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\Introduction including executive summary\

Community Involvement Working Group

This is a working group of Green Space East Midlands forum to whom they
report to through the GSEM Steering Group quarterly meetings. The working
group is made up of volunteers/partners across East Midlands who are
concerned about this subject. The working group was formed as a result of
research undertaken by GSEM forum in 2007 to identify the key issues in
sustainable regeneration and management of green spaces.

Current members include —

John Holmes, Derbyshire County Council

Gill Grievson, Greenwood Community Forest (a partnership of organisations in
Nottinghamshire)

Stewart Doughty, Leicester City Council (Bob Mullins)

Nick Sandford, Woodland Trust

Simon Hunter, Nottingham City Council

Ruth Rolls, GSEM (also formerly Ron Marquand)

There also is a further mailing list of about 8 people who have registered an
i nt er est tbeeraableth @tend e meetings so far.

Acknowledgements

The Community Involvement Working group would like to thanks the 16
organisations for all taking the time to complete the questionnaire. These
organisations are listed in the appendices.

The group would also like to make special acknowledgement to GreenSpace
North West working group members for their assistance and willingness to share
the format of the questionnaire and a copy of their final report. The North West
working group members are listed in the appendices.

Executive Summary

This survey was circulated in the East Midlands by email to all GSEM contacts in
July 2009. Its aim is to assess the current situation of community involvement in
East Midlands. There was a 20% response rate from Local Authorities and
interest from 5 non-local authority organisations. Therefore the survey only
represents small percentage of the potential community involvement work
happening in the region but the findings highlights the trends of those who took
part in the survey.

The survey respondents committed over £370,000 in staff time in 2008/09 to over
370 community groups.
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Parks and open space’s communi tlgrgei nvol vement
majority of respondents strategic plans. Over half of respondents intend to

increase the number of community groups they support, although funding and

staff time for three quarters of respondents was the main issue that limits this

progression. Half of respondents said that they work with partners and those that

do, work with a large number of partner organisations.

Over 370 groups listed are involved in green spaces in a plenitude of ways using
a variety of skills from lobbying, research, fundraising, administration, practical
work to marketing. The main interests of community groups are nature
conservation and the environment but there were a large variety of other main
interests such as heritage, health, play etc. Over three quarters of community
groups are of an informal type.

Although the survey varied slightly, the findings between the North West region
and East Midlands are fairly similar except for two differences which may be due
to the time gap of 4 years between surveys and the introduction of subsequent
national publications and the recognition of community involvement by central
and local government.

The survey has been successful in its aims. There are areas that the working
groups can contribute to community involvement in East Midlands and these are
detailed in the action plan. The main forms of support requested by survey
respondents were training sessions, networking opportunities and a regional
form.

Research/ Working group aims and objectives
Aims & Objectives

e To gather a regional picture to the number and type of community groups
and their involvement in green spaces, also about their supporting
organisations.

e To gain a picture of the advice, information and training opportunities
required by community groups and their supporting organisations

e Then to identify gaps in this provision including networking opportunities
and best practice examples and explore the appropriate method and
authority to provide this provision.

e To advocate, promote and lobby on behalf of community groups involved
in green spaces key messages and issues to relevant decision and policy
makers.

Survey Methodology

The Questionnaire
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This was devised by the working group in 2008 and sent out to over 300 contacts
(approx. 90 organisations) within East Midlands by email in July 2009. The
purpose of the questionnaire was to be the first step in assessing the current
community involvement situation and providing:
e Understanding of the issues in the region
e Evidence to support the role of advocating
e Opportunity for developing a partnership to write and deliver an action
plan
e Information on how to best disseminate information, best practice, support
and training.

This questionnaire was aimed at the organisations that support community
groups not the community groups and volunteers themselves.

