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Research Councilin partnership with Ieeds City Councilresearching people’s
experiences and expectationsof uthan public parks in the past, the present
and the future (AHRC Grant No: AH/N001788/1, 2015-2017). She has also
undertaken research in partnership with the Bradford Metropolitan Distric t
Counci into the use, experience and regulation of Bradford’s City Park. Her
PhD focused on mapping local perceptions of insecurty, crime and

reassurance policing across selected neighbourhoods, m which parks
emerged askey places.
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Sta tistics. His research interest span substantive and methodological areas

such as sentencing, compliance with the law, survey research and statistical
modelling.
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CouncilorMohammed Rafique

Exe c utive Memberfor
Envionment and Active Life styles

Ieeds City Council believes that good quality public green spaces provide
huge value to residents, visitors and businesses. Partksand green spacesplaya
vitalrole in contrbuting to wideraims the Counci hasforsupporting ‘healthy,
active lifestyles’,creating a ‘child-friendly’ and an ‘age-friendly’ city, ‘building
re silie nt, thriving communities and ‘developing a sustainable infrastruc ture’*.

In recent times the Parks and Countryside service in Ieeds has suc cessfully
appled the Councs modelof Civic Enterprise to find new ways to maintain
and improve the city’s treasured parks in the face of ongoing reductions in
funding from central govemment. The Civic Enterprise modelis a blended
approach which nvolvesthe Councilbecoming more enterprising, alongside
woiking in partne rship with civic-minded organisations in the private and thid
sectors and the local community. The Parks and Countryside service has
developed successful partnerships, for example with communities through
volunteeropportunitie s, and busine sse s through sponsorship schemes, and has
suc c e ssfully ncreased mcome through being more enterprsing at our visitor
attractions, cafes and shops. 'This model has enabled us to continue to
manage 4,000 hectares of green space, including 70 formal parks, with a
dramatically rduced budget - in fact, we’ve managed to increase the
number of community parks achieving Green Hag standard, year on year,
since we started assessing them against the standard in 2011.

The Civic Enterprise approach, and seeking to find new, mnovative ways to
mprove ourgreen spaces, led us to launch the Ieeds Parks Fund in 2017, in
partnership with Ieeds Community Foundation and Ieeds Parks and Green
Spaces Forum, to faciltate charntable giving to parks and otherpublic green
spacesin the city —the first such scheme established in a UKcore city.

We are grateful to the team at University of Ieeds for the comprehensive
research they have undertaken into public and busness attitudes towards
charntable giving to public green space. The research findings are of great



nterest to us—as a partnerin the Ieeds Parks Fund inttiative they wil help us
maximise the potential of the Fund. And as a counci committed to the
custodianship ofparksand green spacesundera localauthonty service model,
we are pleased thatthe findingssuggestthatresidentsand businessessupport
our ‘blended’ appmach to managing parks and green spaces. The findings
show a willingness fom individuals and businesses to make a contrbution
through donations, sponsorship and volunteering whilst, at the same time,
acknowledging thata full, munded Parksand Countryside service (managing
everything from historic estatesto localrecreation grounds) doescome ata
costthat mustbe supported by core funding.

We look forward to continuing to develop our partnerships with the local
community, third and private sectorsto protect and improve the public parks
and green spacesofleedsforthermany benefits to re sid e nts, visito rs, wild life
and the environment.

*Be st Counci Plan



Iynda Kitc hing

Chaimr, IeedsParksand Green
SpacesForum

The Forum welcomesthisinnovative initiative . It pre se nts the potentialforsome
wonderful opportunities forcommunities across the city. A well-ke pt park with
facilties for allages can be at the heart of a community, bringing people
togetherand harbouring a sense of pride in the area.

Many Forum memberscompleted the research survey conducted by DrAnna
Barkerand herteam atthe University of leedsand contrlbuted commentsand
ideas during focus groups. The evidence from that thorough research is
showing thatleedscitizenscare abouttherparksand green spaces,and that
there’sa willingnessto supportthem in a varety of ways.

Whilst it is acknowledged by the public that Council budgets are being cut,
there isa cleardesire forourparksto continue to be kept tidy, safe and well-
managed. Partofthe Forum’srle isto ‘spread the word’ acrossthe city —that
there’san urgency about the need to lookafterourparks,and we’re wo rking
with partnersto make that message a strong one.

Whilst the Forum as an organisation supports and advocates for leeds Parks
Fund, there isa tension with some ‘Fiends groupsbetween the conceptofa
citywide fund and fundraising fortheirown sites. Ido believe that the two are
notincompatble —some individualshave expressed a willingnessto donate to
Ieeds Parks Fund — but I'd be reluctant to lay any expectation on voluntary
groups that they should donate to the Ieeds Park Fund too. Our volunteers
alrerady give theirtime and thermoney, through subscriptions and donations.
There isscope forthe IeedsParks Fund to furtherengage and supportthe work
of voluntary groups, asoutlined in the recommendations.

The Forum will be represented on the panel assessing projects and choosing
where grants wil be awarded. I'm looking forward to seeing applications for
alltypesofgreen space,including parksbutalso cemeteres, woodlandsand
perthapsthe creation of some new ‘comdors’ ofgreen to join up two areas,or
a community wanting to enhance a neglected area.



Kate Hamswo rth

Chie f Exe c utive

Ieeds Community Foundation

IleedsCommunity Foundationisproud to be a partnerofthe IeedsParks Fund.
With an estimated 45 millon adult visits to our parks each year, we need to
ensure thatourparksand green spacesare looked afterso thateveryone can
enjoy them.

Ieeds has a rich history of philanthrmpy in supporting its parks and green
spaces.The IeedsParks Fund providesa centralve hicle to hame ssfuture good
wiland donationsthat can ensure the welfare of ourparks and enhance the
live s of those who use them.

Outdoor spaces are invaluable in supporting our health and wellbeing,
providing a free resource where chidren and famiiesofleedscan play,leam
and exercise.

Through the Ieeds Parks Fund we wil draw on our knowledge of local
community need and expertise in delivering tallored funding programmes to
support projectsthatenhance ourparksand green spaces, working with and
mnvolving a range oflocalpeople from Ieeds.

The research conducted by the University of Ieeds provides a deeper
understanding ofthe public’so pinion suno unding the city’sparksand provides
us with valuable intelligence to drive the Ieeds Parks Fund initiative forward.

We look forward to working with our partners to explore and cement a
workable strategy thatisnot only transparent to donorsbut provides tangible
outcomesto supporta varety of parksand green spacesacrossthe city now
and in the future.
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Public parks are vital features of ourcities that provide numerus benefits for
people, communitie s and the envimnment. Given the scale of ongoing fiscal
constraint to public servicesand at a time when the future of public parks in
the UKisata crticaljuncture, whatmwle can and should charntable giving play
in sustaining and revitalising parks? Thisresearch explored public and busine ss
attitudesto charmntable giving to parksand green spacesin leeds, UK

The research was undertaken as part of the national Rethinking Parks
programme. The research explored viewstowardsa charitable fund forparks
and greenspaces-the IeedsParks Fund - to engage residentsand businesse s
n co-producing improvements to parks. The findings are based on onlne
surveys with 1,434 residents and 141 busness leaders and focus groups and
inte rvie ws with 45 busine ss and c ivic partic ipants.

The research found that the public and business community have complex
viewsaboutthe mle ofchantable donationsand varying dispositionsto donate
wamanting more thormugh consideration by local authorties, Parks
Foundationsand othersasthey seekto attract voluntary donations.

e Chamntable giving has an important but limited mle in bridging the funding
gap and stimulating greatercivic engagement.

e Although residents and business leaders support chartable donations to
localparks, more are in favouroffunding coming from centralgove mme nt,
businessesand grant-making bodies.

e Charmtable giving can have a mle aspartof—ratherthan in place of —the
public funding ofparksand green spaces. Chantable donationsshould not
be a substitute forlocalauthornty funding.

e Despite high levels of support for the prnciple of voluntary donations to
parks, a much lower proportion of residents and business leaders would
donate to parksthemselves.

e Residentswho reported a willingnessto donate to parkswere more likely to
be under age 34, members of a ‘Fiends’ group, or to have an annual
mcome ofover£40,000.

e While there were vitues associated with a citywide donation model for
parks, this was cited as a bamer to giving due to the lack of choice it
providesdonorsto give to specific projectsorto parksthat they use.



Residents and business leaders prefer to give to parks closest to their
busness/residence, parksin mostneed and community parks. large, major
parksreceived comparatively less support.

Residentsand businessleaderspreferto give to habitatsforwildlife and park
c le anlne ss.

Chartable initiative s should promote donationsoftime, goodsand skillsas
wellas money. Residents and businessleaders may be more able orlkely
to give to parksin these different ways.

The need foran nformed public debate on the funding of parks, ncluding
the ole of charntable giving and the urgent need fordonations.

The introduction of statutory protection and approprate govemment
funding to maintain parksto recognised quality standards.

Blended modelsofparkfunding need to uphold importantpublic principles
of govemance, including open and equal access to parks, universal
provision of quality parksand strategic oversight of resources.

Iocalauthorntiesshould play a leadership role n engaging the involve me nt
of the wider community, businesses, and ‘Friends’ groups to co-produce
mprovementsto parksand green spaces.

Iocalauthortiesand theirpartnersshould develop a clearpublic message
aboutthe role and value derived from voluntary donations, by providing a
clearstrategy and aims forthe use of such donations.

A dedicated national body to provide leadership, guidance and
coordination forthe new portfolio of charntable Parks Foundationsbeing set
up in partne rship with localauthortie s to support parks.

Ieeds Parks Fund partners should develop a clear, visble and accessble
strategy with alied aimsand ambitionsforcharntable donations.

Marketing and branding maternals should cleardy and visbly show that the
IeedsParks Fund isa charitable mitiative distinct from the Council

The model of the Ieeds Parks Fund should be developed in ways that
balance greater choice to donate to specific projects or parks with its
re distrib utive objective to promote and embed equity in the quality ofparks
acrosscommunities.

IeedsParks Fund partnersshould use the Fund asa catalyst to ncrease the
engagementofthe widercommunity n parkgovemance.

Ieeds Parks Fund partners should investigate ways to make the Fund
sustainable in the long tem.



Various public-spirited efforts played a rle n acquiring and improving parks
during the Victoran era, including public donations, philanthropic activity and
localauthorty inve stment. Given the scale offiscalconstraimtonlocalcounci
budgetsand ata time when the future of public parksin the UKisata crtical
junc ture, what role can and should chantable giving play in sustaining and
revitalising parks? Thisreport seeksto engage with this question drawing upon
existing lterature and empiical research into public and business attitude s
towardschartable giving to parksand green spacesin Ileeds, UK

The research was conducted as part of a Rethinking Parks programme of
nationalpilot projects,in which severalmajorcitiesin the UKare exploring new
ways to hamess voluntary public donations to improve and sustain parks. This
report shares the findingsof research into the ILeeds Parks Fund imitiative. The
findings and recommendations have wider implic ations for similar initia tive s
being developed in the UK

1.1 Re thinking Parks programme: hame ssing voluntary donations

Rethinking Parks is a national programme that aims to develop promising
operational models for parks across the country through investigating their
potential n locally-implemented national piot projects. It is funded by the
National Iottery Community Fund, the National Iottery Hertage Fund and
Nesta. A core theme underpinning past and present projects is the
mnvestigation ofwaysto hamessvoluntary public donationsforthe upkeep and
mprovementof parks.

Between 2013 and 2015, Re thinking Parks sought to assess 11 apprmaches to
raising mcome forand reducing costs of running public parks (Nesta, 2016).
Three of these projects — the Boumemouth Parks Foundation, Heeley
Subscription Society and MyParkScotland — tested whetherthe public would
donate to theirlocalparks. The Boumemouth projectexplored the potentialof
the parksfoundation model,based closely on those thatoperate in the United
States.! A core role of a parks foundation is to attract private donations to
support the long-temm sustamability of parks.2 The Heeley Subscription Society
tested whetherresidentsin a neighbourhood of Sheffield would c ontrbute via
regularsubscriptionsto the upkeep oftheirlocalpark, Heeley’sPeople’s Park.?
GreenSpace Scotland launched MyParkScotland, a civic crowdfunding
platform specifically for Scottish parks and green spaces. Residents can
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propose a projectand, follbwing a review process, use the inte me t platform to
crowdfund fordonations.4

In 2018, two new Rethinking Park schemes were launched: replcation and
prototyping (Figure 1-1). Eight replication projects seek to leam from, adapt
and build on the most promising approaches to help run parks more
sustanably. Three projects — the Ieeds Parks Fund, Bristol and Bath Parks
Foundation, and Redcarand Cleveland Parks Foundation —replicate aspects
ofthe Boume mouth Parks Foundation model(see ChapterTwo).

A furtherfive prototyping awards explore how technology can be hamessed
to meetthe challengesthatparksface, including two projects—Boume mouth
Parks Foundation and the Lake District Foundation —thatexplore the potential
to raise charntable donations through instaling contactless ‘tap to give’
technology in parks. Recognising the potentialofdigital giving technology in
museums and art galleries (Bowcock, 2012), Boume mouth Parks Foundation
are trnalling the wuse of contactless technology in parks with vared
demographics, using messaging techniques and behavioural insights to
‘nudge’ public donations. The Iake District Foundation is testing different
approachesto hamessdonationsin large vistorattractionsand more remo te
areasand explorng the factorsthat motivate donations from visito rs.?

These projectsare principally concemed with charntable giving in the form of
voluntary public donations, although some prjects are exploring other
aspects of chamntable giving, including volunteering, cormorate social
re sponsibility and community manage ment.



Figure 1.1 Map of Re thinking Parks replication and prototyping projects
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1.2 Re thinking Parks: Ie eds Parks Fund project

In the pastdecade,over90% oflocal authorty park managersacrssthe UK
have reported significant cuts to theirbudgets (Hertage Iottery Fund, 2016).
Park managers are responding in diverse ways to address cument funding
challenges. These include drawing upon a wider varety of extemally
generated income, cutting costs, outsourcing maintenance and the
managementofparkassets, and disposing of parksorpartsofthem. Subject
to the same brmad national funding pressures, since 2010 Ieeds City Council
Parks and Countryside service have experienced a 50% cut to its budget.
Committed to the custodianship of parks and green spaces under a local
authornty service model, it has sought to mcrease and diversify ncome by
adopting a blended approach to funding parksand green spaces, mitigating
to some extent the effectsofbudgetcuts. h orderto continue to inve st in the
qualty of parksand green spaces,and to ensure thatallcommunity parksare
free to access, leeds City Counci isrelying on a civic enterprise approach
using a combination of ncome generation from cafes and visitor attra c tio ns,
eventsin parks, concession pemits, volunteering programmes (approximately
109 ful-time equivalent volunteers), community partnership agreements,



business sponsorship (approximately 300k), grants, prudential bommowing, as
well as charntable donations from local benefactors. Alongside these
developments, Ieeds City Council is the first local authorty in the country to
partnerwith a Community Foundation to trialcharntable donationsto parksas
a way for local people and busnesses to play a mle n improving and
sustaining public parks forfuture generations.

In 2017, Ieeds Community Foundation, the Ieeds Parks and Green Spaces
Forum and IeedsCity Councilsetup the IeedsParks Fund c hartable initia tive .6
kKoffersaswayforlocalpeople and businessesto donate towardscommunity-
led mprovementsto public parksand green spacesin the city.

In 2018, the Ieeds Park Fund partners—alongside researc hers at the Unive rsity
of Ieeds — were awarded funding and support from the National Iottery
Community Fund, the NationalIottery Heritage Fund and Nesta to explore the
potential of this charitable scheme overa two-yearperiod (2018 to 2020) as
part of the Rethinking Parks programme of national pilot projects. The project
hasseven main objective s (Figure 1-2).

Figure 1.2 Ieeds Parks Fund projectobjectives
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IeedsParks Fund projectobjectives:

e T investigate, through survey and qualitative research, whatlocal
people and businessesthinkaboutthe idea of charntable donations to
mprove public parksin Ieeds.

e T develop a marketing and fundraising plan to promote and hamess
charntable and philanthropic giving .

e T engage communitiesand businessesin the development and
promotion ofthe IeedsParks Fund charntable initiative .

e B traldifferent methodsofcharntable donationsto parkse.g. text
donations and site installations.

T setup anindependent panelto distribute the fundsraised.
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e T make a difference to the quality of parksand green spacesby
funding community-led projec ts.

e T explore the widerleaming and application ofthe project'sfindings
forothersmilarinitiatives acro ss the UK including the potentialofother
UK Community Foundations to ho st similarfunds.

Thisreport sharesthe findingsofthe research undertaken forthe first project
objective.

1.3 The Ieeds Parks Fund model

The Ieeds Parks Fund is a citywide charntable imiiative. £ covers all publicly
accessible parksand green space in leeds including, but not limited to, the
4,000 hectares of green space managed by Ieeds City Council Parks and
Countryside service. Ieeds has 7 major parks, 63 community parks, 95
recreation grounds, 156 nature conservation sites and 27 cemeteres and
crematora. There are an estimated 45 million adult visits each yearto public
parksin the city and,on average, reside nts visit more than five different parks
a year(Barkeret al, 2018). The Ieeds Parks Fund doesnotreplace the role of
the Councilin managing and maintaining parks. It aims to:7

e improve the qualityofpubliclyaccessible parksand green spacesin the
city;

e contrbute to the key priortiesand targetsofthe IeedsParksand Green
Spaces Strategy;®

e improve quality oflife forresidents, particulady those who are vulnerable
orin poverty and to create a city of opportunity forall.

Three main features differentiate the Ieeds Parks Fund model from other
recently established parks foundations. The first and main difference isthat the
Ieeds Parks Fund isnota registered charnty. Rather, tisa chartable fund that
is administered and managed by Ileeds Community Foundation, which
provides mdependence from the Counci and enables voluntary giving
without the need to set up a chamntable body and associated govemance
amangements. Once donations have been raised, community groups can
apply to the Ieeds Parks Fund fora grantto improve the quality of theirlocal

parkorgreen space and an ndependent paneldecides how the funds are
allocated.



Second, asa charntable fund, it focuses solely on hame ssing voluntary public
and businessdonations. leedsParksand Countryside service run an individual
and corporate volunteerng programme, manage business sponsorship and
grant funding schemes in Ieeds parks. At present, people can donate by
cheque,incashateventsorin park svisitorcentreslke TropicalWord, by bank
transfer, online through the dedicated IeedsParks Fund website,orby leaving
alegacy.

The fmalmain adaptation isthe inclusion ofthe IeedsParksand Green Spaces
Forum asa key partnerin the scheme. The Forum, established n 2012, aims to
protect, preserve and enhance the parks and green spacesof Ieeds for
the benefit of people and wildlife. It does this through various means,
ncluding engaging more localpeople incaring forparksand green spaces,
supporting voluntary groupsthatcare forgreen spacesin Ileeds, and raising
fundsforthe benefitofparksand green spaces. Kisthe community voice of
the IeedsParks Fund.

The research

Charntable donationsto parksrelyon public support, willingne ssto donate and
anacceptance ofthe idea thatvoluntarydonationshave a role and place to
play in funding park improvements. Public support and people’s wilingne ss to
give canbe researched in a varety of ways. Socialresearch can discoverthe
range of viewsand attitudestowardsvoluntary donationsand can revealself-
reported wilingness to donate to parks. Such research can inform an
understanding of public support and acceptance forthe role and place of
voluntary donations within the funding of parks and how marketing and
fundraising plans might be developed to appeal to the public. As in many
fields, here, there are both descriptive (empirical) and nomative (ethical)
issuesat play: whatisand whatoughtto happen, which raise slightly diffe re nt
issue s and imp lic a tio ns.

Public willingnessto give can also be tested through behaviouralresearch, via
tralling tangible opportunities forthe public to donate and then measuring to
what extent they actually do give in the desired ways. Such research applies
behavioural insights to develop an understanding of how the public mightbe
bestencouraged —or‘nudged’ -to donate (see, forinstance,Cabinet Office,
2013). There isofcourse a tangible difference between whatpeople say they
willdo (ie.theirattitudes) and whatthey actuallydo (ie.theirbehaviours). We
cannot assume that people’s attitudes - especially those reported publicly -
wiltranslate unproblematically nto actions. Overthe course ofthe LeedsParks
Fund project, both methodswilbe used and reported on.



Figure 1.3 Research objectives
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The social research reported herein had three main objectives (Figure 1-3).
Using online surveys, focusgrmupsand interviews, the primary objective was to
explore the viewsand attitudesofvolunteers, residentsand businessleadersin
the ctyofleedstowardscharntable donationsto parksand green spaces,and
the Ieeds Parks Fund model of giving. This ncluded developing an
understanding of public and busness leaders support for voluntary giving
within a range of other means to supplement the funding of parks. We were
unable to undertake a survey ofthe fe w e xisting donorsto the ILee dsParks Fund
asmost had requested anonymity.

The second objective was to identify who might be possible donors to parks.
This was explored using online surveys, and the statistical modelling of self-
reported ‘willingnessto give’ based ondemographic and othercharac terstic s
provided by residents and businessleades.

The third objective was to review the existing literature on charntable giving,
ncluding the cument landscape of initiatives seeking to hamess voluntary
donationsto parks,and the bamersand motivatorsto individualand corporate
giving.

1.4 Struc ture of the report

The reportisorganised as follows. The second chapterprovides a light touch
review of the existing lterature on charntable giving, including the cument
landscape of mitiative s seeking to hamess voluntary donations to parks, and
the bamers and motivations to mdividualand cormporate giving. The third and
fourth chaptersprovide the mai finding s from onlne surveysofleedsreside nts
and busness leaders conducted to explore their views towards chartable



donations to parks and green spaces. It employs statistical modellng to
explore the characternsticsofresidentsand businessleaders who self-reported
a willingnessto donate to anindependentchantable fund forparks, controlling
fora range of relevant explanatory varnables. The fifth chapter presents the
findings of focus groups and one-to-one interviews with volunteers, re side nts
and business leaders, to capture mn more depth: sentiment towards the
conceptofa citywide chartable fund for parks and green spaces; the role
and place of voluntary public donations and othersources in funding parks;
and the appealofthe Ieeds Parks Fund modelof giving. It also explores the
role volunteers and busnesses might play, and the challenges and
opportunities of hamessing voluntary donations in the contexts of parks. The
sixth chapterprovidesthe conclusionsofthe research. The lastchaptermakes

sevenrecommendationsforUKparksand tenrecommendationsforthe Ieeds
Parks Fund.



2.1 Key points

e Phianthropy and voluntary public donations can have an important but
limited rle in funding most parks. Voluntary donations do not provide
sustainable, long-term financial solutions forparks in mo st c o mmunitie s.

e In the context of deep cutsto local govemment funding, new chartable
nitiatives are being established acrss the UK in partnership with local
authorties to hamess voluntary donations to maintain and improve parks.
New charntable initiatives take three dommant forms: civic crowdfunding;
Parks Foundations; and Community Foundation-managed Funds.

e There are five main drawbacks to relying heaviy on philanthropy and
voluntary donations to fund public parks. These include: free-riding;
uncertainty and vanability of voluntary donations; crowding-out of public
funding; costs associated with fundraising; and mequities in what gets
funded (Walls, 2014).

e Park ‘Friends and user groups generate £50 milion and £70 million each
yearthrough fundraising and volunteering (Heritage Lo tte ry Fund, 2016).

e The UKisranked sixth n Charties Aid Foundation’s 2018 Wodd Giving Inde x.
Some 68% ofthe nation’scharntable giving consistsofdonating money, and
33% consistsof volunteertime.

e Chartable giving in the UKappears to be relatively stable since 2005, at
armund £10 bilion perannum, regardlessofeconomic events.

e A common misconception is that individuals smply give to the neediest
causes. However, ndividuals are motivated to give by a range of factors
(e.g.preferences, tastes, backgrounds, c harnty trust and competence).

e Demographic and social charactenstics (e.g. age, martal status,
education, ncome, volunteeretc.) play an important role in the quantity,
frequency, and type of donationsmade by individuals.

e Companies will chiefly engage in chantable giving if it provides positive
benefits forthe busine ss.



2.2 Introduc tion

The fist half of this chapter provides an overview of trends in UK chartable
giving and reviews the existihng research lterature on the motivations and
bamers to mdividual and corporate giving. The second half of the chapter
considersthe role of chantable giving to public parks and outlne s the cument
landscape of chantable initiatives seeking to hamess voluntary donations to
parksin the UK It considers three main approaches: Parks Foundations; civic
crowdfunding; and Community Foundation-managed Funds.

2.3 Data and literature search

Data ontrendsin charntable giving by individualsin the UKisavailable from the
Charities Aid Foundation (CAF), which conducts the largest annual survey of
12,000 people.?n addition, the annual Community Life Survey, run by Kantar
Public on behalf of the Department for Digital, Culture, Media & Sport, is an
onlne and household self-completion survey of adultsaged 16+ in England.10
Ikt is a key source of evidence on charntable social actions, including
volunteering and giving to charnty. Survey estimates of chantable giving vary
widely and need to be nterpreted carefully, with respectto the caveatsand
confidence intervals reported (McKenzie, 2012). Further, the Sunday Tmes
produces The Giving List in partnership with the CAF, which provides
mformation on giving by the UKs rchest individuals (totallng a record
£3.75bn).11

Cormporate giving descrbes the donationsmade by corporations and private
companies towards charntable causes (CAF, 2018c). There are different
methodsforestimating the levelofcorporate donations, which can be in the
form of cash orin-kind gifts to a charnty or community organisation. Data is
available on comporate giving from the Directory of Social Change, which
provides an annual Guide to UK Company Giving by 400 companies that
collectively contrbute around £400 milion in cash donations and in-kind
support.l2Thisis a selective group of donors, based on their giving levels and
community profile. In addition,the CAFreportsannualcorporate giving by the
FISE 100 using data taken from annual reports and/or corporate social
responsibility reports. It uses the IGB model to calculate total giving which
ncludes cash donations, in-kind support, the value of time donated through
employee volunteering schemes and management costs incumed in
mplementing community mitiatives (CAF, 2018c). There is limited data
available onthe charntable giving tendenciesofsmalland medium enterprises
(SMEs). Research studieshave also soughtto provide an understanding of the



level and extent of corporate chartable giving (see, for example, CGAP,
2012).

Existing studies on motivations and bamersof charntable giving wascompiled
forreview using a variety of sourcesvia searchesin a range ofdatabases(e.g.
Google Scholar, Web of Science,JSIOR) and specialist peerreviewed joumals
(e.g. Nonprofit and Voluntary SectorQuartedy) aswellasa generalsearch of
relevant newsletters (e.g. non-proft quartedy) and blogs (e.g. 'The
Conversation, Citylab). The Rethinking Parks programme also produced a
summary of reflections and leaming on voluntary public donation schemes
(Ne sta, 2016). All lite rature reviewed was limited to that wrtten in English, and
focused primarily on chantable giving in the UK the US, Canada,and Australia
and New Zealand.

Mo st ofthe literature reviewed focused oncharntable donationsby individuals,
rather than businesses. Literature that focused on the latter predominantly
looked at larger companies and theirr corporate phianthropy policies.
Furthemore, there isa paucity of existing literature on chantable giving in the
specific contextsof parksand green spaces. The limited lite rature on this to pic
was prmarily specific to the US, Australia, orContinental Europe an countries.

2.4 Overview ofcharitable giving in the UK

The CAF sWond Giving Inde x share sinsightsinto the nature ofgiving and trends
in global generosity. The UKis ranked 6% in the 2018 Wordd Giving Inde x (C AF,
2018a). Some 68% ofthe nation’scharntable giving consistsofdonating money,
and 33% consists of volunteertime (C AF, 2018a).

CAFprovidesthe largest annualstudy of ndividual giving be haviourin the UK
surveying over 12,000 people per year. Charting over a decade of self-
reported chamntable giving against economic events during that period (2005
—2015), CAF (2017) found that UKchartable giving appearsto be relatively
stable, at around £10 bilion per annum, regardless of economic events.
However, forthe pastthree yearsfewerpeople saytheyare giving money (69%
n 2016 to 65% in 2018) (CAF, 2019). Hence, the continued stability oftotalle vels
of charntable giving wasdrven by fewerpeople giving more (CAF, 2019).

The UKpopulation givesto charty in a varnety of ways. In 2018, some 60% had
donated money,56% had givengoods,35% had sponsored someone and 17%
had volunteered fora charnty (CAF, 2018b). While sponsorship peaks overthe
summermonths, donating money peaksin Novemberand Decemberwhich is
likely to be related to Christmasappeals(CAF, 2018b).



Frequency of giving isassociated with social grade, likely due to higherlevels
of disposable mcome (CAF, 2018b). The median monthly amount given by a
donorin 2017 was £20, while the mean amount given was £44 (CAF, 2018b).
Women are more likely than men to give, and the type and method of giving
varesby age group (CAF, 2018b). In 2017,0ver65s were mostlikely to give by
buying a raffle ticket (45%), direct debit (44%), buying goods (41%) and
membership fees(20%) and the leastlikely to give online via a website orapp
(13%) (CAF, 2018b). Youngerpeople aged 16-24s were the most likely to give
at a fundraising event (27%) and by debit card (21%), while 25-44s were the
mo st likely to give via text (CAF, 2018b).

In 2018, certain causes were most popular with donors: medical research,
animal welfare, chidren or young people, hospitals and hospices and
overseas disaster aid (CAF, 2018b). Sports and recreation were the least
popularcauses. However, populanty of a cause did not always equate with
the proportion of total donations to that cause (CAF, 2018b). For instance,
despite medical research being the most popularcause forpeople to have
donated to, it received only 8% of the total donations. The categores
‘envimnment and herntage’ and ‘sports and recreation’ (the closest
categornesto parksand green spaces)received 5% and 2% oftotal donations
respectively (CAF, 2018b). Those in higher social grades were more likely to
donate to envimnment and hertage causes (CAF, 2018b).

Arund half the UKpopulation agree thatcharnties are trustwo rthy, but trust in
charmties is on the declne (51% m 2016 to 48% in 2018) (CAF, 2019).
Demographically, women, youngerpeople (aged 16-24), and those ofhigher
social grade were significantly more likely to consider charties to be
trustwo ithy (C AF, 2018b).

The Department for Digital, Culture, Media & Sport Community Lfe Survey of
adultsaged 16+ in England isa key source of evidence on volunteering and
giving to c harity. The mostrecentsurvey, which ran from August 2017 to March
2018, found that 22% of people volunteered formally atleast once in the last
year (Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport, 2018). Yet, the
proportion of people taking partin formalvolunteering atleastonce a month
islowerthan in 2013-14 when it stood at 27% (Department for Digital, Culture,
Media and Sport, 2018). Some 75% said they had given money to charntable
causes in the last 4 weeks (Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport,
2018). Smilardy, the proportion of people giving money to charnty islowerthan
2013-14 when 82% had given to charntable causes (Department for Digital,
Culture, Media and Sport, 2018).



