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An understanding of green space policies and evaluation
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ABSTRACT

Green spaces are recognised for the benefits. They bring to the quality of people’s lives. However,
since the 1980s there has been a general increase in poorly-managed green spaces. In an attempt to
address this issue, green space policy has changed its focus on green space management through the
gradual introduction of green space evaluation tools, such as the Green Flag Award (GFA). The GFA,
as an established green space evaluation tool in the UK, reflects a shift in policy drivers of green
spaces management. However, there is a lack of research investigating the contextualisation between
a wide range of policy contexts and such green space evaluation tools (the GFA in this study). The
aims of this study are therefore to explore the development of green space evaluation since the late
1990s, with respect to the growth of the GFA and its impact on other evaluation tools across the UK
and several countries. To address the aims, this study employs in-depth literature reviews on UK green
space policy mainly conducted by government. In addition, case studies are presented, focusing on the
GFA and independent green space evaluation tools intrinsically derived from the GFA in the UK’s
cities and Nordic countries. Results show that based on the awareness of the severity of declining
standards of green spaces, newly emerging policy arrangements have been adopted to address negative

issues, which affect the standard of green spaces such as the transfer of responsibility for green space
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management, the implementation of Compulsory Competitive Tendering and ongoing budget cuts.
Significantly, the GFA’s indicators reflect the emerging changes of economic and social contexts
associated with green spaces management where, in particular, the prospect of continuous budget cuts,
which encourages communities to become involved in green space management. The GFA has widely
contributed to leading such UK’s cities and other countries to be able to create their independent green
space evaluation tools in different approaches based on stakeholders’ (mainly community) involvement
in the decision-making process of green space evaluation. In conclusion, this study implies that
successful green space evaluation tools do embody the value of green spaces and address drivers of
emerging green space management with correspondence to the context of policy arrangements.
Importantly, stakeholders have an opportunity to be involved in a partnership in the decision-making
process through some green space evaluation tools. It is hoped that for well-managed green spaces this
study will contribute valuable knowledge to our existing understanding of green space management in

an era of austerity.

Key words: Green space policy, Green space evaluation, Green Flag Award
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Table 1. Criteria of Public Parks Assessment

Criteria Sub-criteria
Part 1 Numbers of parks owned by
the authority
Total parks Expenditures Revenue / Capital
Condition Current / Trend over last 10 years
Park strategy
Part 2 Lists the main features of parks Condition of 28 facilities

and their present status

Individual parks of Condition Current (Park overall, built structures, railings drives

national or & paths, trees, shrubs, flowers & bedding, grass,

local historical water features/facilities and seats

importance Trend in condition over ten years (same as above)
Expenditures Revenue |/ Capital / Public grant award

Training opportunities

Horticulture / arboriculture, park management,
specialised management of historic parks and other

Estimated number
per year

of visitors

Visitor satisfaction survey

Reformed table: Original sources adapted from Public parks assessment Appendix 1 (Green Space Forum, 2002.)
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Figure 1. Revenue Expenditure and Financing by service between 2007 and 2016 (£ million)
Reformed graphs: Original sources adapted from Local authority revenue expenditure and financing, (DCLG,

2007-2016).
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Table 2. Green spaces-related policies and strategies after The New Labour Government

Government Year Policies or strategies
The Conservative- | 2015 ® Protecting green spaces, DCLG
Liberal Democrat ® Doorstep and Millennium Greens: making changes, DEFR and Natural
Coalition 2014 England
Government 2012 ® Good practice guidance for green infrastructure and biodiversity, TCPA
® National Planning Policy Framework, DCLG

2011 ® The Localism Act 2011, TSO

2010 ® The Big Society: a new policy environment for the third sector?, TSRC
The New Labour 2010 ® The New Deal for Communities Experience: A final assessment, DCLG
Government e PPS12 — creating strong safe and prosperous communities through Local

2008 Spatial Planning, TSO

2006 |® Enhancing Urban Green Spaces, National Audit Office

2005 ® “How to create quality parks and open spaces” guidance, ODPM

2003 ® The green book, HM Treasury

2002 ® PPG 17 Planning for Open space, Sport & Recreation, ODPM

2001 ® Public parks assessment: Final report, Urban Parks Forum

2000 ® The Urban White Paper of 2000, DETR

1999 ® Urban Task Force Report, Urban Task Force
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Features Year | Awarded green spaces and parks

The 20® Anniversaiy of the launch

2016 | 165

Presented in Finland.