The questionnaire contains 7 sections:

Contact details

Baseline/Control question

Information about number of community groups

Communi ty (¢ titdion@sd maircimtenrest area

Organisations Support (i.e. support and resources provided by supporting
organisation)

Community Group Activity

e Identifying Support required by Green Space Organisations

Research Findings

The Respondents

Although the survey response was low — 16 questionnaires returned, when
relatingthel ocal authorities’ responses to
coverage of the region.

The low reply may be because the survey was carried over the summer holidays
when many staff are on annual leave or very busy on their parks with an active
events programme. There was a low district and borough response compared to
the funding working group survey. Could the question be asked whether this is
because the community involvement role is more usually fulfilled by Counties and
cities serving large population? Another assumption could be drawn in general
and without evidence that the low response rate may be because community
involvement activities isn't happening in a fair percentage of those authorities
who haven't responded.

9 local authorities responded via 13 questionnaires as often more than one
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department responded. This equates to a 20% response rate. Of these 3 were
City Councils, 3 county councils, 3 district and borough councils responded.

3 other organisations responded namely Greenwood Community Forest, Forestry

Commission and Natural England. Groundwork EM was interested in the

guestionnaire but said they would find it very hard to fill in it. The Woodland Trust

was also interested and gave the working group details of their Community

Woodl and Network groups but also couldn’t ¢

Over one third of respondents were from Derbyshire(6), just less than one third
were from Nottinghamshire (5), 15% from Leicestershire and 15% from
Northamptonshire (2), and finally one regional organisation response (not
including Groundwork and Woodland Trust). There were no replies from any
organisations in Lincolnshire or Rutland.

GreenSpace North West sent their questionnaire to the local authorities Chief
Executive and an electronic copy their organisation leading person for community
involvement, East Midlands sent our questionnaire to all our email contacts,
which is over 300 across the region. This may account for why East Midlands
received more than one response from individual organisations as the
guestionnaire reached different departments.

Information about number of community groups

100% of respondents said that their organisation work/support community groups
working in green spaces.

Respondents were aware of 376 community group, whose names were passed
on through the survey.

No. of group per region are displayed below in Table 1. This is useful to show
which geographical areas this report relates to, also which geographical areas
the working group may need to develop further contacts within.

The results only reflects those areas responses have been received from i.e.
Northamptonshire contribution represents the work of Northamptonshire County
Councils Right of Way and Countryside Service departments not the
Neighbourhood Renewal or the district and borough councils of
Northamptonshire work activities.

This therefore suggests the survey may only represent a small percentage of the
true community involvement activity happening in the region.

There was much variation in the type of community groups named and
considered when responding to the survey for example these include:
e ’friends o ftype groups that support LA officers working in parks such as
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Friends of Shipley Country Park or Friends of Colliers Wood,

e Independent community groups who are responsible for running their own
parks such as Tiffield pocket park,

¢ Allotment associations,

e Lobbying/user groups such as Northamptonshire Local Access Forum and
Findern Footpath Group, and

e Site/ service users such as brownies, football and bowls groups, youth
offenders, and wildlife trust work groups etc.

Table 1 — number of community groups recorded per County

Derbyshire 84*1 didn't |Leicestershire 64
so figure may be higher.

Lincolnshire 2 Northamptonshire | 95

Nottinghamshire 131 Rutland 0

The average number of community groups per type of local authority and
organisations are displayed in Table 2 below. This indicates that County Councils
support a larger number of community groups than District and Borough
Councils.

Table 2 — average number of community groups per type of organisation.

District & Borough | 10 | 4 -17range City Councils | 54 | 32to72range

County 72 | 43 to 95 range Non-LAs 27 | 5to 46 range

56% of respondents said that yes they do plan to increase the number of groups/
volunteers/ forums that they support over the next five years, whilst 19% said that
they didn't and 25% gave no answer or weren't sure.

Half said that they would either achieve this through: engagement, education
and/or interpretation, or increasing staff, funding or partnership work. Other
individual answers included through: Green flag award scheme, more efficient
working and creating more independent groups and through identifying
community need.

