levels of provision (Unitary
Plan/performance measures)

•
•
•

Use of local facilities and activities,
incl. community events
Naming of local parks

Specific location of new local parks,
and local park improvements
Makes recommendations to
Governing Body on
acquisition/disposal
Input into service specifications for
maintenance services contracts

Local board open space network
plans
Local park acquisition plans, within
budget parameters
Consulted on regional plans

Consulted on policy, budget setting
and levels of provision
Local preferences and priorities to
inform local plans

Local board

Governing Body

Decision making responsibility

Split governance relies on clear policy and delegations
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We are aware of local boards, for example,
resolving not to dispose of land despite Governing
Body decisions.

However, ongoing risks include:
• local board decisions not taking sufficient
account of the wider goal of creating a
connected network of parks and open spaces, or
of the availability of assets in neighbouring local
boards
• local boards not facing the total cost of holding
the asset, obscuring the true trade-off between
different uses of parkland.

Local boards have the opportunity to influence the
policy position of the Governing Body but once
policy is approved by the Governing Body then the
role of the local board is to implement that policy in
a local context.

Roles and responsibilities appear clear and logical. However, we were told that in
practice there can be different views on who is responsible for what between
different teams. This is more than normal boundary issues between functions.

The recent Governance Framework Review led to
the delegation of final decisions on local asset
disposal and reinvestment to local boards, providing
all policy criteria have been met, and gave local
boards flexibility to re-allocate their renewals
programme across all local asset categories.

We recommend an assessment as to whether these changes would provide greater
clarity, improve decision approval lifecycle, improve economic outcomes for parks and
open spaces, and do not expose Panuku to new risk.

We also question the role of Panuku in the parks value chain and whether it would be
more effective for CF to manage all leases on parks and to directly brief external
parties for the acquisition/disposal of parkland.

Our assessment is that the role of CF has not been fully mobilised following
departmental reorganisation and that it should have greater involvement in its role as
“owner and guardian” of the council’s assets (including parks and their facilities).

In terms of leases on parkland, there can be both commercial and community leases
on the same park implemented by Panuku or CF respectively. One of the risks is that
there is inconsistent consideration of the wider use of or intentions for the park in the
management of these leases.

The process for acquisitions and disposals is long and slow and lacks role clarity. For
example, Parks and Recreation Policy identifies land for acquisition and disposal; it is
then assessed by CF which briefs Panuku to execute the plan; Panuku then briefs
external parties to assist. The assets, budget, and decisions all sit in different places.

Operational

Governance

Opportunities in roles and responsibilities
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The split in governance and the dispersed accountability for
land ownership decisions add further complication to the
process.

Land ownership is treated in most councils as a core competency with
clear accountabilities, usually governed as a corporate function.

Centralisation and clarity of accountabilities will improve the decision
making and focus on the acquisition and disposal of land.

As a result, accountability for decisions is unclear and we have been
advised that frequently the Legal Department has made commercial
calls by default.

Each organisation dealing with land ownership has a different agenda,
e.g. urban development and transformation, enabling community
services, asset management. There are also a more than a dozen
delegated financial authorities operating over a typical parks and open
space land ownership decision across multiple entities and governance
groups in addition to people who need to be informed or formally
consulted.

In addition, a complete strategic land divestment plan should be
developed, consulted on as part of the LTP/annual budget, and
accountability for the timely implementation assigned and
monitored.

More comprehensive and systematic information on the
performance of parks and open spaces – the ratio of utility and
value of land – will help the quality of advice and the decision
process.

Costs of delay include ongoing holding costs, not meeting
financial plans, and resources not being available for better
uses.

As a result, the process and decision-making to dispose of nonservice assets creates scope for disagreement and long delays.

When parkland is assessed as not meeting the objectives and
principles of the provision policy, it is identified and marked for
disposal. This is an ad-hoc process.

Land (including parks and open spaces) is the council’s most strategic
and enduring asset. Decisions last for decades, are hard to reverse and
have significant consequential operating cost implications.

Auckland Council has a decentralised model, where accountability and
associated competencies for land ownership have been devolved to
multiple council departments (mainly CF and the Development
Programme Office) and the CCOs (mainly Auckland Transport, and
Panuku). Property specialists and advisors sit at the fourth organisational
tier and below.

Disposal of non-service land is more difficult than it should be

Land management as a core competence

Accountability for land ownership functions is dispersed,
affecting acquisition and disposal decisions and processes
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Budget

Governance

Who?

Planning and
targets setting
Invest/ divest

17 FTE
Opex $2m

183 FTE
Opex $36m Capex $2m

Responsibility
and budget not
in same area

LB – use of local parks

GB – use of regional parks

Leasing
enables the
use of a
park

Maintain assets

250 FTE ( CF)
Opex $161m, Capex $ 143m

City Parks Services

LB – develop renewal plan, develop assets,
service requests, community leases on parks

GB – build and demolish assets

Community Facilities
• Build and renew assets
• Maintain assets
• Manage contracts (including community leases)

Support services
Finance (70 FTE $8m opex) , IT, HR, governance support, Procurement

Panuku supports the acquisition and disposal
of park land with consultation and
sale/acquisition process. It also manages
commercial leases on parks

Deliver services

Parks, sport and recreation
(part of Community Services Group)
• Activate park
• Enable outcomes
• Define customers
• Shape service delivery

enables the
use of a
park

LB – approve local open space plans, consulted
on acquisition and disposal, location of local
Leasing
parks

GB – approve strategy, approve policy, own
assets and approve all acquisition and disposal

Parks and Recreation Policy
(part of Social and Community Policy)
• Develop policy
• Develop strategy
• Identify and assess land for acquisition
• Identify and assess land for disposal

Set policy and
strategy

Current roles & responsibilities
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Governance

Who?

