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IIII.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY     

 
The aim of this research was to assess the current funding situation over 
the past 5 years (2002 to 2007) within East Midlands of local authority 
parks and green spaces services. GSEM funding working group carried 
out an e-questionnaire in late 2007 through to early 2008 based on a 
similar survey carried out in GreenSpace North West. There was a 36% 
response rate. 
 
Grant applications have been a major source of funding. However local 
authoritiesô ability to find match funding, resource staff and time appear to 
be the main barriers to accessing these funding sources. 
 
The variety of capital and revenue funding streams recorded demonstrate 
how resourceful parks and green space managers are becoming. It could 
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also indicate how they are responding to continued pressure due to 
constant reduction of revenue funding over the last five years during a 
relatively good economic period. 
 
Trends show that whilst some parks and green spaces services have 
contracted, others have seen increases in services and facilities including 
land holding. óSustaining this investmentô is named as the main priority of 
respondents current funding needs. Despite welcome capital investment in 
green spaces, this invest may have a negative long-term effect, unless 
there are significant changes or innovations made in revenue funding. 
This situation may be made more intense by the recent recession and 
therefore likely outcome of major cuts in public spending especially of non-
statutory services. 
 
The East Midlands survey results have drawn very similar findings to the 
survey in the North West with only minor exceptions which reflect the 
different nature of the regions and the grants these attract i.e. North West 
has a higher population level and larger conurbations which are higher on 
the indices of deprivation.  
 
GSEM is deemed to be in a good position to develop a mechanism for 
sharing information, facilitating training opportunities, promoting and 
lobbying for green spaces and enabling collective funding bids. 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Parks and Open Spaces in the East Midlands Region 

 

The East Midland region includes the counties of Derbyshire, 
Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, Northamptonshire and 
Rutland. The region comprises the 4 unitary councils of Nottingham, 
Derby, Leicester and Rutland. Approximately 4.4 million people live within 
the region (2006). 
 
The region has a number of fine parks and open spaces, however in 
common with other regions of Britain, open space maintenance budgets, 
the number of site based personnel, the environmental quality and the 
perceived security of parks declined during the 1980ôs and 1990ôs.  
 
Even though over the last ten years there have been significant 
improvements in parks and open spaces a lot still remains to be done. 
Recent investment in the sector and initiatives to drive up standards and 
improve training reflect the national agenda to deliver renaissance in parks 
and open spaces. Long term inadequate revenue resources however are 
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still hampering the ability of local authorities to manage and maintain 
green spaces.  

1.2 GreenSpace and GreenSpace East Midlands  

 

To drive forward improvements in open spaces the organisation 
GreenSpace was established at a national level. The organisations focus 
is to provide leadership and direction to those working in the open space 
sector in order to build upon existing strengths and to develop good 
practices. To support GreenSpace groups of people and organisations 
working to deliver green spaces for communities have been set up at a 
regional level. GreenSpace East Midlands is one of six staffed regions. 
GreenSpace East Midlands was established in 2004 and formally 
launched in 2007.  
 
After the GreenSpace East Midlands group was established discussions 
between members identified a number of key of issues which needed to 
be addressed, in relation to open spaces. The key issues to be addressed 
centre around funding, community involvement and training. Thematic 
working groups have been established in order to investigate the issues in 
relation to each of the themes and to assess means of overcoming the 
problems identified and to disseminate good practice.  
 

2.0 RESEARCH AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

2.1 Research Aims  

 To assess the current funding situation within East Midlands Regions 
Local Authority Parks and Green/ Open Space Services. 

 To identify the sources of current funding, the barriers that restrict access 
to funding, and to identify funding trends, priorities and best practice. 

2.2   Research Objectives  

 To provide a better understanding of funding issues within the region and 
provide a report. 

 To provide GreenSpace East Midlands with evidence to support its role as 
an advocate for funding. 

 To provide a focus where we can communicate the findings and liaise with 
funding organisations, policy advisors, elected members and other green 
space organisation  

 To develop a five year action plan in order to support Local Authority 
Green Space Improvements. This is to be a working document which will 
constantly be revised and updated. 

 To identify how best to disseminate information and best practices to the 
regions local authorities and other interested groups. 
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3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 The Questionnaire  

 

During 2007/8 a questionnaire was sent out to each of the 45 local 
authorities Park and Green/ Open Space Departments in the East 
Midlands, by e-mail. A copy of the questionnaire is contained at Appendix 
1. The purpose of the questionnaire was to enable an assessment of the 
current funding situation of local authority parks and open spaces.  
 
The Questionnaire is split into five sections: - 
 
Section A  
 
Asks for contact details of the local authority 
 
Section B  
 

Asks where current funding is sought from and the barriers that local 
authorityôs experience  
 
Section C  
 
Asks what the funding trends have been over the past five years 
(2002/2003 to 2007/2008) have been in relation to capital and revenue 
funding and whether budget priorities have changed in the past five years.  
 
Section D 
 
Asks what the current funding priorities of parks and open space services 
of local authorities are. 
 
Section E 
 
Asks how best GreenSpace East Midlands can disseminate information 
and best practice and how the group to assist local authorities in the 
future. The section also asked for examples of good practice from the 
respondents. The examples of good practice are given at Appendix 2. 
 

Comments made by respondents  
 

At Appendix 3 are a number of comments that respondents made in 
responding to the survey, that make interesting reading and support some 
of the findings and conclusions of this report.  
 



8 

 

3.2 Links to the GreenSpace North West Funding Research  

 

The questionnaire that was used to undertake the East Midlands Funding 
Study was developed by GreenSpace North West. The East Midlands 
Group adopted the same set of questions in order to enable comparison to 
be made between the two regions at a later date.  

 

4.0 RESEARCH FINDINGS  

4.1 Section A ï The Respondents  

 
16 authorities out of a potential 45 authorities responded to the 
questionnaire, which represents 35% of the East Midland local authorities. 
Responding authorities included two unitary city authorities, four county 
council authorities and 10 district/borough authorities.  
 

4.2 Section B ï Funding Sources and Barriers to Accessing Funds  

 

Grant funding has become a major source of funding in recent years. Over 
the last five years (2002/2003 to 2007/2008) the responding local 
authorities between them have made 228 grant applications. 166 of which 
have been successful, 26 are still pending and 36 were unsuccessful.  
 
Figure 1: Funding Success/Failures  
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 Funding Source Successful Failed Pending 

Landfill Tax 
42 9 8 

Local Funding Sources 
29 16 5 

Charitable Trusts 
3 3 2 

European Grant Sources 
5 1 0 

Big Lottery Fund 
6 0 6 

Heritage Lottery Fund 
9 3 3 

Sport England 
10 1 1 

Arts Council 
3 0 0 

Central Government Grants 
NRF SRB etc 22 1 0 

Other Grants 30 3 0 
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order of importance for funding sources) local funding, other grants, 
central government (NRF/SRF), Heritage Lottery Funding, Big Lottery + 
Sport England, Charitable Trusts, European Grant sources and Arts 
Council.  
 