Community g r o u posigiitution and main interest area

Figure 1 — Type of governance of community groups
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O Unincorporated

Association
M Association e.g.

Residents
O Informal groups

O Charities

B Societies

O Trusts

B Community

Interest Companies
O Company Limited

by Guarantee

As figure 1 illustrates, over % quarters of groups involved in green spaces were
of an informal nature i.e. an unincorporated association, associations and
informal group. Less than % were more formal and structured with a more
corporate governance such as charity, society and trust etc. Following
discussions during the working group meeting and some comments of the survey
form, it is apparent that many officers are unsure of the group governance type
and what the actual definitive difference is say between a trust and a society.

The type of organisation that groups are, does affect many extremely important
and key working and personal arrangements such as VAT status of the
organisation, whether and who they send reports to i.e. charity commission or
companies house, whether the volunteers (staff if relevant) are personal liable or
if their liability is guaranteed, which funding bodies and grants they can apply for,
the rules under which they are governed such as memorandum and articles,
constitution, Trust Deed, also if these rules are applied directly or indirectly such
as a committee/ working group of another organisation such as Parish Council
etc.

A observation is more volunteers thinking about being involved in running an
unincorporated association or an association that provides a public service are
worried about being personally liable for the activities of their group because of
an increasing suing culture and therefore they are looking at ways to protect
themselves. Community Interest Companies can offer a more formal approach
and one might speculate that the number of these is likely to increase in the
future.

The pie chart results might reflect the nature of the groups involved i.e. those
who volunteer and assist existing green space organisations activities. Only
those who manage site or services and raising large amounts of money might
look into or need to be governed in a more formal way.
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Looking at the list of community groups ther
groups, at least 113 groups of a variety of interest and about 42 allotments.

Figure 2 — Categories the main interest areas of the community groups.

O Nature Conservation

M Environmental

O Specialist interest i.e.
Allottments

OO Heritage

M Access/ inclusion

O Play/ recreation

B Health

O Others

M Slice 9

‘Ot her s’ i n inkledg: Sacial, SafetygandrEducaion.

A few of the contributors said that many of their groups had multiple interests so
that it was hard to choice a category. Nature conservation category was
bolstered by 87 groups from one scheme, nevertheless over half of all groups
main interests were either environmental or nature conservation. There were also
a variety of other interests. This could demonstrate the need for officers to
understand what motivates a group or volunteers to be involved in a green space
as It won’'t be the same for all

The above two questions are similar to one question asked by North West in their
survey where respondent were asked to categories the community groups they
supported into the following categories: Heritage conservation, environmental
conservation, single issue, friends of resident, tenant, parks watch and parks
trust. This change to the questions will limit the comparability of this survey but
add clarity between main interest of and the type of groups involved in green
spaces.

Organisational Support (i.e. support and resources provided by supporting
organisation)

Figure 3 — lllustrates how organisations support community groups
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O Technical information
& advice

@ Practical support

0O 1st point contact &
sign posting

O Provision of
equipment etc.

B Funding

O Representation on
their executive body

B Administration

Not applicable (e.g. work in partnership rather than support) 3
These were listed under not applicable

Promotion 1
Events 1
Training 1

Most organisations gave a lot of support to their community groups. 94% said
they gave technical information and advice and the type of support they gave
was evenly spread with most respondents saying that they provided an average
of 5 types of support (responses ranged from 1 to 8). The top five types of
support were given by more than 69% of respondents.

Respondents considered funding to mean providing a grant and/ or supporting
community groups during the grant applying process.

The estimate of how much time officer time is provided ranged enormously
between 5 days per year to 865, with a median of 200 days. This result is
believed to reflect the variability of the level of involvement provided by small
district and borough councils to large city councils.