Policy and Planning

Local boards – approve local open space plans,
consulted on acquisition and disposal, location
of local parks

Governing Body – approve strategy, approve
policy (including use of parks), own assets and
approve all acquisition and disposal

Parks and Recreation Policy
(part of Social and Community Policy)
• Develop policy
• Develop strategy

Set strategy and
targets

Potential future state

Local boards – use of local parks

Governing Body – use of regional parks

City Parks Services

Parks, sport and recreation
(part of Community Services Group)
• Activate park
• Enable outcomes
• Define customers
• Shape service delivery

Deliver services

Maintain assets

Local boards – develop renewal plan, develop
assets, service requests, leases on parks

Governing Body – approve all acquisition and
disposal, building and demolition of assets

City Parks Services

Community Facilities
• Identify and assess land for acquisition
• Identify and assess land for disposal
• Build and renew assets
• Maintain assets
• Manage contracts (including all commercial
and community leases)

Invest/ divest
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The growth in the number and
diversity of Māori presents a
challenge in effective
engagement, co-governance
and cost. We understand some
of the complexity is driven by
different pieces of legislation
developed at different times,
and there may be scope to
develop a more effective,
inclusive and affordable
approach to co-governance.

Parks and open spaces provide
one way to protect, enable, and
build the social and cultural
capital of Māori.

Statistics NZ projected the
number of Māori in the
Auckland region to increase by
50% from 169,800 in 2013 to
270,900 in 2038, making Māori
12% of Auckland’s
population).12

• Work has begun on a Māori engagement plan which should continue as matter of urgency. The plan
should consider Māori as a customer of the parks service as well as outlining the approach to meeting
the legislative obligations that exist.

• These arrangements are supported by long-term leases at peppercorn rates, providing long-term secure
access. A review of how best to fund the ongoing use of assets needs to consider the impact on Māori
and the wider community, and how best to continue to protect, enable and support their use.

• Over the years, marae, kohanga reo, and other Māori entities have been established on reserve status
land, offering spiritual, cultural, as well as a range of social, educational, health and justice services, and
providing a cultural base for urban Māori (taura here).

• The growth in the number and diversity of Māori well beyond the mana whenua of the Tamaki Collective
present challenges in terms of effective engagement and accommodating their needs alongside those of
other community groups.

• We understand that the co-management with Māori is best portrayed as good beginnings, but needing
further attention, with some partnerships working well (e.g. Ōrākei Reserve), but others less well.

• Māori values, such as kaitiakitanga, are embedded in the stewardship of park service provision. Māori
are a key partner and are engaged to influence and support programme delivery.

• Māori have an active and specific role in Auckland’s open spaces, including the maunga (volcanic cones),
wahapu (harbour), motu (islands) and kaitiakitanga (guardianship) of our land and marine resources.
Land has a specific role in protecting, enabling and building Māori social and cultural capital.

Responsiveness to Māori
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Capital requirements are significantly greater than anticipated in legacy councils’
LTPs, putting pressure on future budgets.

A lack of information on use, benefits, and opportunity cost of parks and open
spaces present barriers to repurposing them.

A lack of comprehensive data on parks use is a barrier to knowing which assets
have reached, or are over, their capacity, or are underused by the community.
Without clarity on the total benefit and cost of holding and running parks and
open spaces, the amount provided in certain places may be too little or too high,
or in the wrong place.
As governance is split, the Governing Body needs to ensure that roles and
responsibilities and strategies and policies are clear and unambiguous, with the
local board role being to implement them.
The new operating model needs the be supported by a refinement of processes
and roles.

Financial targets are in place for disposing non-service land, but a slow or
ineffective process impacts the council’s cash position.
While areas for sports parks can be identified and acquired quickly in the
development cycle, once land is zoned future urban, it is harder with
neighbourhood parks without developers’ plans for an area.

Operations or services where community benefits are small should pay market
rents for leasing park land, instead of peppercorn rents, while supporting
provision in line with a parks service strategy.

A more diverse community creates increased and new requirements for parks and
open spaces, which need to change with community need.

Increasing intensification puts additional pressure on parks in established areas.

While demand for land is growing, it is not clear if land allocated to parks is used
to best effect.

Council policy considers parks and open spaces as a network but local boards are
naturally focused on their own geographic area.

The operating model for parks operations is clear, but in practice the processes
and roles of the teams do not yet reflect that model, and this results in
duplication and frustration.

Despite clear policy objectives, divestment of ‘non-service’ or underused land is
slow because there are multiple interested parties involved, each with their own
priorities and incentives.

Acquisition of land for greenfield areas needs to happen as early as possible in the
development cycle.

Development contributions are the main funding source to establish new parks to
accommodate growth, but ongoing costs and redevelopment and expansion of
existing spaces are generally funded by rates.

Issues

Rapid population growth makes it challenging to meet changing community
expectations and to protect the natural environment.

Challenges

Challenges and issues in realising further value
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In 2013, the council acquired
Colin Maiden Park for $62m. This
was unbudgeted, so to help fund
the acquisition three nearby sites
valued at $36.2m were identified
for disposal. These sites did not
meet the provisioning policy: (i)
one was a poorly designed and
configured reserve in proximity
to Colin Maiden Park; (ii) land
next to Colin Maiden Park was
being held for an innovation
precinct which was no longer
required given the relocation of
the university (other than
retaining Purchas Hill – one of
Auckland’s volcanoes), and (iii) a
portion of the council-owned
Remuera golf course was not
being used by the golf course
and, after stormwater works,
would be surplus.

This case study illustrates the
impact of differing priorities,
incentives and information across
the Governing Body and the local
board. In this case, these factors
resulted in delay and additional
cost, holding up the disposal of
the land.

The land has not been disposed
of.

Situation

Purpose

Case study: Colin Maiden Park

The Ōrākei Local Board opposed
the sales. At its February 2018
meeting, the board said it
needed “to retain all present
open spaces in the Ōrākei Local
Board area, including Merton
Reserve and the whole Purchas
Hill site, because of the
anticipated population growth
resulting from the Council's
Unitary Plan, the Tāmaki
regeneration area and the
residential development
proposed for part of Point
England Reserve which will
further reduce the amount of
open space”.

There have been various
complexities in achieving the
sales, including rezoning and
contamination issues.