Of the successful applications the greatest majority were from landfill tax, 
followed by; other grant sources, local funding sources, central 
government funding, sport England, heritage lottery, big lottery fund, 
European grant sources, arts council and charitable trusts.  
 
Of the 37 grant applications that were unsuccessful the majority of these 
came from local funding sources, followed by; land fill tax grants, 
charitable trusts, Heritage Lottery fund + other grants, European sources, 
central government grants and Sport England.  

 
Section 106 monies from new developments have become a major source 
of capital and revenue funding for local authority open space services. 
Other sources of funding for open space services have in order of 
importance come from, car park income, sponsorship, Alliance/SSP, 
Football Foundation, rents, Capital Programme, Crime and Disorder 
funding, donations and events.  
 
Figure 2: Other Sources of Funding  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The most significant barrier that respondents cited as preventing them 
from accessing funding was the lack of match funding, this was followed 
by, staff and resources, application time constraints, need to work with a 
variety of partners, monitoring an evaluation, strategic direction, spend 
profile and VAT.  
 

  Source of Funding  Number of 
Authorities  

Section 106 Capital / Revenue funding from 
Developers  10 

Car park income  3 

Sponsorship (including bedding)  4 

Alliance/SSP (3)  2 

Football Foundation (3)  2 

Rents from concessions, grazing, licences, etc.  2 

Capital programme  2 

Crime and disorder funding (4)  1 

Donations  1 

Events  1 
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Figure 3: Barriers to Accessing Funds  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3 Section C- Funding Trends (2002/2003 to 2007/2008) 

 

Changes in Capital and Revenue Funding  
 

3 of the responding authorities reported that they had experienced major 
increases in capital funding over the last five years, 5 had experienced 
smaller increases and 3 had experienced no change in capital funding. 2 
responding authorities had experienced major reductions whilst 3 had 
experienced some small reduction in capital funding.  
 
In terms of revenue funding 4 authorities had experienced major 
reductions, 3 report small reductions in revenue funding, 5 saw no change 
in revenue funding, 1 authority reported a major increase in revenue 
funding and 3 authorities indicated that they had experienced a marginal 
increase in revenue funding.  
 
Changes in Funding and Resources  
 

Over the past five years respondents to the questionnaire indicated that 
there has been an increase in facilities and land managed, followed by; an 
increase in capital funding and services provided; full time equivalent staff 
(FTEs); revenue funding and other labour resources.  
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Respondents to the questionnaire have also reported a drop in revenue 
funding, followed by; reduction in FTEs; other labour resources; capital 
funding; services provided; facilities provided and lastly land managed.  
 
 
Figure 4: Increases and Decreases in Funding and Resources 
(2002/2003 to 2007/2008) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Average percentage increases and decreases in Funding 
and Resources (2002/2003 to 2007/2008) 
 

Funding source Average 
 % increase 

Average % 
decrease 

Capital funding  4% 3%  

Revenue funding  3% 4% 

Services provided 4% 3%  

Facilities provided 5% 2%  

Land managed 5% 1%  

In house FTEs 4% 4% 

Other labour 
resources 

2% 4% 
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With regard to services provided by local authorities, 4 authorities reported 
major increases, 6 authorities reported small increases, 2 authorities 
service provision remained the same and 2 reported suffering major 
reductions in service provision and 2 indicated that there had been a small 
reduction in the services they provided.  
 
In relation to the facilities provided 3 authorities experienced major 
increases, 9 reported small increases in the facilities they provided, 1 
authority neither had an increase or decrease a 3 authorities indicated that 
they had experienced a small decrease in the facilities they provided.  
 
3 of the authorities who responded to the questionnaire advised that they 
had experienced major increases in the amount of land that they 
managed, 8 authorities had experienced some increase in land managed 
by them, 2 had seen no change and 3 authorities reported a reduction in 
the amount of land that they managed.  
 
With regard to FTEs 8 responding authorities indicated that they had 
experienced small increases in the number of FTEs, 7 reported a small 
reduction in FTEs over the past five years and 1 local authority indicated 
that they had experienced major decreases in the number of FTEs.  
 
In relation to other labour resources, 1 authority reported a major increase, 
3 authorities indicated a small increase had occurred, 4 reported no 
change, 7 reported a small decrease and 1 authority reported a major 
decline in other labour resources over the past five years. 
 
Most significant changes to services and facilities funded from responding 
authorities were reported to be increase in play facilities, green space per 
se, sports provision, quality of facilities provided, more site based staff and 
improvements to access.  
 
Cuts and reductions were reported in relation to site based staff, summer 
staff, grounds maintenance budget, service development, sports facilities, 
allotments, green spaces to fund improvements in other green spaces and 
play facilities.  
 
Full Time Equivalent Staff  
 
A large range in numbers of FTEs was reported with 250 FTEs being 
employed in one of the Unitary Authorities and 3 FTEs in one of the small 
district/borough councils.  
 

4.4 Section D ï Current Funding Needs  
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The questionnaire offered respondents 19 different types of current 
funding priorities, respondents were asked to rate these between 0 ï 5, 
with 0 being no priority and 5 being an extreme need.  
 
Figure 6: Current Funding Priorities Reported  
 

AREA Priority Level 

Sustaining the investment 5 

Teen facilities; Park building restoration projects; 
Tree/woodland management and maintenance 

4 

Whole park restoration projects; Ecology, nature 
conservation, biodiversity; Security enhancement, e.g. 
railings, gates, CCTV; Infant and junior playgrounds; specific 
park feature restoration projects, e.g. statues; Sports facilities 
and infrastructure (inc fitness trails); support from community 
and friendôs groups or forums; Education and interpretation 
for the community; Marketing, literature and publications; 
CPD, development and training of staff; Consultants for 
applications; Events ï managing, servicing; Park furniture, 
e.g. bins, benches, signage. 

 
 

3 

Lakes and water features 2 

 
Sustaining investments made already was reported as being the main 
priority by 60% of the respondents. Provision of teen facilities, park 
restoration projects and tree and woodland management were identified 
as being the next priorities for the local authorities who responded to the 
questionnaire.  

4.5 Section E ï Dissemination of Information and Best Practice  

 

The most preferred method to disseminate information was through e-
mails, followed by web based reference material, events and seminars 
and a web forum. 
 
Figure 7 : Preferred Method of Disseminating Information  
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Respondents indicated that the GreenSpace East Midlands group should 
lobby for additional revenue funds and ensure that green space issues are 
kept high on the agenda of policy makers and funding organisations. It 
should encourage working at cross boundary levels at a regional level and 
possibly collective bidding initiatives. The group should share good 
practice and examples of success. The group should provide advice, 
networking and support to local authorities to improve service provision.  
 
Appendix 2 contains examples of best practice.  