The total days per year from all the respondents are an estimated 3867. If an
officer is paid an average of £12 per hour and worked an 8-hour day this equates
to an estimated £371,232 minimum spend on supporting community groups
involved in green spaces in the East Midlands.

The estimate of how much time spent support community groups in relation to
the whole department/ organisation ranged enormously from 0.5% to 100%, with
an average of 20% of time being spent on community involvement.
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Because of this enormous range which is believed to reflect the different officer
roles, departments and organisation size, it is hard to draw any conclusions from
this result.

31% of respondent organisations have a green space community forum. 13%
didn’t answer or weren’'t sure.

13% said that a green space community forum is planned in their area whilst
63% said that they were not sure or give no answer. The two that said yes
explained that it was either identified as task in service plans or in another

a ut h o preparation®f their parks and open spaces strategy.

Those that said no were asked whether they would like to see new networking
opportunities created and how, two thirds said yes stating by: extending
geographical area of existing forum, finding out what makes a successful forum
Or more open green space representatives as oppose to users on the forum.

63% of respondents said that their community groups currently network with
other groups at district level or below, whilst 44% network at County level and
higher. This might be a reflection of the type of respondents i.e. District,
Boroughs and Cities make up two thirds of respondents and County one third.

68% of officers would like to see the community group networks extended.

50% of respondents said that they work with partners or other agencies to
develop or support community groups. 5 of these survey participants listed their
partners. These averaged 13 partners (ranging from 5 to 20) per respondent.
This shows that those who do work with partners do so quite extensively.

The value of communitygro u p s’
within:

Strategic objectives by 75% of survey respondents;

Service plan by 69% of respondents;

Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) by 56%;

Business Plan by 31% and

in other documents namely PPG17, local development framework and breathing
spaces document by 13%.

contributions to green spa

Figure 4 — lllustrates how organisations measure (record) achievements and
performance of the community groups they support.
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O Record tasks
achieved

B Record volunteer
hours

[ Record events,
sites visits where
support given

O Record volunteer
details such as age
or health

B Others

Others on figure 4 includes: Project and partners report (3); Press releases (1);
Case studies (1) and Annual event (1).

The first three are equally the main ways officers measure achievements, with at
least 63% of the all survey respondents saying they record tasks achieved,
volunteers hours and events and site visits.

The results also demonstrated that there was a little confusion over the word

‘“record’ in the question which could have be
Therefore some have listed how they promote or record for posterity their groups

achievements e.g. press releases, annual event etc.

Community Group Activity

Figure 5 — illustrates activities undertaken by community groups
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O Practical Site Management
@ Decision making
O Fundraising and grant applications

O Marketing and promotion

M Research & surveys
O Administration

M Events/ health walks
O Facility Management
M Ranger/ patrolling

@ Lobbying

O Providing advice

O Arts Project

The question asked how many community groups undertake the following
activities so this figure will vary from the numbers of respondents who ticked the
options.

The top 6 community group activities are practical site management, decision
making, fundraising and grant applications, marketing and promotion, research
and surveys and administration. Of the community groups recorded in this survey
those believed to be involved in these activities range from 75% for practical site
management to 36% for administration.

These results show a large range of activities communities groups are involved.

Identifying Support required by Green Space Organisations

Figure 6 — illustrates the type of help organisations need to aid the support they
give to community groups.
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O Training Sessions

B Networking

opportunities

O Regional forums/
seminars

O Examples of best

practice
B Mentoring

O Document Templates

B Guidance notes

O Others

‘Ot her s’ on tFandinglogpgrtunitiesd3), Avdaed ceremonies (1),
Staff time (1)

Training session, Networking opportunities, regional forum and examples of best
practice were clearly the preferred assistance organisations would like to help
them to support their community groups with 69% to 56%o0f all survey
respondents choosing these.

There may need to be more investigation over understanding whether
respondents were considering themselves or community groups when answering
this question.

19 case studies from 13 survey participants have been offered by those who felt
that they had particular success with community involvement. Some have been
written up into case studies for this report (not yet) — see the appendices.