Complication

Delays have affected value for
money by slowing the delivery
of alternative use of the land,
affecting the council’s cash
flow, and requiring officers’
time.

The case study shows what
happens when the policy, in
terms of the different roles and
responsibilities of local boards
and the Governing Body, is not
applied correctly. Local boards
can inform and influence
decisions on land acquisition
and disposal questions – in line
with the provisioning policy.
Opposition to such decisions,
once made slows progress.

Implication
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Chamberlain Park is 32.3ha of
council-owned open space in the
Albert-Eden Local Board area. It
is currently configured as an 18hole golf course providing access
to golf players only. Albert-Eden
has one of the lowest amounts of
open space per capita and one of
the largest shortfalls in sports
field capacity.

This case study illustrates a local
board considering the
opportunity for alternative use of
parkland as part of its role, but
also raises the question whether
a regional network approach was
considered in the decisionmaking.

In 2015, the board adopted the
Chamberlain Park Master Plan
which envisages a reconfigured
park with a 9-hole golf course,
driving range and practice area,
two high-use sports fields, a local
park, walking and cycling paths,
and sufficient space allocated for
a future recreation facility.

Situation

Purpose

Case study: Chamberlain Park

A judicial review of local board
decision-making in respect of
Chamberlain Park has also been
filed, highlighting the strong
views and interests that these
types of deliberations must
navigate.

What is not apparent from this
work is whether the boar, while
considering future development,
considered the nearby
substantial open space and
sports fields across the motorway
at Western Springs which sits in
another local board area.

Complication

Parks are a network across the
city and it is important the
decisions on use considers
regional and local implications.

Implication

49

DoC sets fees for the provision of
protected areas facilities and
services, for concessions, permits
and other consents. DoC retains
all revenues raised from sources
other than central government,
creating a strong incentive to
maximise revenue generating
activities and cost recovery.

This case study illustrates the
approach taken by DoC in
providing activities on
conservation land.

Implication
Where private benefit exists
there is no reason why the
council should have sole or
direct responsibility for funding
and managing parks, facilities
and services.

Complication

While there was some initial
resistance, most DoC users now
accept fees charged and these
lessons could be applied to
Auckland Council.

Legally, concession fees may be
set at fair market values and are

Situation

Purpose

around $24 million per year from
market-based concession fees,
hut and campsite charges and
other external sources of
revenue. This represents about
15% of its total budget.13 Much of
this income is used to maintain
high-quality facilities.

For Great Walk tracks like the Routeburn and Milford, fees are set to
ensure the costs of providing hut facilities are fully recovered from the
user.

DoC maintains over 1000 back
country huts and 250 campsites
and since the early 1990s, it has
charged fees on a scale based on
the type of facility. DoC raises

applied to individuals and
business to conduct commercial
activities such as tourism,
agriculture horticulture
telecommunications and filming
on DoC land.

Case study: Department of Conservation revenue
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The Tūpuna Maunga Authority is
a Treaty-based partnership
between Ngā Mana Whenua and
Auckland Council. It is a vehicle
through which the mana whenua
world view and historical, cultural
and spiritual connections with
the maunga will be given visibility
and guide decision-making for
the health and wellbeing of these
important taonga.

This case study illustrates a cogovernance arrangement with
Ngā Mana Whenua.

The Maunga Authority is
comprised of equal
representatives from Ngā Mana
Whenua o Tāmaki Makaurau and
Auckland Council, together with
Crown (non-voting)
representation.

Situation

Purpose

This is an example of cogovernance in operation,
however, each co-governance
arrangement the council enters
into has a different operating
model. For example,
arrangements with DoC, Ngāti
Whātua Ōrākei Reserves Board
and the Maunga Authority are all
different with the council
supporting each arrangement.

The Maunga Authority has been
established and we understand it
is operating effectively.

The council is responsible for
managing the Tūpuna Maunga
under the direction of the
Maunga Authority with the
Authority required to prepare an
annual operational plan for the
council to deliver.

Complication

Case study: Co-governance of Tūpuna Maunga

Parks are a network across the
city and it is important the
decisions on use considers
regional and local implications.

Implication
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Options analysis
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Then we will achieve
• Improved understanding of the actual investment and how this
investment is used.
• Transparency on the opportunity cost of holding land for parks
and open spaces.
• Comparable data on relative performance which will support
advice and decision-making on investment and divestment.
• More effective and timely implementation of land acquisition,
use and disposition plans and decisions.

By

• Constructing and maintaining a register with the market value of
all park land, and measures of maintenance and other holding
costs, in total and m2.
• Over time, supplementing this database with indicators of the
environmental, social, cultural, and economic benefits each plot
provides.
• Developing methodologies to measure:
– the ongoing utilisation of parks, drawing for example on
smartphone data
– the value people attach to the other benefits that parks and
open spaces provide
• Using this information to develop utility/cost ratios to allow
comparisons of which parks and open spaces perform well, and
which are candidates for review:
– using visitor and cost data to derive a use per dollar ratio (as a
basic cost-effectiveness measure)
– supplementing this with wider utility ratings to calculate a utility
per dollar value ratio
– flagging for automatic review any parks and open spaces with a
low ratio, below a certain threshold.

IF

… we develop and implement a comprehensive and robust valuation system, that gives full visibility of the total costs,
use, and benefits of holding and using the assets (or the benefits of disposing them if they are not meeting performance
requirements) …

Value proposition #1: A comprehensive and robust parks value
indicator to support advice and decision-making
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Medium
Ongoing
Must do

Ease of implementation

Timing

Overall rating

Supports increased transparency on benefits and
costs

Will help highlight areas in Auckland and specific
communities are under- and over-served and
ensures decision-making considers local and
regional aspects

Able to build on current efforts, and start with
relatively simple data sources and approaches,
increasing sophistication over time

A business-as-usual activity. May require some
data purchases and external expertise

Builds on current thinking and planning tools. Set
up may need some external advisory support

Strategic fit

Value for
money

Equity

Feasibility

Affordability

Competency

Benefits
• Given the opportunity cost of land, small improvements in use can
generate significant value.
• Consistent decision criteria and method improves transparency of and
basis for assessing trade-offs and decision-making.
• This is a tool to improve decision-making processes and as such its
value is difficult to define, but by way of examples of the value at stake:
– Cameron Partners estimated that divesting 5% of the park area could
realise $2.25bn (to be invested elsewhere, or used to pay off debt
and avoid interest payments and operating costs)
– Current book value of assets is $5b, and even very small
improvements in annual decisions on use, acquisition and disposal
would generate significant value (noting value goes beyond financial
or economic impacts, to social, environmental and cultural benefits).

