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BACKGROUND 
GreenSpace North West was established in 2004 to provide a united voice dedicated to 
promoting, advocating and lobbying for the regeneration and sustainable future of quality 
green spaces throughout the region. The organisation is a forum for parks and open spaces 
professionals and is funded by the local authorities in the region. During the Forum’s 
developmental phase, priority areas for action were identified through consultation. These 
were community involvement, funding and training. It was decided that working groups would 
be established to look at these areas in some detail and in September 2006 the Funding 
Working Group met for the first time. After establishing their terms of reference the initial task 
was to audit the current situation in external, revenue and capital funding and what and how to 
share best practice. 
 
Summary:  
A funding survey of local authorities was undertaken in 2007 to assess the situation in the 
regions’ parks and open spaces.   
 
The Objectives of this survey 
 

• Obtain more information about stakeholders and their funding needs in order to be 
effective advocates. 

• Improve/co-ordinate liaison with funding organisations. 
• Develop a programme of activity to improve funding opportunities 

 
The information collected helps the Working Group to build up a picture of the current situation 
in the region. This will be used to determine its priorities for action.  
 
18 authorities responded from a possible total of 46. These included seven unitary authorities, 
two county councils and nine district/borough authorities. 
 
There are some interesting results from the survey that will confirm what is already known and 
some that will cause discussion, however the idea behind this survey was to gather knowledge 
and to promote best practice within the region.  
 
The task for the group then will be to develop an action plan from the findings of this report for 
external, revenue and capital funding in the North West over the next 5 years, looking at what 
can be done to stem the tide of cuts, savings to be made, to increase revenue where possible 
and direct resources to areas of need.  
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WHERE ARE WE NOW 
 
Funding Sources (question 2):  
The authorities were asked to tell us about grant applications that they had made during the 
previous five years. This included Landfill Tax credit scheme, local funding sources, charitable 
trusts, European grant sources, Lottery funding and central government grants.  
 
Number of Successful, Failed and Pending Applicatio ns 
 
  LA  

Successful  
LA 
Failed  

LA 
Pending  

Other 
Successful  

Other 
Failed  

Other 
Pending  

Landfill Tax  47 2 2 25 10 3 
Local Funding 
Sources  

38 - - 39 - - 

Charitable Trusts  31 - - 19 - - 
European Grant 
Sources  

26 - - 11 - - 

Big Lottery Fund  14 - 7 9 2 1 
Heritage Lottery Fund  21 - - - - 3 
Sport England  13 - 1 1 - - 
Arts Council  1 - - 2 - - 
Central Government 
Grants  

65* - - 5 0 1 

 
* NB Large number of successful applications due in  part to one LA  
 
The data demonstrates that the main successful sources of external funding (excluding the 
Central Government Grants as this has been squewed by one authority’s results) are Landfill 
Tax in partnership with local community groups/friends of groups, Local funding sources and 
charitable trusts.  This is encouraging, as in a very uncertain external funding climate, it’s likely 
that these sources will continue in one form or another.   
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Most important other sources of funds (question 3):  
They were asked about the most important other sources of funding. These were as follows:- 
 
  LA  

Successful 
LA 
Failed 

LA 
Pending  

Other 
Successful 

Other 
Failed 

Other 
Pending  

Lottery Community 
Fund 

      8     

New Communities 
Fund 

2     2     

Home Front Recall 2     1     
Playing Fields 
Association 

1     4     

Awards for All 2           
SRB 6   2   1     
Cycle Touring Club & 
Rural Matters 

6           

Parks for People 2 2 1       
Football Association 2 2         
Football Foundation 1 1         
Aggregates Levy       5     
NWDA       2     
SRB 2 1 1 1     
SSC Cleaner, Safer, 
Greener 

4           

Unspecified 2 1   1   1 
 
The results of this question really demonstrate the resourcefulness within Greenspace as a 
sector, in locating a number of different sources of external funding and utilising them in the 
best way with the resources available.  For example, it may be that authorities with dedicated 
external funding officers have more capacity to submit successful bids, but regardless of 
resources, all authorities have applied to a number of different bodies for funds. 
 
Other important Income / Funding sources within the  last 5 years – Section 106  
The comments below back up the findings of the questions – that Section 106 monies play an 
important role in funding Greenspace activity, which is encouraging as the “Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004” is likely to encourage more development spend in this 
manner. 
 