2015 1582

[ Presented in United Arab Emirates.
[ Presented in Republic of Ireland.

I

[ VTYT

2014 | 1!
[ Presented in Australia & New Zealand. 2013 — 1268
[ The GFA was rna_naged by Keep Britain Tidy.]>
2012 1244
[ Presented in Germany. l>_
Green Pennant Award was renamed 2011 1138
Green Flag Community Award.
2000 | 1066
2009 | 517

[ The GFA was established throughout the UK.1>—
2008
[ Presented in the Netherlands. }>

[ The GFA started, being piloted in Scotland W> 2007

in conjunction with Green Space Scotland.

672

i

554

|

2000 423

|

2005

W
N
[

2004 253

1

2003
{ Expanded into Wales. % 2002

2001

=
e}
N

—_
r
(97}

o]
_

2000

1999

1998
[ Presented in England & Wales. fg_ 1997
[ The GFA was launched. ;_ 1996

[ R
=
o | |

Figure 2. The development of Green Flag Award and the number of winning sites
Reformed figure: Original sources adapted from Greenhalgh and Parsons, 2004 and Green Flag Award website
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e, W= do] FA ¥ 54 F3 59,
A, 7:‘1%1 o] defgt Aol A &

£ = ET} (National Audit Office,
20006). ]2 f—%%l ol FA] & 29 =7
A3t A7t e, o v
A TR gL g 7]
Ax7t B4 B5S FAEH A A
o] &xke] AT AR S olaleta ol HA
A Zolg B3 AT ke 25 oldE 3d
o] A Asts BA ] $g F9H9e] B4
oJA} A% ¥} o]t} (D’ Antonio et al. 2013). 7
Ao] o] gAte] 875 e olsfatr] Xal
1} (Seo and Sung, 2009a), LAl AE7}d
ofgt GJAbAH & o] &} WHE o] FA Al A
= Z#d 4 e} (Seo and Sung, 2009b). L
Holl = E3ta GFAS] HE7t 7t o9&
o] &ate] HEE Bl F ol AAAEA AR
o] it wrgdEA] Fota e & T A
o} o] 827 A Hotel FofatA] edrd=
URBIO3)®| g 7}A|3¢} 2ol A7} izl &
AlA o] &Ale] wEE aE]u AT oA
= Wdeke WUt g 2 e BeAE Al
Abghet,

3) URBIO Index conducted by Miller, 2008 is an
evaluation tool to measure the sustainability of
green spaces, consisted of 25 indicators in 6
groups reflecting the contexts of governance and
management (Park et al. 2015).

V. Green Flag Award?| X|E A3}
FRLIEIEI0{e| Z=

GFA 7Py A =337kt @749
7tE UrolAH, daa3sgrke 7o s8
HIRRE, 8% 87 T8 B ES
tEe] F 27K AREEE 7RI
(Appendix 1). 18]\, GFA7} & A7 9}
ol YA FEEE A2 AFUE Rl 4
Zolth. GFAS| F8& 7}l M Yehuzo] A+
UEFol e 52497 dA ojupx|sin, o
Uo7l ARUE RS 913 vlehe] i ¥4
& ANSES Bt PR zA BAGLL o
&% 7HUE Bele] Az olv] 95 34 4
A 1 Fe4e AF dFsith 717y
Belt 34 B39 A4 P4 Frs
A7E HH, AR A gke] FHE el A
2ol i@ FelelA S A, v g A7t
g gonu, ek wAAYo olriAa
1z 3tk (DTLR, 2002). I3 200349
Sustainable Communities: Building for the
Future (ODPM)S 53l GFA, A%4Q0 AR
HidE 540w Aods oA d Az
gtk =4 342 A9 98 A 2 A
2] Zrae] wgt A1 FUE S $7 =EH - A
7ol mnst @) AEH o2 wA9 AL ol
1A} skt o]k 2e = 2010 A
o] AlokE AlZto. & oA ‘Big Society’E 3
A