 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS  

 
The aim of this research was to assess the current funding situation over 
the past 5 years (2002 to 2007) within East Midlands of local authority 
parks and green spaces services. GSEM funding working group carried 
out an e-questionnaire in late 2007 through to early 2008 based on a 
similar survey carried out in GreenSpace North West. There was a 36% 
response rate. 
 
Grant funding is recognised as a major source of funding during the 
survey period with the findings recording a 73% success rate from a total 
of 228 grant applications. 
 
The findings also highlight the variety of other income streams. Almost two 
thirds of respondents having received section 106 contributions whilst 19 
other income streams were also named including car park income, 
sponsorship and rents. Future section 106 contributions may be hampered 
by the recession and by changes through the introduction of the 
community infrastructure charges. 
 
Success in applying for funding grants, creating income and managing 
budgets are important skills for a park and green spaces manager to hold. 
But in a Local Authority Skills Survey *, the results determined that 
ófinance and fundingô was the second most common managerial skill 
deficiency named only after ódesignô. 
The main barriers to funding were named as match funding, time and staff 
resources suggesting the main barriers were with the authoritiesô 
resources rather than the funding bodies or the grants themselves. An 
óinvest to saveô style approach from local authorities might help 
departments to access more funding. 
 
The survey found some trends over the last 5 years despite a very mixed 
response. There have been an overall slight increase in capital funding 
and a slight decrease in revenue funding. The extreme variation in 
responses may be due to many unknown factors that will require further 
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research to determine. It is worth noting that difference in sizes of green 
space departments ranged from 250 full-time equivalent staff to 3 full-time 
equivalent staff. 
 
This variation seems to be also highlighted within the provision of services 
and facilities trends too, which have recorded both significant increase and 
decreases in play facilities, sports provision, and site based staff. There 
were also increases recorded for amount of land, quality of facilities 
provided and improvements to access. There were decreases recorded 
for grounds maintenance budgets, service development and allotments. 
 
óSustaining the investmentô was the highest priority level to current funding 
need, listed by two thirds of the respondents, from a total of 19 different 
types of needs named. 
 
Since the survey was completed in 2008, there are now new and 
continued changes such as recession, climate changes and hosing 
growth. 
 
As a consequence of the recession all local authorities are likely to be 
facing even larger cuts in public spending than before. The recession also 
impacts on other funding streams such as section 106 contributions and 
sponsorship. Parks and green space mangers have observed an increase 
in visitor numbers with families looking for cheaper day outings and less 
people going abroad for their annual leave. The effects of the recession 
are predicated to continue for many years. The increase in visitor numbers 
might present opportunities to engage a wider audience base and 
increase revenue income from visitor services. 
 
Another change park and green space managers are witnessing now and 
is predicted to increase is the effects of a changing climate. Negative 
impacts observed already affect the maintenance of facilities and 
subsequently revenue budgets. These effects include: localised flooding, 
path erosion, increased frequency of grass cutting and an increase in tree 
diseases. At the same time there seems to be an increasing amount of 
capital funding available for mitigation and adaption schemes within green 
spaces because of the important role they play. 
 
Green Infrastructure is seen as an opportunity for the creation of new 
green spaces and improvement in existing ones alongside housing growth 
areas, although how to sustain this investment doesnôt seem to be 
resolved. It is felt by the working group that Green Infrastructure has 
raised the profile of green spaces over the last 3 years and this has 
encouraged wider interest in investing in our green assets. 
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The working group is also concerned and believe are witnessing the 
knock-on effects the Olympics are having on funding, as many people are 
chasing less money. 
 
The East Midlands survey findings were compared to GreenSpace North 
West (NW). Overall the findings are very similar suggesting parks and 
green space managers in the NW are facing the same issues as those in 
the East Midlands. In the NW two thirds more grants were applied for 
particularly Central government, European and Heritage Lottery Grants. 
This variation may be due to some regional differences. The NWs 
conurbations are larger and more concentrated, therefore there are more 
unitary authorities and metropolitan boroughs compared to the relatively 
less populated East Midlands which have one of the highest number of 
district and borough councils. Also substantial areas of the NW are 
classed as either objective 1 or objective 2 areas whilst only part of the 
East Midlands is an objective 2 area. There are also believed to be at 
least one or more Trusts in the NW, which run the parks and green spaces 
department whilst there are none in the EM. óSustaining the investmentô 
was EM highest priority whilst it was the NWôs third priority. This may be 
due to the type of grant funding that has been received in the NW which 
offers long-term funding of successful projects. 
 
The NW recorded volunteer hours, recognising the role voluntary groups 
have in securing funding for parks and green spaces as well as providing 
volunteer time to improve the sites. The EM funding survey didnôt ask this 
question. Figures from the forumôs Community Involvement Working 
Group survey findings recorded over 300 community groups, it is felt that 
this also illustrates the massive contribution volunteers provide. The EM 
forum survey also highlighted how many green space managers use 
volunteer hours to record this contribution and include these figures into 
their funding bids and service plans. 
 
There are many ways GSEM and GSEM funding working group can 
support local authorities: 
 

 Being a conduit of information for funding sources, best practice 
and examples of successes. 

 Facilitate networking and training opportunities. 

 Monitor and reporting on the changing external factors effecting 
funding. 

 Input survey findings and encourage debate at GS National Forum 
and other events. 

 Promote and lobby for maintenance of parks and green spaces by 
keeping it high on the agenda of policy makers and funding bodies. 

 Work together with other regions to share information. 

 Investigate enabling collective bidding initiatives. 
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The action plan details these tasks further. The survey respondents 
preferred methods of communication were email circulars, web-based 
reference material and events (in order of reference). 
 
Although the working group would have liked to have seen a higher 
response rate to this survey, they feel it is a significant first step and fulfils 
the aim of this survey to provide evidence of the funding situation in the 
East Midlands. 
 
* Local Authority Green Space Skills Survey - summary of findings 
(2008) by GreenSpace, Lantra and CABE Space
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6.0  ACTION PLAN for GSEM FUNDING WORKING GROUPï Dec. 2009  

 

Priority 
Theme 

Ref 
No 

Action Who Timetable 

Advocacy / 
leadership 

1.1 Work with the NW regional forum and GreenSpace to assist in lobbying national contacts 
to raise awareness of Green Space issues raised in the funding report findings and 
change or added to national policy/ targets. Promote through various means such as press 
releases, article in GS magazine, GS national forum meetings, GS trustees, GS 
GreenLINK etc. 

Forum 
Manager 
(FM), 
NW & 
GS 

Dec. 2010 
 
 
 

1.2 
 
 

Promote report findings at regional level through attendance at meetings or with 
organisations such as EMGIN, EMDA, GOEM, EMRA, Natural England, HLF, Big Lottery 
Fund, Landfill tax etc. 

FM Sept. 2010 
 
 

Seek advice from friendly organisation contacts about how best to promote findings and 
feed results into regional policies, strategies etc. 