Comments: 
 
“Various monies enabled us to deliver new Play / recreation facilities across Pendle” 
 
“(Used for) Open Space improvements and children’s play areas” 
 
“£1 million committed for 2007/08” 
 
“Value = £700,000 per Year on average” 
 
“Significant on site and off site capital and revenue contributions” 
 
Other important Income / Funding sources within the  last 5 years  
Comments: 
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“Golf Fees, Burial & Cremation Fees – steady income” 
 
“Partnership Funding: joint provision schemes i.e. PCT / Arms Length Housing” 
 
“Where possible, funding for play is allocated against the area where development has taken 
place, funding for sporting provision is allocated according to global needs as this is 
considered a borough wide resource & not necessarily in response to local need.”  
 
Factors preventing access to funding sources (quest ions 4):  
Various factors were rated (1 to 5 – the higher the number, the more the factor prevented 
access to funds) according to the extent they prevented access to funding sources.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is encouraging to see that none of the barriers were considered extreme or even fairly 
extreme.  Nothing has been ranked higher than 3 (out of 5), which suggests that although 
there are barriers to accessing external funding, they are not insurmountable (and backs up 
the answers from the previous question which demonstrates the resourcefulness within the 
sector).  It might be beneficial for the Funding Working Group to address those barriers ranked 
‘3’, where possible, to enable further successful applications. 
 
Comments on other sources of funding (question 5):  
The following additional comments were provided by respondents:- 

 
“Not enough ‘dedicated’ staff available for funding applications” 
 
“Parks and Open Spaces funding reliant on community group involvement” 
 
“Restructuring of Council Departments leading to savings, e.g. cuts in the number of Staff 
Revenue Budgets” 
 
“Huge amount of time and resources required for application for Big Lottery funding” 
 
The comments are quite revealing as to the issues surrounding access to funding.  It may well 
be worthwhile for the Funding Working Group to tackle the issues raised such as resources, 
building capacity in the voluntary sector and application forms; by lobbying for change or 
finding areas of best practice for other authorities to implement locally. 
 
 
 

0 = no barrier and 5 = an extreme barrier

3 3 3 3 3

2 2 2

1

0

1

2

3

4

Staff Time &
Resources

Strategic
direction

Monitoring &
evaluation

Application
time

constraints

Match funding Need to work
with a variety
of partners

Project
sustainability

Spend profile V.A.T
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Planning award for Northwich Community Woodlands  
 
Partner organisations responsible for the transformation of large tracts of derelict land into the prized Northwich 
Community Woodlands have earned 'royal' recognition for environmental achievements. 
 
The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) through its RTPI North West Branch & White Young Green Planning 
Achievement Awards has presented the Woodlands with the winning award for Land Reclamation and Community Access. 
 
Since the early 1970's Cheshire County Council's environmental planners have led the £5.65 million regeneration of 500 
acres of unwanted derelict land - a legacy of the county's salt industry - in partnership with the Northwich Community 
Woodlands team and backed by funds from the Northwest Regional Development Agency (NWDA). 
 
The woodlands scheme- now part of the wider community woodlands, The Mersey Forest- was launched with the 
purchase of land to create the original Marbury Park. Expansion followed into a much larger country park and recreational 
zone with the reclamation of derelict land to the north and north east of the town.   
 
The Award, recognising outstanding achievements in planning by individuals and organisations that have made a special 
contribution to England's Northwest was presented to Cheshire County Council and the Northwich Community Woodlands 
Partnership at the RTPI's Northwest AGM, in Manchester. 
  
From the 1970s, planners with the aid of designers and environmental consultants as well as the wider partnership have 
addressed the problems of Northwich's hundreds of acres of unused and neglected land, overcoming such challenges as 
contaminated land remediation, environmental legislation, ecological protection and industrial archaeology. 
 
Today, Northwich Community Woodlands boasts nine individual countryside sites that include the reclaimed Marbury 
Country Park, which was once a PoW camp and refuse tip, the restored Anderton Boat Lift and Ashton & Neumann's 
Flashes - now an important site for migrating birds. 
 
Steven Broomhead, Chief Executive of the NWDA, said: "This award is a fantastic achievement for all partners involved in 
delivering the Northwich Community Woodlands project.  The reclamation of derelict land is vital to regeneration, projecting 
a positive image of the region as a place in which to live, work and visit and significantly enhancing quality of life. This 
scheme has made vital environmental improvements in Northwich, creating an attractive new resource for the local 
community to enjoy, and this award is a great recognition of the project's success." 
 