Costs
• Some costs for data purchases, choice or willingness to pay modelling,
and advice.
• Cost unknown, and would need further investigation. Assume budget
of $250k to set up. May be able to avoid other survey costs.
• Ongoing staff costs, to build up and maintain evidence base on costs
and benefits, assumed to be a refocusing of business-as-usual functions

Summary of financial costs and benefits

Criteria

Supports good decisions to achieve Auckland Plan
quality of life objectives

Results

A better understanding of the opportunity cost of land used for parks and
of the full range of benefits that it generates will help assessments of
whether the land is being put to best use, and the case for acquisition or
disposal and associated capital and operating cost impacts. This work is
currently underway with the development of a cost: benefit analysis tool.

Assessment

Comment

+ ve (not quantified)

Net estimate
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Key assumptions
• Team has capability to manage extension of its planning
tools.
• Build up and maintenance of evidence base over time (e.g.
commissioning summaries of the literature, methodically
working through the parks and open spaces in each of the
local boards).
• Following set-up, the valuation approach can be
maintained and improved by existing resources as it should
be a business-as-usual function.

Key risks and constraints

• Method needs to recognise that some land allocated to
parks and open spaces may not, for practical purposes,
have an alternative use.
• Estimated “shadow values” of land are not to replace or
amend valuation for rating or accounting purposes.
• Lack of a single measure of benefit or value could hinder
valuation – pilot some choice modelling14.
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This can be used for identifying
poorly used park land for disposal, as
well as for business cases to acquire
park land. Combine with clear and
single accountability for a disposal
plan, and reinforcing incentives (e.g.
a share of proceeds reinvested).

Consistent information supports
better quality advice and removes
one area of potential disagreement
between the Governing Body, local
boards and other parties.

The proposal is to create a common
indicator of the value of each park,
and of its cost. This needs a single
method to measure use of parks, the
wider community utility or benefits,
and land market value and holding
costs.

There is no easy and consistent way
to establish which parks and open
spaces are providing value and which
are not. Combined with different
objectives and incentives faced by
parties involved, this creates scope
for disagreement, slowing progress.
For each park establish a
measure of :
• park use and the
direct benefits to the
users
• the wider
environmental, social,
cultural and economic
benefits
• the opportunity cost
of the asset (including
the development and
maintenance costs
and the market value
of land).

2
Turn this into a ratio of
utility/dollar value for
each park asset, and
make database publicly
available
• use as a performance
criteria; those with a
low ratio would be
automatically flagged
for in-depth review
• rank parks within each
local board and across
the region for
prioritisation of effort
and consistent
treatment across local
boards
• land that does not
meet provision policy
and has a low ratio is
prioritised for disposal.

3

4
Develop and consult on a
comprehensive disposal
plan (as part of LTP
and/or Annual Plan
process), for approval by
the Governing Body.

Regularly update
indicators and review
status

Note: builds on work underway:
• Parks and Recreation Policy has commissioned a cost: benefit analysis study which will be applied to golf courses.
• The council’s Chief Economist is investigating developing a database of common assumptions for the council, like the Treasury’s CBAx tool,
which provides common assumptions for government agencies to use when developing business cases for the annual budgets.

1

Key Steps

How could this work and help in practice?
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Then we will achieve
• Reduced decision-making time around identifying, consulting
and implementing non-service land disposal decisions.
• Reduced operating costs associated with the non-service land.
• Cash proceeds which can be used for higher priority activity,
including to fund more appropriate park land that meets the
provisioning policy and parks service strategy.

• Creating a single accountability for decisions on land as a strategic
asset, which recognise that management of land assets is a core
competency for the council.
• Using the park value indicator tool proposed in value proposition
#1 to assess the utility and financial cost and benefit of parks.
• Completing the open space network plans with local boards
around getting best use of the network of park assets.
• Consulting with the community on a comprehensive divestment
plan, consisting of the complete list of identified non-service land,
as part the LTP/Annual Budget process.
• Disposing of the non-service park land, as a regular and planned
operational activity using competitive market processes. This
could include advertising all non-service land on the council
website for developers and others to acquire, which may reduce
the cost of disposal.

… if we reviewed parkland across the city to identify land which is non-service and would not meet the current provision
policy to form part of a comprehensive divestment plan…

By

IF

Value proposition #2: Improve process for divestment of nonservice land
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Hard
1 year for plan
Should do

Ease of implementation

Timing

Overall rating

Identifying and disposing of poorly performing
assets will allow resources to be used for higher
value uses

Cash released by divesting from poorly performing
assets creates opportunities to address equity
issues

Implementation is feasible. It will require the
Governing Body and local boards to work together
with each having different decision-making
responsibility

Aim is to free up resource tied up in relatively
underperforming assets and their upkeep (net of
cost of disposal)

Competence exists within the council to develop
and plan. Real estate agents are generally engaged
to support the sales process.

Strategic fit

Value for
money

Equity

Feasibility

Affordability

Competency

Benefits
• Non-service land will be disposed of, or disposed of quicker, reducing
operating costs.
• Cash flow positive from the sale.
• This will also generate a “profit and loss statement” benefit as land is
currently not valued at market rates.

Costs
• Developing the plan should be funded from existing budgets, although
it may be beneficial to assign additional resource to provide speed and
emphasis to the opportunity.
• Normal costs of acquisition and disposal will exist including real estate
agents commission, legal costs and valuation costs.