“The Big Society+= -7} A2 AFo]olA] ¥
3lE 7JA 27] 918 ‘the Big Society’ F A< =
a7 8 P FHoR dhe HEE FA
ojtt 53], ALFARL A E] o]
Fi A9 ¥ekE gelndt Pk -The Big
Society: a new policy environment for the third

sector?, TSRC, 2012.
A& e ATUEY A 3 A 3

ru ol
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= 201897 = 7SR 7LE e A
AHEE 3L St} 4 F-oF AR EA e A
2 ﬁ*éoﬂ gt Q14 GFA HA9 712
T i"“"ﬂ’ﬂ uS Zz2E a9
SAG7HA REY ARFYE R
el 200}71] 71 A W 2A=
Green Flag Community AwardE 53] A<
4 9t} Green Pennant Award €217 Green
Flag Community Award 2011'd o] 3 Aj =&
o]go® =1 vk GFAS tr2A 7749
T8 FEI 24719 AFdES Ao
2 Alggt} (Appendix 1). 53], 7 FTHE R
o @dstol GFAZF 73 Sl 2709 A3
EHo i 57EA 9 AlF 7t aEel| o]
oS FAAQ AFUERA | tigk 77t o]
FolZt} AtAG A=A FojE Fof o} A&
A AFUE 7499 s vgoR =7
Sl vk AA ol et A< ml et
714 BHAAM S 5AE D AAlsk Utk
Jeu, AR Fe s S8 ARYERA
o} #Hslo] WHE =, 1HskA] dolol & 4
A ke A 242 Fojoltt. &, H5A 7Y
ANE A AAHA 2 AAgH Al A7
YERel stEUE Axsta Stk The
Sustainable Communities Act 2007: Update
Report, DCLG (2013)9ll4] F43l= A AL =2}
A8 A EH, Localism Act 2011 HlgC
21929t AFUE 7 E dxsta vt o
Al sk, ARUE 7RIS Ao AR EA 9
oA E Soto] B % Setuat g 748t
i dth (DCLG, 2013, pl2 Action 23:
Community asset). 2 FU74G oA 2t
AA o] At ozt Alg 7‘4017]*‘: sttt
(Nam and Dempsey, 2018), Z474 - i Ak
XA o] A wreky) gh3o] GFAZ} xﬂAl Eas
AFUERA = FEUY 72 A A& 2
ZHrt,

N

VL. Green Flag Award0il 2|8t 7} Al

Localism Act 2007 ©]F ¥ & 7Z=x% A9 #}
AeAle] HARG 4 sojs =ABe] 2
9748 GFAY o< t% T7MIATh oY
@ La2el B 9 9 ik A
A E°] GFA HA|H7ME A3 2 e

A3
HPAAl7) A SlTh GFA 7} 3¢ 2] 33t
< A% duiEztEA 9T dERE EA9
Green Flag Award & Parks and Greenspace
Quality Assessments (EGPGQA) 12|11, GFAS
Furow A AAd] B AN =
AH7E 7S AHEla e A AR EA
HZE9 Sheffield StandardS A 4= Tk

1. 8IEH2] (Edinburgh-Green Flag Award
& Parks and Greenspace Quality
Assessments: EGPGQA)