As with the CAF survey, the Community Life Survey found that women were
more likely to donate to charnty than men (79% compared with 70%); older
people were more likely to donate to charty than younger people (83% of
over75sdonating in the lastfourweekscompared with 57% o0f16-24 yearolds);
and people living in the most deprived areas were less likely to donate to
charnty in the past fourweeksthan those living in the leastdeprived areas(67%
compared with 80%) (De partme nt forDigital, Culture, Media and Sport, 2018).

Furthemore, a review of the existing lterature found a strong, positive
relationship between volunteering and charntable giving (Hill, 2012). Drawing
on research in England, Hill (2012: 2) notes that 8% of the population are
responsible for49% of all volunteering hours and 40% of charntable giving. Yet
not all studies support these findings; some suggest that volunteerng and
chartable giving can be ‘substitutes’, rather than mutually reinforcing (Hill,
2012). Evidence for a ‘substitutability’ theory is mixed (Hill, 2012). Further
research suggests that the positive relationship between volunteerng and
donating money is the result of shared motivations or drivers, rather than a
causalrelationship (Hil, 2012).

Accurately calculating cormorate giving is more difficult than measuring
ndividual giving. This is partly because recent reforms to the Companies Act
2006, which came into force in 2013, mean that UKcompaniesno longerhave
alegalobligation to declare charntable donations,and many companies are
choosing not to do so (Reynoldset al, 2017). Some 15 FISE 100 companies
chose not to specify theircorporate donations for the 2015/16 financial year
(CAF, 2018c). Other difficulties in estimating total corporate giving are that
businessesgive in a variety of different ways, ncluding donating products and
offering services to charmnties. For example, some companies (ie.
phamaceuticals)donate large amountsofproducts,the exactvalue ofwhich
is difficult to calculate (Walkeret al, 2012). Also, companies typically report
cash giving and in-kind giving figures, but also sometimesinclude contrbutions
that technically do not come from the company at all, such as employee
fundraising, payrmllgiving, and donations from customers (Walkeret al, 2012;
CAF, 2018c). Some studies suggest cash giving is the most frequent form of
donation making up 67% of corporate donations to chantable organisations
(Walkeret al,2012:6). A study in 2012 estimated that cormporate donations to
UKchartieswere around £1.6 billon annually (Walkeret al, 2012).

CAF (2018c) found thattotaldonations by the FISE 100 have continued to fall
yearonyearby 11% (£235 million) since 2014 and 26% (£655 million) since 2013,
down to £1.9 Billion in 2016. The numberof FSIE 100 companies donating at
least 1% of pre-tax profitsis down, with only 26 companies having donated at



le ast this amount in 2016 (CAF, 2018c). Phamaceutical companies c ontinue
to lead chartable giving, with basic materalsand health care,accounting for
55% of donationsm 2016 (CAF, 2018c¢).

2.5 Individual giving: motivations and bamiers

The CAF(2018b)contend thatthe UKisinlarge parta nationofreactive,rather
than planned, givers. Charntable giving -reactive orplanned -ismotivated by
an emotional connection (CAF, 2016), and so depends less on the donors
personality and more on the charntable organisation’s ability to make direct
meaningful contact with an ndividual, and offer ‘organised environments
which provide structures for the opportunity to be altruistic and that help
create and shape the behaviour (Adloff, 2009: 1185). The more o ppo rtunitie s
to donate that are made available, the more likely people are to give (CAF,
2018b). Chartable giving is typically viewed positively, and so a donormight
receive positive approval from their peers (Bekkers and Wie pking, 2011). The
mpact of this is that face-to-face donation, where money is physically
exchanged, is usually more successful than donating online or donating
moneyinanenvelope asthere isan audience to the dono¥s altruism (Be kke rs
and Wiepking, 2011; Alpizaret al, 2008). Also, if the donation eamsthe donor
some sortofrecognition (e.g.ona website oron a plaque) then they are more
likely to donate (Bekkers and Wiepking, 2011). Indeed, some suggest that a
conventional, purely altruistic view of chantable giving should be challenged
and replaced with an ‘impure altruism’ model (Andreoni, 1990).

A common misconception isthat people simply give to the neediest causes,
where often they are giving to causes which have a personal meaning for
them. Breeze (2010; 2013) found that chantable giving is influenced by a
number of factors, namely: donor tastes, preferences, and passions; their
personal and professional backgrounds; theirr perceptions of charnty
competence (ie. how trustworthy and effective a charty is) which are often
based on the quality and quantity of direct mail;, and their desire to have a
personal impact and to feel as though their contrbution has made a
difference (and isnotjustone drop in anocean of donations).

A donorsdemographic and social characternstics (e.g. age, marital status,
education, ncome etc.) play an important mle in determining the quantity,
frequency,and type ofdonation thatthey mightchoose to give (Adlo ff, 2009).
For example, it was found that when mamed couples make significant
donations, it is the result of consultation between partners. The size of the
donation wilbe largerif both partners support the cause (Adlo ff, 2009).



Age is quite a significant factor, and donors of different age grmoups require
different marketing appraches. The typicalage range ofdonorsis 35-64, with
women and people from higher social classes donating more frequently
(Burgoyne etal,2005; CAF, 2018b). Some studiessuggestthatemphasising the
benefits of the charntable cause to everyone in society increases male
concem,empathy and willngnessto donate (Willeret al, 2015). Philanthro pic
giving in people under 24 years old was influenced most significantly by
educationlevel(Adloff, 2009),butinolderage groupsotherfactorswere more
significant. For example, older people were influenced most highly by the
numberoffriends and religious commitme nts (Adlo ff, 2009). Childle ss high net
worth individuals are an important demographic, as they may choose to
create therown foundationorleave a legacyto a charnty, ratherthanleaving
money for next-of-kin, or spending the money on themselves (Adlo ff, 2009).
FEducated individuals (ie. those possessing an undergraduate degree) gave
8% more than less-educated mdividuals (Be nne tt, 2012).

High-ncome eamers donate more to chartable causes than low-income
eamers, however the latter donate a greater proportion of their ncome to
charnty than the former (Bennett, 2012). In a survey of low-income eamers, a
significant factor dictating charnty choice was personal mvolvement in the
cause (Bennett, 2012). Forexample, if the donorhasencountered in the past
cicumstancesthatrequire assistance from a chanty, then they are likely to feel
more involved with that type of c hanty (Bennett, 2012).

Beyond socio-demographic attrnbutes, trust in a charty was found to be one
of the key factors determining the amount of donations they receive. The
Charnty Commission forEngland and Wales(2018: 11) reportsthat‘52% of tho se
whose trust has increased say they donate to charties more as a
consequence’ and ‘41% ofthose whose trust hasdecreased say they donate
to charntieslessasa consequence’. Trust in a charnty also strongly impac ts the
likelhood of repeat donation (Charnty Commission for England and Wales,
2018). lansparency regarding activities of a chamnty can engender trust. if a
charnty can demonstrate thatthe money reachesthe ntended recipient, ‘trust
and self-freported propensity to donate increases (Charty Commission for
England and Wales, 2018: 3). Some studies suggest that organisational
reputation —of which trustisa part - playsa lesssignificant role in the arts and
culture charmntable sector (Kawczyket al, 2017). Yet, transparency in terms of
the mission and actionsof a non-profit organisation (including how the funds
raised wil be used) is particulady crucial for engaging millennials, as they
typically donate to a cause ratherthan a specific organisation (Gorczyca and
Hartman, 2017). Effective use of social media is also very important for



engaging with millennials (Gorczyca and Hartman, 2017). A side effect of this
need for trust and transparency is that individuals tend to support local
c hartie s (Knowlesand Sullivan, 2017),asdonorsare more able to see first-hand
evidence of the work that the organisation is doing. A feelng of personal
mvolvement is also important, as evidenced by the fact that people who
volunteerare more likely to donate money than people who do not volunteer
— because they are mvolved in a personal manner (Adlo ff, 2009). A more
positive experience with a chantable organisation is more likely to lead to a
donorcommitting to repeatdonations(Beldad et al, 2014).

The actof giving to charity is interpreted differently by individuals de pending
on theirtype of reflexivity (Sanghera, 2016), which may have implications for
charntiesin termsofthermarketing and communic ation strategies. Individuals
descrbed as‘communicative reflexives’ saw charmnty as‘an opportunity to do
good work with and for others’, whereby the act of giving is ‘a communal
activity that establishesand affimssocialconnectionsand noms’ (Sanghera,
2016: 46). Individuals descrbed as ‘autonomous reflexives’ see charities as
being ‘useful for achieving practical things that matter for their welFbeing’,
associated with moralindividualism (Sanghera, 2016: 46). ndividualsdescrbed
as‘meta-reflexives see charnty asbeing ‘about making society more humane
and farbyaddressing socialproblemsand issues’ (Sanghera,2016:46). Hence,
the actofgiving isabout‘helping to create a differentwodd’ (Sanghera, 2016:
46). However, individuals share many elementstoo, including ‘the capacity to
sympathize and understand othe s suffe ing and misfo rtune s, mixe d se ntime nts
of self-interest, compassion and justice, and moral discourse and rules
(Sanghera, 2016: 46).

Insightsfrom behaviouralstudieshave beenapplied to charntable giving. There
isa growing body of literature exploring the ‘science of phianthropy’ (Walls,
2014), identifying the best methods for stimulating voluntary donations, and
‘nudging’ individuals into giving more. This body of research explores the
featuresofchantable giving intiativesthat are mostappealing orworkbest to
stimulate donations, often using natural field experiments and behavioural
trials. One set of behavioural trals was undertaken n the UK by CAF m
conjunc tion with the Cabmet Office (Cabmet Office and CAF, 2013). Key
findings suggest that small differences n ways in which people are asked to
donate orto increase regular donations can make large differences to the
amount of money donated to charnty (Cabinet Office and CAF, 2013). For
example, a behavioural trial encouraging people to sign up for annual
automatic ncreasesin theirgiving (to prevent inflation eroding the donation
value over time) was found to be a highly effective way for a chanty to



mncrease overall value of contrbutions. A set of natural field experments
focused on eliciting donationsto a national parkin Costa Rica (Alpizaret al,
2008). They analysed the difference in giving when donations are made in
public orprivate; how the size ofotherpeople’sdonations affectsthe levelof
giving; and whetherpeople give more if they receive a small gift. They found
that gifts made in public are higher;, being told about higher donations
mcreased their donation; and gifts have a small but positive impact on the
likenessofgiving butitmay reduce theirc ontrbution.

The literature points to severalbamers to chartable giving by individuals. The
Barclays (2010) report found that financial securty and individual values
presented the biggest bamersto chantable giving, with concems about how
charnties are run and how much is spent on administration having mcreased
greatly. Some 40% of millionaires (those with investable assets of up to £1
milion) give less than £1,000 per year, however multimilionaire s (those with
mnvestable assetsof more than £3 milion) are more likely to donate upwardsof
£10,000 peryear(Barclays, 2010: 3). When the recession hit in 2009, some 23%
of the wealthy population are estimated to have decreased their donations
(Barclays, 2010: 11). Yet CAF (2017) analysis since 2005 finds that economic
eventsdo notappearto have an impactonoveralllevelsofcharmntable giving
n the UK

Participants in a qualitative study noted a numberof detementsto charntable
giving based on theirperceptions of the charnty and its communic ation with
them, including ‘its size, economic efficiency, and poltical or ideological
stance, the way that the chanty went about trying to manipulate them into
giving, and the need to insulate themselvesagainst whattheyregarded asan
open-ended and impossible demand on their funds (Burgoyne et al, 2005:
397). Persiste nt reque sts formoney from the same charty were a detenent to
donations (Burgoyne et al, 2005), as was the charnty suggesting a specific
figure to donate (Burgoyne et al, 2005). Smilady, if a donorhas a difficult or
frustrating experence with a charntable organisation, they are less likely to
donate in the future (Beldad et al, 2014). Suspicions about where donations
end up and how much isactually given to the imtended cause (Beldad et al,
2014) and the donation being perceived asnot making much ofa difference
were also found to discourage giving (Bekkersand Wie pking, 2011).

Areporton the use of Gift Aid found that 95% ofthe UKpopulationover16 had
given money to charnty in the 12 months priorto being interviewed, totalling
£8.91bn (Quadrangle, 2016). Money put into tins/’buckets was the most
common method of donation, with direct debits being responsible for the
largestproportion of money given to c harties(Quadrangle, 2016). Gift Aid was



added to 52% of the total value of donations, although 8% of donations had
Gift Aid wrongly added by ineligible donors (Quadrangle, 2016). Some 25% of
donations did not have Gift Aid added despite the donor being eligible,
re sulting in £0.56bn ofunclaimed Gift Aid (Quadrangle, 2016). The re po 1t found
that incomect assumptionsregarding eligibility for Gift Aid stem from a lackof
understanding of what Gift Aid is, and what constitutes Gift Aid eligibility
(Quadrangle, 2016). Only 58% of participants were able to cormectly ide ntify
their own eligibilty (Quadrangle, 2016). Iack of opportunity to opt-in for Gift
Aid was also found to have significant responsbility for unclaimed Gift Aid
(Quadrangle, 2016). The report also found that online channels were more
like Iy to o vere stimate Gift Aid, while offlne channelswere responsble forhigher
levels of unclaimed Gift Aid (Quadrangle, 2016). Hence, digital methods of
donation ensure that charties receive the most value per donation by
increasing the revenue available from Gift Aid. Providing furtherinformation on
Gift Aid eligibilty would increase understanding and reduce the chancesof
Gift Aid being added incormectly.

2.6 Cormporate giving: motivations and bamiers

Comporate philanthropy is traditionally viewed asa good way forcompanies
to fulfiltheirsocial responsibility to theirlocalcommunities (Seifertet al, 2003).
Yet, many companies will chiefly engage in chartable giving if it provides
positive bene fits for the busine ss (Mullen, 1997). There needsto be both social
and commercial benefits to mcentivise busness giving (CAF, 2018c).
Companies with a long history of philanthropy are more likely to cite altruistic
reasonsfortheirengagement, whie companiesnewerto chartable giving are
more likely to cite busnessbenefits (Campbelletal, 1999). Yet, some suggest
thatthese motivationsexiston a continuum (Gautierand Pache, 2015). Atone
end, philanthropy is a commitment to the common good whereby
philanthropic fims do not expect a diect retum for thewr gifts, which
distinguishes phianthropy from business sponsorship (Gautier and Pache,
2015). At the otherend,comorate philanthropyisa form of brand marke ting —
an act from which they can seek public support. In the middle, corporate
phianthropy serve sthe company’ sinte re sts, but indire c tly (Gautierand Pac he,
2015). There is substantial evidence in the lterature that chartable giving is
used by businessesaspartofa ‘strategic planto gaina competitive edge’ —
to reduce research and development costs, enhance consumer name
recognition, overcome regulatory obstacles, and mprove employee
productivity, and so forth (Seifert et al, 2003: 195; CAF, 2018c). Also, if a
corporation is generally seen as ethical in the public perception, this might
negate some of the impact of negative publicity they may receive (Mullen,



1997). Iong-term giving plans were found to be more effective in terms of
benefits for a busness, requirng ‘a strategic vision with cleady defined and
agreed upon goals that establish comporate expectations of the financial
commitment and any otherrelated activities (Mullen, 1997: 47). A syste ma tic
review of corporate phianthropy suggests that there are motivations and
drvers at different levels: ndividual drivers; company-level drivers; and field-
leveldnvers (Gautierand Pache, 2015).

A furthereffectofcomporate giving isthatitcan influence the giving behaviour
and attitudes of its employees (Smith, 2013). Profession is an intrinsic part of
identity, and so working in an organisation thatboth disc ussesand contrbutes
to chamntable giving strengthens employee attitudes towards donating and
can influence theircharntable giving behaviour(Smith, 2013). Studieshave also
found that employees are very supportive of corporate chamntable giving,
strongly belie ving that busine sses should support community causes (Madden
et al, 2006), although thisbelief does not extend to national or nte mational
causes, being reserved primarily forlocalcauses (Maddenetal, 2006: 54).

Public opinion regarding corporate chartable giving is positive (CAF, 2018¢;
Greg SeckerFoundation, 2017). In one survey, some 54% ofthe UKpublic think
that businesses ‘should be required to give to charnty by law’ and 41% think
businesses ‘should be doing more forchanty’ (The Greg Secker Foundation,
2017). Moreover, knowing thata busnessgives5% ofits profitsto c harty would
mcrease the UKpublics’ positive perceptionsofa company (43%), shape the
publics decisions to use a company over competitors (20%), and lead to
company recommendations (17%) (The Grey SeckerFoundation, 2017). Aside
from money, the UK public also felt that businesses should offer pro-bono
services, contrbuting staff time to volunteer, and ‘upskilng’ challenged
communitie s (The Greg SeckerFoundation, 2017). CAF(2018c:4) suggeststhat
companies that are transparent about their giving could positively engage
consumersassome 56% ofthe UKpublic agree that ‘Iwould be more inclined
to buy a productorservice from a businessthatdonatesto chantable causes’.

SMEs take a differentapprmach to charntable giving when compared with the
phianthropic endeavoursoflargercormorations. In a survey, mo st SMEs stated
that they felt they ‘should pay significant attention to their social and
envionme ntal re sponsibilitie s’ (Je nkins, 2006: 241), but nevertheless felt that
they were alrerady being socially responsible through ‘supporting the local
economy and community by being profitable and successfulcompaniesand
employing people’ (Jenkins, 2006: 246). f SMEsdo engage incharntable giving,
they tend to choose beneficiaries based on business relationships or on staff
mterests (Madden et al, 2006), and the donations tend to be one-off, rather



than repeat donations or complicated partnerships (Madden et al, 2006).
IlargerSMEstended to favourdonating to a smallgroup ofnon-profits(oflarger
donations of time/money), whereas smaller SMEs usually focused on their
mmediate community, and very localchamntable efforts, and very small SMEs
were too concemed abouttherown survivalto donate (Maddenetal, 2006:
58).

WorkforGood (2018) estimate that,onaverage, UKSMEsdonate only 1.8% (of
ther£1.7m annualtumover). In theirsurvey of 100 SMEsin the UK WorkforGood
found that 60% gave to charnty. Ofthese, 40% gave occasionally and only 20%
gave regulady (WorkforGood, 2018). One ofthe primary bamersto corporate
giving is the diffic ulties aro und stimulating seniormanagementand employee
nterest (Walker et al, 2012). In the above survey, a quarter reported
themselvesasnotbeing nterested in giving to chanty, n partbecause theydo
notsee a benefit to theirbusnessin doing so (WorkforGood, 2018). However,
66% of those that do donate claim that their charnty donations have had a
positive effect on profitability (Work for Good, 2018). Those SMEs who gave
more than 0.5% of tumover were twice as likely to say that chantable giving
enhancesreputation (WorkforGood, 2018). However, given the lowerratesof
giving by SMEs, 47% ofsurveyed c hartiesadmitted thatthey do nottarget SMEs
aspartoftheirfundraising strategy, in partbecause they do nothave the time
orresources due to the time it takesto secure a single donation fom an SME
(WorkforGood, 2018).

Otherbamersinclude a lackofresources (particulady with smallcompanies),
and a lack of solicitation (Madden et al, 2006). Four detements for
engagement in charntable giving by SMEs were identified: ‘the volume of
requests, the lackof a formal process forhandling them, a strong sense that
businesspriorities (i.e. a need forsurvival) must take precedence and concem
that the gift might not be used wisely’ (Madden et al, 2006: 59). SMEs also
expressed concem about oversolicitation, making chamntable giving a
nuisance (Madden et al, 2006). Particuladly with smaller companies, there
were womes that a one-off donation would result n further requests and
expectations forcommunity engagement (Madden et al, 2006). SMEs we re
oftenreluctantto give asthey typically did not have the infrastruc ture in place
to manage theircommunity nvolvement (Maddenetal, 2006).

One study found thata chanty’scommunication strategy with companiesmay
be more effective ftheycanbe personalized and adapted to the attitudesof
the company’ sdecision maker(Campbellet al, 1999), which requires doing
pror research or ensuring that the person making the ‘askKk knows them.
Companieswere more lkely to donate if the mdividualresponsble formaking



decisions regarding donation had a high personal sense of social
consciousness, which strongly suggeststhat ‘intemalcorporate decisions may
be driven by the individual attitudes of those involved in the process
(Campbellet al, 1999: 375). There was an emphasis placed in much of the
lite rature sumounding chartable giving tendencies of businesses that c harties
should be proactive in securing corporate donationsand should ‘be willing to
adjust their fundraising and marketing strategiesto focuson the added value
they can bring to a charntable giving relationship’ (Mullen, 1997: 42).

2.7 Funding of UK public parks: chartable giving in c onte xt

Disc ussions about the ole and place of chantable giving are situated within a
broader context and set of debates about the future funding and
management of UK public parks. Although a plurality of sources of income
have always played a mwle in funding parks (Layton-Jones, 2016), local
authortieshave been the core funding source in living memory (Layton-Jones,
2016; Ne sta, 2016: 10). The traditionallocalauthorty funding modelsees parks
and green spacesfunded from the generalrevenue budget, whichisfinanced
from local taxation and govemment grants/transfers (CABE Space, 2006).
Greenspace isone ofmany public servicesfunded from thisbudgetand parks
must compete for nvestment (CABE Space, 2006). Ongoing and significant
localgovemmentbudgetreductionsmean thatwithin the nextfew ye arsthere
wilnotbe enough funds from thisbudget fornon-statutory disc re tionary public
services such asparks. The Iocal Govemment Association’s ‘graph ofdoom’,
mnitially published by Bamet Counci in 2012, demonstrates that, if spending
projections are accurate and if councils statutory responsbilities remain the
same, by 2020 ‘statutory services and social care costs will swallow up most
localcounci spending leaving very little forother services to the ¢ ommunity
such aslbraries, parks and leisure centres’13 According to a recent survey by
the Iocal Govemment Association, published in July 2019, councils in England
willface anoverallfunding gap of£3.1bn in 2020/21, rising to £8bn in 2024/25.14
The mplications of this are that a thid of England’s councils believe they wil
not have enough funding to provide theirlegal duties by the 2022/23, and
almo st two-thidsbelieve they wilnotbe able to do so a few yearslater.1®

A report on the State of UK Public Parks n 2016 found that 92% of park
managers have had therbudgetsreduced in the three-years prior and 95%
expecttheirbudgetswilcontnue to fal, although there are large varationsin
the levelofthese cutsacrssthe UK(Hertage Iottery Fund, 2016: 10). The wle
thatcore govemmentfunding isplaying in parksisdeclining asparkmanagers
mncreasingly come underpressure to generate extemalincome. Funding from
extemalsourcesis,on average, anticipated to mcrease from 22.5% in 2016 to



29% by 2019 (Hertage Iottery Fund, 2016: 15), however, some local autho rity
parkmanagersreportthatextemalfunding alrady accountsfor100% oftheir
totalbudget.

The House of Commonsmajorinquiy into the future of public parksconcluded
that Britain’s 27,000 utbans parks are ata ‘tipping point and face threatof
declne with ‘severe consequences (2017: 4). Yet, MPs on the inquiry re sisted
widespread callsforparksto be made alegallyprotected service arguing that
a statutory duty would not guarantee theirpreservation, pointing to the case
oflibraries, and arguing thatit contrasted with a broaderpolticalideological
shift towards decentralisation (House of Commons, 2017; Barkeret al, 2017).
Instead, parkfunding and managementwilbe much more varied in the future
(Hertage Iottery Fund, 2016: 13; National Trust and National Iottery Hertage
Fund, 2019).

The changed context has spawned a quest for nnovative and sustainable
modelsof funding and govemance of parks via the national Rethinking Parks
programme (Nesta, 2016) and, more recently, the Future Parks Initiative
(National Trust and National Iottery Hertage Fund, 2019). These include:
charntable truststhat manage and maintain parkson an extended lease from
localauthorties; parkfoundationsto facilitate voluntary private donationsand
grants not available to Councils; Park Inprovement Districts where a levy is
charged on businessrate payers(and possibly residents); commercialincome
generation activities; transferof park assets to community o wnership; formal
partnerships with ‘Friends groups; and volunte ering mitiatives. Many of the se
mnovations in parks funding have been adapted from historical precedent,
some of which have faied previously and asa result retumed to a traditional
municipally-funded model (Iayton-Jones, 2016). Layton-Jones (2016: 11)
review ofthe history of park funding mechanismsconcluded that ‘lnnovations
in funding public green space can be successful, butthere are rarely risk-free,
simple,cheap,oruniversally applicable’.

Overthe past decade, it has shown that no one source of extemal funding
can replace the need forcore public funding (Nesta, 2016). Yet, it has also
been acknowledged that a diversification ofincome isnecessary if parks are
to remain resilie nt into the future (Hertage Iottery Fund, 2016). hdeed, CABE
Space (2006: 10) wrote that ‘successful utban green space funding is often
underpinned by a strategic apprach to funding and management that
mcorporates a portfolio of different funding sources, mechanisms and
partnerships.’ In Paying for Parks, CABE Space (2006) identified eight funding
models that could be used to support urban green space in England based
onareviewofnationaland ntemationalexamples. These included:traditional



local authornty funding; multitagency public sector funding (e.g. health);
taxation intiatives; planning and development opportunities; bonds and
commercial fnance; mcome generating opportunities; endowments; and
voluntary sector mvolve ment. The latter covers voluntary labour, c o mmunity
stewardship of parks and voluntary donations. The degree to which funding
from each model could supplement or replace traditional local authorty
funding variesconsiderably (CABESpace, 2006).

The role and engagementofthe voluntarysectorin parkshasbeen increasing.
In recent years, there hasseen a considerable growth in the numberand size
of ‘Friends’ groups. The five yearsto 2016 saw an estimated 60% rise in ‘Friends
groups, such that there are now over 6,000 in the UK constituting an
mcreasingly powerful grassmots movement overseen by the National
Federation of Parks and Green Spaces.’®Indeed, volunteers and ¢ ommunity
groups have played an important role in mitigating the impact of budget
reductionson local parks. The Parks Aliance noted that ‘a side effect of this
has been to disguise the depth of the crsis facing parks and open spaces
(House of Commons, 2017: 30). Formalisihng some voluntary amangements,
partnership amangements have been established in which parks ‘Fiends
groups to undertake responsbility for specific park (maintenance) func tions.
Aside from volunteering,a core activity of ‘Friends’ groupsare to fundraise for
mprovementsto theirsite. According to a State of UKPublic Parks 2016 repo1t
the value of fundraising and volunteering by park ‘Friends’ and user groups
eachyearisestimated to exceed £50 million and £70 millon respec tive ly; a rise
of 20 million and 30 million since 2014 (Hertage Ilottery Fund, 2016: 10). While
local authorty budget cuts are a significant contrbuting factor to the
uncertain predicament facing parks, the parks funding crisishasdeepermots.
In most cases, public parks —whetheracquired by local authorties, obtained
through public subscriptions or donated by phianthropists — were not
supported by any coherent economic, political and legal strategy to ensure
adequate maintenance overthe long-te rm (Layton-Jones, 2016: 2).

2.8 The role of philanthropy and charitable giving to parks

Philanthropy, public subscriptions and land donation as ways to fund public
parkdevelopment is not new. Analysis of park funding models overthe past
200 yearsshowsthateady parkcreatorsrelied on phianthropic donations, but
often asa strategy of ‘last esort’” when ‘pardiamentary commitment to public
green space faied to maternalise’ (Iayton-Jones, 2016: 1). The phianthropic
actions of past generations are celebrated. hdeed, Conway notes, ‘It is
certainly the case that many of the largest utban parks would notexist today
were tnotforthe capitalsumsprovided bylocalbenefactors.” She goeson to



say ‘Statuesand fountains,aswellasthe namesofthe parksthe mselves, te stify
to the genersity of philanthropic donors’ (cited in Layton-Jones, 2016). Gifts
by localbenefactors continue to support parks to this day. The most evident
example of successful modem philanthropy is the case of New York Central
Park. Philanthropic funding to green spacesisalso made through grants from
Foundationsand the Nationallottery (Milleret al, 2019).

While public subscriptionsexist forsome gardens(Drayson, 2016), to date there
has been little strategic thought in the UK to the idea and potential of
charntable giving and public subscriptions asan additional source of funding
for public parks. This is changing. There is an increasing trend towards
developing more organised structures for philanthropic and chantable giving
—often in partnership with loc al authortie s — to hame ss voluntary donations to
parks from the public and businesses via their corporate social re sponsib ility
objectives. Whie Drayson (2014: 61) argues that there is ‘considerable
capaciy forprivate sectorand civiisociety philanthropy to fund urban green
space maintenance’ in the future, Iayton-Jones(2016: 15) wamsthat the past
givesusreasonsforcaution,concluding that ‘The viability of philanthropic and
charntable donation as a reliable and sustanable source for parks funding is
doub tful'.

There are five main drawbacksof a heavy reliance on private philanthropic
giving and voluntary donationsto fund public goods,such asparks. These are:
free-riding ; uncertainty and vanability of voluntary donations; crowding-outof
public funding; costs associated with fundraising; and mequities in what gets
funded (Walls, 2014) (Figure 2-2). First, as public parks are non-excludable,
under a philanthropic model, people can enjy the benefits of the park
without helping to coveritscosts, known as‘free-riding’,leading almostalways
to unde rfunding. There are some exceptions,including New York Central Park,
where large private donationscoveritscostsimespective of ‘free-riders’. New
York Central Park Conservancy successfully raises neardy $80 million for its
operating budget,”butthisoccurs where there isa greaterculture of private
funding, a hostoflocalwealthy donorsand a longertraditon oftaxbreaksfor
donations (Iambert, 2014).

Second, voluntary donations are uncertain and vanable, and therefore they
are not amenable to long-term planning oroperational costs which re quire
sustainable and reliable funding streams. Philanthropy and voluntary
charntable giving can provide an important but imited role in funding parks; it
isnotlikely to provide sustainable,long-tem financialsolutionsforparksin most
communitie s (Walls, 2014; Iayton-Jones, 2016; Gazley, 2015). Amajorproblem
facing publc parks is the lack of stable revenue funding for ongoing



maintenance, which chantable giving is not well-placed to solve (Gazley,
2015). Donations tend to be highly variable and donorsmay be more likely to
be attracted to giving to short-term, one-off capital projects rather than
ongoing maintenance needsin parks(Gazley, 2015). kiseasierto raise funding
for new projects than for mundane, but crucial, ongoing maintenance of
existing green spaces (Drayson, 2014). Thisreflects a long-standing neglectof
‘place-keeping’ in favourof ‘place-making’ (Dempsey and Burton, 2012). As
such, voluntary donations should act as a complement to, and be
underpinned by, sustainable tax-based funding for park syste ms, re cognising
that parksare cleanerand nicer when non-profit organisations and voluntary
giving playssome mle. Byimplic ation, the role ofdonationsmaybe mo stsuited
to projectsthatcanadaptto varnable funding (e.g.fora community event) or
for one-off capital mprovements, but the latter can leave local authorities
responsible forlongerterm maintenance costs.