Summary of financial costs and benefits

Criteria

The council has approved policies in relation to
parks provision and optimisation of assets and this
value proposition is aligned to these policies

Results

The council’s land assets are a strategic asset, yet its management is dispersed
without a single accountability and overview. The Provision Policy is applied
prospectively to new development, but not retrospectively. Addressing these
gaps could clarify and speed up decision-making. A more systematic and planned
approach to identifying and managing non-service land will make the overall
management of the parks assets more effective, and free up resources for higher
value use, including development of parks and open spaces that is in line with the
Provision Policy.

Assessment

Comment

Present value of $350m (200-600m
range) over 10 years

Net estimate
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162,453

Area 2

(40,613)

(49,813)

Less reserves
and other
encumbered
areas (25%)

1,4m m2

60,920

74,719

Assuming 50%
replaced,
net disposals
(m2)

$200m

Present value

Area sensitivity (+/- 30%), PV:

$290m

Low

Nominal value

Scenarios

125m-$827m

$350m

$522m

Mid

$6000m

$887m

High

Sale value @ $540 per m2 (sensitivity +/- 50%), and ex LTP budget

Scaled to Auckland

199,250

Area 1

Area not in
line with
provision
policy (m2)

We adjusted for the following factors:
- some land would not be disposed of for environmental, cultural or
other reasons
- some disposals would need to be replaced with purchases in better
locations (see case studies)
- proceeds from non-service land sales already budgeted in the LTP,
although a plan would increase the probability that budget is met.

We tested this on two local board areas which identified around 5% of
open space area as not meeting the provisioning policy.

• All assumptions need to be tested. The purpose of the estimates
is to offer broad orders of magnitude of the opportunity.

The Review of Alternative Sources of Financing by Cameron & Partners
included a high-level assessment of the potential value in alternative
use of parkland. They suggested that market value of the land could be
10 times higher, and that 5% of park land could release $2.25bn

• Adjusts for value of land sales already budgeted for in LTP: $265
($200m present value).

• Present value based on phasing over 10 years, and discount rate
of 6%.

• Average market rate for urban land15: $700m2 less an allowance
for infrastructure costs = $540. Scenarios +/- 50% of sale price
reflect uncertainty (e.g. some areas land >$1600).

• 50% of remaining land for disposal would be replaced with more
suitable park land, according to the provisioning policy and parks
services strategy.

• 25% of parkland identified top-down as not meeting
provisioning policy would not be disposed of because of
environmental, cultural or other reasons.

• The two selected areas are reasonably representative of the
overall opportunity.

Key assumptions:

Broad estimate of potential proceeds otherwise not achieved
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• Designated reserve land has prescribed processes to
follow.

• Risk results will not eventuate because accountability for
developing the divestment plan is currently unclear.

• Normal commercial risks, e.g. uncertainty around sale
price.

• Local boards will positively engage in the process and
understand the trade-offs between local needs and
interests and regional wide needs and interests.

• Governing Body approves the approach, noting that this is
implementing an existing, previously-approved policy.

• Disposal of non-service land will be managed as a project
with appropriate focus and discipline.

• Risk of opposition from local boards and communities who
view parkland as specific to their area, rather than one
element in a network.

• Risk that the council cannot acquire capability to deliver
the result.

Key assumptions

Key risks and constraints
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Then we will achieve
• A fairer and more transparent approach to managing access to
and use of parks and open spaces for private benefit.
• The council will focus on providing services where there are no
or insufficient private market (or central government)
alternatives.
• An alternative source of funding to meet the ongoing cost of
providing parks and open spaces that is more in line with other
councils and good public policy principles.

• Continuing the work underway on identifying and expanding non
rates revenue funding options. These include user charges, rents
and commercial activities.
• Applying good public policy principles to the design and targeting
of user charges and subsidies for the use of parks and open spaces,
considering for example:
– exclusive, private use and benefits v public benefits
– transparency in charging fees and providing subsidies
– administrative and compliance costs
– equity in the treatment of different groups
– the true cost of providing access to parks and open spaces.
• Clarifying when it is more transparent, efficient and fair to use
(multi-year) grants to subsidise the use of parks and open spaces
for different activities, or to use short-term lease agreements,
rather than long-term peppercorn or heavily subsidised leases.
• Assessing whether the council should continue to provide services
where there is effective private sector provision.

… we applied more consistent and principled charges to users of parkland and open space, in particular where these are
used primarily for private benefit (with limited community benefits) …

By

IF

Value proposition #3: Consistent approach to charging users of
parkland for transparency, greater equity and improved value
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Medium
1 year
Must do

Ease of implementation

Timing

Overall rating

Extension and modification of current practices

Should assist in developing an alternative funding
source, more in line with other councils

Not a barrier

Feasibility

Affordability

Competency

Golf course area (Ha)
Rateable value $m
Book value $ per sqm

Current
Comment
534
$ 138
$ 26 Ave Akld farmland $41 (range $21-$800)*
Est. urban market value: $540 psqm**
Rent charged $m
$ 0.21
Rent potential $m
$ 8.28
Implicit subsidy $m
$ 8.07
Park value indicator
?
Utilisation, existence value, other impacts
Park value per $ subsidy
?
* Feb 18, 3 months, www.interest.co.nz/rural/resources/farm-sales
** Net of development cost (see VP2)

Golf courses – we assessed an alternative rental value for land
occupied by golf courses (based on an assumed 6% rental on rateable
value) to illustrate in broad terms the value opportunity that may exist
annually.

Equity
•

Provides a more consistent approach to enabling
the use of community assets

Value for
money

Commercial leases – opportunities exist to increase revenue streams.
Work completed on farming and holiday places should continue.
Targets should be established for these areas.

Benefits
• Community leases – no overall change as it is assumed that increased
rent would be offset by increased grants until services are reviewed
against the policy and service strategy.

Should improve transparency in the level of
support provided to users, and allocate costs
where use of park assets primarily generate
exclusive private benefits

Strategic fit

•

Costs
• Cost of analytic and advisory effort and decision-making time.
• Unknown administrative costs to collect charges .