Mike Eastham, awards coordinator, said: "The Judging Panel considered that Northwich Community Woodlands 
represented a good example of planners having a strategic vision for the reclamation of derelict and contaminated land on 
the fringe of the Town, which has resulted in the provision of a valuable environmental commodity which is accessible to 
the whole community. 
 
The partnership includes: 
Cheshire County Council   Mersey Forest 
Vale Royal Borough council  British Waterways 
Forestry Commission   Mersey Basin Trust 
Groundwork    Cheshire wildlife Trust 
North West Development Agency  Natural England 
 
Funding has come from a wide variety of sources including: 
NWDA     Landfill tax 
http://www.northwichcommunitywoodlands.org.uk/aboutus.shtml  
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FUNDING TRENDS 
 
Changes to capital and revenue funding and to opera tions (questions 6 & 7):  
The responses revealed changes (2002 to 2007) in various capital, revenue and operational 
aspects of green space provision as follows:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results clearly show the significant trend is the decline in capital and revenue funding. The 
continuing decline in these budgets is especially worrying given the low base to which park 
funding had sunk prior to the reawakening of the parks movement over the last decade. 
Incredibly, this is coupled to a decline in the number of staff at a time of growth in the number 
of services, facilities provided and land managed. Fewer staff are achieving so much more! 
This undoubtedly demonstrates a far more efficient and lean industry but given the ever-
increasing cost of labour, materials and equipment, it is hard to believe that standards can be 
sustained if this trend were to continue. 
 
This trend does highlight the importance of external funding sources to this industry. However, 
does it also demonstrate an unhealthy dependency on these sources of funding? Surely these 
external funds should be used to add new and better facilities and not just cover for the 
industry’s own inability to maintain the existing features, facilities and basic fabric of the parks! 
 
It also shows that adequate revenue funding is the key to sustaining parks and the 
investments from capital or externally sourced funds.  
 
The industry's success in attracting grant aid demonstrates the commitment and the creativity 
of staff and managers within the industry and Parks in the North West of England are getting 
better as evidenced by the ever increasing numbers of Green Flag Awards. Given the 
evidence of shrinking budgets, this raising of the flag / standards has to be viewed as a 
remarkable achievement but for how much longer can continue?   
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Comments added:- 
 
“Internal transfer of new services. Increased land & facilities” 
 
“Secured internal funding for a permanent full time gardener and capital funding for 
improvements to one park in preparation for Green Flag application” 
 
“Significant new responsibilities in delivering access to open countryside, rights of way 
improvement plan and new agenda for social inclusion” 
 
“Addition of splash park facility and additional revenue associated with running the facility” 
 
Most significant changes to services and facilities  (question 8):  
Respondents were asked to record the most significant changes over the last five years.  
The following additions/increases were identified:- 
 
“Decline of play areas / equipment not replaced. Loss of golf course.  Fixed Ground 
Maintenance contract restricts maintenance on any new projects” 
 
“Rangers cut from 22 to 8” 
 
“Revenue budgets effectively being reduced year on year by about 2.5%” 
 
“3 Grounds Maintenance staff cover LNRS and walkways – increase of area by 60%” 
 
How many FTE staff do you have (question 9a):  
Number of staff* = ranged between 1 and 260  (based on 9 respondents)  
* some misinterpretation of question – does this relate to staff working solely on funding or parks / open spaces? 
 
This question does not accurately reflect numbers of FTEs as some colleagues interpreted the 
question as those working in funding or parks and others interpreted it to mean in the entire of 
their section. 
 
How many volunteer hours are contributed towards yo ur green spaces each year?  
 (Question 9b):  
 
Number of volunteer hours per year = ranged between 400 and 5,000 (most were based upon 
educated guesses) (based on 10 respondents)  

Funding source  Average % increase  Average % decrease  
Capital funding  22% 

(based on 6 respondents) 
44%  
(based on 5 respondents) 

Revenue funding  15% 
(based on 2 respondents) 

29% 
(based on 5 respondents) 

Services provided 6% 
(based on 6 respondents) 

No decrease %  
submitted 

Facilities provided 10% 
(based on 5 respondents) 

No decrease %  
submitted  

Land managed 10% 
(based on 5 respondents) 

No decrease %  
submitted 

In house FTEs 27% 
(based on 2 respondents) 

14% 
(based on 6 respondents) 

Other labour resources 35% 
(based on 2 respondents) 

50% 
(based on 1 respondent) 
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It is encouraging to see that in most of the respondents that volunteer hours had contributed to 
maintaining or improving open and green spaces which is great for community involvement 
and ownership.  However, it also shows some dependency, like external funding; to 
increase/develop this type of workforce to supplement services.  
 