Funding (19%) and insurance cost (13%) was the two most common challenges /
issues organisations named that they would like to see the GreenSpace East
Midlands forum addressing.

There were many and varied remaining issues named but these are nevertheless
important. They included:
e qualification for volunteers,
health and safety issues,
examples of successful groups,
issues with land registry (leases per land),
increased regulation,
highlighting link between Rights of Ways and green spaces,
Information on website on a variety of practical subjects,
Advocacy of value of community importance to green spaces and
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e Recruitment and retention of volunteers.

Figure 7 — illustrated the main issues that limit organisations progress with
community involvement.

O staff time
@ Resources(funding)

OO Lack of community
willingness

O Lack of equipment,
vehicles etc.

B Awareness of the
communities activites

O Few younger people
involved

Nearly three quarters of the respondents named the main issues that limit
progress with community involvement were resources, either staff time or
funding.

Conclusions

This survey was circulated in the East Midlands by through email to all GSEM
contacts in July 2009. Its aim is to assess the current situation of community
involvement in East Midlands. There was a 20% response rate from Local
Authorities and interest from 5 non-local authority organisations.

In the East Midlands this survey findings have shown that respondents are
committing over £370,000 in staff time and resources a year into over 370
community groups in order to consult, empower, listen and work with them.

Research for CABE Space has shown that 91 per cent of the public believe that

parks and open spaces improve peopl e’ s quality of | ife and
t hat parks and open spaces anenalandnport ant peo
physical well-being1. Nat ur al England’s ‘ Naturasdb Heal t h
found that people who had easy access to safe green spaces are likely to visit

their green spaces and live more active lives 2.
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Local people bring a knowledge of how existing space work and what the needs
of the community are, which leads to better designed places that are more
sustainable. Central government recognises this: the recent duty to involve
legislation means local authorities have to involve local people s.

CABE’' s | ocal authority skills survey suggest

of two extra members of staff directly to the management and maintenance of
spaces and 75 per cent of groups listed volunteers are the most commonly used
resources. Beyond direct help groups offer other assistance with a value of £35
million a year to the sector s.

1 National Audit Office (2006) Enhancing urban green space

2 University of Bristol/ University of East Anglia for Natural England

3 CABE Space (2009) Helping community groups to improve public spaces
4 CABE Space (2009) Local authorities skills survey

5 GreenSpace (2003) The community network final report

This survey results show that community involvement is part of many
organi sations’
Strategic Objectives, also in service plans (69%) and local strategic partnerships
(56%).

The main way community groups achievements are measured is through
recording: tasks achieved, volunteer hours and events and site visits, by almost
two thirds of all respondents.

56% of respondents plan to increase the number of community groups they
support over the next 5 years. Half said that they would either achieve this
through: engagement, education and/or interpretation or by increasing staff,
funding or partnership work.

Half of respondents said that they work with partners or other agencies to
develop or support community groups, averaging 13 partners.

Of the 376 community groups | isted, over
environment or nature conservation, although there was a large variety of other

interests too. This demonstrates the officers need to have a good understanding

of the parks or green spaces audience and a flexible approach to activities and

the ways to reach potential volunteers.

Over three quarters of community group were of an informal type such as
unincorporated association, association or informal group. These results might
reflect the nature of the community groups involved in green spaces i.e. those
who volunteer and assist existing organisations.

Community groups were involved in an array of activities; this may reflect the
plenitude of ways and skills individuals involved in green spaces. 75% of
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respondents named practical site management making the no.1 activity but the
top 6 includes administration, marketing, research and fundraising. Leading or
organising volunteers involved in such a variety of activities requires skilled
officers.

Most respondents gave a lot of varied support to their community groups, the top
5 types of support provided by 69% of respondents. These included: technical
information and advice, practical support, first point of contact and sign posting,
provision of equipment and funding.