FM 
 

Before end of 
Feb 2010 

Identify other stakeholders that we need to advocate these findings to and seek potential 
beneficial partnerships from. 

All Feb.2010 

Individual local authority GSEM members to promote findings to their local elected 
members and leaders 

LAs Ongoing 

1.3 Promote and lobby the findings of the funding report to key Local Authority decision 
makers, elected members, funding bodies and the wider green space network such PCTs 
etc through an Advocacy Day. 

Working 
Group 
(WG) 

Oct. 2010 

Circulation of the report to wider audience after Advocacy Day FM Oct. 2010 

Investigate options Elected Member Training i.e. working in partnership with EMGIN FM & All Feb. 2010 

Deliver elected member training event WG Dec 2010 

1.4 Work with EMGIN and housing growth areas to promote Green Infrastructure which 
includes the importance of providing quality open space provision for new developments. 
Monitor the investment that is arising from this. 

FM & 
WG 

Ongoing 

 Work with Living Spaces programme and pass on case studies showing how green spaces 
have benefit from planning decisions and funding. 

FM May 2010 

1.5 Use Love Parks Week to promote the importance of parks and green space are to local 
communities. Use this opportunity to maximum effect as it is a national campaign that 
promotes for the continued investment and support for our valuable green assets. 

GS, FM 
& All 

August 2010 & 
every year 

1.6 EM has the equal highest number of district and borough councils and is one of the most 
rural regions. There is an opportunity to work with EMRAF to address public open space 
provision and quality. GSEM will provide a representative on the EMRAF High Quality 

FM Ongoing 
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Environment working group. This will help to identify community needs, funding and 
partnership opportunities. 

 1.7 Use the opportunity that the Cultural Olympiad provides to show leadership in how parks 
and green spaces and other cultural activities can reach new audiences and develop 
community cohesions. 

FM  Ongoing until 
December 
2012 

 Work with the regional partnership called Breath of Fresh Air to promote opportunities 
within park and green space departments 

FW December 
2010 

 Carry out and effectively promote umbrella events, record visitor and volunteer numbers. All December 
2012 

 Promote and work with other national Cultural Olympiad programmes such as Bandstand 
Marathon and Discovering Places 

FM December 
2010 

     

Communic
ation 
 

2.1 Provide examples of best practice, within report and on GSEM website to ease networking 
and assist in providing support. 

All Feb 2010 

2.2 Using GSEM website, signpost users to list of funding search portals. FM & 
WG 

May 2010 

2.3 Use News and Information Bulletins to disseminate information to local authorities and 
others. Encourage funding bodies and local authorities with good examples to share useful 
information. 

FM Ongoing 

    

Training  3.0 Develop a training programme for local authority green space staff to assist them in making 
funding applications and sustaining investment within their services. 

FM & 
WG 

Dec. 2010 

3.1 Investigate delivering a training day on how park and open space departments can plan for 
climate change and promote the opportunities open spaces offer to an adapting climate. 

WG Ongoing 

3.2 Create networking and information sharing opportunities to help local authorities to 
effectively and constantly record volunteer hours and contributions toward green spaces 
and demonstrate how they use these figures effectively in funding bids. 

FM December 
2010 

     

Further 
Research 

4.1 Work with Natural England to provide evidence about the provision and extent of 
accessible open spaces across the East Midlands. 

FM & NE May 2010 

4.2 Carry out basic research to understand the number of LAs who have complete their 
PPG17, or have a PPG17 in progress, also how PPG17s are used to focus funding 
towards local needs and how these guidance notes influence more strategic planning 
decisions and funding opportunities such as housing growth area through green 
infrastructure plans. 

FM May 2010 
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4.3 Monitor changes in funding and resources as a result of the credit crunch and potential 
economic crisis by updating questions on questionnaire and/or resurveying local 
authorities. 

 

FM & 
WG 

Ongoing 

4.4 Monitor the situation in relation to changes in the Planning System generally and with 
regard to the forthcoming elections. Also changes due to potential alterations to s106 
monies into new Community Infrastructure Levy and initiate discussions to ensure that 
Green Space provision and its management is seen as a priority. 

FM & 
WG 

Ongoing 

4.5 Research/ monitor the effects and opportunities Climate change is having on public open 
spaces. 

GS, FM 
& WG 

Ongoing 

4.6 Monitor changes presented by Olympics FM & All Until 
December 
2012 

 4.7 Investigate further the variation between some local authorities of revenue funding and 
levels of services and facilities to see if there are any specific reasons, so that where 
possible lesson could be learnt or best practice developed. 

WG Until 
December 
2010 
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Appendix 1:-  The questionnaire  

 
 

GREENSPACE EAST MIDLANDS FUNDING QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

This survey has been adapted by the Forumôs Funding Working Group to asses the funding 
situation in parks and green spaces in the regionôs local councils.  The results will be used to 
advocate for funding, liaise with funding organisations and develop a programme of activity.  
If you have any questions or queries please contact Ron Marquand.  Thank you for your 
help.   
 

Please complete and return this form by 14 September 2007 to Ron Marquand GreenSpace 
East Midlands Forum Manager at greenspace@ronmarquand.plus.com .  Tel: 01246 
270829   
 

SECTION A: Contact details  
 

1 Name:  
   

 Job Title:  
   

 Authority:  Fax:  
     

 Email:  Tel:  
     

 Address:  

 Postcode: 
 

SECTION B: Funding Sources:  
 

2 Please indicate the number of successful, failed and pending grant applications you have made to 
the following bodies in the last five years (or since the fund was established if more recent) by 
writing the number in the box.   

        

   Successful 
applications 

 Failed 
applications 

 Applications 
pending 

 Landfill Tax       
        

 Local funding sources       
        

 Charitable trusts        
        

 European grant sources        
        

 Lottery funding        
        

   Big Lottery Fund        
        

  Heritage Lottery Fund        
        

  Sport England       
        

   Arts Council        
        

 Central Government Grants       
        

 Other (please name)       

        

        
 

mailto:greenspace@ronmarquand.plus.com
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3 Please list the most important other sources of funding / income for your service over the last five 
years.  Examples might include golf course fees, sponsorship, section 106 funding or car parking.   

   

 Income / funding source Comments 

   

   

   

   

  
 

 

4 Please rate from 0-5 if the following factors on how much they prevent you from accessing funding 
sources, where 0=no barrier and 5= an extreme barrier    

 

     

 Staff time and resources    Need to work with a variety of partners  
     

 Strategic direction   Project sustainability  
     

 Monitoring and evaluation   Spend profile  
     

 Application time constraints   V.A.T  
     

 Match funding   Other (Please specify):  

        

     

5 Comments on the current sources of funding and the implications: 
  

  

 
SECTION C: Funding Trends  
 

6 Please indicate by marking the box, whether the following funding sources have increased or 
decreased over the last five years taking inflation into account, and the scale of change (insert M 
for major change or S for smaller change).  