Third, voluntary donation initiatives do not usually ntend to fully fund a park,
but govemment funding may fallas private charntable donations rise, known
as‘crowding out’. According to Walls (2013: 2014), as private donations ro se
to support New York Central Park and Prospect Park in the US, local
govemmentsscaled backtheirfunding. There hasbeen much research on the
relationship between public funding and private chartable giving (both
crowding out and crowding i), but the findings are highly dependent on
research design (De Wit and Be kkers, 2016).

Fourth, there are significant costs associated with fundraising for donations,
mncluding management salares and marketing campaigns. Walls (2014)
provides data to show thatthe costsofcharntable fundraising forparks vares
between 5% and 33% in the US. Hence, chartable intiativesneed to buid in
core management costs to be sustamnable in the long-term. By implic ation,
there isa need forefficient, low-cost and sustanable methods of fundraising,
mncluding civic crowdfunding (Walls, 2014). In addition, some of the
behavioural studies above suggest that donations can be more efficiently
hamessed by, for example, building in automatic increases for regular
donations resulting in more efficientcollection ofdonationsatlesscost.

Fifth, philanthropy can result in mequities in what gets funded across a parks
system, as Gazley (2015) highlights, ‘Snce neighbourhoods have wealth and
mcome disparities, so will parks and schools under a philanthropic regime’.
Inequitiescan arise acrossa parkssystem f donorscanselectwhich parksthey
donate to. Parksare geographically-bound, and most people donate to their
local park (Drayson, 2014). Hence, parks in more affluent areas and larger
parks may have a '‘phianthropic advantage’ (Gazley, 2015) as they have a



stongerand/orwiderpoolofdonorsand fundersto draw on (Drayson, 2014).
Indeed, in the US, a numberofcommentatorshave expressed ‘concemsthat
a smallnumberofparksthatalleady have significantresourcesare attracting
the vast majorty ofthe philanthropic money because they are in areaswhere
the philanthro pists themselves might bene fit from them. Meanwhile, parks in
more deprived areasof[New York] city are struggling to survive’ (Davies, 2018).
Significantly large donations to major parks can skew public funding, for
example, via tax relief and gift aid (Drayson, 2014). By contrast, it might be
argued that donations to major parks free up public funding for other parks
(Drayson, 2014).

There are several ways to minimise this mequity in what gets funded by
phianthro py. Fist, donation schemes can buid in redistrbutive strategies. A
split donation system could be utiised whereby a proportion of the revenue
raised for specific parks or projects is diverted to a pool fund to be used for
parks with little orno philanthropic support (Brecherand Wise, 2008; Williams,
2017). This allows the donor a degree of choice, whilst enabling others to
benefit from their giving. Such redistrbutive policiescan be controverrsial asit
reducesdonorchoice,and some argue thatthey should notbe applied in the
UK (Drayson, 2014). However, where a donoriswilling to concede controlover
where their donation is spent (ora proportion of it), models of participatory
grant making can be used to give local people and communities a role in
deciding where phianthropic money is spent (Davies, 2018). Second,
fundraising by park usergroupscould be organised on a collective basis, at
the levelofa neighbourhood orregion, ratherthan forindividual parks. Parks
‘Fiends groupstend to operate on an individual site basis, but there isscope
for collective park advocacy grmups or Parks Forums to conduct joint
fundraising (Drayson, 2014). This type of model ensures that ‘collective
fundraising benefits many sites’ (Drayson, 2014: 54). Donation initiatives, too,
could be organised atlargerscalesthan ndividualparks, potentially via place-
based giving orforparkson a regionally level (Williams, 2017). Drayson (2014)
points to the Wildlife Trust and the National Trust which workon a regionaland
national level in the UK to the North Brooklyn Parks Allance in New York as
examples of such an approach. Third, there could be lmits placed on the
purpose oruse of donations forbasic maintenance or essential facilitie s. The
argument is that if donations fund basic services, t undemines the political
pressure on govemment for public funding for a decent standard of parks
across all parks in communities (Brecherand Wise, 2008). This case hasbeen
made mnrelation to servicesin schools. Forexample,in the USa parent-teacher
association in an affluentarea were prohibited from raising private donations
to hire an additional teacher for a school to reduce class sizes below the



citywide average (Brecherand Wise, 2008). Hence, there is an argument for
the mle of donations to be limited to special enhancementsorpmwjects that
do notconstitute core deliveryofservices. However,deciding what c o nstitute s
a basic service and an enhancement can be difficult to judge. Moreover,
basic maintenance, ratherthan ‘extras’, may be felt to be mostneeded.

There are also challengesin relation to motivating public supportto donate to
parksand public spaces. n the UK public parksare frequently perceived asa
public good, and there is a long-standing belief that parks are funded and
maintained via national and local taxation. As such, when Heeley’s People’s
Park Subscription Society sought to develop a subscription and donation
scheme fora community-run park, they uncovered a range ofobstaclesand
challenges in seeking public donations, notably how to counter the
perception that parks are alleady paid forthrough taxation. They found that
attracting donationswas‘much more than an awareness-raising ormarke ting
task but was‘about challenging the prevailing culture’ (Nesta, 2016: 35). The
projectfound thatthere ‘needsa collective shift n massconsciousnessabout
an issue’ (Nesta, 2016: 35) to encourage people to start donating signific antly
to parks. Moreover, there are further challenges in promoting charntable
donationsto parksata time when public funding isdecreasing. Davies (2018)
explains that ‘against the backdrmp of ongoing chalenges for local
govemment finances and wider austerty policies, efforts to promote
philanthropy and chantable giving in a localcontext run the nskofbeing seen
asan attempt to replace public spending orprop up unsustainable auste rity
policies’ By contrast, others argue that the framing of this debate needs to
change so that parks are viewed as everyone’s responsbilty. In this regand,
Drayson (2014: 52) argues ‘...the public sector alone cannot, is not, and
perthaps should not, financially support urban green spaces in isolation.
Communities derive important benefits from access to high quality urban
green spaces, from improved health to social cohesion. Green spaces also
benefit the private sectorby helping to create attractive places to visit, live
and work in. As a result, both the private sector and civil society share
responsibility to support the maintenance and improvement of the green

spaces.’



m CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND G REEN SPACES

Figure 2.1 Drawbacks of philanthropy for funding public goods (e.g. parks)
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® Public parksare non-excludable;undera philanthmw pic
model, people canenjoy the benefits o fthe parkwitho ut
helping to coveritscosts, leading to underfunding.

* Exceptionsinclude New York Central Park where donations
coveritscostsimrespective of free-riders.

* Donationsare uncertainand variable,and therefore not
amenable to long-term planning oroperationalc o sts whic h
require sustainable and reliable funding stre am(s).

* Donationsmaybe mostsuited to projectsthatcanadapt
to variable funding orforone-offcapitalimprove ments, but
the lattercanleave localauthortiesresponsible for
maintenance costs.

*Vo luntary d o natio n initia tive sd o no t usually inte nd to fully
fund a park, butgovemmentfunding may fallas private,
vo luntary d o natio ns rise .

* There are significantcostsassociated with fundraising for
donations,including salariesand marketing campaigns.
* Need forefficient, low-costand sustainable methodsof
fundraising e.g. crowdfunding and adding a voluntary
donationto pricesofattrac tions, events and transac tio ns.

* Donorchoice cancreate inequitiesand dispartiesacross a
parkssystem, if donationsare targeted towardsselec tive
parksratherthan the entire c o mmunity.

e [arge donationsto majorparkscan skew public funding
(e.g.via taxrelief, gift aid).

* Some donation schemesbeen in redistrib utive strate gies to
counterthese effects.



2.9 Charitable giving models for parks in the UK

The Ieeds Parks Fund is part of a wealth of mnovation and expermentation
explorng different ways to hamess voluntary donations to parks and green
spaces in the UK as llustrated in Figure 2-1. Many of these new chartable
initiative s have distinc tive features and different legalamangements but they
appear to be taking three domiant forms: Parks Foundations; civic
crowdfunding; and Community Foundation-manged Funds.

Parks Foundations and othernon-profits

Parks Foundations and other forms of non-profits (e.g. conservancies) have
become an integral part of the parkslandscape in many cities in the USand
are beginning to be established in the UK The perceived successofthe New
York Central Park Conservancy has led to numemus efforts to replicate its
achievements elsewhere. Recent years have seen a growth in the
establishment of new Parks Foundations in the UKwhich typically involve the
Parks Foundation providing philanthropic support for the public authorty,
whom retain responsibility forand ownership of parkland. Ne sta de fme a Parks
Foundation as‘a non-profit organisation that supportsa specific parkorparks
across a wider geographical area such as a ciy, with time, expertise and
privately-raised funds... to support the parks n remaining free, open and
accessble to the widerpublic’. Nesta furtherstate that ‘a parks foundation is
notrestricted to one form, but they are likely to have chartable statusand a
board incorporating mvolvement from the local community, parks managers
and local businesses.’1® The creation of new Parks Foundations as ways of
organising donors suggest the goal is pemanent fundraising infrastruc ture
(Gazley, 2015).

In the US, Parks Foundations have been descrbed asthe ‘chamntable am’ of
govemment agencies (Cohen, 2012). Brecher and Wise (2008) say that they
act as ‘supplements’ because they nvolve the Parks Foundation providing
philanthro pic supportforthe public authorty, whom usually re tain re sp o nsib ility
for maintenance and ownership. For instance, in the US, the National Park
Foundation is tasked with raising philanthropic support for parks owned and
operated by the public National Parks Service. Parks Foundations take a
vanety of forms, and in the US have evolved to take on new functions and
responsibilities (Crompton, 1999). Their core mles are to raise voluntary
donationsand to apply forgrantsto accessfundsto which public authorities
are ineligible to apply (Crompton, 1999). However, some have caled for
donations to be given directly to local govemment, by-passing these
mtemediares (Wall, 2014).



Figure 2.2 Recent initiative s to hamess voluntary public donations

Boume mouth Parks Foundation
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Spacehive

e/ *UKsdedicated civic crowdfunding platform forplacessetup in 2012.
\. *52% successrate, delivering 616 projectsand raising 12.4m.
*Connectsprojectcreatorswith councils,companies & grant-makers.

Ie eds Parks Fund

*A citywide parksfund setup to receive voluntary public donations.
*leeds Community Foundation re distribute sfund s via grantsto projects.
*Partners: Ieeds Parksand Green SpacesForum and Ieeds City Council

Bristol and Bath Parks Foundation

*A Foundationacrsstwo cities with a 'Charitable Incorporated
Organisation'legalstruc ture.

*Public giving forcommunity projects, volunteering & partne rships.

Redcarand Cleveland Paxrks Foundation

' I“ *A Foundation, initiallymanaging eight parks, maximising CSR,
"l volunteering & c o mmunity empo werment.
*Adoptsthe 'community activity model.

The Iake Distric t Foundation

*Partofthe Lake Distric t Natio nalPark Partnership.
*Thalling donationtechnologiesin visitorattractionsand remo te sites.
*Redistribute fundsthrough grantsto localpmjects.

OurManchester

*Managed by ManchesterCity Counciland powered by Spacehive.
*A platform forcreating and backing crowdfunded projects.
*localauthorty match funding.

The Royal Paxks

*A charity managing Iondon'sRoyalParks, over5,000 acres.

*Owned by the Crown butmanaged by the charity'sboard oftrustees.
*Fundraising,education,and management with partnercharities.



Research in the US has found a connection between a neighbourhood’s
affluence and its ability to sustain non-profits, mcluding ‘Frends groups,
conservancies and Parks Foundations (Noonan et al, 2014), raising que stions
about whetherthey are mcreasing orclosing the gap in park provision and
maintenance, particulady in the US. While some studies have found that park
non-profits are ‘leading the equity movement, for instance, n Ios Angeles
(Rigolon, 2018: 1), a majorstudy of parksin New York City by Brecherand Wise
(2008) found that non-profits contrbute positive outcomes but also,
uninte ntionally, widen disparities in park maintenance. In terms of positive
outcomes, non-profits are found to result n more resources for parks. n New
Yok City,collective philanthropic effortrepresentsabout9% in resourcesgoing
nto the municipalparksystem (Brecherand Wise, 2008). They also suggestthat
non-profitscan bring mnovationsin the managementofparks. However, non-
profits may also contrbute, to some degree, to mequities. Becher and Wise
(2008) found thatthe quality of parksacross NYC wasconelated with median
household ncome.Theiranalysissuggeststhatovertime thispatte m ofine quity
is related to the growth of non-profits for parks. Philanthropic revenues per
square foot anged from more that five dollars at Madison Square Park to 13
cents at Prospect Park as non-profits tend to be funded by residents or
businesseslocated in proximity to the park

In the UK several Parks Foundations have been established since the Royal
Parks Foundation was set up in 2003 in response to reduced govemment
funding (Drayson, 2014). The RoyalParkscharnty wascreated n 2017 and since
taken on fundraising from the Royal Parks Foundation.!® The Royal Parks are
owned by the Crown, but they are managed by The Royal Parks’ Board of
Trustees. As an ndependent chanty, it can claim Gift Aid on one-off and
regular donations from the public and private sector; it can also apply for
charntable grants. The running costs of the Royal Parks Foundation were
covered by the funds raised from an annual half marathon. Donors are also
given some choice to give to natural features and widlife programmes and
majordonors can specify a project or park.2? Fundraising programmes have
mvolved schools and high-profile organisations have provided funding for
majorprojectsacrssthe parkse.g. restoring waterfeatures (Drayson, 2014)

Boume mouth Parks Foundation wasestablished in 2014 asa registered c harity.
Following some successes, furtherParks Foundationshave been established in
cities across the UK (e.g. Bristol and Bath Parks Foundation, Redcar and
Cleveland Foundation). Boumemouth Parks Foundation mitially requested
donationsfora smallnumberofspecific projectsdecided by the Foundation’s
Board. While starting small, Boume mouth Parks Foundation has suc c e ssfully



multiplied the amount of resources yearon-year through grants, donations
and trading (Rowland cited in Barker, 2019). The Foundation have had more
success in fundraising in wealthier neighbourhoods than more depnved
neighbourhoods,butconversely have had more successin applying forgrants
for parks in more deprived areas and therefore in terms of equality of
resourcing via chartable giving the funding tendsto even out (Rowland cited
n Barker, 2019). Boumemouth Parks Foundation is c urre ntly fundraising for a
new aviary (target £200K) and the restoration of a Victorian cIiff top shelter
(target £20K). It is cumently piloting tap to donate solar powered outdoor
donation stations as part of the Rethinking Parks prototyping projects. t hasa
Memorandum of Understanding with Boume mouth Counci which provides it
with o ffice and running c o sts.

The Iake District Foundation is the fundraising partneroflake District National
Park Partnership, a 25-memberconsortium of public bodies, businesses, NGOs,
and community organisations. It waslaunched towards the end of 2017 and
hasexpanded overthe past year. Much of its public fundraising isforprojects
aimed atrepairng pathsdamaged by the weatherand high vistornumbe s,
though t isnow looking to expand into wildlife projects. ks partne rs c o ntrib ute
towards the running cost of joint projects. Its strapline is ‘visit, give, protect’. In
December 2018, the partnership undertook visitor giving research with 766
visito 1s to the Iake District using an onlne survey sent to 103,000 visitors on a
Cumbrna Tourism database (Tate, 2018). The survey sought to test visitor
appetite to donate and theirpreference forusing technology to do so. Visito 1s
were asked to what extent they would be interested in making donations to
the following: the Iake Distict n general; to the cost of offsetting the
envimnmental impactof visitors; to contribute towards the experience of free
visiting ; for specific areas/places e.g. Ulswater, for specific speciese.g. red
squinels; and to particular projects e.g. Fix the Fells. Iarger proportions of
people where interested in donating to specific speciesand particularprojects
(Tate, 2018). This suggests that donors need to be provided with mformation
about how their donation wil be spent to attract giving. Moreover, survey
respondents were asked how likely they would be to donate ata contactless
card donation pointin the Iake District. Some 31% said they were either‘likely’
or‘very likely’ to donate, but 40% were ‘unlkely’ or‘very unlkely’ to donate in
this way (Tate, 2018). k was most popularwith youngerpeople, family groups,
and pre-family groups.

Two new ParksFoundationshave recentlybeen setup aspartofthe Rethinking
Parks programme. Bristol and Bath Parks Foundation wassetup in 2019 across
two cities with a 'Chartable Incormporated Organisation' legal structure. It



ncludes public giving for community projects, volunteering, social e nte rprise
and widerpartnerships. The fundraising plan wil‘begin with a smallnumberof
ideas that have the backing of the local community and can capture the
magiation of the wider public’. 21 Bristol Parks Forum - an umbrela
organisation forcommunity groupswith aninterestin green spaces—are a key
partnerin the initiative .22 Otherpartners include Bristol City Council, Bath and
North East Somerset Council, the Natural History Consortium. The Foundation
seeks to raise money and support volunteering in parks but doesnot seek to
remove the ownership and maintenance ofthe parksfrom the localauthorties
(Bristol and Bath Parks Foundation, 2018).

Redcar and Cleveland People Power Park Foundation wil be mitially
managing the maintenance of eight parks, but the Counci will emain the
ownerofthe parks. 22 The Parks Foundation will also be responsible for future
developments and all commercial activity, with a focus on maximising
corporate social responsbilty, volunteering and community e mpo we rme nt.24
The Parks Foundation hasa differentfocusin thatit‘aimsto create community-
led parks, parksthat are run by localpeople and businesses to the benefit of
the local community’ .2 The Parks Foundation, which wil begin operating in
2020, is built on a partnership with Redcarand Cleveland Borough Council,
Groundwork North East and Cumbra, the Redcar and Cleveland Voluntary
DevelopmentAgency,and the localvoluntary and community sector. Edraws
mspiation from previous Rethinking Parks projects, including the Bristol Parks
Foundation and the model used in Dardington to embed cormporate social
re sp o nsib ility.

Civic crowdfunding

Crowdfunding isa way of financing projects through small c o ntrib utio ns from
many sources (the ‘crowd’), rather than large contrbutions from just a few
(Baecket al, 2012). The crowd concept highlights the importance of social
media usage formarketing purposes and to ‘facilitate collaboration through
vitual communities of practice’ (Stiver et al, 2015: 249). A key part of
crowdfunding is social media ‘due to its abilty to foster mvolvement and
collaboration’ (Stiveret al, 2015: 261). Social media engagementisa good
indicatorofsuccess, and comelates positively with funding (Stivere ¢ al, 2015).
Crowdfunding as seen extraordinary growth in the last few years in terms of
total revenue, global spread, number of platforms, and dierity of
applic ations (Masso lution, 2015).

There are two broad modelsofcrowdfunding: the investment model and the
donation model (Thble 2-1). The investment model of crowdfunding is the



large st UKalte mative finance sectorby volume (Daviesand Cartwright, 2019).
It is being promoted asa new form of civic engagement and meansofco-
productionoflocalpublic goods,offering a ‘blended retum’ forindividualsfor
ther contnbutions, both in termms of peronal wealth creation and
social/envimnmentaloutcomes,ascompared to philanthropy and chartable
giving (Davies and Cartwrght, 2019). The investment model of crowdfunding
2-1). By

contrast, the donation model of crowdfunding is understood as a form of

takes three forms: equity; loan-based and rmyalty-based (Thble

charntable fundraising and is most frequently associated with donations for
socialorcivic projects (Bone and Baeck, 2016). The donation modelcan be
‘reward-based’ —offering perksdepending on the size ofthe donation and the
nature of the project — but it is usually purely philanthropic wherein people
donate without any objective reward (Charbit, and Desmoulins, 2017). The se
models of cowdfunding embed ‘a broad set of motivations that mdividuals
have fortheir money, anging from the philanthropic to the self-interest and
from the constructive to the speculative’ (Daviesand Carntwrght, 2019: 15).

Table 2.1 Models of crowdfunding

Investment model Donation model
Crowd-
funding Donation
model Fq uity Ioanor Ro yalty- Reward- without
debt-based based based objective
rewand
Peerto-peer P((ie;kseorff;ﬁrled
Sharesin lending Royalties P g
. on the level ..
Funder crowd- system for | once pmwject No explicit
. donated
payoffs funded sp e c ific generates payoff
. . . and nature
b usine sse s projects, capital
op . ofthe
with intere st .
pmoject

Adapted fom: Charbit, C. and De smoulins, G. 2017. Civic Crowdfunding: A collective option
forlocalpublic goods? OECD Regional Development Working Papers 2017 /02.

The market trend suggests a move away from the donation model of
crowdfunding to the mvestment model of crowdfunding (Davies and
Cartwrght, 2019; Zhang et al, 2018). The community and social ente rprise
sectorreceived the highe st funding underthe donation model, pointing to the
appealofgiving to socially beneficial projects (Davies and Cartwright, 2019).
Indeed, there isa growing sectorofdonation-based civic crowdfunding in the
UK faciltated by platforms such as Crowdfund and Spacehive. Civic



crowdfunding is a type of crowdfunding through which citizens, often in
collaboration with local govemment, fund projects providing a community
service (Stiveret al, 2015). Civic crowdfunding uses the donation model to
stimulate collective public giving and activism, online and offline, to support
socially beneficial projects within their community (Davies and Cartwrght,
2019). k works on the basisthat ‘community propels project activity’ (Stivere ¢
al, 2015: 262). Both online and offlne communities are vital; ‘an o ffline
community of backers local to the prject often complements online
community in civic crowdfunding’ (Stiver et al, 2015: 262). Some local
authornties support projects initiated by the community with matc hed funding
(see,forexample, OurManchesterhosted by Spacehive).

While a strength of crowdfunding is the reduced costs associated with
generating contrbutions and the efficiency of using the mtemet to solicit and
collectdonations(Walls, 2014), a criticism isits potentialexacerbate ine quities,
as‘backers’ tend to fund projects that directly benefit them (Walls, 2014). As
crowdfunding enables active choices, there are concems that civic
crowdfunding risks the creation of a ‘social wedge’ — whereby projects are
disproportionately favoured in ‘wealthy, wired neighbourhoods given their
abilitie sto mobilise both donationsand time (Stiveretal,2015:263), potentially
fostering a two-tiersystem of parksin a city (Mazelis, 1999). k isestimated that
10% of councisacrssthe UKare now using civic crowdfunding to shape their
civic spaces.26 Crowdfunding is still in its nfancy and as such there is limite d
data onitslong-term impactie.itssocialoutcomes, beneficiaries, and viability
of projects funded. There is also limited data on the motivations of
crowdfunders, aside from the more obviousfactthatdonation modelsrely on
a belefin and support forthe cause. However, socialprojects are more likely
to succeed than others (Allison et al, 2015). Some crowdfunding platforms in
the US (e.g. Ctitiznvestor) expressly seek funding for approved local
govemment projects in cities; and hence only govemment agencies list
projects on these sites (Walls, 2014). Others, such as Spacehive and
MyParksScotland, allow community groups to identify projects which are
approved before going onlne.

In the UK, MyParkScotland isa crowdfunding platform that hasbeen working
since 2002 to improve community greenspacesin Scotland.?” Thusfarsome 57
projects have used the crowdfunding platform. Over 1,400 donations have
raised £36kforpmjectsand parks, with the totalvalue of projectssupported at
£857k. Some 60% of donations are gift-aided, raising additional fundstowards
an endowment (MyParkScotland, 2019). Moreover, working with the City of



Edinburgh Counci, MyParkScotland has developed a new apprach for
donationsin ieuoffeesand licensesfrom commercialusersof parks.

While MyParkScotland is dedicated to parks, Spacehive is dedicated to
places. Spacehive giveslocalcommunity groups, with specific visionsforlocal
parksand green spaces,accessto people and groups with the ability to fund
suchprjects,suchaslocalbusnesses,localpeople,and funding bodies.?8 The
Growing a Greener Britain charty emphasise the running of social media
campaignsoverthe filing in of application forms for grants, with the inte ntion
of encouraging a youngergeneration to be involved. Since it was set up in
2012, thasa 52% successrate, delivering 616 projectsand raising 12.4m.

Community Foundations

In the US, there has been a strong tradition of place-based giving and
phianthropy. 22 Place-based philanthropy ison the rise in the UK(Walker, 2018)
and Community Foundations are a central part of this landscape. The UK
govemment's Civil Society Strategy made ‘place’ one of its five key themes.
There are 46 Community Foundations across the UKdedicated to creating
positive change in the communitiesthat need t most by connecting national
and localdonorsto community groups and charties in and around the cities
in which they operate .3 When combined, Community Foundationsare the 4t
largest grant maker in the UK Over £1 billion in grants has been given out
nationally smce Community Foundations began in UK They often work with
high-net worth individuals inspirng them to give locally through bespoke
endowed funds for a portfolio of causes that suit a donor, such as the
envimnment or young people (Drayson, 2014). Drayson (2014: 55) sugge sts
therefore that Community Foundations could work with a donor ‘to provide
fundsforseveraldifferent ‘Friends’ groupsand/orgreen space charitie s within
a particularneighbourhood’. Community Foundationsalso have named Funds
that they host and manage, which offersthe advantage ofnot having to set
up a registered charnty as with other Parks Foundations. The e eds Parks Fund
is an example of this approach.3! Whilst Ieeds City Council retains overall
responsibility to own and maintain Ileeds parks, the partnership with Ieeds
Community Foundation facilitates ‘parkusersto give to the green spacesthat
theyuse and enjoy willfaciltate improvementsthat mightnototherwise occur,
and contrbute to raising the qualityofgreen space provision acrossthe city’. 32



2.10 Conclusions

In the widercontext of reductionsin localgovemment budgets, attempts to
develop a culture of giving to parksinevitably raise que stionsoverwhetherthe
public and businesses are simply to make up the shortfallsin public spending
aspreviously ‘untapped’ resources (Davies, 2018). Chartable giving initiative s
might be mo st suc cessful if they view the public and businessesasactive co-
producers of park futures with capabilities, knowledge and resources to be
better hamessed thmugh creative modes of engagement and park
govemance. The literature points to a need to consider how voluntary
donations will be used to meet the needs of the community and how to
minimise inequities in what gets funded. It also suggests we should temper
expectations forwhat philanthropy and charntable giving can achieve asitis
an uncertain and varnable source of funding. Whie there are notable
exceptions (e.g. New York Central Park), public donations are often an
mportantbutlimited aspectofparkfunding. Hence,there isa need to support
parks with sustainable, tax-based revenues to fund core operating costs and
forlong-term planning. There are five drawbacksofrelying upon phianthropy,
which include: free-riding; uncertainty of donations; crowding out of public
funding; costsoffundraising; and geographic ine quities (Walls, 2014).

Overthe pastdecade, there hasbeen a growth in the numberand range of
charntable initiatives to support parks and green spaces, often developed in
partnership with local authorties as land-owners. These intiatives are taking
three main forms: Parks Foundations, civic crowdfunding and Community
Foundation-manged funds. There isquite a lot of varability ac ro ss the UKas to
the appmachto charntable giving thatisbeing adopted and the mechanisms
available forpeople to donate. These new mitiatives are promo ting different
methods of giving to parks, via online platforms, contactless technology, by
text, physical installations in parks, and so forth. Some are promoting giving to
specific projectsorparks, orto a general, allpurpose ‘parks fund’ distrib uted
to communities n most need via grants. The scale of nttiatives also differs —
some intiatives are being set up in two cities, some are citywide, some are
dedicated to several parks, and there are some examples of individual
community run and paid forparks, like Heeley People’sPark Initiativesare also
promoting different themes, like sport or health, and emphasising different
aspectsof giving like cormporate social responsbility, voluntary donations and
volunteering. These initiatives wil come into fruition and provide important
mnsights into giving behaviourand public support overthe nextfew years.



3.1 Key points

e Mostresidentsuse theirclosest parkmostoften (66%) and feelthatspending
time at their park is very important or essential (69%). Some 45% are high-

fre quency visito 1s, using thermain parkonce a weekormore.

e Most residents rate the condition of their main park as good orexcellent
(78%); 87% use a parkthat meetsnationally-recognised quality standards.

e Most residents have given money to charnty (93%), but many also give
goods (80%) and sponsor people (61%). More residents say they have
resourcesto give money (67%) than time to volunteerforcharty (48%).

e Despite mnovation in donation methods(e.g. text), most residents preferto
give online (43%), to a collection tin (43%) and by directdebit (36%).

e Mostresidentspreferto give to localcauses(78%) and nationalcause s (68%)
than to ntemationalcauses (40%). The most popularcauses were medical
research, hospitals and hospices, chidren and young people, and
homelesspeople.

e Most residents support a variety of ways to supplement public funding for
parks, ncluding charitable donations (76%). However, funding from grant-
makng bodies (94%), central govemment (89%) and businesses (89%)
received the greatest support. Charging forparkfaciltiesisopposed (62%).

e While more residentswould considerdonating to a charntable fund forparks
(28%) than would not (21%), most were uncertam (52%). Mo tivations are
strongestto give to parksin the greatestneed of improvement, co mmunity
parksand residents’ main parkof use.

e Residents who said they would donate to parks are more lkely to eam
40,000+, aged under34 years, and volunteerin parks. By contrast, gender,
ethnic ity, disability, frequency/duration of visits, employment status and
having chidren were not significant factors affecting wilingnessto donate.

e Habitats forwildlife and keeping parksclean are the top aspectsof parks
thatresidents would preferto give to.

e More residents support paying higher council taxes for parks (45%) than
oppose it (32%), and 23% were unsure.

e Mostresidentswould notconsiderleaving a legacy forparks (51%).



3.2 Introduc tion

Thischapterprovidesa summary of the main findings from an onlne survey of
1,434 residentsconducted to explore theirviewstowardscharntable donations
to parks and green spaces. The findings are representative of the leeds
population in termsofage and gender.

The following themes were covered in the survey: use of parks and park-user
perceptions; charntable giving in the past year; views on funding parks; and
viewson charntable donationsto parks. These themesprovide the basis forthe
struc ture ofthischapter.