Nearly one third of respondents have a green space community forum. 13% said
that a forum is planned. Whilst 68% said officers would like to see their
community groups network extended.

The two most challenging/ issue for organisations that they would like assistance
from GSEM with were funding (19%) and insurance costs (13%), 9 other varied
suggestions were made.

Respondents mostly wanted training and networking type of support such as
regional forum and less desired paperwork form of support such as guidance
note or document templates.

When comparing the North West regions results to the East Midlands results,
both regions had similar findings in most aspects of the survey, including:

¢ Number of existing community green space forums.

e Number of respondents interested in increasing the number of forums in
the future and networking opportunities.

e The level of support given to community groups by Local Authorities and
organisations.

e The number of respondents who are
contributions in service plans and local strategic partnerships.

¢ The type of community groups activities

e Similar intention to increase the number of groups over the next 5 years

e The main issues/ challenges and limitation that prevent progress of
supporting community groups in the future.

There were two main differences in the regional findings.

The first difference is that the community group contributions to parks and green
spaces are recognised through recognition in Strategic Objectives more (by 27%)
in East Midlands than in the North West. This might be due to the time period
between the surveys being undertaken and may be an increased uptake in
community involvement in local authority work. The North West survey was
undertaken in 2005 and East Midlands in 2009.
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The second difference is that some (not all) of the results about the type of help
for LAs/ organisation to support their community groups. In general East
Midlands have chosen for more networking and information sharing opportunities
forms of help such as training session and regional forum whereas the North
West respondents have chosen slightly more paperwork support in the form of
best practice, template documents for adaption and introductory guides. Again
this may reflect the time difference between the two surveys, as it may be
deemed that since 2005 national organisation such as CABE Space, DCLG,
BTCV have produced more publications providing this role.

Community involvement does seem to be an important topic for Green Space
Managers and there are many opportunities for the working groups to support
this area. The action plan will detail more about what the working group intends
to achieve. The survey has been successful with its aim of assessing the current
community involvement situation in the East Midlands.
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Action Plan

Heading

Ref.
No.

Action

Who

When

Advocacy,
promoting &
Lobbying

Support,
training and
communication

Research and
monitoring of
sector
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Appendix 17 The questionnaire

GREENSPACEEAST MI DL@UWESTIAGNNAIRE ON
GREEN SPACE COMMUNITY GROUP ACTIVITY

Introduction: GreenSpace East Midland has established a Working Group to
address Community Involvement within green spaces in the region. A brief is still
being formulated by the group, but is expected to include:-

e Assess the number and type of community groups and supporting
organisations there are in the region.

e Assess who provides advice, information and training opportunities to
community groups and their supporting organisations. Identify gaps and needs in
this provision.

e Explore the role GreenSpace East Midlands have in providing advice,
information or training for community groups or their supporting organisations.
This may take the form of:

¢ Ensuring that appropriate advice, information and training is available for
community groups and supporting organisations,

e Supporting network activity between community/green space groups,

¢ Promoting and developing best practice for community/green space groups

¢ Advocacy on behalf of community/green space groups to those agencies that
can support their activity.

The GreenSpace East Midlands forum has resolved that a survey be undertaken
in the region to provide baseline information which will inform the agenda and
priorities for the work of the community involvement group. You are invited to
complete this questionnaire as a contribution to this exercise. Your contribution is
vital to ensure success. A report will be prepared on the survey and its
conclusions. This will be made available to all participants.

Please complete the relevant questions and return this form before 27 Jul 2009.
Please add extra paper if necessary.

To GreenSpace East Midlands, fao Mrs Ruth Rolls - rrolls@gsem.org.uk
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1 Contact Details

Name:
Organisation:
Email:
Address:

Post Code:

Job Title:

Tel:

2 Does your organisation support/ work with
community groups working in green spaces?

East Midlands

Green spaces
includes — parks,
gardens,

Y /N allotments, canal,
If yes proceed to question three, if no please proceed to question former railways,
seven. greenway, former

3 Number of community groups

cemeteries etc.