dEHEE 97 2FFWEY FEEA, oF
s0%ke] AFsta Qe 9= 10U B4 3 sk

olt}. o EnE & 2007 A& O.& GFAY| 37}

atslom, 27]9] =] Ftol| A F3sATh 1

o] %, 20101d 137 FItellA el on, Al

&3lo] GFAS v o2 dh= HA%7 2 249

o= dnhgpsta it} ol EAle tE

ZAlol Hlwsled, GFA #oi7l %7]= dt%e

U, 20079 ©|F ©A] =x|H7} 7|30 zA

GFAE #5702 #4stal itk EGPGQAE

GFA 217 913 AP DA RA, ol Eme] 2}

2 Woll Al Algeh= GFAE v o2 dhe =1

=29 7F 2| Felth 2008'd ©]F, 97O =

2] HAE AdH o 9EY g A=

& T390 EGPGQAE $l3 m&S W gl

o} owpd oF 133709 Fo] HUtE wgkon,

olglg HH | A= T Ae Hrtkete

A4S ofsith wid AlSE EGPGQA

= St =AG7LE Ball AstE e 3de] A

< ZyHo 2 #Aeleh, AXTEA L} AFYE
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Welcoming
Interpretation 7 Access
Information 6.5 Signage
Marketing 6 Equal Access
5.5
Com. Prov 5 Safety
4.5
Com. Inv Security
Cons. Build Dog Fouling
Cons, Land Facilities
Cons. Flora Fac. Qual.
Woodland Litter
Waste Min. Grounds Maint
Peat Us: Infrastructure
Equipment
Sustain
-8-2010 ® 2009 @ 2008
Figure 3. The citywide judging criteria average scores between 2008 and 2010 in Edinburgh
Sources adapted from Green Flag Award & Parks and Greenspace Quality Assessments,
Edinburgh City Council, 2010
o] g Bl T LA o]uRlEtE &fo 3 IA =4 ZHe Was 4% F 9l

t}. (Figure 3).

olgfgt o Eve] FU=5A] H7HAA= 2007
271ll4, 20171 3070€] =547} GFAE G733k
tl 7193&}%iT} (Edinburgh City Council, 2017).

FHH oz BUYEYsln #7 4 el 87

AFGE T = QB wgs B 5, e BAle 24" 3 O 24 #
oAl elels =0 oA #e] Fedd o v AA e Asesitta & 4 9lrh
A9 Apge] gl #E Zle] ek el F o

HE o]y, BEE Y AH]z HofA] FE
W] gk C2gA e Augd AT -
Green Flag Award & Parks and Greenspace
Quality Assessments (Action 3.10), TIEC, 2010

GFA 7|Zo 2 #7715l dEmEe =X
Hl 42 =¥, = GFAS 4143l %
& 2ole Hk Aoz 283t

ek w3, W e Bk AR FHE F

2. MIE= (Sheffield-Sheffield Standard)
HBEE 56ute] ATl Sle = 2
o ] AR & HEAIZA, 54 #37) =
& 22X Z shtolth 2016 147]9] HA] B3t
Al GFAE F3atls A== 54 & 9
2 e #ek Il =& EAjolth 2010
AZ= 93] Sheffield StandardE 3% 35}HH,
942 ZA . =7E AR
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Table 3. Assessment criteria for the Sheffield Standard

Criteria/ Sub-criteria

1. Welcoming 8. Dog fouling

2. Good and safe Access 9. Appropriate provision of facilities

3. Signage 10. Quality of facilities

4. Equal access for all 11. Litter and Waste management

5. Community Involvement 12. Grounds maintenance, horticulture, habitat management
6. Safe equipment and facilities 13. Building, infrastructure and/or equipment maintenance
7. Personal security on site

Sources adapted from Sheffield City Council, 2009

(Sheffield City Council, 2013). 137H-/] e A AR =EHT

G231 A% G4 760 A% Bk FLE )

A|aL 31Tt (Table 3). vid J"‘7}~ =% 33 VIL Green Flag Award X|E2| HE &Hj:
lom, 29, A4, dadeld 2z, 3% Nordic Green Space Award
A, FUER 2o g 54 3UE 9

7Vet7] e =R ALtk Sheffield Green Flag Award®] A3 &8 J= A
Standard= 7] 22 02 GFA 37} 7|%% vl& Tl 4, ARle] &5, FAAE olgton|g]

o= gtu glon, 13719 Hr7t I F 53] A E7RA] e et 2008 = 2o =7bEA
FUEFe 9] 37} 715S GFA 971 7158 & 5o 2 UEHE F 39| 57| F7to|4] GFA
)2 FA ¥ e} (Sheffield City Council, 2016). = Fsh ol %, 2012 =Y, 2013 35
Sheffield Standard®} GFA2] ®lwHE A& A o} wAA =, 20154 olgtoln]gE 18] a1 2016
BEI7FEe & o] FolA & GFAY H7ts} tEA), d A=A =T W9 &= Almelo &
A FA A G Alg] oA, ez A 5ot 4 Belete AelE GFA A#9 24 s
ol HAAEE e HAT  U=E 7670 ggate mAAE HAEsISiTh