     

  Increased  Decreased   

 Capital funding      
       

 Revenue funding      

       

7 Please indicate by marking the box if the following, managed within your budget, have increased or 
decreased over the last five years and the scale of change (insert M for major change or S for 
smaller change).  

       

  Increase  Decrease   

 Services provided      
       

 Facilities provided       
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 Land managed      
       

 In house FTEs      
       

 Other labour resources      

  

8 Please list the most significant changes over the last five years to services and facilities that are 
funded from your budget.  Please give a brief description of the change.  E.g. a new five person 
ranger service or the loss of three plays areas.   

   

 Added / increased Cut / Reduced 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

9 Approx how many in house Full Time Equivalent staff do you have?   

 
SECTION D: Funding Needs  
 

10 We would like to identify where there are funding gaps across the region, so that this information 
can be used to lobby funding bodies.  Please prioritise which of the following work areas require 
funding by inserting a number between 0 and 5, where 0 = no needs and 5 = extreme needs. 

     

 Community Facilities  Park furniture; eg bins, benches, signage  
     

 Consultants for applications; eg condition   Security enhancement; eg railings, gates,  

 surveys  CCTV  
     

 CPD, development & training of staff  Specific park feature restoration projects; e.g.   

   statues  
     

 Ecology, nature conservation, biodiversity  Sports facilities & infrastructure (Inc fitness   

   trails)  
     

 Education and interpretation for the   Support for community & friendôs groups or   

 community  forums  
     

 Events ï managing, servicing  Sustaining the investment  

     

 Infant & junior playgrounds  Teen facilities  

     

 Lakes & water features  Tree / woodland management & maintenance  

     

 Marketing, literature and publications  Whole park restoration projects  

     

 Park building restoration projects    

 
SECTION E: Sharing Information  
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11 The Funding Group would like to facilitate the exchange of information on funding issues e.g. 
trends in funding, case studies, good practice etc.  Please tick your preferred method(s) of 
exchanging information  

     

 Email circulars   Events /seminars  
     

 Web-based reference material   Other (please specify)  
    

 Web-based forum   Other (please specify)  
 

12 Do you have examples of good or innovative practice for obtaining funding suitable for case 
studies?  Please give brief description: 

 

  

 

13 How else would you like the Forum to help you with funding for your service?  
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Thank you for completing the GreenSpace East Midlands Funding Questionnaire 
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Appendix 2:- Case Studies (4) 

 

Topic: Funding 

 

Name of Initiative: Business Support for Nottingham in Bloom 

 

Name of Local Authority/Organisation: Nottingham City Council 

 

Related Topics/Issues 

 

 
Aims & Objectives  

To raise business sponsorship in cash and kind in support of the Nottingham in Bloom 
initiative, which is a successful year-round campaign to make the City greener and 
cleaner. 
 

Outcomes & Impacts 

In the year September 2007 to August 2008 Nottingham in Bloom secured about 
£90,000 cash sponsorship of traffic islands and floral features.  In addition, business 
volunteers worked for Nottingham Bloom projects for a total of 4,200 hours, worth an 
equivalent of £70,200.  
 

Process 

Nottingham in Bloom has a portfolio of about 30 traffic islands offered for annual 
sponsorship.  These are priced for all budgets, from small businesses to larger ones.  
These opportunities are advertised through óTo sponsor this islandô signs on traffic 
islands, signposting prospective customers to the Nottingham in Bloom website 
www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/bloom    
 
There are also one-off opportunities to sponsor special floral features, for example, the 
3D Robin Hood figure, which is a popular attraction in the grounds of Nottingham 
Castle.  Several businesses sponsored areas of new woodland, sponsoring the young 
trees and bringing along staff to help with the planting day. 
 
In addition, a variety of companies regularly sponsor categories of the Nottingham in 
Bloom Garden Competition, and Capital One sponsors the childrenôs painting 
competition. 
 
The Bloom Volunteers Scheme has been running successfully for a number of years 
and matches business volunteers with community projects.  In the past year volunteers 
have completed a variety of tasks including planting up a border at Highfields Park, 
planting trees and helping at community gardens.  óIn-kindô business support increased 
five-fold in just one year, thanks to support from Business in the Community as well as 
direct liaison with local businesses.   
 

http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/bloom
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Sponsors receive publicity through the Nottingham in Bloom website and a series of 
regular newsletters. 
 

Resources/Funding 

One post of Nottingham in Bloom Partnership Manager 
 

Timescales 

This is an all-year-round initiative 
 

Evaluation 

Comments from sponsors:  
 
ñGreenhalgh and Co are immensely proud of our association with Nottingham in 
Bloom.  Not only does it provide us with an opportunity to display our name and logo 
on one of the major routes into the City centre, but also helps us to play our part in 
making sure that Nottingham remains an attractive place to visit, work and live.ò 
 
ñT&S Heating Ltd is more than happy to join the Nottingham in Bloom campaign in 
order to help improve the local area where our employees and customers live and 
work.  The tree planting day was excellent fun for all involved and we hope that the 
people of Nottingham will enjoy the new area for many years to come.ò 
 
ñGala Coral is proud to sponsor Nottingham in Bloom and we believe that thanks to the 
awards the City really is a better place to live and work.ò 
 

Prospects & Opportunities 

New opportunities are introduced regularly.  Sponsorship of the Robin Hood and Maid 
Marian figures was a new initiative for 2008, and several new traffic islands have been 
brought into the sponsorship scheme for 2009.  One Green Flag park is currently 
sponsored through Nottingham in Bloom by the University of Nottingham and it is 
intended to seek sponsors for other parks. 
 

Key Learning/Advice for Others 

 
 

 
Contact Details 
Name: Eddie Curry 
Telephone: 0115 915 2784 
Email: eddie.curry@nottinghamcity.gov.uk 
 

 

 
Topic: Funding 

 

Name of Initiative: Irchester Country Park Improvements 
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Name of Local Authority/Organisation: Northamptonshire County Council 

 

Related Topics/Issues 

Play & Health 

 
Aims & Objectives  

 To improve the parkôs recreation facilities by providing a large new free 
access childrenôs play area (with natural play features), a new 
commercially operated tree top high ropes adventure business and a new 
cafe. 

 To maximise the parkôs potential, meet public demand/expectations and 
increase the use and enjoyment of the country park for healthy recreation 

 To create new business opportunities and employment 

 To make the country park more financially sustainable by increasing 
income from parking and business franchises. 

 

Outcomes & Impacts 

This project has completely re-vitalised Irchester Country Park.  Visitor numbers at the 
park have increased by 160% since the opening of the play area and high ropes 
business illustrating the level of demand that exists for high quality play facilities in 
country park surroundings. 
 
Park income generation has trebled 
 
Around 2 new full time and 8 new part time jobs will have been created by the high 
ropes business and cafe (once the cafe opens Dec 09) 
 

Process 

Consultationï Public demand for improved childrenôs play was clearly evident from 
visitor surveys.  On site public consultation regarding the high ropes trail met with 
positive reaction from existing park users.  
 