The fust section descrbes the survey methodology employed. The second
section explores park use and perceptions of parks. The third section outlnes
selffreported charntable giving behaviour in the past year, including
preferences towards donation methods and charntable causes. The fourth
section outlines residents’ support for a varety of ways to supplement the
funding of parks and green spaces. The fifth section considers self-reported
willngnessto donate to an ndependent charntable fund forparks, employing
statisticalmodelling to explore the effectofa range ofrele vant c harac teristic s
of residents. National studies and research lterature are used to set some of
the findings in the wide rc o nte xt.

3.3 Survey methodology

A survey was designed and made available online forresidents to comple te
between the 29 October and the 31 December 2018. The survey was
advertised widelyon socialmedia, including Twitterand Facebook. The survey
also received localmedia coverage and wascirc ulated in vario us ne wsle tte rs.
Ik wassentto all(approximately 3,000) online members of the Ieeds Citize ns’
Panel 33 The Panel is comprsed of a balance of residents of different ages
(exceptunderl8s),backgrounds,and from differentpartsofleeds. The survey
wasalso sentto almembersofthe IeedsParksand Green Spaces Forum.

We received 1,434 responses from residents, 50% of them reported to be
membersofthe Ieeds Citizen Paneland 13% were membersof park ‘Fiends
groups. Of the whole sample size, 55% were female and 43% were male, with
2% not reporting theirgender. The majorty (60%) were aged 45 orover. A full
breakdown ofthe sample isavailable m Appendix B.

T™ make our analyses more representative we adjusted for some of these
mbalances using probability weights, which were calculated based on the
Ieeds age and gender distrbution as recorded in the 2011 Census (see



Appendix B). These weights have been applied to allthe descriptive statistics
reported in thischapter. hdividual valuesabove 1% are munded and hence
barchartsmay nottotal 100%.

The use of weightshelpsto adjustforproblemsofselection biasthatcould stem
from a non-random sampling method. To assess the extent of sampling enor
(ie. the uncertainty resulting from the use of a sample of the population) we
provide 95% confidence intervalsin the responsesto some ofthe key questions
reported (Appendix B). The widest 95% confidence interval ranges 5.7
percentage points. Hence,it would be safe to assume marginsofemorof+2.9%
forthe estimatesreported herein.

The percentagesreflect self-reported willingness to donate and giving in the
past yearasrecalled by individuals, and so issubject to participant reliability,
aswellasotherconsiderationsthatapply to allsurveysbased on a sample of
a population.

3.4 Park use and park-users’ perceptions
Most visited parks

The survey findings mainly re pre se nt the views ofresidents who are park-users;
only 2% ofrespondentshad notvisited any parkin leedsin the past year.34 The
survey asked residentsto identify allparksthatthey had visited in the pastyear
(Figure 3-1; Figure 3-2); this shows that major parks, which offer a range of
facilities and seek to attract residents from a wide catchment area, are the
most widely visited. Some 66% of residents had visted Roundhay Park - the
city’slargest majorpark- atleastonce in the past year. This makesit the most
visited park, folowed by Golden Acre Park (54%), Kirkstall Abbey (48%) and
Temple Newsam (46%). Othermajorparks, including Chevin Fore st (32%) and
Iotherton Hall (22%) were visited to a similar extent as some of the more
popular community parks, namely Meanwood Park (34%) and Woodhouse
Moor Park (31%). Many community parks (39) were visited by 1% to 10% of
reside nts, whereas 12 community parks were each visted by less than 1% of
residents. No respondent mentioned having visited Tersal Park in the last 12
mo nths.35
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Figure 3.1 Most visited parks in Ieeds in the past 12 months

Please select all of the parks in Ieeds that you have visited in the
past 12 months.

Roundhay Park
Golden Acre Park
Kikstall Abbey
Temple Newsam
Meanwood Park

945 (66%)
770 (54%)

678 (48%)
655 (46%)
479 (34%)

Chevin Fore st Park 452 (32%)
Woodhouse Moor/ Hyde Park 444 (31%)
Iotherton Hall 311 (22%)

Ho rsfo rth Hall Patk 269 (19%)

The Ho llies 259 (18%)
Woodhouse Ridge 240 (17%)
ChapelAlerton Park 226 (16%)

Be c ke tts Park
Middle ton Park
Bramley Falls Wood Park

226 (16%)
196 (14%)
183 (13%)

Parksquare 181 (13%)
Pudsey Paik 176 (12%)
Po tte me wton Park 170 (12%)
Amley Park 166 (12%)
Burley Park 159 (11%)
Bramley Park 145 (10%)
Tamfield Park, Yeadon 134 (9%)
Ro thwell C o untry Park 115 (8%)
Gotts Park 113 (8%)
WharfemeadowsPark, Otley 108 (8%)
Cro ss Ha tts Park 103 (%)
Calvedey Park (Vic toria Park) 94 (1%)
Nunmwyd Park, Guiseley 79 (6%)
Springhead Park 76 (5%)
Manston Park 71 (5%)
Famley Hall Park 70 (5%)
Otherpark 68 (5%)
Ha re hills Pa 1k 59 (4%)
Grove Hill Park, Otley 56 (4%)
Ea st End Park 56 (4%)
Blenheim Square 52 (4%)

Sc atcherd Park 51 (4%)



Cont. Please select all of the parks in Ieeds thatyou have visited
in the past 12 months.

Guiseley NethermoorPark 46 (3%)
Rodley Partk Recreation Ground 46 (3%)
Mickle field Park, Rawdon 44 (3%)
Holt Park 42 (3%)
Iovell Park 41 (3%)
Dartmo uth Park 40 (3%)
Queens Park 39 (3%)
HobeckMoor 38 (3%)
Stanningley Park 36 (3%)
GlebelandsRecreation 28 (2%)
Churwel Park 28 (2%)
Halton Dene - Pimrose Valey 28 (2%)
New Famley Park 27 (2%)
New Wortley Recreation Ground 25 (2%)
We ste m Hatts Clff Park 23 (2%)
Not visited a Ieeds parkin the pastyear 22 (2%)
Hainsworth Park | 19 (1%)
Kik Iane Park | 19 (1%)
Drighlington MoorPark | 17 (1%)
Banstead Park | 16 (1%)
Hunslet Moor | 16 (1%)
Barey Hil Park 16 (1%)
Westroyd Park 16 (1%)
The Rein 15 (1%)
Hartley Avenue Park 13 (0.9%)
WhinmoorPark, CoalRoad 12 (0.9%)
Hunslet Lake 12 (0.8%)
Alle ton Bywater Sports Ground 11 (0.8%)
Grove Road Recreation Ground 10 (0.7%)
Iewisham Park | 9 (0.6%)
Scarth Gardens | 7 (0.5%)
NowellMount | 5 (0.4%)
Penny Poc ket Park
Ley Iane (0.3%)
Tennant HallPOS | 3 (0.2%)
Cranmore Recreation Ground | 3 (0.2%)
TyersalPark | o

(0.3%)

Unweighted count=1443; Weighted count= 1426
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Figure 3.2 Map of most visited parks in Ieeds in the past 12 months

Which park in Leeds do you visit most often?
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Main park of use

The survey asked residents to identify which
parkthey visited most often; herein referred to
as residents’ main park. Most residents (66%)
selected the parkclosestto where theylive as
thermain park However, neady a third (31%)
did not usually use theirclosest park; instead,
they travelbeyond theirimmediate locality to

accessanotherpark These fndingsare similar
to a largerscale study of parkuse in Ieeds in
2016 (Barkeret al, 2018)

Just over half of residents (53%) selected a community park, rather than a
major park (47%), as their main park. A quarter of residents (25%) selected
Roundhay Park as their main park. emple Newsam was selected by 8%,
folowed by 6% for Woodhouse Moor Park. Some 21 parks were selected
between 1% and 5% of residents as their main park. A further 38 parks were
selected by lessthan 1% ofresidentsastheirmain park. Thissuggeststhatpark
use is highly dispersed, and some parksin the city are less-wellused.

=y

All the city’s seven majorparks hold Green Flag status and, n 2018, 62% of 63
community parks met an equivalent Ieeds Quality Park standard. Most
residentsselected a parkthatmeetsleedsQuality Parkstandards(87%), rather
than a parkbelow these standards (13%), astheirmain park (Figure 3-3).
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Figure 3.3 Visits to parks that meetIeeds Quality Park standard

Parks with Ieeds Quality Park Standarnd 1239 (87%)

Parksbelow leeds Quality Park Standard 182 (13%)

Unweighted Count=1430, Weighted count = 1422

Residents who selected theirclosest park astherrmain park were slightly less
likely to use a parkthat meetsthe Ieeds Quality Park standard than reside nts
who selected anotherpark (Figure 3-4).

Figure 3.4 Ieeds Quality Park standard of main park

92%

86%

B Reside nts' using closest
parkmostoften

Reside nts' using another
parkmostoften

Parkmeetleeds Quality Parkbelow Leeds Quallty
Parkstandards Park standard

Unweighted count =1430, Weighted count = 1422

87% OF RESIDENTS CHOSE
A LEEDS QUALITY PARK

AS THEIR MAIN PARK TO
USE. ONLY 13% USUALLY
VISIT APARK BELOW THESE
STANDARDS.

Frequency of use

Ne ary halfofresidents (45%) c o nstitute d hig h-fre que nc y p ark-use 1s; visiting
ther main park once a week ormore (Figure 3-5). A similar percentage
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(39%) were medium-frequency park-users, visiting theirmain park at least
once a month but no more than once every two weeks. Some 17% were
low-frequency park-users, visiting theirmain parklessthan once a month.
Only 2% ofresidents seldom ornevervisited any park.

Figure 3.5 Frequency of park use

How often do you usually visit your park?

Almostevery day 208  (15%)

Once ortwice a week 432 (30%)

Once every two weeks 279 (20%)

Once a month 268 (19%)

Iessthan once a month 207 (15%)

Seldom ornever
Unweighted count=1432; Weighted c ount=1425
Duration of park use

Park-users nomally spent between 30 minutes and 2 hours in their main
park (Figure 3-6). A smaller percentage visited for less
than 30 minutes (16%) orover2 hours (8%).

Figure 3.6 Duration of park use

2 HOURS

How much time do you usually spend in your
park each visit?

Iessthan 30 minute s 228 (16%)

30 minutes—1 hour 561 (40%)
1-2hours 518 (36%)
2 -4 hours 105 (7%)

More than 4 hours 10 (0.7%)

Unweighted count=1428; Weighted c ount=1422



m CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND GREEN SPACES

Importance of park use

Spending time in a parkis very important
oressential (69%) formo st re sid e nts (Figure
3-7). A further 24% felt that it was fauly
mportant. Only 1% felt that spending time
na parkwasnotimportantatall

Figure 3.7 Perceived importance of park use

How important to you is spending time in yourpark?

Essential 389 (27%)

Very mportant 598 (42%)
Faily mporntant 336 (24%)
Not very important
Notimportantatall 18 (1%)

Don’tknow 11 (0.8%)

Unweighted count=1427; Weighted count=1419
Perceived condition of main park

Most residents rated the condition of their main park as good (58%) or
excellent (20%) (Figure 3-8). Some rated therparkin fair condition (17%).
Only 4% rated taspoor.

Figure 3.8 Perceived condition of main park

EXCELLENT

78% OF RESIDENTS RATED THEIR PARK

IN GOOD OR EXCELLENT CONDITION.
HOWEVER, 21% RATED THEIR PARK IN FAIR
OR POOR CONDITION.

Perceived condition of main park compared to designated quality standard 36
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Park-users perceptions of park condition bradly aligned with its
designated Ieeds Quality Park standard, particulady for those who rated
therr park imn good or excellent condition (Fgure 3-9). However, the
perception gap widened forresidents who rated theirparkin farorpoor
condition. Thatis, 64% ofresidents who said theirparkwasin poorcondition
had beenjudged asmeeting the leeds Quality Park standard.

Figure 3.9 Perceived condition of main park compared to Ieeds Quality Park standand

How do people percieve the condition of theirmain park
compared to its designated quality standard?

Exc ellent 17 (6%)
&
-8
)

o Good 91 (11%)
g
&
“w

9 Fair 44 (18%)
o
o
&

Poor 22 (36%)

B leedsQuality Park Standands Below Ieeds Quality Park Standard

Unweighted count=1428; Weighted count=1421. The category of don’t know has not
been used.

3.5 Resident charitable giving in the pastyear
Ways residents gave to charity

Mo st reside nts (93%) had given money to a charnty in the past year (Figure 3-
10). Most residents had also given to charnty in other ways: 80% had given
goodsand 61% had sponsored someone forcharty. n addition, neary a third
ofresidents (30%) had volunteered and a fifth (20%) had fundraised forc harity.
Only 5% said they had notgiven to charnty in otherwaysthan money.37



Figure 3.10 Ways residents gave to c harity in the past 12 months

MONEY GOODS SPONSOR VOLUNTEER FUNDRAISER

s % N L

93% 80% 61% 30% 20%

Preferred methods fordonating money

Residents were asked what method of giving money to charnty they
preferred (Figure 3-11). Giving online (43%), giving cash to a collection box
(43%) and giving by direct debt/standing order (36%) were the most
preferred methods. Buying a raffle orlottery ticket was popularwith ne ady
a quarterofreside nts (25%), while paying a membership orsubscription was
preferred by 18% o f re side nts.

By contrast, contactless giving (3%), giving using a charity account (e.g.
CAF) (3%), paywll giving (6%) and giving by cheque (6%) were the least
preferred methods for donating money to charty. This may reflect that
these methodsare relatively new oremerging waysofgiving and cheques
have largely been replaced by other popular methods for consumer
payments.



Figure 3.11 Preferred methods of giving money to ¢ harity

Which of the following methods of giving money to charity do you

Online via debit/ credit/digital walet
Cashto collection tin
Directdebitorstanding order

Buying a raffle orlottery ticket

Memb ership fe e/subscription

Text

Cheque

Payrollgiving (tax free salary deduction)
Othermethod

Charty account (e.g. CAF)

Contactlessvia debitorcreditcard

prefer?

571 (43%)
569 (43%)
480 (36%)
330 (25%)
239  (18%)
97 (7%)
84 (6%)
77 (6%)
72 (6%)
44 (3%)
39 (3%)

Unweighted count=1337; Weighted count=1320

Consistent with national research (CAF, 2018¢), text donations (7%) we re
also one of the least prefered methods of donating money to charnty
(Figure 3-11). The amountdonated and regulanty of giving is likely to differ
depending on the method. Text donations are more popular when
combined with high-profie fundraising campaigns (CAF, 2018c) and may
be more likely to generate a higherincome than othermethods(e.g.cash
to collection tins). Hence, while giving cash to a collectiontinisa preferred
method, residents are likely to donate smaller sums of money in this way
and there must be collection tins avaiable at multiple points for giving to
occur. Those opting fordirect debitsorstanding orderare, by implication,

choosing to give regulady.
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Whatcauses residents gave to

Supporting the literature oncharntable

giving, there was a  stronger

preference to give to local causes
(78%) and nationalcauses (68%) than
to give to intemationalcauses (40%).

Medical research (46%), hospitals and hospices (40%), chidren and young
people (37%), homeless people, housing and shelters (33%) were the most
popularcausesto donate money to in the past year(Figure 3-12).38 Overseas
and disasterrelief (30%), and conservation, envimnment and hertage (30%),
were jointly popular. By contrast, the arts (8%), education (8%), and sportsand
recreation (8%), were the least popularchantable causesto give money.

MOST POPULAR CAUSES TO SUPPORT
Tl &
T Z* o

/¢
F) | BEE B
@
MEDICAL HOSPITALSAND  CHILDREN AND HOMELESS

a e BB
RESEARCH HOSPICES YOUNG PEOPLE PEOPLE




m CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND GREEN SPACES

Figure 3.12 Most popularcauses to donate money to in the past 12 months

Which of the following charitable causes have you given money
to in the past 12 months?

Medicalresearch 609 (46%)

Hospitalsand hospices 521 (40%)

Chidren oryoung people 485 (37%)

Homelesspeople, housing and refuge

441 (33%
she lte s (33%)

Overseasaid and disasterrelief 401 (30%)

Conservation, envimnment and heritage 395 (30%)
Animalwelfare 361 (27%)

Physicaland mentalhealth care 313 (24%)

Edery people 197 (15%)

Othercause 178 (14%)

Religio us org anisations 149 (11%)
Disabled people 149 (11%)
Sports and recreation 109 (8%)
Education 105 (8%)
Arnts 102 (8%)

Unweighted count=1337; Weighted c ount=1320
Resources to give money and time to c harity

More residents agreed that they have the
resourcesto give money to c hanty (67%) than
agreed that they have the capaciy to
volunteertime orofferservicesto c harty (48%)
(Figure 3-13).




Figure 3.13 Resources to give money and time to charity

To whatextent do you agree ordisagree thatyou have the (i)
resources to give money and (ii) the capacity to volunteertime /
offerservices to charity?

390 (27%)
Strongly agree
170 (12%)

563 (40%)
Somewhatagree
511 (36%)

disagree 266 (19%)
Somewhatdisagree
342  (24%)
Strongly disagree
133 (9%)

B Money Tme/ Services

Unweighted count=1429; Weighted c ount=1422
3.6 Ways to supplement the funding of parks
Support and opposition for diffe re nt funding sources

The survey sought to contextualise the extent of public support forcharntable
donations within a variety of extemalmeansto supplement public funding of
parksand green spacesata time ofreduced localgovemment funding. The
survey asked residents to identify to what extent they support or oppose
generating ncome from the following sources: grants (ie. National Lo ttery),
business sponsorship, central govemment, charntable donations/local
fundraising, property developer planning contrbutions, paid attractions and
activities in parks, food and drnk concessions, and charges for using park
facilities (Table 3-1).39 Alloptionslisted, exceptchargesforusing park facilities,
were supported bymostresidentsasa way to supplement public funding. Fees
and charges for using park facilties received little support (21%) and was
opposed by mo st re sidents (62%).



Table 3.1 Ways to supplement the funding of parks

Strong ly
support

76%

GRANTS FROM
NATIONAL LOTTERY

7

58%

BUSINESS
SPONSORSHIP

EEEELELEE 68%

FUNDING FROM
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

36%

CHARITABLE DONATIONS
AND FUNDRAISING

L} /ﬂ\ 49%

PROPERTY
DEVELOPER PLANNING
CONTRIBUTIONS

o |

24%

PAID ATTRACTIONS
ANDACTIVITIES
IN PARKS

E3

a— 22%

FOOD AND DRINK
CONCESSIONS

ﬂﬁ 5%

CHARGES FOR USING
PARK FACILITIES

Somewhat
support

18%

31%

21%

40%

21%

42%

44%

16%

Neither
support
nor
oppose

5%

6%

8%

16%

14%

17%

21%

16%

Somewhat
oppose

0.90%

3%

2%

5%

9%

12%

9%

30%

Strongly
oppose

0.50%

2%

0.80%

2%

7%

5%

3%

32%

Net
Support

94%

89%

89%

76%

70%

66%

66%

21%



Overal, n terms of the place of chantable donations within the varety of
options provided, voluntary giving is supported above some other sources,
ncluding property developer planning contrbutions (70%), paid attractions
and activities (66%) and food and drink concessions (66%). This is reinforced
when you examine the response categornes for ‘strongly support’. However,
the greatest support from residents foradditional funding is from applic ations
to grant-making bodiese.g. National Iottery (94%), central gove mment (89%)
and busine sse s via sponso rship (89%).

Paying more in counciltax forparks

The preference noted above forgreaterfunding from centralgovemment for
parks provides support to calls from within the parks sector to bring in a
statutory duty to monitorand manage parksand green spacesto Green Hag
standard, and to ensure adequate public resources and protection for al
green spaces.40

MORE RESIDENTS SUPPORT PAYING HIGHER
COUNCIL TAX FOR PARKS (45%) THAN
OPPOSE IT (32%), AND 23% WERE UNSURE.

Aside from central govemment, funding could also be maised by local
govemment from residents paying highercounciltaxrngfenced forparks. The
survey showsthatthisidea received more support (45%) than opposition (32%)
by residents. However,neany a quarterofresidents (23%) were unsure.

3.7 Support forcharitable donations to parks

Having established thatresidents supportthe principle of chantable donations
to supplementcore public funding of parks, the survey asked if re side nts wo uld
themselvesconsidergiving moneyto anindependentcharntable fund forparks
and green spacesin Ieeds. This section first considers residents self-reported
willngness to donate to a parks chantable fund, and reasons given for why
they may ormay not donate. Second, it considers what characterstics are
associated significantly with a willingness to donate. Third, it considers what
types and aspects of parks residents prefer to give to. Fourth, it considers
residents’ willingnessto give in otherways, ncluding volunteering and legacy
giving. lastly, t explorescunentlevelsofawarenessofthe IeedsParks Fund.



Figure 3.14 Willingness to Willingness to donate to paxks
donate to parks

_ More residents would considerdonating money to
21% P an ndependent chartable fund for parks (28%)

Ll V than would not (21%) (Figure 3-14). However, the

majority (52%) said that they may or were unsure

28% . about giving.
WOULD
DONATE
The large share forthose who answered ‘may/be

unsure’ suggests that many residents are

equivocalorambivalent about donating, possbly
because of uncertainties as to the mplicationsof giving — like filing a funding
shortfall No doubt also there were socially desirable responses in that saying
‘no’ outright sounds ‘uncharntable’. Overal, while there is a high level of
general support for charntable donations to supplement public funding, as
shown above, individual wilingne ssto give is more ambiguo us.

Multivariate analyseswere used to explore the characterstic sofresidents who
said thatthey would donate money to parksand green spaces, controlling for
a range of relevantexplanatory varablescaptured by the survey. A logistical
regression model was used to specify the probability of a resident answering
‘ves’ to donating as opposed to ‘no’ and ‘maybe /unsure’. This approach
observesthe mdependenteffectofeach individual variable while controlling
for the effect of all other variables in the model The model specifies a
‘reference category’ foreach vanable to which otherswilbe compared. The
‘oddsratio’ indic atesthe strength ofthe relationship. kcan be understood as
how much more -orless-likelya participantisto report‘yes’ to donating.Odds
ratios smaller than one indicate a lower probability of donating, while odds
ratioslargerthan one indicate a higherprmobabilty of donating.

MORE LIKELY TO DONATE TO PARKS
Vi vV [V

PEOPLE PARK YOUNGER

EARNING ‘FRIENDS’ THAN
£40K+ GROUP 34YRS

As indicated in Thble 3-2, varables that are statistic ally significant (fora 0.05
significance level) appearinbold. The modelfindsthatresidentsyoungerthan
34 are more likely to express a willingness to donate than the reference age



category, those aged 65 orolder. In addition, the group aged 55 to 59 are
especially likely to report ‘no’ or ‘maybe’ to donating money. Those who are
membersofa parks ‘Friends group are more than two times more likely to
report a wilngness to donate money than non-members. Yet, the strongest
effect was found forincome. A strong and significant effect in willing ne ss to
donate can be detected from mcomes at £40,000, with that lkelhood
ncreasing as ncome rses. b own or manage a business also seems to be
associated with a higher willingness to donate, however this effect was not
sta tistic a lly sig nific ant.

Table 3.2 Results oflogistical regression model probability of donating to parks

Vamnable * Odds ratio P-value
Constant 0.22 0.00

Age —reference 65+

Age (19-24) 3.10 0.02
Age (25-34) 1.88 0.01
Age (35-44) 0.88 0.55
Age (45-54) 0.74 0.14
Age (55-59) 0.46 0.01
Age (60-64) 0.91 0.70
Income —reference < £4,499

Ihcome (£4,500 - £9,999) 0.93 0.88
Ihcome (£10,000 - £24,999) 1.46 0.34
Ihcome (£25,000 - £39,999) 1.29 0.53
Income (£40,000 - £74,999) 2.30 0.05
Income (£75,000 - £99,999) 3.49 0.03
Income (< £100,000) 3.84 0.02
Own/manage busine ss 1.64 0.05
Memberofparks group 2.14 0.00

The following listof variables were used aspotentialregressorsin eadierstages
of the modelling process but showed no significance and were therefore
removed from the fmalmodel: gender, ethnicity, frequency of park visits, time
spent mn park during visits, disabilty, member of Ieeds Citizens Panel,
employmentstatus,chidren in household, and visiting a majorpark (Roundhay
Park) asthermain parkofuse.



Why give to parks?

Residents who said they would donate to parksselected from a list the reasons
why they would give (Figure 3-15). Within this group, the main reason was the
mportance of parks to quality of life (74%). Concems about the future
sustamnability of parks and green spaces were also a main reason for half of
residents. Otherreasons include the need to provide extra support given c uts

to councilbudgets(33%),to create betterplacesto play (32%) and to support
wild life /b io -d ive rsity (29%).

Figure 3.15 Why residents are willing to donate to parks

Why would you consider giving to a charitable fund for parks
and green spaces?

Important to me/my quality of life 291  (74%)
Care about future sustainab ility 196  (50%)
Cutsto councilbudget 130 (33%)
Betterplacesforchidren and young... 126  (32%)
Wild life/ biodive rsity 116  (29%)
Improve envimnment of my city 87 (22%)
Bettercondition of my park 85 (22%)
Emay benefit the parks Iuse 66 (17%)
Parkshelp me at a diffic ult time 28 (7%)
Right thing to do / expected 18  (4%)
Make me feelgood 12 (3%)

Other 6 (2%)

Unweighted count=370; Weighted count=392

Residents who said that they would not give to parks selected from a list the
reasons why (Figure 3-16). Within this group, the main reason was the
perception thatitisthe Counci s responsbility (46%). Thiswasfollowed closely
by the view that residents are already paying taxes (42%). Other re asons,
selected by 32% and 31% respectively, were preferences to give to other
charntable causes and the belef that there are more important causes to
support. Around quarter (24%) were not confident that the money would be
spent effectively. Neady a fifth (18%) felt that they may not have enough



money to spare. Some preferto pay more in council tax (14%) and provide
supportin otherways (8%).

Figure 3.16 Why residents are not willing to donate to parks

Which of the following best describe the main reasons why you
would notconsidergiving to a charitable cause for the
improvement of the parks and green spaces in Ieeds?

Councisresponsbilty to fund / improve

136 (46%
parks (46%)

Already pay my taxes 124 (42%)
Preferto give to othercharitable causes 93  (32%)

More importantcausesto support 91 (31%)

Iackconfidence that money willbe spent

. 70 (24%
effectively (24%)

Notenough money to spare 53 (18%)

Preferto pay more taxesthan give to parks

. 42 (14%
c hanty (14%)

Other 28 (10%)
Preferto support parksin otherways 24 (8%)
ParksIuse do notneed improvement 12 (4%)
Do notbelieve in giving to ¢ harity 9 (3%)
Would not make a positive difference 8 (3%)
Would notbenefit me / my park 6 (2%)

No realreason 2 (0.6%)

Pre vious relationship with a charty was

disa ppointing 1 0.5%)

Unweighted count=310; Weighted c ount=293

However, most residents (52%) said they may or were unsure about giving
money to parks. Residents who said they may orwere unsure about donating
to parksselected from a list the re asons why (Figure 3-17). Within this group, the
main reason for being unsure was the need for more mformation about the
cause and how the money would be spent (73%). Other reasons for being
unsure were mixed and included not having enough money to spare (35%),
alreradypaying taxes(29%),otherimportantcharntable causesto support(23%),
and the perception that it is the Councis responsbility to fund parks (20%).
Some preferto pay more in council tax (16%). A few were unsure if it would



make a positive difference (13%), if parks need charntable donations (11%) or
if t would benefit them (11%).

Figure 3.17 Why reside nts unsure/ may donate to parks

Which of the following best describes the main reasons why you
are unsure / may consider giving to a charitable cause forthe
improvementofparks and green spaces in Ieeds?

Need more information/ how donations

538 (73%)
spent

Notenough money to spare 258  (35%)
Already pay my taxes 216 (29%)

More important causesto support 168 (23%)

Council's responsibility to fund / impr ve
parks

Preferto pay more taxesthan give to park
¢ harity

150 (20%)
118 (16%)
May not make a positive difference 94  (13%)
Don't know if parksneed donations 79 (11%)
Unsure it would benefit me / my park 79 (11%)
Preferto support parksin otherways 67 (9%)
Other 53 (4%)

ParksIuse do notneed improvement 14 (2%)

Previous relationship with a c harty was

disa ppo mitng 12 (2%)

No realreason 3 (0.4%)

Don't thinkparksare important | o

Unweighted count=751; Weighted count=739

These factors might constitute bamiers to giving and represent challenges to
be addressed by chartable schemes for parks. Overall, the findings suggest
that to motivate and persuade residents who have a wilingnessto donate, a
charntable scheme should provide clear nformation about the cause, is
mportance and how the moneywillbe spent. The findingsalso suggesta need
to engage with the perception thatitisthe Council sresponsbility to fund and
maintain parks, and the view thatpeople should give to chanty when they are
paying councitax which can be utilised forparks.



CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND GREEN SPACES

WHY DONATE WHY NOT DONATE WHY MAY DONATE

- QUALITY OF LIFE - COUNCIL'S RESPONSIBILITY - NEED MORE INFORMATION

- SUSTAINABILITY - ALREADY PAY TAXES - NOT ENOUGH MONEY

- BUDGET CUTS - PREFER OTHER CHARITIES - ALREADY PAY TAXES

- PLACES FOR CHILDREN - OTHER CAUSES MORE IMPORTANT - OTHER CAUSES MORE IMPORTANT
- WILDLIFE HABITATS. - LACK CONFIDENCE IN SPENDING. - COUNCIL'S RESPONSIBILITY.

Donating to different types of parks and green spaces

Residents who said that they would give or may consider giving to parks
selected from a list whattypesofparksand greenspacesthey would preferto
give to (Figure 3-18).

MOST RESIDENTS PREFER TO GIVE

® O TO PARKS IN THE GREATEST NEED
OF IMPROVEMENT (58%), COMMUNITY
PARKS (57%) AND THEIR PARK (51%).

/

The top preferenceswere to give to parksin the greatestneed of i mprovement
(58%),localcommunity parks (57%) to give to therrmain park (51%). Some 40%
prefer to give to park improvement projects across the ciy identified by
community groups, 30% preferto give to othergreen spaces(e.g. woodlands)
and 29% preferto give to majorparks.

Figure 3.18 Preferences to donate to different types of parks

What types of parks would you preferto give to?

Parksin greatestneed of improvement 658 (58%)
Iocalcommunity parks 648 (57%)
Yourpark 573  (51%)

Parkimprovement projec tsindentified by

. 458 (40%)
community groups

Othergreen spaces 338  (30%)

Majorcity parks 330  (29%)

Unweighted count = 1121, Weighted count= 1131



Overall, the findings suggest thata chantable fund would be most appealng
to residents if it focused on community parks below the Ieeds Quality Park
standard. However, the findings also suggest a strong rationale for providing
the option for residents to give to their main park 'This was a crtical factor
identified in focus group disc ussions with residents, reported in Chapter Fve.
While majorparksreceived the least support (29%), it should be noted that47%
ofresidentsselected a majorparkasthermain park.