o] A g4e] sy Bt dES AlTsiive " GFA A 27 AlEg) & T]F0] +F
Zolt}. WMl =, GFAS] H7} 352l A& 7hs gog gffsf gt dfelo] GFASL & FT
4, BE 9 wHA"L #HrkskA 3 ok o] lom g = o]g]e] XA GFA F7}
Sheffield Standardt T}t o|s|#AA} £3], E U] Z Jlgistu §lth fal= GFAZZE
AFUES A543 s Fdde] dAF wEE dYu B FE wRen Qo

2

H F7HA] ddigtegm, =52 Ahe B
AAG R ol g} Ao U] F Award to Dutch parks, Appleby, 2008.

e Axe] A% JdE & & dok 2 a2, g8 Ugte] 9% =2 g3t AH
d F AFUE IR oA e A9ed ol gk GFAS}F th27], WA np) & F3ste] GFA
dAie AZeAe] 3L & A9 Bel=xd 3 2 TR AR A FrF BFE L)
gd=Eoz HriEa Stk ol& ARFYE RS %= 3}tk Nordic Green Space Award (NGSA)
A Al vebd & e ARYUE S49 A4 © 2009 GFA¥7t 919 ojzt 3¢ HAHHE
Fols & AAH =AHFE F7el 3ol Sid Sullivan®l] °Jate] GFAE #lA|w}75HA] &

Mentoring partnership extends Green Flag

o J
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=
G

2T} (Virtanen, 2017). NGSAE dlnf=iol| A A]
2rsto], w2 go] e 2zt A LHA|
20 59€ 52 97t =tk el
zYzkel Yets ulislE 713 Norway: Bad,
Park and Idrett (BPI), Sweden: Association of
(FSS),
Denmark: Municipal Park and Nature Managers
(KPN)Z a9tk H7F AxE 3709
& Ay =, 10709 F2 97 5 a9l 4l
A AR P9l Y Gk gROR o|FolA]
ATH .

27t 3 & GFAS A9 FAlslth A&
7b 1ol el dl2==% ket AR bR W
ol A€t GFASH T HE A2, A7}
oA vehdth GFAS A mlx~HE AFT <
o] o n¥]A] & 7k @ HPL o] Fof
Aet. 22u, NGSA| 735 AP dlek& &l
T el 4 olaldAIAtete] AERE
Ao 2a, o B RS Higo R Hrtst
1A+ gt} Lindholst et al. (2016)°] 2|34,
NGSA9| AL =219 A& Hrleta <]
gholl Slof, A9 H oz Helr] Golshn, A
vl &2 Bl A, 234 aela FxAeR
A3 7hs s HolETh NGSAY] 7$%, GFA
ob g= w2 GAo] Fete oA EE 7
FUEY 3949 FdE dxsta ok o
Uol7h, NGSAE 54 =71e] £3H4 A<
HoAF7|e ot s s Agste =7}
olm x] & W3} (Stokke, 2013), 9|79l &
A Qlolsh BER o 8AEE BI3Y) A

Swedish Town Treasury Farmers

4) The criteria of Nordic Green Space Award:
1-Structure and general aspects (Size, character
and location Accessibility), 2- Functionality and
experience (Recreational and social aspects,
Culture and history, Nature and biodiversity,
Landscape and aesthetics and Environmental and
climate) and 3-Management and organisation
(Management, Maintenance and Communication
and information) (Lindholst et al. 2016 and the full
NSGA assessment scheme, 2011).
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NGSA®] <173#3l
. Figure 4 NGSA7}
A SojA oA EHA o T
FeTE AEE Al 2
. NGSA7} GFAS} ¥ ®
g3 5l g gl SlejA, o
ol BAAES Folek AAA FEY
TR a5z B 59 9