In most cases funding bids are reliant on community group’s help with funders and external 
agencies asking for friends/community groups to be involved. 
 
This is an area that needs to be explored further by the Funding Working Group as to 
specifics, quantifying what is happening in the North West and best practice. 
 
FUNDING NEEDS: 
 
Funding Needs (question 10):  
Funding Priorities Summary (where 0 = no needs and 5 = extreme needs)  
. 
AREA  Priority Level  

Whole park restoration projects  5 

Lakes & water features; Park furniture e.g. benches , signage; 
Sustaining the investment  

4 

Community facilities; Education & interpretation fo r the 
community; Infant & Junior playgrounds; Marketing, literature 
& publications; Park building restoration projects;   Security 
enhancement; specific park feature restoration proj ects; 
Sports facilities & infrastructure;   
Support for the Community & Friends Groups or Forum s;  
Teen facilities;  Tree/ Woodland management /mainte nance  

 
 

3 

Consultants for applications e.g. condition surveys  
CPD, Development & training of Staff;  
Ecology, Nature conservation & Biodiversity;   
Events – managing & servicing  

 
2 

 
Base = 11 respondents 
 
The majority of the funding priorities fall within the middle bracket of ‘3’ although to have 
‘whole park restoration projects’ at ‘5’ is not unexpected and will potentially be felt even more 
as HLF funding is being reduced (and possibly redirected).   
 
The table does highlight the need for long term and sustained investment in some of the less 
"sexy" aspects of park management. For example, maintaining the basic infrastructure of the 
parks as it is highly likely that “Climate Change” will cause significant problems in our parks if 
such basic infrastructure as drainage falls into neglect and disrepair. 
 
It does pose the question, would there be a need to undertake “whole park restoration 
projects” if there were sufficient long term funding to look after the fabric of the parks in the first 
place? Evidence needs to be collected to show that once parks are restored, the revenue 
budgets are enhanced to prevent a similar long term decline?  It is a condition of many of the 
major grants such as HLF that the revenue budgets are put in place to sustain the investment. 
However, is this new revenue money or is it simply being shuffled from another part of the 
parks budget creating problems elsewhere? 
 
This also backs up what has been stated under that heading “Changes to capital and revenue 
funding and to operations”. 
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SHARING INFORMATION   
 
Exchange of information (question 11):  
Respondents were asked to indicate their preferences for exchange of information on funding 
issues; some respondents expressed a preference for more than one method. 
 
.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Base = 14 respondents.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is good to see that colleague’s preferences for obtaining/receiving information correlate 
highly with the way that the working group and Greenspace North West as a whole are tending 
to communicate.  It provides the validation that there’s no need to redress this at this stage. 
 
Good Practice (question 12):  

Examples of good or innovative 
practice for obtaining funding which 
might be suitable for case studies 
were requested. The responses are 
listed below.   
 
“Birkenhead Park restoration was a 
good example of controlling several 
large contracts with multiple 
consultants within a multi funded 
regime”  
 (Wirral Council) 
 
“We have interesting case studies 
where a cocktail of funding has been 
secured to deliver capital projects” 
(Liverpool City Council) 
 
“Princes Park – BMX Facility – 
Consultation and   funding sources”  
(Salford City Council) 
 
“The long term development of the 
Northwich Community Woodlands – 
a partnership approach to land 
restoration over many years”  
(Cheshire County Council) 

11

8

4

6

E-mail circulars Web - based reference material

Web based forum Events / seminars

DORIC PARK, LIVERPOOL  
Between 2003 and 2007 this small oblong site in Old Swan was 
transformed from a bare lawn with a play area in one corner into an 
attractive, enclosed, Neighbourhood Park with strong management 
structure based around local custodians in partnership with 
Liverpool City Council. Improvements included a footpath system, 
jogging trail, benches, bins and picnic tables, boundary fencing with 
attractive gates and a multi-use games area. 
Successfully gained the Green Flag Award in 2008 
 
Funding    
Although a budget of £200,000 was required to achieve the 
transformation of the area but no single source was available. 
Accordingly a total of ten funding sources were successfully 
approached as follows, 
 
Countryside Agency (Doorstep Greens) 
Liverpool City Council  Primary Care Trust 
North Sefton Community Fund Neighbourhood Renewal Fund 
High Sheriff   Living Spaces 
Barclays Spaces for Sport  Riverside Housing 
Volunteer Hours (used as match)    
 

  
Contact: Liverpool City Council – 0151 233 3000 
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Some of these sound like very good case studies.  It’s been suggested that case studies, both 
of good practice and those occasions where it’s not gone so well,  be collected and put on a 
website to help provide a bank of good practice and learning.  It’s also been suggested that 
those involved in current pilot projects could come to the working group and talk about their 
projects. 
 