Summary of financial costs and benefits

Criteria

Provides alternative source of funds to provide
desired level of parks and open spaces

Results

Parks have a number of uses and the council makes trade-offs over who
uses the open space and how much they pay. If the establishment of
rents are completed on a consistent basis this will support trade-off and
investment decisions.

Assessment

Comment

+ve (not quantified)

Net estimate
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• Creation of an “industry” to administer leases and grants.

• It may not be possible to amend leases in the short-term.

• That there are administratively effective and efficient
arrangements to administer and fund the grants process.

• Community organisations and marae established on park
and reserve land, and who may not be able to generate the
income stream to support market rents for leases, will be
supported by multi-year community grants where they
meet the council’s policy.

• Changes to community leases will proceed with caution,
prioritising changes predominantly toward commercial
operations, or services that do not align well with parks
services strategy.

• There may be resistance to changing charges.

• A number of organisations may not have an income stream
to support leases based on market rents, even with
equivalent support via grant funding or other options.

Key assumptions

Key risks and constraints

63

Then we will achieve
• A fit for purpose operating mode which will reduce risks, costs and
improve service over time.
• Continued insight, at least in the interim, into how council
decisions impact on their suppliers by having inside knowledge of
how service are affected.
• If divested, release of capital, and reduced council exposure to
management and ownership risks, allowing it to focus on
promoting policy outcomes.
• Maintenance of a level playing field (competitive neutrality) with
private sector providers when bidding on non-council business
opportunities.

• Assessing City Parks performance – particularly its costs and
performance indicators (within the next 12 months and ongoing)
to assess its market competitiveness and sustainability,
performance risks, and how these are managed, and ensuring it
pays full overhead costs for competitive neutrality.
• Clarifying the ongoing purpose of City Parks and test this against
the council right-sourcing framework to determine if it continues
to contribute towards to the council’s strategic and operational
performance, and then:
– determine the appropriate organisational form (business unit,
standalone business unit, CCO)
– implement the appropriate governance structures
– increase the revenue base (both the council Group and, if this
fits with the purpose and risk profile, external sources).
• If the right sourcing criteria determine City Parks operation is no
longer strategically or operationally important, deciding if the
business can be sold, and then prepare for sale.

… we determine the ongoing purpose and appropriate operating form for City Parks to ensure it delivers the appropriate
financial and non financial benefits to the council, or in preparation to divest the business unit …

By

IF

Value proposition #4: Review of City Parks to ensure it delivers
the appropriate benefits to the council
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Moderate
<1 year
Must do

Ease of implementation

Timing

Overall rating

• Unable to assess at this stage but likely to be
positive
• Modelling of opportunities should be completed
to assess impact on cash flow

Improvements in value will benefit all ratepayers

No barriers to constructing a deal. Requires
valuation

Unable to assess at this stage

External support may be required to assess
options

Strategic fit

Value for
money

Equity

Feasibility

Affordability

Competency

Can be completed internally with external support as required.

•

City Parks provide a number of qualitative benefits which the review
should test. These include:

•

Appropriate organisation form to provide appropriate oversight and
risk management.

– industry insight (e.g. understanding input costs or performance
challenges).

– benchmarking of price (though the market was recently tested)

Further analysis required for quantitative benefits but costs can be
benchmarked against other external providers to the council.

•

Benefits

•

Costs

Summary of financial costs and benefits

Criteria

All council-owned services should be assessed
against the council’s right sourcing principles

Results

The purpose of City Parks Services needs to be clarified. It is unclear if it
needs to operate as a council business unit or standalone business and
whether it continues to provide strategic and operational performance
benefits to the council while maintaining competitive neutrality with the
private sector.

Assessment

Comment

Positive cash flow likely. More detailed
work required as part of assessment
within the next 12 months

Net estimate
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• The council can provide services to the private sector while
maintaining competitive neutrality.
• The appropriate operating form will be established to
manage risks should City Parks acquire additional private
sector customers.

• Risk of financial loss if there is an Increase in non-council
customers without protection of a separate legal entity.

• Risk of key staff leaving due to uncertainty.

• Other providers can provide the services which City Parks
provides and there will be no adverse effect on price to
Aucklanders and quality of services.

• If divestment is chosen, there is an effective market for the
business.

Key assumptions

Key risks and constraints
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Appendices
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individuals, households or businesses, or they might be the Auckland

consultation on options.

appropriate in the future, given changes in factors like technology,
customer expectations, the environment, legal framework, etc.

for public entities publication, defined VfM as:

the council’s current role and whether that role will continue to be

When we consider VfM, we also look at the public policy reason for

The Office of the Auditor-General, in its 2008 Procurement guidance

effectiveness (a measure of value) of local government services.

VfM, or cost-effectiveness, considers both the cost and the

Depending on the service, customers might be specific groups of

detailed investigation, including business case development and

public in general.

We define value from the viewpoint of the customers of the services.

“… using resources effectively, economically, and without
waste, with due regard for the total costs and benefits of an
arrangement, and its contribution to the outcomes the entity
is trying to achieve. In addition, the principle of value for
money when procuring goods or services does not necessarily
mean selecting the lowest price but rather the best possible
outcome for the total cost of ownership (or whole-of-life
cost).”

been designed to inform council decisions whether to invest in more

include the costs of implementation. The value propositions have

magnitude estimates of this value. The propositions do not explicitly

value from undertaking certain actions. It provides orders-of-

The value propositions developed in this report indicate the potential

opportunities to improve value for money (VfM).

The purpose of this internal strategic review is to identify strategic

This review delivers on the section 17A of the Local Government Act 2002 requirement, to:
“… review the cost-effectiveness of current arrangements for meeting the needs of communities within its district or region for good-quality local
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions …
… consider options for the governance, funding, and delivery of infrastructure, services, and regulatory functions…”
These reviews must be undertaken at least every six years.