e A7 AEA4 3
o #Hd O ol BAAER T E
= U3} 7] g
HE Faodd
(NGSA, 2011). 53], 7 vete] &+, theh ¢
=2 B A5 Avdas Hags 59
JAng e Fed ol BAAES FASE F
g o B3 7= NGSAE tS AL 4 9%
d g o2 FA . Lindholst et al. (2016)°]
oJshi, NGSAE A4 #e|AE53 a4 A
2o FE FHE AlgeR o, g A,
WA, o] &A4e] o, A Ae, gAd el 1
2ol AR 75 Axshe B4 33| A
et gl s velzlel A3 dej = Tk
ot F3sksict 20091 99 dinl= National
Association of Park and Nature ManagersE A
Ao, 20099 129 Wnka A A e o,
a3 20109 29 Ak theke] FA R =5
2 Ag H7rebr] 913 stEHA o] AlQtE .
201013 8¢ ==¢jo] National Association for
Outdoor Recreation Management 3|2 &
dIN @A ol BAAE BAT v
= NGSA oAl tgh T ek Aletarsich.
ol F, l A AHEUAY Hagt 2012 vHA|
2 EYAY mES F8, 2013 AEFoE B
7hdo] FAE %o, NGSA Hes &9 &
7l 2018 @A A& g B EHE 3 9
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Figure 4. Developing

Nordic Green Space Award

Reformed figure: Original sources adapted from Lindholst et al. 2016
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Appendix 1. The criteria of Green Flag Award and Green Flag Community Award

Green Flag Award Criteria

Green Flag Community Award Criteria

Desk Field Assessment Field Assessment only
Assessment
Presentation A welcoming [1. Welcome A Welcoming [1. Welcome
Place 2. Good and Safe Access Place 2. Good and Safe Access
3. Signage 3. Signage
4

. Equal Access for All

4. Equal Access for All

Healthy, Safe

Healthy, Safe

5. Appropriate Provision of

Healthy, Safe

5. Appropriate Provision of

and Security |and Secure Quality Facilities and and Secure Quality Facilities and
Activities Activities
6. Safe Equipment and 6. Safe Equipment and
Facilities Facilities
7. Personal Security 7. Personal Security
8. Control of Dogs/Dog 8. Control of Dogs/Dog
Fouling Fouling

Maintenance of [Well 9. Litter and Waste Well 9. Litter and Waste

Equipment, Maintained Management Maintained and |Management
Buildings and [and Clean 10. Horticultural Maintenance |Clean 10. Overall standard of
Landscape 11. Arboricultural maintenance
Maintenance
12. Building and
Infrastructure Maintenance
13. Equipment Maintenance
Litter, Environmental |14. Managing Environmental |Biodiversity, 11. Conservation of
Cleanliness, Management Impact Landscape and (landscape & historic features
Vandalism 15. Waste Minimisation Heritage 12. Conservation of
16. Chemical Use biodiversity
17. Peat Use
18. Climate Change Adaption
Strategies
Environmental |Biodiversity, 19. Management of Natural |Community 13. Promotion of green
Management Landscape and |Features, Wild Fauna and Involvement space |/ project
Heritage Flora 14. Links to the wider
20. Conservation of community
Landscape Features 15. Involvement in decision
21. Conservation of Buildings making
and Structures 16. Involvement in
operations
17. Appropriate provision for
the community
Biodiversity, Community 22. Community Involvement (Management / [18. Innovation and creativity
Landscape and |Involvement in Management and Achievements  [19. Resources secured / used
Heritage Development 20. Graffiti and vandalism
23. Appropriate Provision for
Community
Community Marketing and [24. Marketing and Promotion |Environmental |21. Sustainable materials use
Involvement Communication |25. Appropriate Information |Management 22. Waste recycling and
Channels minimisation
26. Appropriate Educational 23. Chemical Use
and Interpretational 24. Peat Use
Information
Marketing and |Management 27. Implementation of
Communication Management Plan
Overall
Management

Reformed table: Original sources

adapted from Greenhalgh and Parsons, 2004 and Green Flag Award website.