Donating to different aspects of parks and green spaces

Residentswho said thatthey would give ormayconsidergiving money to parks
selected from a list whataspectsofparksthey would preferto give to (Figure
3-19). Habiats for wildlife (39%) and keeping parks clean (39%) are the top
aspectsof parksthatresidents would preferto give to. Residents also wanted
to donate to create betterplacesforchidren and young people to play (27%),
mprove accessforpeople with disabilitie s (23%), tackle anti-social be havio ur,
crime and vandalism (21%) and mprove mental and physical health (21%).
Some 19% preferto supportallaspectsofparksand green spaceslsted.

-~

W

Overall, the findingssuggestthata charntable fund forparksin the city ofleeds
(recognising that preferences may be different n othercities) would be most
appealing to those residentswho expressesa willngnessto donate ifit focused
on iitiatives armund widlife, cleanlness, young people, accessibilty,

RESIDENTS AND BUSINESS
LEADERS PREFER TO
DONATE TO HABITATS FOR
WILDLIFE AND KEEPING
PARKS CLEAN.

mental/physicalhealth and crme.



CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND GREEN SPACES

Figure 3.19 Preferences to donate to different aspects of parks

Which aspects of parks and green spaces would you prefer to
give to?

Habita ts fo r wild life 443  (39%)

Keeping parksclean and tidy 441  (39%)

Chidren and teenagers

302

(27%)
Improving accessforpeople with disabilitie s 258 (23%)

Anti-socialbehaviour, cime and Vandalism 241  (21%)

Mentaland physicalhealth 232 (21%)
Allofthe above 217  (19%)
Bringing ¢ ommunitite s toge ther 191 (17%)
Visito rattrac tions and fac ilitie s 123 (11%)
Sp o rts fa c ilitie s 121 (11%)

FHowembedsand gardens 111 (10%)

Art, events and culture 85 (8%)
FEducation 78 (T%)
History and hertage 68  (6%)
Sup porting volunteers 64 (6%)

Other 22 (2%)

Unweighted count = 1121, Weighted count= 1131



Willingness to volunteer

\

A quarter of residents (25%) would consider
volunteering in a parkorgreen space, yet a similar
proportion (26%) would not (Figure 3-20). More
commonly, residents said that they may or were
unsure about volunteering (43%). Some 7% aleeady

volunteerin parksand green spaces.

Figure 3.20 Willingness to volunteerin a park

Would you considervolunteering in a park orgreen space?

Maybe/unsure 616 (43%)
No 362 (26%)
Yes 351 (25%)

Already a volunteerforparksand green
spaces

94 (7%)

Unweighted count=1428; Weighted c ount=1422
Willingness to leave a legacy

. Only 8% of residents said that they would consider
leaving a legacy to enhance parksand green spaces

. forfuture generations (Figure 3-21). Mo st re side nts (51%)
would not consider leaving a legacy. However, a

significant mmnornty (41%) might do. There is scope to

promote legacygiving whilstrecognising thatitdoesnot

appealto most residents.

Figure 3.21 Willingness to leave a legacy to a park

Would you considerleaving something in yourwill to enhance
parks and green spaces forfuture generation?

No 724 (51%)
Mayb e/unsure 581 (41%)
Yes 109 (8%)

Alreadyleaving a legacy to parksand green

7 (0.5%)
spaces

Unweighted count=1429; Weighted c ount=1422



Awareness of the Ieeds Parks Fund

Most residents (89%) were unaware of Ieeds Parks Fund (Figure 3-22). This
suggests the need for a high-profile campaign to raise awareness of this
charntable initiative. Many of the qualtative comments on the survey
expressed the need forgreaterpromotion and public ity.

Figure 3.22 Awareness of the Ieeds Parks Fund

Before participating in this survey , were you aware of the Ieeds
Parks Fund?

No 1264 (89%)

Yes 158 (11%)

Unweighted count=1428; Weighted c ount=1422
3.8 Comments on the Ieeds Parks Fund

We asked residents responding to the survey to provide a short comment on
the description provided ofthe IleedsParks Fund. We received 259 comme nts,
which have been organised into fourthemes. The first relatesto viewstowards
voluntary donationsto parksand green spaces. The second relatesto residents
prioritie s for the Ieeds Parks Fund. The thid relatesto feedback on the Ieeds
Parks Fund modelofcharmntable giving, notably a preference towardstargeted
giving. The fourth relatesto the ndependence and govemance ofthe Ieeds
Parks Fund. Selected quotations have been used to provide an overwiew of
each theme.

Theme one: views towards a charitable fund forparks
Charnitable donations should not substitute orreplace Council funding

o ‘The fund should not be seen as an alte mative to core funding by
councils and govemment. There should be a statutory duty on lbcal
authontie sto support parksto a recognised standard.’

o ‘Does this really mean that this wil in fact replace existing council
spending in thisarea? What willbe ne xt on the lst?’

o ‘Isupport the principle of improving parks and of people providing
donations forthis. Howe ver, the suspicion is that this fund will allow the
counci to withdmw from maintaining the parks and that they wil be
prvatised. Thisfearneedsto be allayed.’



‘Id want re assunng thatthe Councilwouldn't simply c ut funding assoon
as the chanty took over...it needs to be “extra”, not compensating for
cutsfor“basic” serices, such ascleaning /maintenance letc. A bit ke a
school PIA does for school extras, ke outings and bonus kit, not for
teachersalarnesand schoolbuildings...’

‘Ithink it is admirable. Twomy that the council will e spond by lowe nng
inve stme nt in parks, so that the netgainiszermn.’

‘Ifeel it is only suggested as a way of ICC to stop funding parks
altogetherto save money. They need to guarmantee they wil still provide
money and paid staff. Othe rwise parksin deprved areas wilget wo rse
whilst those in more affluent aras wil thnve. They need to stop
offbading their responsibility. People in poorerareas do not have the
money ortime to work forfree! k willbecome an uneven picture across
Ieedsand open to private companies stealing public space. Can we
really trust ourlocalauthonty with this? kis womnying.’

‘Sounds ke a way forthe council to avoid spending money, get the
people to donate and then do the work.’

Need for a sustainable parks policy, statutory duty and appropriate levels of

centralgove mme nt funding

‘“The Ieeds Parks Fund is a bit of a sticking plasterapprmoach to what is
really a failure to fund localgove mment fairly and propenry.’

‘Parks as public open spaces are fartoo important to be left to the
vaganes of chantable gwing and should be a charge on the public
purse. Ifthat meansincreasing taxation, then so be it...’

‘B's a way of dealing with the strangle hold the gouvt. cumently has on
localauthonty funding. h principle Idisagree with the idea.’

‘Iam somy thatitisnecessary aslthinkparksand gardensare an e sse ntial
public health, social and cultural contribution which should be funded
and managed through localgove mme nt.’

‘Ifeelvery conflicted about chantable gwing even though Ido gwe to
some chanties. ITwomy it just means that govemment can stop funding
e sse ntialse rvice s.’

‘B's a pity that the Fund is necessary: Id mther have parks and open
spaces paid for by centmml and lbcal govemment as a community
resource and benefitforal’

‘F’sa sad indictmentofourcumentgovemmentand the country we hve
in that we need a chanty fund to sustain /[develop the cities’ parks.’



‘Im disappointed thisis even necessary but understand why it's come
about. The only solution in my opinion isa change in govemment and a
retum to properfunding forlocalame nitie s.’

‘Im notopposed to the Ileeds Park Fund and think it could make use ful
contnbutions. However, my strong opinion is that local councils should
be adequately funded by centralgove mment and through counciltax
to provide top-class parks. lam wary of what should be fully taxpayer
funded sericesbeing supported by chantable donations.’

‘Ifeel strongly that this should be funded out of taxes from central
govemment. I know that ICC has had its funding drastically reduced
due to govemmentcutsand Iam quite shocked thatthe councilhasto
resortto chantable donationsto fund what should be funded centrally...
Ido notblame the councilforthisbutthe austenty age nda ofthe c ume nt
govemme nt.’

‘Re lying on philanthropy to maintain and improve the parksofleedsisa
huge nsk. Central gove mme nt should provide tax revenue forsemwices
that benefit society such asparks. The Ieeds Park Fund is not some thing
Ican support.’

Already paying taxes

‘Ithinkreally ourtaxe sshould be used forpublic green spacesbut failing
thatitisa worthwhile cause.’

‘Ithought Ialready paid forthisin my councitax.’

‘Ipay fartoo much on rateshasitisdo not wantto pay anymore.’
‘Iale ady pay extra in my counciltaxto keep the locallibrary open and
the village hall Ishouldn't have to, parks are the responsibility of the
counciland a proven source of health and wellbeing.’

‘Parksare one ofthe few service s (including bincolle ction, street lighting)
that ITuse and benefit from forwhich Ialeady pay full Council Tax and
hcome Tax (Govt subsidie sto IA’s).”

‘Parksand green space are too fundamentalresourcesto be supported
by chantable donations. They should be fully funded through geneml

taxation.’

Supponting Ieeds as a green city and parks in the context of auste rity

‘ITam proud to hve in such a green city and want my grandc hildre n to
benefit from visiting open spaces and nch environme nts whe re wild life

can flourish so would be very happy to suppornt.’



“This sounds like a worthwhil cause. I already donate quite a bit to
chanty but would considerdonating. Ithink green spaces foreveryone
isimportant.’

o ‘Sounds lke a great idea! Ithink Ieeds parks are a huge community
asset.’

o ‘Ithink this sounds good and it is nice to see a prmactive plan forthe
managementand inmprovementofcity green spaces.’

o ‘Very supportive of the Ieeds Park fund and glad to see there is
something aleady in place.’

o ‘Ithink that it'sa Wonderful dea and should have been started a long
time ago. WEILLDO NE’

o ‘Ididn't know about leeds Parks Fund but now that Ido ITwillset up a
regularGAYEdonation - thank you forrmising awareness. Green spaces
are hugely imporant.’

o ‘Thisisa great idea, as parks and green space is still important, but 1
unde rstand how stretched Councifundsare with Gove mme nt c uts!’

o ‘Soundslke a goodidea inview ofcouncilbudget cuts.’

e ‘I'sa good idea, butit'sa shame it'sneeded —ie. the council doesn't
have enough money to do thisanyway.’

o ‘lhtheorygoodidea because ofthe reduced funding available to bbcal

council’

Commercialisation of Parks

o ‘Ithink it'sa disgrace and a part of the genemlaustenty. k's a sneaky
way of starting the processforcomomtionsto buy up parkland.’

o ‘Myconcem withtaking parksoutoflocalgove mme ntcontmlisthat this
could be the thin end of the wedge to lbsing the parks altogetheror
having them commercialised to the point where one hasto pay to use
them.’

o ‘At the moment most of the parks are faily free from commercial
inte rve ntion that makes them very rlaxing for parents and generlly
good forpeopl smentalhealth asit’sstressfree and accessible witho ut
re minding youofyourbankbalance?!’

o ‘Ithinkthere should be more cafes/licensed barsin parks, ke they do at
Roundhay, which could fund mainte nance of parks.’

Othercharnitable causes are more important/ needy

o ‘With the reduction in avaiable funding more and more chanties/orgs
are in need of personal donations, it is very difficult to pnontise parks,



which can appearon the surface lessimportant than say home le ssne ss
/[ women'srefugesetc.’

‘Whilst lam in favourof supporing the amenity of parks forthe peopl
ofleeds, maybe budgetconstraintsand the reduction of funding mean
that there are biggerpnonties for the disadvantaged in the City that
should be addre ssed first.’

‘Eseemslike a good idea - but there are so many wonth-while c hanties.’
‘B'syetanotherbitofstic king plasteroverthe Tory gove mme nt's a uste nity
progrmamme ... and kinda falls way be hind (for my personal priorntie s)
inttiatiwe s like food banks, and a multitude of other programmes to
support people savagely hit by centralgove mme nt'saustenty policies.’
‘Idon't think they are in such a temble condition that they need huge

inve stme nt.’

Theme two: priorities and focus of the Ieeds Parks Fund

More focus on nature, wildlife and woodlands

“The fund should be used to benefit all leeds City Councils Parks and
Countryside land, mathe rthan just formalparks.’

‘Ple ase thinkofthe bbcalwoodstoo, aswellasthe parks. The woodsare
a naturalasset thatonce putnghtdo notneed much managing...’
‘More trees, please! In the city, in the suburbs, on the edge of town,
everywhere.’

‘Twould like Ieeds Parksto be more sustainable, using polinatorfrie ndly
planting for bees (not nectarpoor bedding plants), having more
wildflowers and making more use of compost, mulches, reduced
mowing regimes, lessuse of chemicals.’

‘Most of the money should go towards increasing wildlife habitats,
encouraging and supponting widlfe and increasing biodie rsity. Every
park should have ponds full of native wetland plants, as well as
wildflowermeadows and fore sts.’

‘Twould also like the Fund to supportthose unadopted areasofland that
perform a greenspace function, but which fail to get taken on by the
Counci...’

Focus on parks in disadvantaged areas neglected green spaces

‘Fwould be nice if thiscould go towards improving things foreveryone
and even making new parks in disadvantaged areas (so long as they

keep ontop ofantisocialbe haviour).’



‘Ibelieve it would be good to focus on the many smaller neglected
parksand green spaces. The large parksand open spacesare already
very good genemlly.’

‘Smallcommunity green spaces... are in dire need of funding.’

“The funding should be targeted atlocalparkswhich do not have major
attrac tions.’

‘“The main proble m with leeds City Councilisits blinkered view on which
parks should be supported. Parks considered to be more affluent areas
do not appearto receiwe the same lkvel of funding as parks in less
affluent areas. This therefore makes me reluctant to suppornt parks with
financial contributions when there is little chance of the funds finding
theirway to bcalparkson the fringesofthe city.’

Focus on park facilitie s

‘Where have allthe chidren’s paddling pools gone, and areas where
kidscan play with modelboatsin shallow waters? F’sveryamissofleeds
notto supply these facilitiesin public parksin allareasasthey are great
fun forc hildre n in the summe rtime aswe llaswinte rifthe frost free ze s the
shallow water...’

‘Improve playgrounds.’

‘...please put back standalone public toilets & boatson the lakes & a
small funfairl

‘ITenjoy the ‘crown jewel parks of the city and am impressed by the
layouts, planting and overmallappeamnce of the parks. There are some
areas that could be improved, better/more facilties for chidren in
taditional parks, such as playgrmound facilties - forexample there are
none at Golden Acre.’

Focus on making parks safer

‘Iwish more importance is giwen to the safety. Many parks still have
people using drugs and needles, when you walk around people offer
you drugs, those park needs more secunty.’

‘Vandalsare a problem in parks. Isthere anything in place to keep the
parksfrom being vandalised so moneyisnot wasted?’

“...Untiimore funding and time isgwen to the Police and otheragencies
to tackle thisissue the money and time inve sted by the ILe e ds Parks Fund
iswasted.’

‘Iocalgren spacesnearme are fairly well maintained but Iwould not
consider using them as they are mostly used for dnnking and drug
dealing. Could some funding be allocated to tac kling the se issue s?’



Focus on accessibility and c onne c tivity

‘On a more local issue to myself, access to the parks could also be
impmrved.’

“The IPFcould perhapsalso promote and maintain the space sthat INK
these parks in its plans. The paths, snickets, ginnels, cut-throughs...
Familie smay have a parkclose by but, because ofthe lackofwalkabilty,
the park may as wellbe on Mars. He althy, viable comdors - the shoots,
rotsand tendrnls around parks, so to speak - create vitalcomdors that
can have a massiwe positive impact.’

‘Ishould like more footpaths and pedestnan ways between the parks
and amound Lleeds.’

Focus on protection, educ ation and innovation

‘An impontant part of the Fund should be to protect our park from
builde rs. Parks should be sacrmsanct. ICC should be making a formal
and public commitment to neverbuild in a public park... This must not
happen, and a central Park Fund could be used to support lobbying
against such appalling ideas.’

‘I this day and age where more housing is needed to be built it is
essential green spaces are preserwed and used to educate people
about the envimnme nt and animaland plant habitats.’

‘How can parks support education and envionmentally friendly
inttiative s? Eg. Solar powered parking meters, bike hire etc - let's think
new & differe nt waysto make parksworkbetterso peopl with no cash
can see them asa resource too.’

‘Twould also strongly support some kind of "Park Ranger’oreducationof
young people.’

Focus on health and well- being

‘Calverley Park is very well used by the community and has good
facilities. However, one obvious omission isa green gym ore quivale nt,
whic h Ithink would getsome good usage.’

‘Like the idea ofgreen gymsthisshould be fully imple mented to reduce
the obesity in the city...’

‘Any fundswillbe wellspe nt to improve he alth and wellbeing.’

Theme three: Ieeds Parks Fund model of charitable giving

Preference fortargeted donations



“The idea isgood but with 600 areasto maintain how would it be ensured
that local donations would go towards the parks that the donators
wanted them to go to?’

‘“The Parks Fund ought to be able to nngfence donations for spe cific
parksand usage.’

‘Twould preferto know what projectswere going to be funded orknow
which park my donation would go to.’

‘Twould be interested in knowing which areasare to be helped.’
‘Twould not want to help fund parksin anotherpartofthe city.
“Thiscould be a good idea for “yourpark”, if the money isrnng fenced
foryourpark.’

‘Twould not contnbute to any funding that wasnotused onlocalparks.’
‘E sounds too genemlised... would have more appealto bcalpeopl
and organisations.’

“The re should be the facility to donate smallsumsregularly. Many people
could afford that, but not many can afford to make large donations.’

Iongevity of projects funded

‘Who would camy out the maintenance work ascash stapped counci
seemsto be cutting costsin allareas. Are volunteergroupsgoing to be
expected to take on more and more tasksforfree...?’

‘Thave seen some small volunteermaintained public spaces in leeds.
Although the initiative is admiable, in my expenence its a bt of
backbreaking work fora handfulofvolunteerswho eventually unoutof
steam and leadership.’

Park status / title of the Fund

‘We have some wonderfulspacesinleedsthatdo not have 'Park’status,
how can we change that?’
‘Ido wonderwhetherthe money hasto go to an OfficialParkorisit any

grenspace.’

dJoining-up the Leeds Parks Fund with othe rinitiative s

“There are many voluntary groups working forthe benefit ofourparks &
openspaces. Fise ssentialthatany citywide initiative such aslee dsParks
Fund is joined up " with such groups, and doesntoperate in a vacuum,
creating disjointed and duplicated e ffort.’

‘Soundsgood but how willit affect gwing to localgmups?’

‘“The Fund is an excelle nt initiatwe. Pre sumably the Fund confers with

voluntary organisations?’



Need forpub lc ity

o ‘Soundshke a greatprjectwhich should be more widely known about.’

o ‘“There should be more publicity about this. lam quite we llinformed but
didn't know about the Parks Fund.’

e ‘Neverheard ofit.’

o ‘Fsoundslke a very good idea. Im disappointed not to have heard of
itbefore. lam sure many of my friends and neighbours have not heard
aboutthe leedsParks Fund. Perhapsit should be be tterand more wide ly
advertised as if more people knew about it then ther is a grater
possibility of gaining additionalfunds and Jorvolunteers.’

e ‘Getoutmore publicity about whatyou do. Put detailsin every park.’

o ‘Id suggestupping yourprfie and genemting positive aware ne ss.’

o ‘Tworkfora large businessin leeds, but thisis not some thing the council
appearto have evercontacted businesses about. [feel promotion to
largerlocalbusine sse s such as banks, sky, British gasetc could genemnte
a large and consiste nt volunteerbase acrmssthe city to help keep parks
clean tidy and wellmaintained.’

Approach to acknowledgement and recognition of donations

e ‘Twantsignsto acknowldge who contnbuted to what.’

e ‘Tam not opposed to business sponsorship of parks, if a local busine ss
could put a sign adve rtising itse lf in re tum formoney then so be.’

o ‘Ithinkthatparksshould be free of advens.’

Theme four: independence and govemance of the Ieeds Parks Fund
Imporance ofindependence and effective govemance and oversight

o ‘Rishelpfulthatan independentpaneldecide funding allocation asthis
gweslocalgren spacesa chance against the largerspacesthat have
more potentialto be used forevents/festvals.’

e ‘Twould want an amm’s length organisation to control the finance,
decide on projects and commission design and imple me ntation work,
independent of the Councils Parks & Countryside Semwice, with
maximum engagementofuvolunteers, where appropnate.’

e ‘A good idea as long as the Chanty distances itself fom Ieeds City
Council a politicalbe ast with changing colours.’

e ‘Goodidea in pnnciple but Twomy about leeds City Council's ability to
use moneyefficiently - Isee a lotofwaste so don't trust you.’

o ‘Thisseemsa good idea. Unfortunately, Ican see proble ms with whe re
the money goesand who hasa say how the moneyisspentncheraras.’



‘Thope the costofadministration iske ptto a minimum.’

‘How will the diverse communities of leeds be mpresented on the
decision-making panel? lhcluding disabled peopl, ethnic minontis,
LG BTpeopl and women?’

‘How do you apply to the fund asinterested in doing so?’

‘Will the money be spent sensibly, and willwe get value formoney and
how willthe successofpmjectsbe measured? Willthe money be spent
on nice to do' projects when there are far more serious need to do’
projects which have no or littl funding? I am happy to donate to
chanties however I am often concemed that money is wasted by
c hantie sand the Council’

‘Good idea and ITwill inve stigate furtherto see what things the chanty
hasdone thatIhave seen. Smallc hantie s like thiswomy me asdue to the
actwitiesofsome chantie s Istruggle to trust the money Igwe isallgoing
to the cause.’

‘Needsto be effectwe oversight.’

‘An excelle nt idea. But some provision should be made to ensure no
fraudule nt e xpe nditure ismade !’

‘ICC has know way of knowing what it spends where, in terms of
location, because there is no expenditure coding forlcation. Hence
some areasofthe citygetmore spentonthem thanothers. orexample,
my area is having loadsofexpenditure atthe momentin leisure fac iltie s
and schools- perhapsto the detnmentofmore needy/deseing areas.
Fsallan anomalous me ss kke much e lse in the UK!!I

“The IPFhasbeengoing forsome time now. Ihave not heard how much
money they have maised orwhat it hasbeen used for’

‘“The process should be transparent, and the public should be able to
que stions how the money spe nt.’

‘“Thisisbad newsforthe area of Stanningley asthey do not have anyone
on their behalf to apply for these donations. Therefore, it wil be the
Roundhay, Calverley parks that get the funding as usual lkaving
Stanningley to get worse and worse.’

‘Donations would need to be spread arund faily & used se nsibly.’
‘Tam always womed how the funds are spent and is the chanty being
transparent especially when you hear so many stories about trustees
mishandling money to suit theirpocket.’

‘Two uld like to know more about who isin controlofthe Fund, whe re the
money comesfrom, how the money wilbe spentetc.’

E would be good if the Ieeds Parks Fund website could show some
examplesofvolunteerworkand some data on how donationsare spe nt.



4.1 Key points

e For business leaders, the main benefits of parks are to improve the
attractiveness of the area (53%) and to fosteremployee health and well-
being (46%). Fewer business leaders say parks improve customer footfall
(9%), ncrease tourism (12%) and reduce riskofflooding (15%).

e Most businesses do not have a comporate social responsibility policy (59%).
However, most businesses have donated money to charnty (84%) and 50%
have sponsored others.

e Businesseswere equally likely to say thatthey have resourcesto give money
(48%) and time to volunteerforcharty (48%).

e Mostbusinessleaderspreferto give to localcauses (71%) than to national
causes (21%) and intemational causes (14%). Like residents, the most
popular causes were medical research, hospitals and hospices, chidren
and young people,and homelesspeople.

e Businessleaderssupporta varety of waysto supplement public funding for
parks, including charitable donations (69%) and b usine ss spo nso rship (71%).
However, funding from grant-makng bodies (89%), central govemment
(85%) and paid attractions (80%) received the most support. Charging for
using parkfaciltiesisopposed (57%).

e More busnessleaderssaythey would notconsiderdonating to a chartable
fund forparks (33%) than would (19%), although many were unsure (48%).
Mo tivationsto give are strongestforparksclosestto theirbusine ss site,, parks
in the greatest need of mprovement and community parks.

e likewise, more business leaders oppose paying higher busness rates for
parks (54%) than supportit (21%), but 25% we re unsure.

e Ilike residents, habitats for wildlfe and keeping parks clean are the top
aspectsofparksthatbusinessleaders would preferto give to.



4.2 Introduc tion

Thischapterprovidesa summary of the main findings from an onlne survey of
141 business owners, directors and managers based in Ieeds, exploring their
views towards chartable donations to parks and green spaces. The findings
are representative in te rms o f b usine ss size .

The following themeswere covered in the survey: benefitsof parksand green
spacesforbusinesses;charntable giving in the pastyear; viewson funding parks;
viewson charntable donationsto parks. These themesprovide the basis forthe
struc ture ofthischapter.

The fust section descrbes the survey methodology employed. The second
sectionexploresthe perceived benefitsofparksforbusine sse s. The third section
outlnes self-reported chantable giving behaviour in the past year, ncluding
preferences towards donation methods and charntable causes. The fourth
section outlnes business leaders’ support fora variety of waysto supple ment
public funding of parksand green spaces. The fifth section conside rs busine ss
leaders’ self-reported willingnessto donate to anindependentcharntable fund
for parks. It employs statistical modelling to explore the characternstics of
businesses who said they would donate, controlling for a range of relevant
explanatory variables captured by the survey. National studies and research
literature are used to set some ofthe findingsin the wide rc o nte xt.

4.3 Survey methodology

A survey was designed and made avaiable online for business leaders to
complete between the 29 October2018 and the 11 February 2019. The survey
was advertised widely on social media, including Twitter and Facebook. The
survey also received local media coverage and was circulated in varous
busine ss ne wsle tters and outlets. In addition, the online survey was sent with a
covering letter to all active busnesses on the fame 4 database of UK
companiesthat were registered in leedsand had an email address. This was
approximately 3,850 businessesafterexcluding those companieswhere emails
were no longervald.

We received 141 responses from business owners, directors and managers in
Ieeds. Of the whole sample size, 55% of businesses reported to be micro
companies, 24% small companies, 15% medium companies, and 7% large
companies. Most businesses had their head office n Ieeds (89%), operated
from one site (68%), and reported to be family-owned business (61%). A full
breakdown ofthe sample isavailable n Appendix C.



T adjust for some of these imbalances, and make our analyses more
representative, probability weights were calculated based on business size as
recorded by the Office for National Statistics Inter Departmental Busine ss
Register(see Appendix C). These weightshave been applied to allde scriptive
statisticsreported in thischapter. hdividualvaluesabove 1% are munded and
hence barcharts may not total 100%. The use of weights helps to adjust for
problems of selection bias that could stem from a non-random sampling
method.

T assessthe extentofsampling eror(ie. the unc e rtainty re sulting from the use
of a sample of the population) we provide 95% confidence intervals in the
responses to some of the key questionsreported. The widest 95% confidence
mterval ranges 19.4%. Hence, it would be safe to assume margins of emmorof
+9.7% forthe estimatesreported herein.

4.4 Perceived benefits of parks for businesses

We asked businessleadersto ide ntify, from a list, the main benefitsofparksand
green spaces fortheirbusine sse s (Figure 4-1). The top benefits were improved
area attractiveness (53%) and improved employee health and wel-being
(46%). Some also felt that businesses benefit in otherways from parks such as
reduced risk of flooding (15%), increased tourism (12%), and improved
customerfootfall (9%).

Figure 4.1 Perceived benefits of parks forbusinesses

fid fa e AN

AREA EMPLOYEE HEALTH REDUCE RISK TOURISM OTHER CUSTOMER
ATTRACTIVENESS & WELLBEING OF FLOODING FOOTFALL

33% 46% 13% 12% 10% 9%

Unweighted count=141; Weighted count=141

In the ‘othe? category,businessescommented onthe benefitsofparksforbio-
dive rsity, mitigating airpollution and economic factors. Some businessleaders
commented on the lackofbenefits, which they attrnbuted to the distance of
parks from the city centre. Forexample,one response said: ‘There isno be ne fit
to ourbusinessin leedsasallthe parksare too farfrom the city centre and our

office’.



4.5 Busine ss giving in the pastyear
Cormporate social re sponsibility

The majorty of businesses (59%) do not have a corporate social responsibility
policy, either formal or nformal (Figure 4-2). However, most business leaders
had participated in some form of charntable giving in the past year (Figure 4-
3).

Figure 4.2 Corporate social re sponsibility

Does yourbusiness have a corporate social responsibility policy?

No 83 (59%)
Yes 53 (38%)

Don't know 5 (3%)

Unweighted count=140; Weighted count=140

Ways businesses gave to c harity

Mo st busine sse s (84%) had given money to a charty in the past year(Figure 4-
3). Half of business leaders (50%) had also sponsored someone for charity.
Arund a third of businesses (34%) had given goods, products or services to
charnty and a quarter(25%) had volunteered fora c harnty.

Some business leaders also had a chanty partner (15%); fundraised from
customers (12%); fundraised from employees/payrwll giving (9%); and
matched employee giving (2%). Some 14% of businesses had not given to
charnty n any otherway than donating money.

Figure 4.3 Ways businesses gave to charity in the past 12 months

FUNDRAISER FUNDRAISER MATCHED
MONEY SPONSOR GOODS VOLUNTEER PARTNER CUSTOMER EMPLOYEES GIVING
[ ]

. * ’\a/' \/ lsd  |zaf A

84% 30% 3%  23% 15% 12% 9% 2%




Preferred methods fordonating money

ONLINE Business leaders were asked, from a list, what method of
giving they prefermre d (Figure 4-4). Giving online (46%) was the
mostprefermred method. Giving by cheque (21%),directdebit

k or standing order (17%) and cash to a collection tin (12%)
were also preferred by some busine sse s.

By contrast, paywl giving (1%), contactless giving (3%), giving using a
charnty account (e.g. CAF) (5%), and giving by text (6%) were the least
preferred methods for donating money to charty. This may reflect that
these methodsare relatively new oremerging waysofgiving.

Figure 4.4 Preferred methods of giving money to charity

Which of the following methods of giving money to charity does
yourbusiness prefer?