3a How many community groups are you aware of working with green

spaces?

3b Please complete the table below with any relevant details that you can
provide. Please use separate paper if necessary.

Name of Group

Nature of work
tasks

Places /locations
covered

Contact details
(not essential)

3c Do you plan to increase the number of groups you support/ work with
over the next 5 years? If so, please briefly state how?

A4Communi ty

gongtitupos and main interest area

4a Please enter the number of groups that fall into the following categories:
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Company Limited by Guarantee

Charity

Community Interest Company (CIC)

Society

Association e.g. residents

Trust

Unincorporated Association (voluntary group with constitution)

Informal group i.e. volunteers of larger organisation with no governing documents
4b Please enter the number of groups whose main interest area falls into
the following categories:

Heritage

Nature Conservation

Environmental

Education

Safety

Play/recreation

Health

Access/ Inclusion

Specialist interest, e.g. allotments

Social

Others — please specify

5 Organisational Support

5a How does your organisation support community groups?
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Please tick as appropriate

Providing technical information and advice

First contact point & signposting to other organisations
Representation on their executive body

Provision of equipment and material

Administration

Practical support

Funding

Not applicable (e.g. work in partnership rather than support)
Other (Specify)

5b Please estimate, how much support you provide in officer time? Please

express this as days per year.

5c Please estimate, how much time this is in relation to the rest of your
departments/organisations work? Please express this as percentage.

5d Does your organisation have a green space community forum?
Y /N
If yes, go to question 5g. If not, go to question 5e.

5e Is a green space community group forum planned? If yes, please say in
what way?
Y/N

5f If no, would you like to see new networking opportunities created and
how?

Go to question 5j.

5g At what level do individual green space community groups network with
other groups?

Regional Sub Regional (County)
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District Ward

Other (specify)

5h Would you like their networking to be extended?
Y/N

If yes, in what way?
5i Do you collaborate with other agencies or partners to develop or support
groups?

Please list below.

5j Is the value of community groupsdécontributions recognised within:

Strategic objectives? Service plan?
Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)? Business Plan
Other (specify)?

5k Do you record the achievements/ performance of the community groups
or your support for community groups? If so, how?

Record volunteer hours
Record tasks achieved
Record events, sites visits where support given
Record volunteer details such as age or health

Other, please state.

6 Group Activity

6a How many of groups undertake the following activities?

Research & surveys
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Practical Site Management

Facility Management e.g. running visitor centre
Fund raising and applications for external funds
Administration

Marketing and promotion

Decision Making

Others — please specify

7 Support

7a What type of help does/ would your organisation need to aid the support
you give to community groups?

Please check appropriate options.

Guidance notes e.g. setting up community groups

Examples of best practice

Template documents for adaptation e.g. constitutions

Access to mentoring from other organisations in the region

Training sessions

Regional forum/ seminars

Networking opportunities

Other (please specify)

7b Have you had any particular successes with community involvement
programmes that the forum could use as a case study?

If yes, please give title and brief description. We can send you a simple template
to complete later.
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7c Are there any challenges/ issues you would like to see the GreenSpace
East Midlands forum addressing?

7d What are the main issues that limit your progress with community
involvement?

General information - Have a look at the GreenSpace web site for existing
information already provided at the national level
http://www.greenspace.org.uk/community/communityresources/index.phpsite)

Please add extra paper if necessary in order to complete questionnaire.
Thank you for your help.
Please return to Mrs Ruth Rolls, forum manager at rrolls@gsem.org.uk

c/o East Midlands Regional Assembly, First Floor Suite, Council Offices
Nottingham Road, Melton Mowbray, Leicestershire LE13 OUL
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Appendix 27 Comparison of results with North West survey
GreenSpace North West’'s Community I nvolvemen
February 2006 the Communities in the North V

report.