Approach to value for money

68

What is the service trying to achieve?
What are its strategic or statutory drivers?
What is the public policy rationale for local government role?

What are the cost and value drivers?
Cost: economy (cost of inputs) and efficiency (service delivery)
Effectiveness: economic, environmental, social impacts
Cost-effectiveness
Equity

Does current performance indicate good VfM?
Do incentives/controls give confidence about achieving future value?
What are the areas of risk and uncertainty affecting VfM?
Continued relevance in light of likely changes in context?
What funding, governance, delivery options for improvement?

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Why

Performance

Implications

What

What is the service and how big is it?
How is it delivered, funded, governed, regulated?
What is its place in the value chain?
What is the current and future context?

•
•
•
•

Questions

(value/cost)

Effectiveness

Equity

(out/input)

Efficiency

Continued
relevance

Economy
(cost/input)

Rationale

The review involves testing current service arrangements, as well as asking if the rationale is still sound and fit for the future. We
focused on specific challenges, issues and opportunities that we found most relevant for service delivery in the future.

Our methodology uses a fact-based approach
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We assess the current drivers
of value, and the issues and the
challenges in delivering the
services to identify and
document value delivered and
any improvement
opportunities.

We use a clear methodology
seeking to understand the
current operating approach
and framework.

Intervention
logic
assessment
& modelling

Stakeholder
& expert
interviews &
consultation

Political,
Economic,
Social and
Technology
trends

Evidence

Analysis of
service and
financial
data (official
docs)

Check
customer &
stakeholder
surveys

Check
benchmarks,
best
practice, and
case studies

As part of our evidence-based approach we
draw on a range of sources

We undertake VfM reviews in three parts,
starting with a current statement assessment

1. Current
State

2. Options

3. Findings

The current state assessment effort leads to a list of
challenges, issues and opportunities for further testing
during the second part of the review.

Test our thinking with subject matter experts and other agencies
involved in investment attraction and international relations

Draw on international literature and reviews of international practices

Test the intervention logic

Review business plans, financial reports and selected literature

Engage with relevant staff for their operational and strategic knowledge,
and access to data and expert reports

What we do

Approach to current state assessment
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We outline the action required
to deliver value, and provide
orders-of-magnitude estimates
of the potential future value.

We evaluate the ongoing
relevance of governance,
funding and service delivery
arrangements and alternative
options.

In the second part of the
review, we analyse
opportunities to improve value
for money.

(value/cost)

Effectiveness

Equity

(out/input)

Efficiency

Continued
relevance

Economy
(cost/input)

Rationale

1. Current
State

2. Options

3. Findings

Does the option promote a strong inclusive
and equitable society, and share costs
appropriately?
Can the option be commercially viable?
Do options fit Auckland Council’s financial
objectives and constraints?
Has the council the competencies to execute?

Feasibility
(commercial case)
Affordability
(financial case)
Competency
(management case)

Do benefits to Aucklanders exceed costs?
Does the option provide:
• clear accountability
• transparency
• compatible incentives
• risk allocation to where best managed
• proportional admin and compliance costs

Does the option progress the outcomes the
council is pursuing, and fit with the council’s
role?

Equity
(social case)

Value for money
(economic case)

Strategic fit
(strategic case)

Our critical success factors draw on the Better Business Case
framework

In the second stage of the review we identify and
evaluate improvement opportunities. Findings
follow feedback on the assessment and options.

Approach to options analysis

71

Sets out key projects, service levels, financial policies and priorities for the next year.
The council, council-controlled organisations (CCOs), subsidiaries, associates and joint ventures.

Annual Budget

Auckland Council Group/Group

An approach to intergenerational wellbeing that relies on four types of “capital” – natural, human, social and
financial/physical. http://www.treasury.govt.nz/abouttreasury/higherlivingstandards.
Auckland Council’s commitment to enabling Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Māori outcomes, fulfilling statutory obligations
and valuing Te Ao Māori.

Treasury Living Standards
framework/four capitals
Māori Responsiveness
Framework

Local boards

Infrastructure

Long-term Plan/LTP (also
known as the 10-year Budget)

An independent body corporate with specific responsibilities and powers to promote important Māori issues to
Auckland Council.

Independent Māori Statutory
Board

The fixed, long-lived structures that facilitate the production of goods and services and underpin many aspects of
quality of life. Infrastructure refers to physical networks, principally transport, water, energy, and communications.
This document sets out the council’s vision, activities, projects, policies, and budgets for a 10-year period. Also
commonly referred to as the LTP, the 10-year budget.
There are 21 local boards which share responsibility for decision-making with the
governing body. They represent their local communities and make decisions on local issues, activities and facilities.

A document that sets out all assets that are tagged for disposal, including timeframes.

Divestment Plan

(CCOs) look after specific council assets, infrastructure or activities on behalf of the council. They operate
Council-controlled organisations independently and are managed by an independent board of directors or trustees, but with accountability to the
(CCOs)
council. The council appoints all voting directors/trustees on the boards of its six substantive CCOs as it is the 100
per cent owner.

Definition

Term

Glossary of terms
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Definition
Auckland’s ancestral mountains which hold a paramount place in the historical, spiritual, ancestral and cultural
identity of the 13 iwi and hapū of Ngā Mana Whenua o Tāmaki Makaurau (the mana whenua tribes of Auckland)
Property that is not infrastructure or used to deliver services (as defined in the Local Government (Tamaki
Makaurau Reorganisation) Council-controlled Organisations Vesting Order 2010).
A CCO focused on development through urban rejuvenation.
A method of capturing benefits to users and the wider community, along with opportunity costs.
A nominal rental sum for property, land or buildings, often a token amount e.g. $1 per annum.
Using resources effectively, economically, and without waste, with due regard for the total costs and benefits of an
arrangement, and its contribution to the outcomes the entity is trying to achieve.