Policy - Council Cabinet portfolio holder, local member and Director were all 
supportive.  Confirmation obtained that cabinet/committee approval was not required ï 
the lease arrangements were within normal business and within officerôs delegated 
powers. 
 
Approval to establish a capital project was obtained from corporate capital investment 
group (officers and member). 
 
Project development ï A feasibility study was commission from councilôs Asset 
Management Service to establish the practicalities and expected costs of refurbishing 
an existing park building to a condition suitable to be leased as a cafe- the catering 
company was required to furnish and equip the cafe. 
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By working with the private sector company a grant bid was devised using the 
proposed private sector investment in the high ropes trail along with a small amount of 
council capital as the 50% match funding required from the Grant body (EMDA). 
 
Heads of terms for lease established with high ropes company (including site 
conditions and registration with European High Ropes Course Association) 
 
Planning permission ï Confirmation was obtained that the play area development 
and the refurbishment of the cafe building did not require change of use planning 
consent was obtained by NCC from district council.  Private sector company was 
required to conduct an ecological evaluation of their high ropes proposals and to obtain 
planning permission from district council. 
 
Grant application to East Midlands Development Agency (economic development 
grant) was successful. 
 
Procurement ï Tenders invited for building works, play area and lease of cafe.  An 
East Midlands procurement framework was used for play area procurement to save on 
time and the need for Pre Qualification process. 
 
Asset Management Officer, Procurement and legal support was obtained to help 
project manage the delivery of the various elements to a tight timescale. 
 
Project completion ï An opening ceremony was arranged to celebrate new facilities ï 
involving local schools and groups, staff volunteers, press and members. 
 
Floods of people using the facilities right from the outset ï mainly through word of 
mouth. 
 

Resources/Funding 

£158,000 East Midlands Development Agency grant fund (economic development 
funding administered by Northamptonshire Enterprise Limited) 
£100,000 Private Sector investment 
£58,000 Northamptonshire County Council capital investment 
 

Timescales 

Expression of interest bid Oct 2008 ï full bid Nov 2008 
Grant Award Nov 2008 
Opening of High Ropes and Play area April 2009 
Opening of cafe December 2009 
 

Evaluation 

Monitoring visitor numbers 
Visitor feedback 
 

Prospects & Opportunities 
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Key Learning/Advice for Others 

Have the feasibility work ready 
Talk with grant administrators about how to creatively use opportunities 
Get the relevant departmental support lined up 
 

 
Contact Details 
Name:  Chris Haines 
Telephone: 01604 237480 
Email: chaines@northamptonshire.gov.uk 
         

 

 
Topic: Funding 

 

Name of Initiative: Rosliston Forestry Centre/Get Active in the Forest 

 

Name of Local Authority/Organisation: South Derbyshire District 
Council/National Forest Company/Forestry Commission/Aurora County 
Developments 

 

Related Topics/Issues: Community Resources 

 

 
Aims & Objectives  

Rosliston Forestry Centreôs mission statement is to 
 

ñProvide visitors with a taste of all thatôs good in the National Forestò 
 

The centreôs objectives are: 

 To become the primary outdoors visitor and activity centre within the National 
Forest; 

 To become a sustainable gateway to the National Forest; 

 To provide significant opportunities for health improvement, leisure and learning; 

 To promote the following primary themes: 
 

a) Forestry is a process that provides social, economic and 
environmental benefits for those that participate: 

b) Education is a way in which people can understand and benefit from 
the countryside; 

c) Recreation is a way in which people can have fun and exercise and 
improve their health; 

d) Tourism boosts the local rural economy; 
e) Access and social inclusion ensure that everyone can benefit 

mailto:chaines@northamptonshire.gov.uk
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according to their needs 
 

Outcomes & Impacts 

Rosliston Forestry Centre has developed over the last decade as an important tourist 
destination and community facility within The National Forest. The site has benefited 
recently from major improvements to the visitor centre and continues to attract an 
increasing and diverse audience from the local community and tourists visiting the 
area. The visitor experience currently includes a wide range of leisure activities in a 
forest setting such as walking, fishing, various play opportunities, environmental 
education, overnight accommodation, café/restaurant facilities, one off special events, 
art/craft activities and meeting facilities.  
 
The site and its development are under constant monitoring and review by a 
management group, which has membership from SDDC, National Forest Company 
and Forestry Commission. As part of the 5-year business plan for the development of 
the site, there is an identified need to extend the range of facilities on offer, to ensure 
the site continues to meet the needs of its users.  
 
Public engagement has been encouraged from initial development of the site, with 
community consultation being undertaken every 2 years to evaluate the success of the 
site and its facilities, help steer the development of the site and to canvass opinion on 
future initiatives.  
 
The Friends of Rosliston Wood manages part of the site and has a memorial wood, 
with the group organising planting sessions and conservation tasks. 
 
A number of groups have established themselves from initial involvement in activities 
at the site such as the pushchair Strollers and the Over 50ôs cycling group. 
 
The óGet Active in the Forestô project has been hugely successful in bringing people 
into the centre to participate in a wide variety of activities such as Orienteering, 
Archery, Laser Combat Games, Walking & Cycling and Tai Chi. A varied programme of 
Community Events & Demonstrations and Arts & Crafts is delivered each year and the 
Environmental Education Project strengthens the link with local schools and the 
environment.  
 
Get Active in the Forest was the national winner of the 2008 National Lottery Best 
Sports Project Award, and the Environmental Education Project was recently praised in 
the TES top 10 national environmental initiatives. 
 

Process 

The Centre was initiated when the key landowners came together to establish a venue 
for education, environment and recreation in the heart of the National Forest. 
 
A partnership of the landowners was set up (Forestry Commission, National Forest 
Company and South Derbyshire District Council) to develop the site, and operate as an 
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Executive Committee, with working groups forming to deliver key capital projects as 
appropriate. 
 
The site is managed by a private management company, Aurora Country 
Developments, and sit on the Committee. 
 
The site has evolved over the past decade, from existing woodland and farmland 
through to new plantations, a footpath network and visitor centre to the site today 
which also houses a community events arena, overnight accommodation and business 
units. 
 
The development of the site is guided by a five-year business plan, which is regularly 
reviewed and refreshed, and new facilities are developed as funding opportunities 
arise. 
 

Resources/Funding 

Funding has come from a variety of sources since the site was first developed. 
DDEP/EMDA; Sport England; Big Lottery; Forestry Commission; Derbyshire County 
Council; South Derbyshire District Council; National Forest Company and over 
£2million has been invested in Capital Projects since the site was set up. 
 
Revenue funding is met by partnership contributions and income generated by the site 
and facilities. 
 