Onlne via debitorcreditcard/digital wallet 53  (46%)
Cheque 25  (21%)
Direct debitorstanding order 20 (17%)
Cash to collec tion tin 14 (12%)
Othermethod 13 (11%)
Buying a raffle orlottery ticket 9 (7%)
Me mb e rship fe e/sub sc ription 6 (5%)
Text 5 (5%)
Charnty account (e.g. CAF) 5 (5%)
Contactlessvia debitorcreditcand 3 (3%)

Payrollgiving (tax free salary deduction) 1 (0.6%)

Unweighted count=122; Weighted count=116
What causes businesses gave to

There isa strong localbase to business giving. Mo st businessleaders (71%)
preferred to give to charnty forlocalcausesin Ieeds/Yorkshire (Figure 4-5).
Conversely,just27% preferred to give to nationalcausesand 14% prefened
to give to ntemationalcauses.
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Figure 4.5 Preference to give to local, national and intemational causes

Does yourbusiness preferto give money to
local, national orintemational causes?

Iocal 100 (71%)
National 38 (27%)
Intemational 20 (14%)

Unweighted count=141; Weighted count=141

Chidren and young people (36%), hospitals and hospices (32%), medical
research (31%), homeless people, housing and shelters (22%) were the most
popularcausesto donate money to in the past year (Figure 4-6). By c ontrast,
education (7%), religious organisations (8%) and the arts (9%) were the least
popularcharmntable causes.

MOST POPULAR CAUSES TO SUPPORT

)

MEDICAL HOSPITALS AND CHILDREN AND HOMELESS
RESEARCH HOSPICES YOUNG PEOPLE PEOPLE
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Figure 4.6 Causes businesses gave money to in the past 12 months

Which of the following charitable causes has yourbusiness
given money to in the past 12 months?

Children oryoung people
Ho spitalsand hospices

Medicalresearch

Homelesspeople, housing and refuge
she lte rs

Conservation, envimrnment and hertage
Physicaland mentalhealth care
Overseasaid and disasterrelief
Edery people

Sports and recreation
Animalwelfare

Disabled people

Arts

Religio us organisations
Education

Don't know

Othercauses

25 (22%)

19 (16%)

17 (15%)

14 (12%)

14 (12%)

13 (11%)

- 12 (11%)
- 12 (11%)
- 11 (9%)
8 (7%
(6%)

BN

Unweighted count=122; Weighted count=116
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Resources to give money and time to c harity

o & Just under half of busnesses (48%) strongly
: agreed oragreed that they have the resources
to give money to chamnty, and the same
proportion (48%) strongly agreed oragreed that
they have the capacity to volunteertime oroffer
service s to c hanty (Figure 4-7).

Figure 4.7 Resources to give money and time to c harity

To whatextentdo you agree ordisagree thatyourbusiness has
the resources to give money orhas the capacity to volunteertime
orofferservices to charity?

28 (21%)
Strongly agree
27 (20%)

37 (27%)
Somewhatagree
38 (28%)

49  (36%)
Neitheragree nordisagree

31 (23%)
Somewhatdisagree
24 (17%)
.-
Strongly disagree
17 (12%)

B Money Tme/ Services

Unweighted count=136, 138; Weighted count=136, 138



4.6 Ways to supplement the funding of parks
Support forand opposition to different funding sources

The survey asked busness leaders to identify to what extent they support or
oppose generating income from the following sources to supplement the
funding of parks: grants ie. National Iottery, business sponsorship, central
govemment, chartable donations/local fundraising, property developer
planning contrbutions, paid attractionsand activities in parks, food and drnk
concessions, and charges forusing park facilities (Table 4-1).42 Like reside nts,
alloptionslisted in the survey,exceptchargesforusing parkfacilities, received
a highlevelofsupport from busnessleaders. Feesand chargesforusing park
faciltiesreceived comparatively little support (28%) and wasopposed by most
busmessleaders (57%).

Overal, n terms of the place of chantable donations within the varety of
options provided, there is a stongerplace for funding from paid attractions,
grant-making bodies (94%) and centralgove mment (89%).



CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND G REEN SPACES

Table 4.1 Ways to supplement the funding of parks

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly Net

support support support oppose oppose Support
nor
oppose
iy 70% 19% 10% 0.4% 0.6% 89%
GRANTS FROM
NATIONAL LOTTERY
e —
booaoooon 60% 25% 10% 6% 0.3% 85%
FUNDING FROM
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
LXETYEL 29% 51% 13% 5% 3% 80%
PAID ATTRACTIONS
AND ACTIVITIES
IN PARKS
L3 a 54% 20% 17% 6% 2% 74%
PROPERTY
DEVELOPER PLANNING
CONTRIBUTIONS
40% 31% 22% 4% 4% 71%
BUSINESS
SPONSORSHIP
30% 39% 25% 4% 2% 69%
CHARITABLE DONATIONS
AND FUNDRAISING
26% 43% 19% 10% 2% 69%
FOOD AND DRINK
CONCESSIONS
. E:._I
9% 19% 15% 28% 29% 28%

CHARGES FOR USING
PARK FACILITIES



Paying more forpaxks in business rates

[ Additional funding for parks and green spaces
could be raised by businesses paying more in
° P business rates ringfenced for parks. This idea

received greater opposition (54%) than support
(21%). However, a quarterofbusine sse s (25%) we re
unsure .

This suggests that funding parks through higher

council taxes is seen as more legitimate by
residents (see ChapterThree) than funding parksthrough higherbusinessrates
isseen by busnessleaders.

4.7 Support forcharitable donations to parks

Having established that business leaders support the principle of charntable
donations as a way of supplementing council funding of parks and green
spaces, the survey asked if their business would consider giving money to an
mdependentcharntable fund forparksand green spacesin leeds. Thissection
first considers self-re porte d busine ss willingne ssto donate to parks, and reasons
given for why they may ormay not donate. Second, it considers what types
and aspects of parks business leaders prefer to give to. Thid, it considers
businessleaders willngnessto supportemployeesvolunte erng in parks. Lastly,
texplorescurmentlevelsofawarenessofthe LeedsParks Fund.

Willingness to donate to a chartable fund forparks

? More business leaders said that they would not
® donate to an ndependent charntable fund for
v parks (33%) than would (19%). However, lke

? reside nts, about half (48%) may or were unsure

aboutgiving —suggesting a similarsense ofbeing
equivocalorambivalent.

Hence,while there isa highlevelofsupport from

business leaders for charntable donations and

fundraising to supplement public funding of
parks, as ilustrated above, ndividual business leaders’ willingness to give was
much more ambivalent.

Multivariate analyses were used to explore the busness characternstics
associated with (i) a self-reported willingnessto donate to parksand (i) support
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forpaying more in businessrates forparks, controlling fora range of relevant
explanatory varables captured by the survey. Iogistical regression models
were used to specify the probabilty of business leaders answering ‘yes’ as
opposed to ‘no’ and ‘don’t know/maybe [unsure’. The following lList of
varables were used as potential explanatory varables: awareness of the
Ieeds Park Fund, a resident, interested in helping fundraise, a family-owned
business, resources available to give money to charmty, capacity to volunteer
time orofferservicesto c hanty, tumover,numberofemployees,businessowner
ormanager, and having a corporate social responsibility policy. None were
found to be statistic ally significant (fora 0.05 significance level). It is likely that
some of the varables explored are having an effect in the probabilty of
participantsanswerng ‘yes.However,the smallsample size available limitsour

capacity to detectsuch effects.
Why give to parks?

We asked businessleadersto outlne briefly commenton the main reasonswhy
they would orwould notconsiderdonating to a chantable fund forparks. The
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folowing providesan analysisof 91 comments underthe three main response

categores.

Why donate?

The following four themes emerged from an analysis of the reasons that

businessleadersgave forwhy they would considergiving to a chantable fund
forparks:

Parks and green spaces are everyone’s responsibility, panrticularly whe n the re

isalack of gove mme nt funding

‘We have kmited additional funds to give away... but strongly support
additionalfunding forparks.’

‘Twouldnt wantto be responsible forlosing ourgreen spacesdue to lack
of funding.’

‘B’severyone’sresponsibility to e nsure that ourparksare maintained.’
‘Someone hasto support them - the Govemment doesn't!

‘Although we would support the upkeep of parks and green spaces |
feelthat this should come from council tax, busine ss mtes and income
tax already and not be left to the bottom of the lst... What a dre adful
state of affairs if central and local govemment don't invest in them
directly.’

He alth and well being benefits of parks

‘My customers, employees and myself get a lot of use /[pleasure from
using the parksfordog walking and parkrun e tc.’

‘Parks are vitalforhe alth, we ll-being and the e nvironme nt.’
‘Outdoorspacesare important forhealth and wellbeing’

‘We walkand cycle to work. We use the park forwalks and fresh air. For
parkruns. kisa great green space that needsto be lboked after and
used by all’

Communily values

‘Important to be imvolved inlocalcommunity.’

‘Community isimporant to us.’

‘Ithink it isimportant forcommunitie sto have green spaces, howeveras
a business we are only small and are unable to fund big amounts,
howeverwe would be happy to help where we could.’



Be ne fits ofbusine ss recognition

‘Would gwe prviding that marketing e.g. signage /branding is
de monstrate d within the area.’

‘fF work was happening lneeded in our local park and we could
support/purc hase something that we could promote then we de finite ly
would donate e.g.a parkbench, fowersetc.’

Why not donate?

The following six main themes emerged from an analysis of the reasons that

businessleadersgave forwhy they would not considergiving to a charitable
fund forparks:

Notenough money

‘Trun a very small busine ss, which barely eams enough money to pay
myse lf month on month.’

‘Lackoffunds, awareness, expectexpensive donations.’

‘Busine sse s are held to pay fora lot of things which reduce s theirability
to pay formore thingsthatcould be beneficial’

Counc il’s re sp o nsib ility

‘Ibelieve parks should be adequately funded by the mtes levied by
councils.’

‘Councilsshould be lboking afterthe parks.’

‘I believe the lbcal councils should provide the amenities they are
responsible for- they appearto do less and less yet ask for more and
more.’

‘B should come from the council who get the money from the
govemme nt.’

‘Ithink b usine sse shave too much overheadsto add one more to it. Parks
are public spaces and I think it the responsibility on gove mment to
provide this semwice.’

Already paying taxe s/ busine ss rate s

‘We already pay a huge amountin tax, Nlinsurance, PAYE tax, busine ss
rates, compornation tax, tax on diwide nds, fuel duty, insurance tax, travel
tax, etc! So many stealth taxes, we donteven have ourbinscollected!
Why should you tum us now to look afterthe parks?... We try to support
ourcommunity as best we can but asking usto sort anotherproblem is
notthe answer.’



‘We feel our business rates are high enough. We are only a small
company.’

‘We have senous misgwings about furthervoluntary funding forsemrice s
that should be fully funded through the massive amountsoftax usand
ouremployeespayeach month...’

‘Because we aleady payenough.’

Lack oftrustin the Council

‘ICC hasanextremely poorrecord in looking afterits biodiwe rsity duty re
its biodwe rsity action plan.’

‘When improve ments were planned to [name] park play areas ther
was an obvious ink/benefit to [our business]. We tried to sponsor the
playgrmound and buy some of the equipment which would help our
awarenesstoo. Thiswasrejcted by localcouncillorsand IThave no idea
why. We thengotaninappropnate, dated de sign, metalplaygrmound all
funded by the public sector’

Othercharnitable causes more important

‘We support tree planting in Afica where the carbon benefits are ten
timesasgood as UK’

‘One of a wide mange of pulls on chantable donations, and we try to
poolourresourceson a nationalbasis.’

‘Priontisation of our CSR is imponrtant and at the mome nt this is foc use d

on supporning chidren related c hanties.’

No direct benefit to busine ss

‘Being based inthe heartofcentrmalleedswe do notsee a directbene fit
to the localparks. Because of this we would be reluctant to allow staff
time offto volunteerwhen we are asbusy aswe are aleady without an
increase in customerattraction.’

‘Tam slightly biased because ITuse the parksto walk my dog. This would
mo st influe nce me ratherthan a busine ss justification.’

Why may donate?

The following six main themes emerged from an analysis of the reasons that
businessleadersgave forwhy they mayconsiderorare unsure about giving to
a charntable fund forparks:

Need more information

‘Fundsare scarce, and Id want to know how the money was spe nt.’



e ‘Twould wantto know exactly what the proposed impact/plan with the
moneyisbefore deciding.’

o ‘We would be interested in finding more abo ut this.’

o ‘Would need to have sight of what the outputs would be. Can imagine
the money being wasted /used badly by Council’

o ‘“There would have to be a clardefinition of where, how and when
money would be spent.’

o ‘Twould ke more detaile d information about how exactly monieswould
be spent. Also, would ke to see a commitme nt to inte grating isolated,
eldery, depnved, mentally ill, disable d and c hildre n into suc h projectsto
improve theirwellbeing and quality of life.’

o ‘I would completely depend on what the park had to offer. If there
enough gren space and the park is maintained to a high-quality
standard, thenyes, we would contnbute because it’sbeing boked after.
But if afte rcontrnbuting it stilllooksrmough and scrappy the n we would not
want to contnbute.’

o ‘Twould give money if Ithought the fund waswellmanaged, worked to
increase green space and imprmove accessto it. lwouldn'tifitsfocuswas
on planting bedding plants, focused too much on a select numberof
large wellprovisioned parksorwasbadly run.’

e ‘Unsure ofthe direct benefitit would ac hieve.’

o ‘Must be nng-fenced; must be forleeds;, must be in addition to and not
inste ad ofexisting funding; must be part of a wide rinitiative to make the
wider leeds public appreciate the incredible open spaces and how
important they are.’

Targeted donations to specific parks, ratherthan ge neralised fund

o ‘We would considerit-butit would be good to be able to donate to an
indwidualpark too.’

o ‘Would itbe spentimproving the green spacesclose to usspecificallyor
ingeneml? Icould see some objection that money wasgoing into a pot
that would help anotherpartofleedsthat no one in the busine sswould
visit.’

Already have a charnity panner/ support otherc ause

e ‘Chantable giving isfocused on ourchanty partner.’

e ‘[Name] is our chanty partner with 100% of donations going to them.
Would need to considerdonating Xamount le ssto them to do this.’

o ‘We aleadysupportfourlbcalchantiesthatwe have strong partne rships
with, so we 'd have to take a vote in the office as to whether this fund

would take precedence overone ofthem.’



o ‘We preferto help projectsthat have no othersource of funding... This
year we funded the building of an Omhanage in Uganda. Those
chidren have nothing and no means of getting anything other than
chantable means. The donation we nt straight to the pointofneed and
wasnot watered down in ‘administration’ c o sts.’

If marke ting be ne fits

o ‘..ifthere waspromotion ofthe brand in retum forgwing money, then
this would probably be a yes. We already sponsormundabout signage
and plantpots.’

e ‘Only worthwhile to a business if their donation is acknowledged. I
advertise ocally.’

Re sponsibility of Govemme nt and Councils/ Already pay taxes

e ‘Moneyshould be coming from govemmentand BID, especially asthere
is published evidence of the benefitsof green space on public he alth,
me ntal health and cities resiience to flooding, climate change and
atmosphernc pollution.’

o ‘. ..The Council has the means to maintain and improve is parks and
green spacesbut decides not to. We pay significant levels of busine ss
rate s to the Council they should manage theirmoney better... lwould
need to be sure the councilwasworking efficiently before Iconsidered
gwing them a hand out from our hard-eamed profit, which, in truth,
belongsto the emplyees.’

Need discussion atcompany level

e ‘Not something I have giwen thought to. Need to discuss with my
accountant.’

o ‘Bwould be a board decision.’

o ‘Ipersonally would suppornt this, but we genemlly let our staff choose
what chanties the business should support so it is down to a wider
consensusofopinion than just me.’

o ‘We have neverbeen asked to considerit and Iam not sure what my
colleagueswould decide.’

Depends on financial position

o ‘Fwould depend on the cash available in the busine ssat the time. 2019
looksvery uncertain - but if thingspick up nota problem.’

o ‘I alwayscomes down to the avaiability of finances and the cause.
There isalso the financialsetup ofthe c hanty itself, and the percentage
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oftumoverthatisdedicated to chantable actities. h othe rwonds, ze ro
fatcatsand ona case by case basis.’

Donating to different types of parks and green spaces

Business leaders who said that they would give ormay consider giving to a
charntable fund forparksand green spacesselected from a list what typesof
parks and green spaces they would prefer to give to (Figure 4-8). The top
preference was to give to parks closest to their busine ss site (53%). However,
many businesses also preferred to support parks in the greatest need of
mprovement (45%) and localcommunity parks (45%).

BUSINESS LEADERS PREFER TO GIVE TO PARKS
CLOSEST TO THEIR BUSINESS SITE, PARKS IN
THE GREATEST NEED OF IMPROVEMENT AND
COMMUNITY PARKS.

Overall, the findings suggest thata chantable fund would be most appealng
to busine sse s who have a willingnessto donate if it gave businessesthe option
to give to theirclosest park, focused on parks below quality standards and
localcommunity parks.

Figure 4.8 Preferences to donate to different types of parks

What type of park yourbusiness preferto give to?

Parks closest to yourbusine ss site (s) 49 (53%)
Parksin greatest need ofimprovement 41 (45%)
Iocalcommunity parks 41  (45%)

Parkimprovement projectsidentified by

. 28  (30%)
community groups

Othergreen spaces 26 (29%)

Majorcity parks 20 (21%)

Unweighted count= 100, Weighted Count= 92



Donating to different aspects of parks and green spaces

~7=

Businessleaders who said that they would
give or may consider giving money to
parks and green spaces selected from a
list what aspects of parks they would
prefer to give to (Figure 4-9). The top
preferences were habitats for wildlife
(35%),keeping parksclean and tidy (30%),
mental and physical health (30%) and places forchidren and teenagers to

play (29%), and mproving accessforpeople with disabilitie s (25%).

Overall, the findingssuggestthata charntable fund forparksin the cityofleeds
(recognising that preferencesmay be different in othercities) would be more
appealng to busnesses if it focused initiatives around wildlife habitats,
cleanlne ss, mental/physical health, young people and accessbilty.
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Figure 4.9 Preferences to donate to different aspects of parks

Which aspects of parks and green spaces would yourbusiness prefer
to give to?

Habitata s for wild life 32 (35%)

Keeping parksclean and tidy 28  (30%)

Mentaland physicalhealth 27 (30%)
Placesforchidren and teenagers 27 (29%)

Improving accessforpeople with disabilitie s 23 (25%)

Allofthe above 18 (20%)

Sports facilite s 15 (16%)
Bringing c ommunitie s to gether 15 (17%)
Fowermedsand gardens

Ats, events and culture

Sup porting volunteers

Outdooreducation and information

Visito rattrac tions and fac ilitie s
Anti-socialbehaviour, cime and vandalism...

History and heritage

Other

Unweighted count= 100, Weighted Count= 92

Willingness to volunteer

Approximately a fifth of business leaders (21%) would consider cormporate
volunteerng in a parkorgreen space, yeta greaterproportion (34%) wo uld
not (Figure 4-10). More commonly, businessleaderssaid thatthey mayorwere
unsure about corporate volunteering in parks (40%). Some 5% said that their
busnessemployeesaleady volunteerin parksand green spaces.
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Figure 4.10 Willingness to volunteer

Would yourbusiness considervolunteering in a park orgreen
spaces?

Maybe 55 (40%)

No 47  (34%)

Yes 29

(21%)

Already a volunteerforparksand green...

Unweighted count=139; Weighted count=138

Awareness of the Ieeds Parks Fund

Most business leaders (82%) were unaware of leeds Parks Fund (Figure 4-11).
This suggests the need fora high-profile campaign to raise awareness of this
charntable mitiative.

Figure 4.11 Awareness of the Ieeds Parks Fund

Before Participating in this survey, were you aware of the Ieeds
Park Fund?

No 13 (82%)

Yes 25 (18%)

Unweighted count=138; Weighted count=138



5.1 Key points

e 'The establishment of the Ieeds Parks Fund and the need for chartable
donations to support parks was understood as a response to the financial
pressures facing parksas a non-statutory localauthonty service competing
forpublic funding in the c onte xt of auste rty.

e 'There wasa widespread beliefthatcharntable donationsshould notreplace
orbe a substitute forpublic funding of parks. Some saw charntable giving as
a ‘sticking plaster when parks required statutory protection and
approprate public resources allocated for theirupkeep. However, it was
felt that public donations can have a place within a blended model if it
mncludesa centralplace forlocaland central gove mment funding.

e People’s opmions and support for charntable donations were often
conditional, context-specific and relative. Againstthe backdrop ofongoing
challenges for local govemment fnances, efforts to promote charntable
giving were sometimes perceived as an attempt to replace public
spending.

e 'The public are notaccustomed to a culture of giving money to fund parks
and hold a long-standing perception that parks are funded through
taxation. Assuch, many held the perceptionthatdonating is‘paying twice’,
suggesting the need forsensitive marketing and fundraising.

e Lkisbeleved thatthe role ofcharntable donationsto parksshould be to offer
‘extras’, although general maintenance and prvision of basic park
faciltiesisfelt to be whatismost needed.

e While there were recognised vituesofa citywide charntable fund forparks,
targeted giving to specific projectsand local parks was preferred so that
donors know how and where theirdonation isbeing spent.

e Sentiment towards different ways to fund parks is connected to how it is
perceived to alter the traditional concept of a public park, reflecting a
deeply held belefthat parksoffergreen ‘spacesapart’ from the city.

o lkisimportantto tap into the personalinterestsof potential donors, not just
n terms of the cause, but n also n terms of the method of giving, which
may include time, expertise, skills, productsormoney.



5.2 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of focus groups and one-to-one interviews
with 16 volunteers?3, 21 residents and 8 businessleadersconducted between
November2018 and February 2019. Atotalof45 participantstookpartin focus
groups and interviews, principally recruited via the online surveys. Two focus
groups were held with volunteers drawn from the Ieeds Parks and Green
Spaces Forum (FG1 & FG2). Three focus groups were held with residents who
visit and use parks, some of whom were also volunteers (FG3, FG4 and FG5).
One focus group and four one-to-one interviews were held with busine ss
leaders (FG6 and Interviewees 1-4).

The fist section considers sentimenttowardschartable donationsto parksand
green spaces and the establishment of a charntable fund in the context of
austerty. It considers the le and place of charntable donations alongside
othermeansto supplement public funding of parksbefore tuming to consider
charntable giving holistically, encompassing both financial and non-financial
aspects. The second section exploresthe perceived vituesand drawbacksof
a generalcitywide charntable parks fund, underscoring a preference formore
targeted forms of giving that reflect the personal connections people and
businesses have with local and specific parks. The third section provides a
summaryofviewstowardsthe branding,appealand govemance ofthe Ieeds
Parks Fund aswellasperceived bamersto giving. The fourth section considers
the le and engagementofvolunteersin the IeedsParks Fund.

5.3 The role and place ofcharitable donations to parks

Establishing a charitable parks fund in the c ontext of auste rity

The conceptofanindependent,citywide c harntable fund forthe mpr ve ment
of parksand green spaceswasgenerallyseenasa ‘good idea’ by volunte ers,
residents and businesses, albeit one that was‘necessary’ and ‘inevitable’ (p3,
FG2) n the context of sustained cuts to local authornty funding. Many
participantsremarked that public services are having to respond in new ways
because of budget cuts - asone participant said, ‘we’re in that word’ (p1,
FG1). Moreover, it was felt that cuts to local authorty funding have a
particulardly adverse impact on non-statutory services, like parks, asthey must
compete forlmited inve stment with higherpriority public services. Reflecting
this, one resident commented, ‘if you have to choose between socialcare or
child protection orc utting the grassin the park, we llobviously thatlast one isn’t
going to have the same prionty’ (p4, FG5). A volunteersaid, ‘Ithink the re ality
isthatthe moneyisn’tthere, and they’ve [Parksand Countryside Serice]been



cutto the bone’ (p4,FG1). Businessleadersexpre ssed similarse ntime nts stating
thatthe establishmentofthe charntable fund appearsnecessary. One busine ss
leadercommented, ‘centmlgove mment hasyet again fobbed off as much
as it possibly can to lbcal authonties and not given them enough money’
(Interview 4). As such, ‘with austenty things ook really challe nging and the
dangerisunle sswe find new waysofgetting money into parksthey are going
to get worse’ (Interview 3). Hence, most understood the establishment of a
charntable fund in a widercontextoffiscalrestrainton public services, and the
need forcharmntable donationsofmoney and time to compensate forcuts to
parkmaintenance budgetsand staffing levels.

The generalsentiment wasthatchantable donationsshould notreplace orbe
a substitute forcore public funding of parks from nationaland local taxation.
One resident stated, ‘what Iwould hope isthat any chantable funding wo uld
be the icing onthe cake’ (p8,FG4). Hence,reluctantacceptance ofthe need
fora chantable fund for parks was the tone of many of the focus groups: ‘I
don’tthink there’sany way amund it, but Ithink there are big issue swith it’ (p1,
FG1); ‘...we shouldn’t need c hanty forthissont of thing being done — thisis the
position we’re in, but it ks me to be in thisposition, but whatcan we do about
it?’ (pl, FG5). These commentswere indicative ofa widely held beliefthat the
main source of funding for parks should not lie with charties, but with
govemme nt/the state.

The perception that voluntary donations is ‘paying twice’

Although there isno statutory dutyonlocalauthortiesto provide and maintain
parks,there isa long-standing perceptionthatparksare a public good, funded
through taxation, and that local authornties are responsible for their
maintenance and upkeep. In this context, one of the biggest challenges
articulated was the perception that donating is ‘paying twice’ (p3, FG1). This
perceptioncould actasa bamerto giving, particulardy f donationsare sought
forcore provision and basic maintenance. In termsofwhat donationsin parks
should fund, there were paradoxes and tensions in the focus groups. It was
widely believed that the role ofdonationsshould be to offer‘extras’, and that
people would be happierdonating forextras, although they expressed that
general maintenance and basic facilities is felt to be most needed and that
they would be less happy contrbuting towards this, as they feel these should
come from theirtaxes: ‘...peopl willpermapsdonate to c hanty forextras, but
Im not sure how happy they willbe to donate forwhat they think they sho uld
be getting anyway... you might want to pay forsome thing e xtra, but are you
going to pay foryourbasics?’ (pl, FG1); ‘that’s what you pay councitax for
so why should we be paying forthis?’ (p7, FG5). Business leaders expressed



similar sentiments: ‘We pay to the parks anyway through the Council and
businesses pay through comomtion tax and infrastruc ture don’t they so they
are quite within their nghts to say, “we are paying again here arn’t we”
(Interview 2). By contrast, others suggestthat‘need to do’, ratherthan ‘nice to
do’ projects should be the focus fordonations. Hence, a chantable fund for
parksmaybe more appealing fitcleady offers ‘some thing e xtra’ (p1, FG1) but,
even so, ‘changing peopl’sperceptions’ (p7, FG5)isnecessary before some
volunteers, residents and businesses would consider giving. This paradox
appears about concems that donations should not replace taxation, which
should be used to provide good quality parks. The problem is that at the
moment there is mnsufficient public funding for this ‘quality provision’ and
funding isrequired for‘need to do’ maintenance,aswellas‘nice to do’ extras.

Some saw the establishment of a chantable fund as shiftng responsbility for
parks from local authorties to volunteers, residents and businesses, n which
failure to donate would also shift the blame for any future declne in the
condition of parks: ‘Imean the wording on the leaflet “donate today to help
our parks blossom” suggests if you don't donate today, the parks wil not
blossom. So, it's therefore your fault if they end up in disrepair or unused or
bereft of wildlfe’ (p5, FG5). This was, for some, borderng on ‘pmpaganda’
(Interview 3). Others felt that the condition of parks would need to be ‘really
bad’ before some residentswould considerdonating to a charntable fund.

The role and place ofcharitable donations

The House of Commons inquiry into the future of public parks concluded in
2017 that Britain’s 27,000 utbans parksare ata ‘tipping point’ and face threat
of declne with ‘severe consequences (House of Commons 2017: 4). While
recognising the gravity of the chalenges facing parks, the mquiry report
argued that statutory protection would not guarantee park preservation
(House of Commons, 2017). Instead, it identified ‘the potential for local
authorties to raise funds to support their parks through a blended model,
mncluding local authonty funding, commercial income, extemal grants,
fundraising, and socialinvestors’ (House of Commons 2017: 53).

Focusgrmup discussionscaptured opinion on the role and place ofcharntable
donationsalongside othermeansto supplement funding forthe improvement
ofutban green space. Asnoted above, the starting point forthe se disc ussions
wasunequivocally thatchartable donations should notseekto replace orbe
a substitute forcore public funding of parksby the govemment/state but that
charntable donations may have a wle within a wider model of funding.
Charmntable donations, unlke taxation, was seen to be an unreliable and



volatile source of funding, and some questioned the longevity of a chartable
fund for parks. Many felt that the answerto the crsis in parks funding should
come from centralgovemmentratherthan charnty butdid notbelie ve that this
wasa realistic prospect.

Some feltthatlocalauthortiesshould do more to generate ncome from other
meansbefore pursuing charntable donationsfrom residentsand volunteers: ‘...
are the Parksdepanmenntdoing enough to genermte income before they mess
about with donations, because you’ve mentioned vans — are they actually
doing enough to genemte all the income they can do from concessionsor
from people who run classesin the parks, ordare Isay it from dog walkers? 1
think there’sa big scope to genemte mor income, mtherthan justexpecting
people to donate’ (pl, FG1).

By contrast,otherssaw charntable donationsasa preferable source compared
to the prospect of generating mcome from large-scale events and paid
attractions in parks. Holding large events, like music concerts and festivals, is
perceived by some to ‘totally change the nature of the parks and don’t
necessarnly mean thatthey perform the same function thatthey have overthe
years’ (p4, FG1). Another resident said, ‘}f you have lbts and lbts of music
concensorlbtsofcommerciale nte rpnse se nte nng into the parks, that will raise
the money, butit might not protectthe park and the nature of the park could
change. Personally, Iwould ke parks to retain their feature as parks, not a
venue’ (p3, FG4). t wasfelt that parksoffer‘altemative landscapes (ILayton-
Jones, 2016) that are different to the rest of the city, but events would offer
people ‘more ofthe same’ (p4, FG1) and, by implication, would not function
as green ‘spaces apart’. Likewise, there was mixed support for generating
mcome through ntrorducing orextending food and drinkconcessionsbecause
of the pollution caused by food vans and unhealthy items sold, which is
unviable if the parks are cited as providing health bene fits. These comments
resonate with a long-standing Victoran ideal that municipal parks offer
‘spaces apart from the city, largely free from industry, agriculture or
commerce (Barkeret al, forthcoming). Hence, viewson ways to supplement
the funding of utban green space is connected to the traditional concept,
form and characterof a park Commerrcial ventures have a long history of
supporting park use and enhancing experiences. However, exploitation of
commercial opportunities as a way to navigate the cument financial
constraints needs to remain attentive to their potential to alterthe character
and form ofa parkasdistinct spacessetapart from the city.