GSEM questionnair e was based on GSNW s be was alter
GSEM methodology was slightly different as GSNW sent their questionnaire to

the Chief Executives of all the local authorities (LA) in the region. Also an

electronic copy was then sent to a single officer contact in the open spaces

departments of each authority.

GSEM report findings GSNW report findings
16 respondents (20% of regions LAS) 29 respondents (63% of regions LAS)
3 from non-LA organisations Concentrated on LAs only

71% of regions population coverage

100% of respondents said that they work 96% of respondents said that they work
with community groups with community groups

Similar variety of understanding/confusion of what would be determined as a community
group i.e. would a bowling club be included.

31% of respondents have a green space 28% of respondents have a green space

community forum community forum

13% said a green space community forum | 28% said a green space community forum
is planned is planned

63% currently network to district level or 90% said that they would like to network to
below district level or below

94% of respondents said that they gave 90% of respondents said that they gave
technical information and advice to managerial support to community groups

community groups

75% said that community groups 48% said that community groups
contributions are recognised in their contributions are recognised in their
organisations Strategic Objectives organisations Strategic Objectives

69% said that community groups 79% said that community groups
contributions are recognised in their contributions are recognised in their
organisations service plans organisations service plans

56% said that community groups 59% said that community groups
contributions are recognised in the Local contributions are recognised in the Local
Strategic Partnerships Strategic Partnerships

Questions about the community group activities varied slightly. EM gave survey
participants a choice of over 9 activities including an opportunity to add more. NW asked
3 questions on 3 activities.

Top 3 in order (highest first) — Top 3 in order (highest first) —
Practical Site Management, Practical Projects,
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Decision Making Site/ Service Management and Decisions
Funding and grant applications. External Funding.
56% said that they are intending to 59% said that they are intending to
increase the number of community groups | increase the number of community groups
that they support over the next 5 years. that they support over the next 5 years.
50% said that they work with partners to 66% said that they collaborate with other
support community groups partners to support community groups

Common to both regions were the following partners — Groundwork, Wildlife Trusts,
BTCV, Volunteer Centres, parish councils etc.

With the supported requested the choices given varied a little between regions but this is
unlikely to affect the results although regional forum not offer by NW.

Top 5 (highest first) Top 5 (highest first)

Training session — 69% Best Practice — 86%

Networking opportunities Training session

Regional Forum Template documents for adaption
Best Practice Introductory Guides

Mentoring — 38% Mentoring — 48%

The questions for name issues or challenges you would like region forum to help with
and name the limiting factors that stop your organisation supporting community groups
were asked by EM in two open text boxes and by NW in one open text boxes. Answers
below are combined.

12 respondents named staff time and 15 respondents name staff and funding
funding (75%) (52%)
2 respondents named Insurance costs 1 respondent named insurance cost

The rest of the answers were all varied and different between the regions.

GSEM report findings ‘ GSNW report findings
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Appendix 31 Survey Participants

Nottinghamshire County Council
Northamptonshire County Council
Derbyshire County Council

Derby City Council

Leicester City Council

Nottingham City Council
Harborough District Council
Newark & Sherwood District Council
South Derbyshire Council
Greenwood Community Forest
Forestry Commission

Natural England

Spoke also to -
Groundwork East Midlands and

East Midlands

The Woodland Trust — received detailed of their community woodland network

members in East Midlands
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Appendix 41 GreenSpace North West working group

Mark Billington, Preston CC
Bernard Dunphy, Trafford MBC
Simon Goff, Burnley BC

Craig Horabin, Hyndburn BC
Norman Hudson, Stockport MBC
Ros Johnson, GreenSpace North West
Fiona Mather, Knowsley MBC
Sandy Mohamet, Groundwork Bury
Tim Riley, Blackpool BC

Kevin Shacknell, Manchester CC
David Stamp, Warrington BC

East Midlands
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