Timescales 

Formation of Executive Steering Group - 2001 
Private Sector management company set up 
Consultation on site development: 2001, 2004, 2006, 2008 
 
Key capital projects: 

 Main Visitor Centre including soft play and shop units and Café and 
infrastructure (2001) 

 Visitor Centre extension including Barn Room and Cycle Hire 

 Construction of 4 Log Cabins (2004) 

 Natural Play Area and main Childrenôs Play Area (2006) 

 Community Arena (2008) 

 2 additional Log Cabins (2008) 

 Crazy Golf (2009) 

 Business Units (completion due May 2010) 

 Bike Skills course (completion due March 2010) 
 
Accreditation and accolades: 

 Green Flag awarded in 2008 & retained in 2009 

 Get Active in the Forest ï winner of Best Sports Lottery Award 2008 
 

Evaluation 
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The success of the Centre is monitored and evaluated in two ways: 
1. Through the annual collation of qualitative data such as income generated through 
car parking, room bookings, accommodation hire, and other data such as cabin 
occupancy rates and the number of events/activities held. These figures are compared 
against the annual projections in the business plan to asses whether the Centre is 
meeting targets. 
2. Through the collection of qualitative information such as consultation feedback, 
evaluation from events and activities, visitor surveys. This information guides the future 
development of the site and ensures that services and activities on offer continue to 
meet expectation. 
 

Prospects & Opportunities 

The site is continuing to develop and evolve as new opportunities and demands arise. 
 
5 new purpose-built, sustainably constructed Business Units are under construction. 
They are aimed at new and existing micro-businesses who wish to take advantage of 
the commercial opportunities presented by the developing visitor and woodland 
economy in The National Forest and are expected to be ready for May 2010. 
 
A Cycle Skills Trail is planned for 2010, which will be in addition to the existing 
surfaced path network within the Centre. The skills area and trails will build on the 
existing path infrastructure and offer a designated area for children and families to gain 
cycling confidence, road safety awareness and bike handling skills. It will provide a 
venue for the developing ñGo Rideò programme, which trains up ride leaders to work 
with secondary school pupils across the District to promote safer cycling and road 
safety. The facility will also offer the potential for training weekends and events (e.g. 
duathlons, cyclocross) for local cycling/Triathlon clubs, or óDemo Daysô in The Glade 
performance arena. 
 

Key Learning/Advice for Others 

The Partnership ethos has been a key strength in the success of the project. A 
partnership approach has been critical in enabling the development of the site, 
accessing funding and achieving the original vision of the Centre. 
 
Flexibility in the approach to delivery has also proved invaluable. This gives space for 
the project to develop to meet the changing needs and demands, not only of the users, 
but also the funders. 
 

 
Contact Details 
Name: Zoë Sewter, Open Space Development Officer 
Telephone: 01283 535753 
Email: zoe.sewter@south-derbys.gov.uk 
         

 
Other Information Sources 
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www.roslistonforestrycentre.co.uk 
www.nationalforest.org 
www.south-derbys.gov.uk 
 

 
 
Topic: Funding 

 

Name of Initiative: Outdoor Gyms 

 

Name of Local Authority: Nottingham City Council 

 

Related Topics/Issues: External Funding. Health. Parks Improvements. 

 

 
Aims & Objectives  

To provide 4 new open-access outdoor gyms on parks in Nottingham City. 
 

Outcomes & Impacts 

4 sites were opened during 2009. 
 

Process 

Following a bid to the Nottingham City NHS 
Primary Care Trust (PCT) in October 2008, over 
£400,000 of funding was secured by the Sports 
Development section towards development 
projects to increase physical activity of residents 
across the city. 
 
Of this funding, £145,000 was allocated towards 
providing new outdoor fitness equipment in 
parks and open spaces across the city and four 
sites were chosen to receive this: 
 

Á The Forest Recreation Ground (£95,000) 
Á Clifton Central Park (£20,000) 
Á Chediston Vale, Bestwood 
Á Independent Street, Radford 

 
Gym equipment was added to the designs for new playgrounds at Chediston Vale and 
Independent Street, complementing the range of modern play equipment and further 
encouraging people of all ages to use their local park for healthy exercise. 
 
Following invitations to tender and consultation on initial designs, plans for the major 
outdoor gym at the Forest and a smaller site at Clifton Central Park were chosen.  The 

http://www.roslistonforestrycentre.co.uk/
http://www.nationalforest.org/
http://www.south-derbys.gov.uk/
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Forest site includes 12 pieces of fitness equipment such as chest presses, lat presses, 
cross trainers, exercise bikes and sit-up benches as well as a traverse climbing wall, 
basketball hoop and area for exercise or dance classes.  Combined with the new 
childrenôs playground currently in progress, these improvements are just part of the 
wider Masterplan for the restoration of the site and have already seen people flocking 
to use the parkôs new facilities. 
 
A resounding success, all four gyms were completed by in March 2009 and are being 
extensively used by people enjoying their local parks and getting fit at the same time. 
 

Resources/Funding 

£145,000 from Primary Care Trust. 
 

Timescales 

Invitations to tender: October / November 2008 
Consultation: December 2008 
Build: January ï March 2009 
Sites open: by March 2009 
 

Evaluation 

 
 

Prospects & Opportunities 

The success of the outdoor gyms has been demonstrated by their popularity and 
further fitness equipment is being installed alongside playgrounds in several future 
playground developments. 
 

Key Learning/Advice for Others 

Making use of end-of-year funding / external partner underspend opportunities. 
 

 
Contact Details 

 
Name: James Dymond 
Telephone: 0115 915 2725 
Email: James.Dymond@nottinghamcity.gov.uk  
 

 
 

mailto:James.Dymond@nottinghamcity.gov.uk
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Appendix 3:- Local authorities who responded to the survey 
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Appendix 4:- Comparison between NW and EM survey results 

 

GSEM Funding Working Group results in 
comparison with the GS North West 

 
 

Background to the East Midlands 
The East Midlands is the fourth largest region in England, covering 15,630 sq km 
and includes the counties of Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, 
Northamptonshire, Nottinghamshire and Rutland. There are 4 unitary authorities of 
Derby, Leicester, Nottingham and Rutland. The region has 45 local authorities: 5 
county councils, 4 unitary councils, 36 district councils. There is also the Peak 
District National Park Authority and Lincolnshire Wolds Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. This represents the equal lowest number of unitary councils and the highest 
proportion of District councils, when compared with other regions. 
 