Others perceived funding from private charntable donations in the same
category asrevenue generated fom commercialgiving, in thatitcanlead to



the privatisation of public space: ‘Public facilities should be maintained with
public money not prnvate donations. Funding through c hanty and commercial
actiwity could lead to privatisation, loss of public access and the running of
parks for profit not public benefit’ (Resident, survey response). Where public
parks compete for business sponsorship and charntable donations, there is a
dangerthatthiscreatesa ‘patc hwork quilt’ (Interview 3) in the quality o f pub lic
green spacesacrossa ciy.

Some residentswere opento a wide range of meansto generate ncome and
bring inve stmentinto theirlocalpark,exceptforchargesforusing parkfac ilitie s:
‘Twouldn’t tum anything away from ourpark. The only thing Idon’t ike though
ischarging —you shouldn’tcharge forparks’ (p2,FG4). Thisreflectswidespread
opposition to the mtroduction or extension of chaiges to use park facilties,
particulady forplayground access, generalamenity and otherpreviously free
uses. Charges are thought to impact negatively park-use and subse quently
reduce the health, wel-being and socialbenefits of parks. The idea of being
‘priced out’ of using a public park wasa fearforsome. There is some support
for charges for some types of concessions, sporting facilties and spec ific
attractionsin parks: ‘Chargesforcertain conce ssions, maybe, but you’d have
to be very careful about that. Could you imagine having to pay to use the
chidren’splaygrounds?’ (p5, FG2). However, many were open to certain paid
attractions in parks that provide placesforchidren and young people in the
schoolholidays. Yetthere were divergentviewsabout what facilitie s should be
free and which should be charged:

P8: ‘Ithought it was disappointing that you had to pay at B mple Newsam to
go into the farm, which Ithought wasa really important part ofeducation for
young childre n, particularly when they don’t know what animalslook like and
where food comes from, so Twas disappointed, because that’s permane ntly
there, and the thing isit’snot just charge, t’sabout whatlveldo youcharge.
P2: Ithink that’sa bit of a hard one because they stillneed to feed and bok
afterthe animals, if there’san additionalattraction Fve neverhad a problem

paying forit.

P10:k dependson what the charge isfor, ifit’s forwalking around a park then
no that’s ndiculous, but if there is something very specific or special if a
company has hired it then it should be charged.” (FG3)

Intoducing or extending car parking charges were generally not seen as
viable, n that they may cost more to administer and enforce than might be
generated in mncome. Residents also questioned the impact of charging for
carparking oncertain groupsand any negative unintended consequencesof



charging, for example, discouraging park use: ‘We need to be boking at
whethercharging ina carpark would actually discourage peopl’ (p4, FG1).
Similarse ntimentswere expressed by businessleaders,although one supported
charging forcarparking to off-setthe carbon foo tprnt.

By contrast, some residents had observed that the removal of charges for
certain park facilities was associated with an increase in the use of those
facilitie s: ‘B’ s inte re sting, at Roundhay the y’re allfree now, the tenniscournts. For
yearsthey [the Council]charged and no one used them and now they’re free
and people are always there’ (p4, FG4). Others suggested that ‘pay as you
feel (p3, FG3) forpark activities is preferable although recognised that this is
nota sustainable and reliable mcome.

Many residents, albeit farfrom all, believed that ncreasing taxation was faier
and ‘the lkast painful way to fund ‘essential serices’ like public parks: ‘&
would be much nicerwouldn’t it if we could just allpay more tax’ (p1, FG1).
Thisalso meantthatsome supported higherbusinessratesand corporation tax:
‘F’sjust a shame that businessesdon’tpay more corporation taxe srmtherthan
me ssing about with donations’ (pl, FG1). This was not fully supported by the
business leaders nvolved in the focus groups: ‘This [chantable gwing] is all
aboutvoluntary and that [taxation]becomesnotvoluntary’ (p3,FG6). Overall,
there wasmixed supportforthe idea of paying more in taxation forparksand
green spaces. Some felt that there were otherimportant public services that
could be rng-fenced for extra taxation, and considered if parks were the
highest priority: ‘Jfa portion of yourbusine ssratesisbeing diverted some whe re
else, then it’sa competing thing isn’tit... isit allbeing diwerted into the Ileeds
Parks Fund why doesn’titget diverted some where else ? Like why doesn’titget
diwernted into filing the potholes in the mad?’ (p7, 12). Others felt that they
would pay more in tax generally forbetterpublic services. Others felt that an
option could be to choose to pay additional counciltax instead of giving to
chanty: ‘“Thatcould be anidea, ifyoucould choose anextra 5%ofyourcounci
taxgoing to parksormadsorwhatever (pl, FG5).

Overal, there wassupportfora varety ofmeansto generate ncome forparks
recognising that some meansmightbe more approprate forcertain parks. A
general sentiment was that prudence and careful judgement was mportant
n thattoo muchofanyappmach to extemalnon-conventionalincome could
be detrimental for a park: ‘B’s a question of judiciousness really, all tho se
optionsoutofhand could just make parksabsolutely awful (p4, FG2). Assuch,
formany, ‘the devil'sin the detail (p7, FG4). Despite varied views,on balance,
voluntary donations were one of the prefered means for mproving urban
green space: ‘Ithink they’re [Parks and Countryside Serice ] between a rock



and a hard place with a ot of thisaren’t they, so maybe chantable giing is
the one thing we ought to really push and try hard with’ (p4, FG1). However,
there was widespread acknowledgement that hamessing charntable
donationswould be a challenging endeavourthatneedsto engage with the
urgency and need for donations and how it would compete with other
c hartie s.

Charitable giving as a holistic concept

Giving to charnty was viewed holistic ally, nvolving financial and non-financial
donations. There is a strong desire by residents, volunteers and busnesses for
charmntable schemes, ike the Ieeds Parks Fund, to embed a bwmaderand more
holistic conceptofgiving thatencompassestime and money:

P1:‘Actually, that’'sa good point, perhapsa donation shouldn’t just be about
money, it should be about time .

P4: That would be a really good idea to that, you could pay in money oryou
could pay in time.

Pl: Because actually, a ot of the things that they’re saying they want to
improve can be done justby people helping.” (FG1)

Indeed, volunteers recognised that ‘time is money’, and time can be more
valuable than money forparksand green spacesaswellasproduce a wide
range of social, health and community bene fits, which may not translate to
giving money: ‘Volunteenng generatesvast numbersofotherbenefits social
benefitss and legacy benefits, and all those community links that simply
donating some money simply can’ttap into’ (p5, FG5).

Businessleaders commonly identified non-financial waysthat they could give
to parks and green spaces, for example, the giving of skills and expertise,
equipment and materals, and paid-time off foremployeesto volunteer. One
businessleadernoted: ‘a bt ofthe largerorganizationsyou know wilgiwe their
staff hoursordo a joint se ssion where they take everybody away ora day of
two and they are alwayslooking forprojectslike that’ (Interview 1). Volunteers
recognised the valuable contrnbutions from businesses in thisregard: ‘a bt of
busine sse svo lunteertheirtime, and form a core partofworking in parks, which
isobviously really valuable’ (p4, FG1). Anotherbusinessleaderfelt thati had
the expertise and skills to support parks, but required partnership working with
the Councilto help: ‘There are badsofparksamund leedsthatare ofvanable
quality and that Ithink we asa company would be interested in using our
expertise and people who work with usto supportimprove me ntsto them... but
[we ] don’t have any sense of owne rship overthem so Ithink trying to bndge
thatgap isa really inte re sting challenge forleeds...” (p4, FG6).



However,t wasrecognised that many residents and busnessesmay nothave
the capacity to give time. One resident said, ‘there are only certain groups
often that are time-nch’ (p7, FG3). Nevertheless, some expressed that they
would preferto ‘donate time ratherthan money’ (p4, FG4). Othersnoted that
relying on volunteering had limitations, given itsad hoc nature and suggested
that money wasimportant forlarge orstrategic park projects. Asone resident
noted, ‘youcan’tdo big projects... with volunteergrmupsthat come ad-hoc’
(p4, FG3).

Most were keen fora charntable initiative to promote a varety of waysto give,
and to recognise non-fnancial waysof giving. Several residents commented
on the Boume mouth Parks Foundation website which, underthe ‘support us
webpage, features multiple waysto give, ncluding: donating generally to the
Foundation, donating to specific projects, volunteering, leaving a legacy,
being a fundraiser,purc hasing merchandise,and ‘give asyoulive’ -a free way
ofraising money forcharnty when shopping online. Overall, participantsnoted
a need to make a personalconnection with potentialdonors, not just in terms
of the cause but also in terms of the method of giving: ‘it’s just a matterof
tapping into the thing that they love to get them to respond — so some may
giwe money, some may give time, some may forexample go around and pick
litterup. Calling it a “fund” —it’sbiggerthan that, because people might not
have money, butthey wantto do something and thatshould be captured too’
(p5, FG4).

The idea of ‘lbgging donationsof time’ (p3, FG3) was identified asa way of
recognising different formsofgiving and appealing to a wideraudience, such
asschoolchildren doing Duke of Edinburgh. Howe ver, some felt that re que sts
to log donationsof time may also be a burden for volunteers. More broadly,
some volunteerssaid that giving time isoften conceived ofasphysicallabour.
However, giving time might nvolve being socialand contrbuting to reducing
lonelness: ‘...t might be thatyourcontnbutionisthatyougo and talkto people
in the park, it doesn’t have to be shoveling something orotheramund’ (p4,
FG1).

5.4 A citywide charitable parks fund

Charntable fundraising can focus on a specific park or parks across a wider
geographicalarea such asa city. The citywide scale of the Ieeds Parks Fund
wasseen asits greatest quality because it offered the prospect that ‘no park
orgren space would be left be hind’ (p2, FG2). Fdonorscan choose to give
to a specific park, t was believed that this may produce mequalties in
mnve stment, primarily by benefitting parks n more affluent areas of the city:



‘voucangetanunequaldistnbution if you’re just sectioning toncenainareas’
(pl, FG3). As such, a citywide initiative has the capaciy to stimulate a
collective outlook, asone resident said, ‘we need to conside rwhe therwe are
Ieeds, orwe are a collection of small communities’ (p8, FG4). The citywide
scale was thought to offera particulady important opportunity for parks and
green spaces in deprived, mner city areas which are most in need: ‘it [the
Ieeds Parks Fund] has to be distribute d fairly throug ho ut the entire city’ (p5,
FG3). Hence, many residents felt that ‘there hasto be some kind of citywide
apprach’ (pl0, FG3). The prospect of qualty green space across all
communities and the belief that the initiative could encourage ‘more
communities to become actwe’ (p8, FG5) resulting in more ‘fantastic parks’
(p6, FG1) were some ofthe vituesofa citywide initiative .

Despite the vitues of a citywide fund, from a donor perspective there were
limitationsasit requires donorsto concede powerand choice overhow and
where their donation is spent. While there was broad support for chantable
donations, ‘because Ilove my parks and want them to be invested in’ (p5,
FG2), the citywide model of the Ieeds Parks Fund was felt to be ‘0o vague’
and ‘amomhous’(pl, FG5) because potential donors were not clear which
projects, parks, green spacesorareasofthe city would bene fit from the funds
raised. Thislackofspecificity aboutthe causesto be supported from the outset
was perceived asa bamerto giving: ‘/Imight donate] if you sort of had an
idea ofwhere yourmoney wasgoing to end up ratherthan justa big pot that
could end up anywhere. If there was a specific project that hig hlights this
money would go towands this...” (p3, FG1). It gave rise to scepticism about
where donors money would eventually be spent and a worst-case scenario
that ‘the money would just disappeardown some little muddy nve rbank into
subsidising the Council (p8, FG5). A consistent finding from previousresearch
on charntable giving is that transparency of the mission and actions of non-
profit organisations, partic ulady how the fundsare used,iscrucialforengaging
donors (Gorczyca and Hartman, 2017). Some suggested thata citywide fund
could focuson citywide projectsorstrategic themescommon to allparksand
green spaces, such as playgrmounds, wildlife habitats, bees and pollinatorsor
seekto connect parksand green spacesin a wider green infrastruc ture that
may also encourage people to give beyond their local park. Such an
approach may help to shift donorsfocuson ‘where’ donationsare going, to
‘what they are supporting, potentially extending willingness to give beyond
localprmjectsand parks.

The generalsentiment wasthatan allpurpose, citywide parks fund is not likely
to inspire donations because it does not provide donors with the comfort of



knowing where theirdonationisgoing and isunable to fulfldonorpreferences
for giving to particular parks - based on strong connections they have with
certain parks. However, knowledge of projectsto be funded n advance may
extend willingnessto give beyond residents localpark: ‘Idon’t think Id gwe to
a genemnlfund. Im not that mean that Fd only give money to my localpark,
butifthere wasa specialprmjectIwould want to know where my money was
going to go actually, to be perfectly honest’ (pl, FG1). Therefore, most
participants suggested that charntable giving needed to be ‘anchored’ (p3,
FG3) in some way — via specific projects, certain parksorgreen spaces (e.g.
community parks or parks below national quality standards), groups of
beneficiaries (e.g.children and young people)orcore themes(e.g. wildlife or
health)—in orderto inspire volunteers, residentsand businessesto engage with
the intiative, and considerdonating to it. hdeed, forthose who were keen to
support the intiative, providing greater transparency and specificity over the
direction of donations may persuade them to give: ‘Twould de finite ly donate
if ] knew where the money was going to’ (p2, FG4). Giving donors control
mspies trust and an ncreased propensity to donate (Charnty Commission for
England and Wales, 2018).

There wasa preference towards giving to specific projects that connect with
therpersonalinterests and to therrlocalormain parkofuse, asone volunteer
said: ‘Twant any money to go into my lbbcalpark’ (p3, FG1). For volunte e rs,
giving theirtime allowsthem to contribute ‘in a very personalway to yourown
personal, private, meaningfulpark’ (p5, FG5). hdeed, research on chantable
giving identifies the importance of personal preferences and seeing the
meaningfulimpactofdonations (Breeze, 2010). Others who saw themselvesas
potential legacy donors wanted to know that their donation would benefi
therrlocalarea: ‘ITactually made my willand put Iee ds Parks Fund in it but Fd
q uite kke to know some where down the lne thatit’sgoing to benefitourarea’
(p1, FG2). Overall, t wasfelt that specific projectsallow people to ‘make their
mind up about whether they choose to make that one of their personal
prionties’ (p4, FG5). Hence, many participants favoured an approach to
voluntary donations that draws on elements of civic crowdfunding, where a
specific project is identified and approved in advance and funding for it is
raised from many people. This is the approach taken by MyParkScotland, a
crowdfunding platform specifically forparksand greenspacesin Scotland, by
the Boumemo uth Parks Foundation, and Spacehive.

Some residents felt thatcertain largerbusinesses may be happy to c ontrbute
to a citywide parksfund: “There are lotsofemployersin leedswho oughtto be
putting money in thisand they wouldn’t want to give to a specific park, places



like Asda and the NHS and Loyds, hope fully they would put money in forthe
whole project and be perfectly happy to fund those biggerthings (p5, FG2).
However, smallerbusinesses and localpeople might preferto contrbute to a
specific parkorproject: ‘Butthenyou maygetsmalle rbusine ssesthatare local
to [park name ] that would like to supportthere...” (pl, FG2).

In the same way that donors preferlocal charties to intemational charties —
with research showing local charnties tend to be trusted more (Charty
Commission for England and Wales, 2018) — businesses, volunteers and
residents expressed a desire to be able to donate to theirlocal parkorparks
that they feel greatest affinity or personal connection. A generalised
chartable fund may not tap into the peronal connections residents,
volunteers and businesses have with specific parks, which may result in fewer
donations: ‘I think people come along and volunteer because they feel
they’re doing something that’'s good for their community, they’re doing
something that’'s good for them, but they have this almost ownership feel
armound this is my Ilbcal arra and I care about it... if they plnked
me...somewhere else in Ileeds I prmobably wouldn’t feel the same
commitment... and Ithink with the c hantable giwing, Ithink forindwidualsthat’s
going to be quite anissue’ (p4,FG1). Some busnessleadersidentified a tension
between the location oftheirbusiness (in the city centre) and the location of
many parks and green spaces (outside of the city centre) which may affect
their engagement with green space and, subsequently, their willingne ss to
engage with a chantable initiative: ‘i#’sone ofthe greenercitie sin the country
and hasone ofthe leastgreen city centres’ (pl, FG6).

Business leaders supported the idea of an mitiative that sought more
opportunities to iImprove local green space: ‘I think the manage ment and
developmentin green spaces and gwwing localpeople the opponrunity to a
fund that can actually make a difference to theirlocalpark, lam very happy
to supportthatactivity’ (Interview 2). They were also keen to support parksthat
were neatby and cited the benefitsof green space fortherremployees and
clients. One businessleaderwas keen to improve the ‘greenness of the city
centre as well as accessibility to other parks and green spaces: “...we are
interested in activities-a lotofusgo running and want to do things lke softball
etc. Oppontunitie sare imited close to the office. We have been talking about
potentially going to one ofthe otherparksand ge tting invo lve d with so me thing
over there’ (p2, FG6). By contrast, another business leader who pumosely
selected a location outside ofthe city centre and neargreen space spoke of
the value of nearby parksto theiremployees, forinstance, ‘to walk mund the
park, have yourlunch there, work overthere if you want’ (Interview 4); ‘Ithink



clients who drnve out to see usactually ke the fact thatthey are notin leeds
[city] and there’sa park’ (Interview 4).

A popularsuggestion wasthata citywide charntable parks fund could have a
‘two-pronged approach’ (pl, FG3), offering donors the opportunity to give to
parksand green spacesgenerally ordonate to a specific project/local park,
ora combmation ofboth: ‘You could have the top three thingsthat we wo uld
like to try and fundmise, plus if you want to split it acrmss and have a geneml
thing aswell... You need some thing specific’ (p6, FG2). This was supported by
some businesses who suggested providing an option of offering to splt
donationsbetween a generalfund and a specific park: ‘forevery £100 we put
in, £80 can go to the parkofourchoice, so thisone, and £20 goe sinto a wider
fund. That that would encoumge companies to gwe’ (Interview 4). A two-
pronged approach was felt by some to address the lack of inspiration to
donate to a citywide fund, whilst also retain some of its virtue s.

A further suggestion to imspire and sustain chartable donations to parks and
greenspaceswasto offerspecific temsin parksthat‘youactually can go and
visit and see you’ve funded’ (p3, FG3). Supporting thisidea, a volunteersaid:
‘You could do more, sort of, sponsor yourlocal park rather than chantable
gwing, though couldn’t you? Like they do with Topical Word or the canal
gardens, you go and see yourpet spider, you know, which my kids used to
love! (p4,FG1). According to previousresearch,one ofthe mainreasonslocal
charntiesreceived continued supportisbecause donorshad seenevidence of
the work being done first-hand (Knowles and Sullivan, 2017). However, others
noted that charmties identify a specific person or animal, but include a
disclaimer which means that they can use the money for a wider cause:
‘...when you donate to a chanty, often allthe chanties will say although you
think you’re donating for [something specific], they can spend their money
whereverthey want’ (pl, FG1).

5.5 The Ieeds Parks Fund model

This section of the report provides a summary of the main findings relating to
the branding, appeal and govemance of the Ieeds Parks Fund model of
charntable giving. It conside rs vie ws o n the title ofthe Fund,aimsand objectives,
transparency and accountability, distrib ution offunds, we bsite, and the role of
the Council



Name

Some did not feel that the title of the charntable fund wasappealing: ‘Ieeds
Parks Fund doesn’t inspire me at all.. it doesn’t sound inte re sting, it doesn’t
sound inviting... LPF sounds more lkke a bank’ (pl1l0, FG3). Whie many
commented that the title isnotthe ‘wowest’ (pl, FG3), otherssaid, ‘The name
does what it says on the tin’ (p7, FG4). A consistent point was that the title
relatesonly to parks, whichdoesnotcapture the broad ambition: ‘Idon’t think
it [the Ieeds Parks Fund title | de fine s the totality of theirestate, it’s o bvio usly
not just parks, it’s forests, woodlands, green spaces, and “parks” is a bit
municipal in a way. Iprefera bit of a “green” titk’ (p2, FG2). The name
therefore ispotentially a bamerto engagement.

Strategic aims and objectives

It was felt that the Ieeds Parks Fund needs a ‘visible strategy’, ncluding clear
aims and objectives, a sense of scale and ambition, specific targets/projects
forgiving, and proposed outcomesin the short and longerterm. Forinstance,
one volunteersaid: ‘Pve no idea whatsortofsize of potthey’re hoping to get’
(p4, FG1). Others felt that the Ieeds Parks Fund needsto be more ambitious,
focusing onlarge projectsthat willmake a realdifference to the city: ‘...forme
the big problm with this community-funded thing [is] you can’t do big
projects... Because it’s big expenditure, you know, instaling a skate park, for
example, or inproving the playground with rubber mats is very expe nsive,
professionalwork’ (p4, FG3).

Most wanted to see example projectsto envision betterthe scope, aims and
ambitions of the Ieeds Parks Fund: ‘Even at this eary stage, finding a few
examples of fundable projects and almost putting them in straight away,
almost before the trusteeshave beenestablished to show goodwilland a kind
of pro forma’ (p5, FG2). The list of examples provided on the website of what
donations might fund in parksdo notappealto alland could be off-putting: ‘1
would actually say bulbs aren’t particularly important and a concert isn’t
panticularly important in my mind’ (pl, FG1). Some residents would be
nterested in donating if the exampleswere more ‘imaginative’ (p8, FG5) such
as ‘Free space forchidren to play and build densand people to see wildlfe’
(p3,FG5). People’sviewsvaried asto whatexamplesmightbe mostappealng,
and which are off-putting. This variance was felt to reflect competing and
conflicting viewsabout ‘whatparksare for (p4, FG1).

Some identified concemsaboutthe long-te rm sustainability of projectsfunded
through chantable donations,asone businessleadersaid: ‘Anotherchalle nge



is longevity; making sure it’s there forthe long term’ (p3, FG6). Anothersaid,
‘Sustainability of what the Fund does hasto be the key to it because itisboth
a questionofimproving and maintaining and the maintenance isase xpe nsie
asthe improving bit in the bbng run’ (p1, FG6).

Otherswanted to know how the IeedsParks Fund connects with the Parksand
Green SpacesStrategy forleeds and integrates with othercitywide strate gies.
Some were aware that the crteria for allocating grants includes makng a
difference to the quality of parks as measured by the Green Fag standamrd.
However, this mised questions about whetherapplications to improve parks
that alrady meet this standard are ineligible orlowerprionty: ‘If we putin an
application are the assessors going to say, “well they met the qualty park
minimum score; therefore, they’re not going to be high up on the pnonty list”’
(p2, FG2). Some business leaders noted a qualitative difference between
raising standardsofparksthatare cumentlyin poorcondition and making parks
even better places: ‘/bringing] parks and green spaces that are strugglhng,
panticularly in more depnved areas up to the standard, nght, that’s cleanly
different from making ourcommunity spacesevenbetter (Interview 3). Overall,
to mspire residents and businessesto engage with thisinitiative the Ieeds Parks

Fund needsclearstrategic objectives,a mbustambition and well-defined aims.

Transparency and accountability

Related, the Ieeds Parks Fund website wasfelt to be much ‘f0oo0 lght’ in te rms
of priorties, content about the eligibility, processand crteria forawarding and
allbocating grants from the chantable donations raised and in terms of its
administrative running costs: ‘Ithought the we bsite was a lbitle bit ight —a lot
lightin fact,intermsofprocess, priontie s, strategies, how it integrates’ (p7,FG4).
Clear information is important to perceptions of transparency and
accountabilty and may remove suspicions about how donations are to be
spent. Most wanted ‘a clearstatement of accountability on the website’ (p7,
FG4). It was felt that the lack of detai about ‘who’s going to make the
decisionsabout where the moneygoes, and how willthey justify it and allthat’
(p4, FG5) may affect decisionsto donate.

Residents who had visted the Boumemouth Parks Foundation website
commented positively on the specificity of charntable donation targets, clanty
about how much had been raised, the detai of projects funded/seeking
funding and the clanty of aims, ambitions and govemance structures: ‘Twe nt
from Nesta’s page to Boume mouth Parks Foundation page and was very
impressed by itbecause it’svery muchprojct-based and sayshow much they
want to raise, it’svery clearabout the structure of the organisation, and how



it’s a chantable trust. Ithought it was much more encourmging to donate
because youcould see exactly where the money wasgoing and there wasa
hierarchy of expe nditure and some ground projects. So, Ithought the Ileeds
Parks Fund is like a bottomle ss pit, you don’t know what’sgoing in, you don’t
know what’sgoing out’ (p4, FG2).

Distrdbution of funds

The leeds Parks Fund seeks voluntary donations from local people and
busine sses, which community groupscan laterapply to fora grantto improve
their local park or green space. There was a concem that this model of
allocating chamntable funds would predominately benefit (affluent) areas
which have established ‘Friends orCommunity groupswho have the time, skills

(3

and organisation to apply for grants: ‘...the ones [parks] with we llorganised
“Friends” groups are going to be in a strongerposition to benefit... because
they’ll have the intere st and the motivation to make an application, whereas
if you’'re in an area where you can’t get people to take an interest you’re
going to struggle to bene fit from the Iee ds Parks Fund’ (p4,FG5). Hence,twas
suggested that the Ieeds Parks Fund has the potential to widen rather than
namow mnequalities in park mvestment across the city, asone businessleader
said: ‘Ithink instinc twe ly that it isgoing to reinforce ine qualitie s’ (Interviewee 1).
Anothersaid, ‘working classareasdon’t know theirway amund the Councilor
the funding oppontunities...” (Interviewee 3).

Considerng this, many felt it was important forthe Ieeds Parks Fund to offer
support and mentoring to community groups: ‘Id bke to see the Ieeds Parks
Fund have a ml in facilitating or maybe even mentonng local groups, to
enable them to apply for funds’ (p7, FG4). Others suggested that the crtena
used to allocate funding might mitigate such aneffect,asone resdentnoted:
‘“That’s not always the case [that affluent areas benefit], when you apply for
money, Imean the Iottery Fund particularly looksatneedy cases... so in many
waysdeprnved areasare the target forfunding’ (p3, FG4).

Arelated concemishow demanding the grantapplication processwilbe for
community groups, particulady with regards to ‘straightforwardness’ and
‘ease’. One volunteer with previous experence of applying forgrants said: ‘1
mean applying for the postcode lttery is actually very easy to apply for.
Green leedswasa nightmare and, if leeds City Council, if that’s the way that
the Ieeds Parks Fund is going to expect groups to apply fori...” (pl, FG1).
Moreover, some volunteers spoke of the burden on certain communities of
grant schemes that rely on community groups applying for and delivering
projects: “...it is hard work [applying for funding], and if you’re asking people



from areas where there is more pressure forthem to do all sorts of things and
Just getthrough life then you’re making a huge demand on them...” (p3, FG1).

Communicating urgency and need of charitable donations to parks

T mspire voluntary donations, most articulated the need to provide an
explanation asto whydonationsare necessaryorurgentnow. Therefore,itwas
commonly expressed that the Ieeds Parks Fund needs clear targets for
donations and the branding needs a clear message about what might
happen ifpeople do notdonate (aswellaswhat might change f people do
give). Asone busnessleadernoted, ‘Ithink the brand ispretty good butagain
yeah it doesn’t feelthat important to me’ (p4, FG6). Hence, many pointed to
the need to underscore the financial challenges facing parks, which may
provide the sense ofurgency orneed required to stimulate giving: ‘Istill don’t
think people realise the fullextentofthe lackof funding ther’sgoing to be to
maintain parksand Idon’t think thatcomesacrmss[on the website]. So, Idon’t
think there’s any urgency be hind this and there should be... Ithink there’s a
reluctance on the part of the City Council to actually say that... And Ithink
thatthey need to be stmmight with people, because otherwise you’re notgoing
to putenough urgency be hind this’ (p4,FG1). The media coverage ofpolitical
messagesaboutthe prospectofausterty ending contrbuted to this:

‘Pl:Imean, how urgentisit? That’sa very good point.

P4: We know that Parks’ budget hasbeen cut quite severely overthe last two
orthree yearscenainly.

P3: And Iassume it’llbe cutagain forApnl

P1: But peopl have just been told they [the Gove mme nt] will e nd auste ity
now.

P4:That’llbe alnght then, in fact, we may notneed thisat all’ (FG1)

Thisgave nse to callsforgreaterclarnty about how, and mn whatway, voluntary
donations is a response to local authonty budget cuts and, should the
economic climate improve and austerty politics end, what this will mean for
the longevity ofthe charntable initiative.

Businessleaderssuggested thata chantable fund forparksneedsto stand out,
cleady articulatng the need for donations, the reasons why the Counci
cannot make these improvements themselves, the specific benefits for
businessesofdonating aswellaswidersocietaland enviomnmentalbene fits.

Competition from othercharities



While parksand green spaceswere widelyacknowledged asessentialto cities,
forthe many benefitsthey provide —it wasrecognised thata chantable fund
forparkswilface ‘huge competition’ (p1, FG1) from high profile ¢ hartie s. One
businessleaderstated, ‘You need to convince me [my money] should go [to
the LPF] ratherthan to those otherorganisations’ (p3, FG6). Many questioned
‘how is thisone [IPF]going to compete inthe pool?’ (p4, FG1), particulardy in
the light ofthe discussion above.

Hence, business leaders felt that a chantable parks fund needs to be ‘high
profie’ to attract companies who are deciding where to donate: ‘Ther’s a
big noise isn’t there, so you’ve gotto be the thing that sticksout ofthat noise’
(p2, FG6). A challenge wasthata parkscharnty generateslessofan emotive
response ncomparnsonto ‘cancerchanties, dementia c hantie salltho se things
which atthe momentare very high profile ...’ (Interviewee 2). Considering this,
some businessleaderssaid thatthere isgreaterneed fora parksfund to create
a ‘personalconnection and things that you know tick a box with indwiduals’
(Interviewee 4).

Research suggests that human services charnties tend to be the focus for
donations, with giving to non-human services charties (e.g. arts, environme nt,
animals,etc.) being favoured by donors with highere duc ation le vels (Be nne tt,
2012). Acore challenge fora parks’ charty iscompetition by people-focused
charties: “...there’sa lot of competition forpeopl’s spare money these days
and perhapsparksasopposed to people... peopl orparks,peopl mightwin’
(p3, FG1). Nonetheless, discussions suggest that it is largely the benefits that
parks generate for people and wildlife, not the actual spaces in and of
themselves, which are important. Hence, atherthan a generalfocuson parks,
charntable fundraisihng may be more appealing if it focuses on the benefitsof
parks to people: “...there isa callforlotsof chantable donations [so] you’'ve
gotto demonstrate why it’sbeneficialto everyone. Everyone unde rstandsit’s
beneficial butyou’ve gotto maise the profile ofwhy a fund willactually be ne fit
peopl’ (pl, FG6). By making a parks chartable initiative about people, and
the possible benefitsto people, it may inspire a higheremotional connection
and compete more effectively with otherc harities.