Term

Tūpuna Maunga

Non-service assets

Panuku (Panuku Development
Auckland)

Parks value indicator

Peppercorn rental

Value for Money (VFM)

Glossary of terms (cont.)
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p3: sourced from annual reports, financial statements, special data requests

p14: 2012 Auckland Plan, Ch12 Auckland’s Physical & Social Infrastructure

p19: Open Space Provision Policy, 2013

p20: Benchmarking City Services, KPMG, 2017, The Green City Index, Economist Intelligence Unit

p20: NZ Productivity Commission, 2017, Better urban planning, https://www.productivity.govt.nz/inquiry-content/2682?stage=4

p22: QORF 2017 “Measuring participation in outdoor activities: an exploration of methods”, November 2017, qorf.org.au.

p26: Auckland Council is required to set out in its spatial plan a strategy to achieve its social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being
objectives for the current and future wellbeing of communities. Note the broad parallels with the Treasury’s four capitals set out in its living standards
framework

p26: Cameron Partners 2015, Review of Alternative Sources of Financing,
http://temp.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/reports/technicalpublications/Documents/alternativefinancingcameronpartners.pdf

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

15. p58: Values based on Lees K 2017. Quantifying the impact of land use regulation: evidence form New Zealand. Sense Partners. Report for Superu,
Ministerial Social Sector Research Fund, and Page, I, 2008, New House Price Modelling, Study Report 196, BRANZ

14. p54: see Nunns et al, 2016, How do Aucklanders value their parks? A hedonic analysis of the impact of proximity to open space on residential
modelling, Auckland Council Technical Report TR2016/031

13. p49: Emerton L et al, 2006, Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas: A global review of challenges and options, World Commission on Protected Areas,
Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series 13, iucn.org

12. p45: Statistics NZ ethnic population projections released 21 May 2015.

11. p38: Auckland Council, February 2017, Mahi Tahi: Rightsourcing and Shared Services Future State Commentary

10. p32: Options to expand revenue streams for sport facilities investment, Auckland Council Environment and community committee, August 2017

p2: Terms of Reference: Value for money review (s17a): parks and Open Spaces Service Management, August 2017

1.

Footnotes
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The debate continues. Minister of Finance Grant Robertson announced on 1
February 2018 that NZ would host an international symposium to progress
the thinking on the framework and its use.

This conclusion follows that of Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi in their 2009 report on
the measurement of economic performance and social progress. They also
recommend efforts to put monetary values on different outcomes where
reasonable valuation techniques exist, as those are more understandable to
people and facilitate comparisons of different outcomes. Tipping points and
irreversible outcomes should also be identified.

But there are some significant, unresolved challenges for these type of
frameworks: what capitals should be measured, what indicators should be
used to measure these capitals, and how could indicators be made
commensurable, ordered and weighted? Given this, the Treasury notes its
framework is best regarded as a dashboard, and most useful for strategic
trade-offs.

Frameworks like these seek to address the criticism that statistics like GDP
are imperfect measures of current and future living standards and
resilience. The idea is simple enough: the wellbeing of future generations
depends on the resources passed onto them.

• physical & financial capital: infrastructure and financial assets.

• human capital: skills, knowledge, physical and mental health

• social capital: the state of norms and values, e.g. trust, cultural identity,
rule of law, relationships

• natural capital: the state of all aspects of the natural environment

The Treasury’s living standards framework is a still-developing approach to
define and monitor current wellbeing and its sustainability
(intergenerational wellbeing). It currently considers four capitals:

• financial and physical capital: objectives related to financial performance
and the value of land in alternative uses.

• human capital: objectives related to physical and mental health, e.g.
through leisure and sport, and knowledge

• social capital: objectives related to community and cultural activities,
heritage

• natural capital: source of environmental services, e.g. objectives related
to air and water quality, flora and fauna

In terms of advice on policy or delivery for parks and open spaces, one
would expect analysis to assess changes in:

• Policy and service choices can then be assessed on how they rate against
these objectives, using familiar cost: benefit analysis. This can test the
specific trade-offs – monetising outcomes where possible and reporting
qualitatively on the impacts on other objectives.

• The LTP is the place to set the wellbeing objectives and articulate the
causal links between strategies and activities and the wellbeing of
current and future communities.

• The council is already required to set out in its spatial plan a strategy to
achieve its social, economic, environmental, and cultural wellbeing
objectives. There are parallels with the Treasury’s four capitals.

How could the council apply this type of thinking? One way ahead is as
follows:

The Living Standards Framework - Four capitals
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• A Guide to Healthy Parks Healthy People: Approach and Current
Practices 2014
• Acquisitions – Review and improvements. Danny Evans 2016
• Auckland Council – Alternative Sources of Financing Nov 2015
• Auckland Council: Auckland Plan 2012, Chapter 12
• Auckland Council: Long-term Plan 2015-2025 (2015)
• Auckland Council: Auckland Unitary Plan 2016
• Auckland Council Budget 2017
• Auckland Council City Park Service: Statement of intent 2016/17
– 2019/20
• Auckland Council MoU DoC
• Auckland Council Contributions Policy 2015
• Auckland Council Parks sports and recreation infographics
• Auckland Council: Golf facilities investment plan discussion
document March 2016
• Auckland Council: Open Space Strategic Asset Management Plan
2015 - 2025
• Auckland Sport and Recreation Strategic Action Plan 2014-2024
(2013)
• Auckland Council: Auckland future urban land supply strategy
July 2017

Resources

• Auckland Sports Sector: Facility Priorities Plan 2017
• Benchmarking City Services, KPMG 2017
• Challenges and Strategies for urban green-space planning in
cities undergoing densification: A review
• Community Facilities Parks Sports and Recreation
“Strengthening our Delivery”
• Economic Impact of Golf in Auckland - Final Report 2016 Martin
Jenkins:
• Governing body minutes - Governance framework review
• Greenfields land valuation modelling project, CBRE, 2015
• How do Aucklanders’ Value their parks. A hedonic analysis of
the impact of proximity to open space on residential property
values. Auckland Council 2016
• Investment Summary AELB Chamberlain Park
• Open Space Provision Policy 2016
• Open Space Planning Standards in Australia: in Search of Origins
A.J. Veal 2013
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