It is a large and diverse region and is characterised by a wide range of contrasting 
environmental, social and economic conditions. The population in the region is 
approximately 4.2 million (2006). Just fewer than 40% of the population live in towns 
and villages of less than 10,000 making the East Midlands one of the more rural 
regions in England. (Information cited from Government Offices for East Midlands) 
 

Background to the North West 
The North West is a region of contrasts covering the five areas of Greater 
Manchester, Merseyside, Cheshire, Cumbria and Lancashire. There are 8 unitary 
authorities, 2 County Councils, 28 Borough Councils of which 4 are metropolitan and 
3 District Councils. With a population of 6.7 million the North West is larger than 
several EU countries, and has a diverse mix of people representing many ethnic 
groups. Four-fifths of the region is rural, but most people live in the urban areas; 60 
per cent of people in the two core conurbations of Greater Manchester and 
Merseyside. Areas such as Cheshire, southern Greater Manchester, Liverpool and 
Manchester city centres continue to grow, but many communities have yet to see the 
fruits of this urban renaissance. This is reflected in the continued presence of North 
West neighbourhoods high in the Indices of Deprivation (information cited from 
Government Offices for North West website) 
 

Summary 
The response rates to the surveys were very similar the only difference was that 
less unitary authorities responded in EM as there are less unitary authorities in EM 
than NW. This is reflects some variations between the two regions population levels 
and population distribution. 
 
Top 3 funding sources were the same but in a different order i.e. Landfill Tax, local 
funding sources and central government grants. NW applied for two third more 
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grants than EM.  Substantial areas of the NW are classed as either objective 1 or 
objective 2 areas. Merseyside is objective 1(100% funding available) and Greater 
Manchester, Cumbria and pockets in the wider area are objective 2 (50% funding 
available).  Whilst only small parts of the East Midlands are classed as objective 2 
areas, these include Peak Park, North Notts coalfield and the Lincolnshire coast. 
Because difference may be due to the NWôs urban areas being larger and more 
concentrated, and containing a higher level on the Indices of Deprivation. There is 
also some variation in how the results of other income streams were recorded e.g. 
the NW didn't appear to have a category for section 106 contributions and other 
funding streams which were mentioned in the comments. 
 
It wasnôt possible to draw findings from the success rate of grant applications. 
          
The findings of the main barrier to funding were incredibly similar between the two 
regions. The exceptions being, 'Strategic Direction' was deemed slightly less of a 
barrier by EM and 'Work with a variety of partners' was deemed slightly less of a 
barrier by the NW. 
  
The overall comparisons of funding trends are similar between the two regions. 
They show that more is being delivered and provided with less staff (whether that is 
FTE or other). NW seem to have recorded more of a revenue decrease than EM 
whilst they provided more services and less facilities with slightly less staff then EM.  
 
NW drew conclusions about the effect this trend had on quality of green spaces, 
services and facilities. EM didnôt think that it is possible to do this without further 
survey questions or measures which werenôt asked at the time of the survey. 
 
NW asked respondents to number the volunteer hours contributed towards green 
spaces. Results were recorded as ranging from 400 ï 5,000 hours. EM didn't ask 
this question but from the results of the community involvement working group 
survey, we have recorded so far over 300 community groups.  
 
The results of funding needs were very mixed and therefore difficult to compare 
and draw any strong findings.  
 
The results for preferred method of disseminating information are the same 
between regions. There was only a slight different in the percentages with EM 
showing more popularity for events/ seminars and a lot less for a web-based forum. 
 
In conclusion the findings are very similar suggesting parks and green space 
managers in the NW are facing the same issues as those in the East Midlands. NW 
report is available on request (at the discretion) from www.gsnw.org.uk 
 

Results - Responses 
 
GSEM ï 36% response rate    GSNW ï 39% response rate 

http://www.gsnw.org.uk/
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2 unitary authorities     7 unitary authorities 
4 county councils     2 county councils  
10 district or borough councils   9 district or borough councils 
 

Funding Sources 

Most applied for grants and 
income streams - GSEM

Landfill tax

Local funding sources

Central government 
grants

Sports England

 

Most applied for grants and 
income streams - GSNW

Central government 
grants*

Landfill tax

Local funding sources

Charitable Trusts 

European grants  
sources

 
 
 
* large no. successful applications may be due to one LA, this might affect results 
 

Success Rate of Funding grants 
It is hard to compare the success rate as some grants where marked with ï in the 
pending and failed columns of GSNW results and it is unclear whether this means 
zero or no data! Nevertheless the result have been produced below replacing 0 = -. 
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GSEM GSNW 

Big Lottery Fund ï 100% Big Lottery Fund ï 100% 

Arts Council ï 100% Charitable Trust - 100% 

Central Government Grants ï 96% European Grant sources - 100% 

Sport England ï 91% Local funding sources - 100% 

Other grants ï 91% Heritage Lottery Fund ï 100% 

European Grant sources ï 83% Arts Council ï 100% 

Landfill tax ï 82% Central Government Grants ï 100% 

Heritage Lottery Fund ï 75% Landfill tax ï 96% 

Local funding sources - 64% Sport England ï 93% 

Charitable Trust - 50%  

          

Barriers to funding (1 to 5 scoring) 

GSEM GSNW 

Match funding ï 3.5 Match funding ï 3 

Staff & resources ï 3.3 Staff & resources ï 3 

Application time constraints ï 2.8 Application time constraints ï 3 

Work with a variety of partners ï 2.5 Strategic direction - 3 

Monitoring and evaluation ï 2.2 Monitoring and evaluation ï 3 

     

Funding Trends 
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Volunteer hours 
NW asked about no. volunteers hours towards green spaces. Results ranged from 
400 ï 5,000 hours. EM didn't ask this question but from the results of the community 
involvement working group survey, we have recorded over 300 community groups.  
 
NW recognised the role voluntary groups provide in securing funding for parks. 
          

Funding needs 
óSustaining the investmentô was named as the highest priority of current funding 
needs in EM. 
óWhole park restorationô was named as the highest priority of current funding needs 
in NW. 
 

EM 
AREA 

Priority 
Level 

NW 
AREA  

Sustaining the investment 5 Whole Park Restoration 

Teen facilities; Park building restoration 
projects; Tree/woodland management and 
maintenance 

4 Lakes & water featuresô Park furniture 
e.g. benches, signage; Sustaining the 
investment 
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Whole park restoration projects; Ecology, 
nature conservation, biodiversity; Security 
enhancement, e.g. railings, gates, CCTV; 
Infant and junior playgrounds; specific 
park feature restoration projects, e.g. 
statues; Sports facilities and 
infrastructure (inc fitness trails); support 
from community and friendôs groups or 
forums; Education and interpretation for 
the community; Marketing, literature and 
publications; CPD, development and 
training of staff; Consultants for 
applications; Events ï managing, 
servicing; Park furniture, e.g. bins, 
benches, signage. 

 
 

3 

Community facilities; Education & 
interpretation for the community; Infant 
& Junior playgrounds; Marketing, 
literature & publications; Park building 
restoration projects; Security 
enhancements; Specific park feature 
restoration projects; Sports facilities & 
infrastructure; Support for the 
community &Friends or Forums; Teen 
facilities; Tree/ Woodland management 
/ maintenance 

Lakes and water features 2 Consultants for applications e.g. 
condition surveys, CPD, development 
and training of staff; Ecology, nature 
conservation & biodiversity; Events ï 
managing and servicing 

 
Preferred method of disseminating information 
 

  
 
 