Help from the forum (question 13):  
The final question sought the views of respondents on other ways in which the Forum might 
help them with funding for their service. The following responses were provided. 
 
“Raising the profile of parks nationally, in an attempt to make Parks and open space provision 
a statutory requirement to halt the flow of resources out of the sector…..” 
 
“Campaign for simpler grant awarding processes and fairer distribution of funding” 
 
“Reduction in unnecessary monitoring and consultant input into initiatives, they can drain off 
20%” 
 
“Information on new funding opportunities” 
“Classification of funding sources….. Case studies” 
 
“Sharing of information on other Council budgets and resources for Parks, in order to educate 
users and Members on common problems and innovative solutions” 
 
“Site visits to examples of good practice” 
 
These are some very good ideas for the working group to be focussing on.  One option could 
be to prioritise these ideas and then develop an action plan to look at these in order of priority.  
This could then be reviewed and updated annually (or another convenient time-frame). 
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Conclusions & Recommendations 
This has been a challenging but useful experience.  The numbers of respondents were low, 
despite several attempts by the group to increase the numbers.  It is worth learning from this 
experience for future consultations.  One suggestion of how this might work better in the future 
is sending the consultation to the Chief Executive as Managers are more likely to respond 
when it’s been sent to them by the CE.   
 
One of the comments received when asking colleagues to return the form was that the form 
wasn’t easy to fill in and not all the information was easily accessible. As a result some of the 
forms were only partially completed; however, this was expected with such an in-depth 
questionnaire.  If the questionnaire is to be repeated, then it might be worth reviewing the 
questionnaire and possibly including consultation officers such as Myra Fuller at Bolton 
Council, who provided the analysis of the results.  Myra did have suggestions for improving the 
questionnaire if required. This is perhaps an issue for the GreenSpace North West Forum 
Manager to take up. 
 
It is recommended that the funding working group review the issues highlighted in this report 
that require further research and discussion and prioritise how they will be dealt with – 
developing a work plan for the group.   
 
There is also a need to follow up some of the best practice that is clearly happening in the 
North West and to add more case studies to share with the rest of the region 
 
It's clear that funding in Greenspace is challenging and will become more so and that part of 
the work of the group is to raise the profile of greenspace and its challenges to open up more 
avenues of funding in the future and even suggest areas of need. 
 
It is also clear that there is a lot of creativity and innovation where external funding is 
concerned in the North West and there is need to congratulate Authorities for this not reduce 
budgets because of it. 
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Appendix 
GREENSPACE NORTH WEST FUNDING QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
This survey has been developed by the Forum’s Funding Working Group to asses the funding situation 
in parks and green spaces in the region’s 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 Helen Blyth.  Thank you for your help.   
 

Please complete and return this form before June 29 th 2007 to Helen Blyth, Bury MBC, Parks & 
Countryside, Lester House, 21 Broad Street, Bury, BL9 0AW   
Tel: 0161 253 5835  fax: 0161 253 5372  email h.blyth@bury.gov.uk 
 

SECTION A: Contact details  
 

1 Name & Title:  
   

 Authority:  Fax:  
     

 Email:  Tel:  
     

 Address: 

 Postcode: 

 

 
SECTION B: Funding Sources:  
 

2 Please indicate the number of successful, failed and pending grant applications made by you or by 
partner groups (eg friends groups) 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 

   LA  Other  LA  Other  LA  Other 
              

 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)             
              
 

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 

   

   

   

   

   

   



 

GSNW Funding Report December 2007    16 

   
 

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 approx percentage change.  

     

  Increased  Decreased  Percentage change 
 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 approximate percentage change.  
       

  Increase  Decrease  Percentage change 
 Services provided      
       

 Facilities provided       
       

 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 
   

  

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

9b Approx how many volunteer hours are contributed towards your green    
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 spaces each year?   
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 & friend’s groups or   
 community  forums  
     

 Events – 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  
 

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    
 

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 North West Funding Questionnaire 
 