Furthemore, the core message about why people should donate needsto be
wrtten from the perspective of a potential donor: ‘I think “why donate” is
wrnitte n asifthe councilhave wrniten it, notasifyou’re going to donate. Peopl
do care aboutobesity and allthose things but that’snot why they donate, so
that’s probably wntten slghtly wrong’ (p3, FG3). Hence, the branding of a
charntable parks fund needsto have personalappeal asone resdentsaid: ‘&
needsto be personal thisisn’t personal it needsto be some thing that when it



comesto the doorit doesn’t just go in the bin, but you ook at it and your first
impression isthatit’spersonalto you’ (p5, FG3). Previousresearch pointsto the
mportance of personal appeal affecting an individual's willingness to give;
personal connection with the cause significantly shapes charmnty choice
(Bennett, 2012).

Website and leaflet design

While mostliked the lookofthe website and leaflet,there were divergentviews
on the use of ilustrations. Some expressed a preference for photographic
mages: ‘Twould have liked to have seen some photographsofourwonde rful
woodlands covered in bluebells. That is more lkely to make me think, “oh
aren’t we lucky, we should suppornt it” than a lbad of carfoons’ (p6, FG2).
Othersliked the ilustrations stating itis ‘really welldone... attractive... snappy’
and feltthat ‘the ovemllthing would make usdonate asa busine ss’ (Inte rview
4).

A second issue was the perception that the branding does not fully capture
the diverse typesofgreen spacesin the city: ‘Ithink that the style ofillustration
and the choice isvery “neat”, and it doesreflect a very nice, neat park with
fowers and demarcated areas’ (p8, FG5). Further, some suggested that the
llustrationscommunicate nomative ideasaboutappropriate use ofparksand
reinforce an image about who belongs in parks: ‘Fveryone’s be having very
well in the pictures! [laughter and resounding agrement]/ I do get the
impressionifyouare going to use a park, thisisthe kind ofthing you’re allowed
to use it for... People use parksin maybe waysbeyond what’sthere... you say
it’sa chantable parkconcept but i’sabout what one isallowed to do when
yougo’ (p5, FG5).

Many suggested thatleafletsare becoming obsolete and thatthe Ieeds Park
Fund needs a presence on social media: ‘We used to produce lkafletsa bt
butonce Facebook’scome up people start coming without eve n asking and
we found we don’tneed leafletsanymore’ (p3, FG1). Research suggeststhat
effective use of social media can inspire chantable giving, particulady by
young people (Gorczyca and Hartman, 2017). hdeed, socialmedia hasbeen
credited as being a key component of civic crowdfunding as onlne
engagementtendsto encourage furthermobilisation and involve ment o ffline
(Stiveret al, 2015). Othersfelt that the Ieeds Parks Fund should be advertised
via stallsateventsin parksacrssthe city, giving localpeople the opportunity
to ask questions about the chamntable intiative. Some suggested that a
television programme would help to raise the profile of the Ieeds Parks Fund:
‘Imean the best way of making money is like they do on television isn’t it, on



Chidren in Need, Imean iflook North could do a program about Ieeds parks
orsomething and ask formoney that way, that would hit a biggeraudience
and you might get more money...” (pl, FG1).

Independence and role ofthe Council

The Ieeds Parks Fund was iitiated by a parnership, including Ieeds
Community Foundation, leedsParksand Green SpacesForum and Ieeds City
Council Ieeds Community Foundation manage and administerit, providing a
degree of independence from the Council Forsome, the directengagement
ofthe Councilasa partnerispositive but forothersthisaddsto theirsce pticism
aboutthe miiative,leading to callsforgreaterclanty aboutthe Councismwle:
‘Ithink people willbe suspiciousifthe Councildoeshave a lotofinvolve ment...
so Ithink that the fact that the Councilare involved needsto be defined just
how they’re going to be imvolved’ (p6, FG3). In this context, that Ieeds
Community Foundation are accountable for the fmances is important: ‘to
have anindependentbody isessential (p4, FG2).

Further, owing to the Councisinvolvement asa partner, many felt that there
isa need fora clearstatement on how the Ieeds Parks Fund is envisaged to
provide ‘additionality’ and, by implication, the mmimum standard that
residentscould expectthe Councilto deliverwithout charntable donations. As
one volunteernoted, ‘we don’t know what theircore deblvery is’ (p4, FG1). A
further tension emerged in that whie residents and volunteers felt that a
charntable fund should focuson offering ‘so me thing e xtma’, many primanly wish
to see ‘the basics improved: ‘often whatpeople want are pathsthat work, a
loo that's functional (p4, FG1). Anothervolunteersaid, ‘Ithink loos probably
should be a basic thing, Iwouldn’t be particularly happy to donate fora oo
block...” (p1, FG1).

Greater clanty about the mle of the Counci is also important to expel
sc e ptic ism thatthe LeedsParks Fund, if suc c e ssfulin generating anincome, wil
notreplace orbe a substitute forcore funding of parks: ‘Has there been any
commitment from the Council that if this was to go ahead orif this did start
raising sig nificant amountsofmoney that theirfunding wouldn’tdrmop atall? ...
that’s my biggest, biggest concem is that they’ll see this as a backup fund’
(p10, FG3). Thiswasprncipally because residentsand volunteers valued highly
the ‘expenence’, ‘expentise’ and ‘leadership’ (p4 FG1) provided by the Parks
and Countryside Service: ‘I think they [Parks Department] are absolutely
amazing and Ithink the irskill le ve ls and theirknowledge of theirara and the
parks to the minute detai — you can’t find that anywhere... and this Fund
should not be about e placing that. And if anything, Iwould actually give the



money to [the Parks department] and make sure they spend it propeny’ (p7,
FG3). Assuch, anotherresident said: ‘...itisn’ta case of we want the voluntary
parks fund that’sgoing to thenreplace ILeeds City Parksde partment be cause
we want thatasthe core...” (p8, FG3).

Recognition fordonors

Ik wasunclearhow donations to the Ieeds Parks Fund wilbe acknowledged
and given recognition: ‘#’s unclarabout what the sort of feedback is, what
the reward is forthe good deed, how yourdonation is ac knowl dged’ (p3,
FG2). Some residents perceived a need to differentiate chartable donations
from business sponsorship in terms of recognition for donors. Noting the
proliferation of signson mundaboutsacrossleeds, residents were concemed
about physical formsofrecognition that might be offered to donors: ‘The last
thing we want to do is something like with the Ieeds roundabouts, where
people ostensibly sponsora mundabout that’sjust plain grassand a huge sign’
(p2, FG2).

There was a mixed response by businesses to the need fordonorrecognition.
While some businesses noted that they cumently donate to charnties witho ut
receiving recognition forit, others stated that recognition in some form wo uld
be something they would expectand expressed a desire fordirection ashow
to maximize the bene fit fora busine ssfrom theirdonation: ‘Ithinkpe rhapsthere
isanelmentin it that perhaps [the ICF] may be able to help and guide the
busine ssin how to maximise the be ne fit forthat busine ss from the irsp onso rship’
(pl, FG6). Some businessleaders suggested thatrecognition doesnotalways
need to take the form ofa physicalsign in a park: ‘Idon’t need ourname on
topofalcalparkthatwe’ve supported the fundsofX aslong aswe are seen
to be supporting leeds Park Fund’ (Interview 2). ltispossible thatdonorscould
be acknowledged through social media. It was suggested that busnesses
could use their own social media account to mcrease awareness of their
support fora charty. Overall, business leaders articulated a range of factors
that shape their decisions to donate to a charmnty, mcluding employee or
business owner connections with a charnty orcause; donorrecognition and
publicity; seeing the benefits and direct impact; need for donations and
mportance ofthe cause;and the prominence ofthe charnty.

5.6 Role and engagementof volunteers

Volunteers make a significant contribution to the improvement of parks and
green spaces through the practical work and time they give. In leeds,
volunteers provide an equivalent of 109 full-time staff. There are over 100



‘Fiends and ‘In Bloom’ groups and a number of parks have community
partnership agreeme nts.

Volunteersheld vared viewsofthe leedsParksFund,whatrole they mightplay
and how they might engage with i#, mncluding as possble
applicants’beneficiaries of funding, as donors, as fundraisers and as
championsforthe mitiative. The main way thatmostvolunteersperceived their
role wasto help raise awarenessofthe IeedsParks Fund. Most volunteerswere
happy to ‘fly the flag’,but preferably in waysthat would support theirwork in
specific parksand green spaces.

Some volunteers, but not alll saw themselves as potential
applicants/’beneficiaries of funding: ‘...if there’s an opportunity to get grants
for biggerthings that we need then that’s the only way we’re going to go
forward, so Im plased to see i’ (p3, FG2). Some volunteers said that their
group values the time people give more than money, and that there were
alrrady several community grants schemes available to apply to: ‘My
unde rstanding is that there isn’t a shortage of money and grmants forlocal
gmoups to apply for, it’s just the bureaucrmacy of actually applying for them
which s hard work’ (p4, FG1). Some felt that they would apply if t meant
receiving funding to pay for more park staff who could support them with
projects: ‘I fact if anything, we’d apply to it to keep the skille d professionals’
(pl, FG1).

Research suggests that there is a relationship between volunteering for a
cause and chamntable donations to that cause, which the onlne survey
supports (see Chapter'Three). However, in the focus group disc ussions many
volunteers felt that they were alrady donating substantial amounts of time
and labourand therefore did not see themselves as potential donors, noting
that it was ‘asking the same people to do more’ (p3, FG1). Anothervolunteer
said, ‘Ithink hone stly, you’re asking the wrong group of people because we
volunteer our time, so we donate to our local parks quite a considerable
amount’ (p4,FG1). Othervolunteerssaid theywould considerdonating money
aswellastime if thisbenefitted theirspecific parkorgreen space.

Mo st volunteers said that they were already doing local fundraising for their
parkand, unlessthe IeedsParks Fund could be aligned to theire ffortsin some
way,they did notsee themselvesasfundraise rs forthe mitiative. One volunteer
said, ‘fm notdoing fundmising. We could mise fundsbut if we did it would be
forusnot forParks [De partment], sormry’ (p1, FG1). One ofthe implcationsofa
citywide, generalfund,isthatthere isno guarantee thatfundraising willbe ne fit
a specific volunteergroup orpark. In such a situation, t may be preferable for



volunteer groups to fundraise for themselves, where they are guaranteed
access to the funding, rather than putting effort nto raising funds that might
then be allocated to anotherpark: ‘Twouldn’t be so interested to do it and
benefit a park in another community because our members wil want to
benefit ourpark orat least want to know how ourpark can get the benefi
from i’ (p1, FG2).

There was a general desire for more discussion with the Council about the
development of the Ieeds Parks Fund, which could lead to more effective
ways to support each others initiatives. As one volunteernoted: ‘¥ would be
nice to sit down with some people from Parks [De parntme nt/to actually disc uss
this in this sort of forum actually... because we want to be on the same side
but they don’t quite unde rstand where we’re coming from and ourproble ms,
and we don’t necessanly unde rstand the pressures and juggling that they’re
having to do. I would make this more successful and we’d all have more
confidence Ithinkifthatsortoftwo-wayconversationcould happen’ (p4,FG1).
Many volunteers commented on the improvement in relations with Parks and
Countryside Service but felt that more support could be offered to projects
that volunteers want to take forward in parks.

5.7 Conclusions

The focus groups and interviews identified challenges and possble bamiers to
hamessing charntable donations to parks and green spaces. Some of these
applyspecifically to the IeedsParks Fund modelofchartable giving, but many
have wider resonance and mplications for local authorties, ¢community
foundations and park foundations engaged in raisng voluntary private
donations. One ofthe mostsalientissueswasthe need fora charntable initiative
to be transparent and offer specificity, in terms of the process foralloc ating
funds, the intended projects, and how the funds might be distrbuted fauly
across the city. Second, fundraising forspecific causesorpmwjectsratherthan
a general parks fund is more appealng from a donors perspective as it
providesclanty on the intended use of donations, mprovestransparency and
accountability, and invites supportforspecific causesthatmaybe of personal
inte re st. Further, the latterprovidesscope to engage and hamessthe capacity
of volunteersby combining fundraising effortsforspecific projectsin theirlocal
park Thid, a significantbamerto voluntary donationswasthe perception that
donating money forthe immprovementofparksis‘paying twice’, belie ving that
the maintenance of green spaces is the Councils responsibility, paid for by
public taxation. This challenge is likely to be faced by others setting up
charntable intiatives and requires a collective endeavour to engage with a
long-standing and deeply held perception of parksaspublicly funded assets,



despite a long history of phianthropic and chantable donations to parks.
Fourth, park chartable causes must compete for donations with people-
focused charmnties. Charties, where the direct beneficiaries are people, are
likely to be chosen in preference to non-human services c harties, such as the
arts, envimnment and animals. A parks chantable fund could benefit from
focussing on how t might benefit people, and marketing itself as suc h.

There are severalimplicationsofthese findings. First, there isa need to ‘anchor
the cause and to build a modelofdonation and fundraising around thatcause.
Faciltating a personal, emotional connection to a charntable cause is vital,
and so identifying themes common to allgreen spaces may help to inspire
people to donate to projects beyond theirlocal park The Ieeds Parks Fund
could offerthe option to donate to specific projectsorparks whilst maintaining
the generalcitywide fund, through ‘split’ donations.

A furtherimplication concemsimprovement to the marketing and branding of
the IeedsParks Fund, particulady in termsofitssocialmedia presence, the title
of the charntable fund, and communication about the urgency and need for
donations. Greaterclanty about the mle ofthe Council, the ndependence of
the mitiative and the reasons behind the need forchartable donations were
also suggested asimportant within the branding. Finally, a holistic approach to
giving, offering a varety of financial and non-fnancial ways to engage with
the inttiative wasimportant from a donorperspective.



Public parks have been quintessential components of our towns and cities
since the nineteenth century. They are vital elements of ourcultural hertage
and provide a wide range of benefits to the health and wel-being of dive rse
communitie s and individuals throughout theirlives. As thisresearch shows, the
public recognise and value these benefits, egarding parksand green spaces
asimportant oressential to their quality of life and mo st use them fre quently.
Many businessleadersrecognise that parks contrbute to the attractivenessof
citiesand provide benefits to the wel-being of theremployees. As the Ho use
of Commons (2017) inquiry into the ‘future of public parks’ acknowledged, the
UKs 27,000 public parksare ata crtical juncture - at risk of serious decline in
the face ofthe continuation ofcutsto localauthorty budgets. Given the scale
of ongoing fiscal constraint, there is growing acknowledgement that park
managers need both to diversify their sources of mcome and to work
collaboratively with a pluralty of people active in this sphere (Barkeret al,
forthcoming). Recent years have seen extended opportunities for ndividuals
and corporatesto volunteerin parksand chartable initiativesthatexplore the
potential to generate a sustainable mcome stream for parks from voluntary
donations by park-users and busnesses who have strong emotional
attachmentsto therparksand denve bene fits from them.

There isa long history of philanthropic and charntable donationsto parks, which
played an important mle in park development during the formative Victorian
perod. Giftsby localbenefactorscontinue to support parksto thisday. Today,
there isa trend towardsdeveloping more organised struc ture s forphilanthro pic
and charntable giving —often in partnership with local authorties — to hamess
voluntary donationsto parks from the public and busine ssesvia theircormporate
social responsibility objectives. In this context, many local authorties are
actively developing partnerships with charntable bodies to hamess new forms
ofcivic engagementand tap into a widersetofresources. Although many are
still in ther infancy, there is a burgeoning wealth of mnovation and
experme ntation, including via the Rethinking Parks programme.

Thisresearch aims to contribute to shaping a discourse on the role and place
of charntable giving in relation to parks. It seeks to do so in ways that see
residents and businesses not simply assources of ‘untapped’ resourcesoras
‘passive’ usersofa service provided by the localauthorty, butratherasactive
co-producersofpark futures with capabilitie s, knowledge and resourcesto be
betterhamessed though creative modesofengagement. While thisresearch
wasconducted in leeds, engaging reside nts, voluntee rs and busine sse s in the



city, many of the insightsapply more broadly and have implic ations fortho se
engaged in setting up and delivering (new) chartable donation-based
mnitia tive s.

Ashighlighted eadier,chartable donationsrelyon public and businesssupport,
willingnessto donate and acceptance thatdonationshave a constructive role
and place to play in funding park mprovements. The public and business
community have complex views about the mle of donations and varying
dispositions to donate — lluminated in this research through surveys, focus
groups and interviews — wamanting more thorough consideration by the local
authonty sector, parksfoundationsand others,asthey setup chamntable giving
nitiative sand engage with the public.

The research finds a high levelof public and business support fora variety of
meansto supplementcore public funding of parks, from busine ss spo nso rship,
property developercontrbutions and paid attractionsin parks, to grants and
charntable fundraising. The only significantopposition isc harging forusing park
facilitie s. Although mostresidentsand businessleaderssupportlocalcharntable
donationsto parks,a higherpercentage are in favouroffunding coming from
centralgovemment, businessesand applicationsto grant-making bodies.

The research suggeststhat people think too much non-conventional e xte mal
mcome generation could be detrimental for a park Sentiment towards
different ways to supple ment the funding of uthan green space isconnected
to ts potentialto alterthe traditionalconcept, form and characterofa public
park, reflecting a deeply held belefthatparksoffergreen ‘spacesapart’ from
the hustle and bustle of a city. Hence, some saw chartable donations as a
preferable source of generating mcome ascompared to large-scale events
and paid attractions.

Despite highlevelsofpublic and busine ss supportforthe principle ofvoluntary
donationsto parks,a muchlowerpercentage ofresidentsand businessleaders
reported that they would donate to parks themselves. Most said they may
consideritorwere unsure - suggesting that many are equivocalorambivalent
about donating, possibly because of uncertainties as to the implications of
giving, like filling a shortfallin gove mment funding. Reside nts who reported a
willingness to donate to parks were more lkely to be underage 34, members
ofa park ‘Friends group,orto have an annualincome ofover£40,000.

People’sopmnionsand supportforcharntable donationswere often conditional,
context-specific and relative. Against the backdrop ofongoing challengesfor
localgovemmentfinances, effortsto promote chartable giving are sometime s
perceived asan attempt to replace public spending. The research revealed



a widespread beliefthat nitiatives set up to support parks through chartable
donations should not be a substitute (orreplacement) forlocal authornty-led
funding butcan have a place within a blended modelofparks funding that
ncludesa centralplace forgovemment funding.

The public are notaccustomed to a culture ofgiving money to fund parksand
hold a long-standing perceptionthatparksare and should be a public service,
managed by local authorties and funded through taxation. In this c onte xt,
there wasa perceptionthatdonating is‘paying twice’. t waswidely believed
that the le of donations should be to offer ‘extras’, which elicited clearer
support. Hence, manyvoiced a concem aboutthe lackofstatutory protection
and baseline resourcing of parksto recognised quality standards. By contrast,
otherssuggested that‘need to do’, ratherthan ‘nice to do’ projectsshould be
the focus for donations. This paradox appears to relate to concems that
donationsshould notreplace taxation which should be used to provide good
quality parks. However, the problem is that there is insuffic ient public funding
forthis‘quality provision’ and funding isrequired for‘need to do’ maintenance,
as well as ‘nice to do’ extras. Hence, charntable mitiatives may be more
appealing if they cleady offer added value. Even so, however, changing
people’sperceptionsisnecessary before some would considergiving .

Moreover, the research found some significant scepticism about the
mvolvementoflocalauthortiesin new charntable inttiativesforparks. There was
a desire forclarty abouttheirrle, the future ofthe localauthonty funding,and
how charntable donations would be used and allocated. Ihdeed, many
wanted greaterclanty as to the minimum standard of delivery that could be
expected of local authornties partnering to achieve voluntary donations.
Chartable donation-based mitiativesneed to take seriously and addressthe se
perceptions through sensitive marketing and fundraising campaigns, and by
providing a clearstrategy and aims fordonations.

In terms o fthe specific structure of(different) chartable initiative s, the citywide
scale of the Ieeds Parks Fund model was viewed as its greatest feature
because it offered the prospect that ‘no parkorgreen space would be left
behind’. Yet, while there are many vitues of a citywide charmntable fund it
requires donors to concede a degree of control and choice over how and
where theirdonationisspent. Fdonorscould choose to give to a specific park,
twasbelieved that thismay produce inequalitie s in inve stme nt, (primarily by)
benefitting parks in more affluent areas of the city. The citywide model was
also unable to fulfldonorchoice and preferencesforgiving to particulargreen
spaces and/or projects. Many residents and businesses prefermed targeted
giving to specific projectsand localparks,based ona donorchoice modelin



which donors know how and where their donation is being spent. T
counterbalance the potential forinequality that donorchoice can produce,
most supported a dualapproach whereby a proportionofa donation goesto
a specific park or project of the donors choice and the remainder to a
citywide fund.

There were similarties between residents and business leaders in their
charntable preferences, both in termsofthe typesofparksthey would support
and the aspects of parks they would priortise for donations. In terms of the
types of parks, preferences were to donate to the closest parks to their
busness/residence, parks n most need and community parks. Iarge, major
parks received comparatively less support in part because they were
perceived to be alrady well-resourced. In terms of aspects of parks, both
residentsand businessleaderspreferred to give to habitatsforwidlife and park
cleanlness. As such, some suggested that a citywide fund could focus on
strategic themes common to all parks and green spaces, such as wildlife
habitats,beesand pollinatorsorplaygroundsthatmayalso encourage people
to give beyond theirlocal park. Such an apprmach may help to shift donors
focus from ‘where’ donations are going to ‘what they are supporting,
potentially e xte nding willngnessto give beyond localprmjectsand parks.

Fnally, there was wide support for adopting a more holistic concept of
charntable giving, to value varous types of donation, knowledge and
capabilty ncluding donations of time, goods and skills — as wellas money —
with the understanding thatresidentsand busnessleadersmay be more able
orlkely to give in these different ways. Hence, many desired more than simply
a chantable ‘parksfund’ —advocating the developmentofcreative modesof
engagement to hamess the diverse ways businesses and residents can
engage with parks, and thereby help to co-produce theirfuturesin new forms
of parkmanagementand govemance.



Based onourempiricalresearch, literature review and widerdisc ussion of the

findingswith a range ofrelevantorganisationsvia a nationalworkshop held on
the 30 April 2019 in Ieeds,** we make seven recommendations relating to the

development of charntable giving to support parks across the UK We also
make ten recommendations for leeds Parks Fund charntable initiative. The
lattermay apply to smilarinitiatives that take a city orregion wide approach
to chantable giving to parks.

7.1 Recommendations for UK parks

L

National public debate on the funding of parks, including the role of
charitable giving: There is a need to engender an nformed national
public debate aboutthe wle and place of philanthropic and charntable
giving aspartof—ratherthan in place of—the (public) funding of parks
and green spaces, the need and urgency of donations, and (added)
value that voluntary donations may afford. The Parks Action Group
should include this within theiragenda for ways to sustain parks for the
future .

Core public funding and statutory protection for parks: There is support
forchantable giving as a supplement to - matherthan in place of - the
(public) funding of parksand green spaces. The research findings add
to the growing evidence base that provides public support for the
mtroduction of statutory protection to ensure appropriate govemment
funding and resources to enable the maintenance of parksand green
spaces to recognised quality standards, sponsored by the UK
Govemment and Parks Action Group.

Uphold public principles in blended park funding models: Blended
models of park funding need to uphold important public principles of
govemance, including open and equal access to parks, universal
provision of quality parksacrssa cityorarea and strategic oversightof
re so urc e s.

Iocal Authority leadership, collaboration and parnership working: Iocal
Authoritie s should work closely in partnership with dive rse organisations
in the public, private and voluntary sectors to ensure their c ontrbution
and role shamessed in supportofgood quality utban parks. They should



play a leadership mle in engaging and increasing the mvolvement of
the wider community, busnesses, and ‘Frends groups in voluntary
initiative s to improve parksand green spaces.

V. 1Iocal Authority sectorwide messaging: Iocal Authornties should work
with theircharntable partnersto develop a clearpublic message about
the purmpose and added value derived from chantable giving initiative s
to which they are partners, by providing a clearstrategy and aims for
the use of such donations.

VI Sensitive marketing and fundraising campaigns: Chartable giving
initiatives for parks - in whateverform they take (ie. parks foundations,
‘Fiends groups, Community Foundation funds etc.) - should develop
sensitive and tailored marketng and fundraising campaigns that
engage with the motivations forand address the bamers to giving as
outlned in thisreport’s findings.

VIL National body for park-supporting charitable giving initiatives: A
dedicated national body is required to provide leadership, guidance
and coordination forthe growing portfolio of charntable giving initia tive s
being set up in partnership with local authorties to support parks. This
new body may take mspiration from the USbased National Association
for Parks Foundations, sharing knowledge and research about
charntable giving in the contextofparksand green spaces.

7.2 Recommendations for the Ieeds Parks Fund (and similar
initia tive s)

I A visible strategy: The IeedsParks Fund partnersshould develop a clear,
visble and accessble strategy with alied aims and ambitions for the
charntable donations that it seeks to raise. It should offer greater
transparency and specificity, through its website, social media profie
and branding, about the ntended projects, the process forallocating
funds raised acrss the city and the social and envimnmental bene fits
derved from the projectsdelivered.

. Independence from the Council Ieeds Parks Fund marketing and
branding materals should cleady and visbly show that the Fund is a
charntable mitiative distinct from the Council I should set out the wles
and responsbilities of the partners of the Fund and how decisions are
made to engenderpublic support.
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VIL

Clear messaging, reducing bamiers to giving: The Ieeds Parks Fund
partners should develop clear messaging for the Fund to effectively
hamess the support of businesses and members of the public. The
messaging should convey the need and urgency of donating to the
Fund and be moted in the positive contrbution parksand green spaces
make to people and wildlife to foster a personal and emotional
connection with the cause.

Focus on added value: Related to the above, the Ieeds Parks Fund
partnersshould considercarefully how to maintain and engenderpublic
supportifdonationsare to be used to fund generalmaintenance rather
than enhancementsoradditionality to parks.

Greater donor choice through targeted giving: Recognising that
donating to an all-purpose citywide parks fund does not nspire most
people to give, the modelofthe IeedsParks Fund should be developed
and adapted to provide donors with greater choice and control to
target theirdonations, forexample, towards specific parks oridentified
projects. In immple menting this, the Le e ds Parks Fund should draw on best
practice and leaming from civic cowdfunding projectsand research.

Promote and embed equity across the city: Related to the above,
recognising that pure donorchoice can produce nequitiesin whatgets
funded,the modelofthe ILeedsParks Fund should be developed in ways
that balance greater donor choice with its redistributive objective to
create a city of opportunity forallby supporting improvements to parks
mngreatestneed. Forexample,the modelofthe IeedsParks Fund could
be developed to faciltate split donations or top-slcing, where a
proportionofa donationgoesto a specific parkoridentified projectand
a proportiongoesto a citywide parksfund thatisallocated to parksand
green spacesin greatest need. n addition, Gift Aid might be used to
support the developmentofan endowment fund.

A catalystforengagement: The IeedsParks Fund partne rsshould use the
Fund as a catalyst to inspire, engage and increase the mvolvement of
the wider community, volunteers and ‘Fiends groups as active co-
producers of mprovements to parks and green spaces. They should
consider how to develop the Ieeds Parks Fund to best support the
activities of ‘Friends grmups and other voluntary groups via is



VIIL

partne rship with the leedsParksand Green SpacesForum. Forexample,
the Forum, which is the community voice of the Fund, could ide ntify
some projects forfundraising campaigns thereby better hamessing the
capabilties, knowledge, energies and resources of voluntary groups
and the widerc ommunity.

Take a holistic approach: Tb appealto a widerbase of park supporte s,
the Ieeds Parks Fund should be marketed, promoted and branded as
part of a holistic portfolio of giving opportunities for residents and
businesses that nclude non-fnancial ways to support parks. Charntable
giving cannotbe measured in purely financial te ms.

Embed further research, monitoring and evaluation: The Ieeds Parks
Fund partners should monitorpublic and busness giving behaviourand
data relating to actual donors to utilise this mformation to inform
marke ting and fundraising strate gies.

Sustainability of the Fund: 'The Ieeds Parks Fund partners should
nvestigate ways to make the Fund sustainable, which wil require
developing ncome streams for core fundraising costs and dedicated
staff which can continue to make the case forparksand green spaces
and grow donorsand donations.



Ieeds Community Foundation is one o0f 46 community foundations across the
UKdedicated to creating positive change inthe communitiesthatneed t most
by connecting nationaland localdonorsto community groups and charties
mn and armund the cities n which they operate. We support thousands of
charnties and voluntary groups across the city, addressing nequalities by
working with the private, public and third sectorto help create opportunities
forthose thatmostneed help.

The Ieeds Parks and Green Spaces Forum is an independent, umbrella,
voluntary organisation with 92 (and growing!) members, consisting of ‘Friends’
and ‘ln Boom’ groups, Residents Associations, Parish Councils, Envimnmental
charties and two of our Universities. It represents close to 5,000 volunteer
residents who care forthe public green spacesofleeds and work to make
them lookgood and feelsafe. The Forum, established in 2012, liaiseswith Ileeds
City Council and otherbodies to protect, preserve and enhance the City’s
parksand green spacesforthe benefitofpeople and wildlife, through varous
means, including engaging more localpeople to set up groupsin theirareas;
supporting those voluntary groups with advice and information, and raising
fundsforthe beneftof parksand green spaces.

Ieeds City Council, Parks and Countryside service manages armound 4,000
hectares of land which includes 7 major parks, 63 community parks, 95
recreation grounds,and 155 hectaresoflocalgreen space. These include 144
playgmundsand 500 sportsfacilitiesranging from outdoorgymsto golfcourses.
Also included in sites we manage are severalcafesand shops, 3 zoosand a
famm! Additionally, the service manages a nursery which produces over 4
milion bedding plantseach year, 96 allotment sites, 812km of public ightsof
way, and 156 nature conservation sites, as well as 22 cemeteries and 3
crematoria. There are approximately 68 millio n visits to the se loc ationsannually.
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Appendix B: Resident's Survey
Sample

Residents’ survey sample

The following provides a breakdown of the residents survey sample, using
unweighted data.

Figures B-1 Residents' survey sample-Gender

Whatis yourgendery?

Female 777 (55%)

Male

610

(43%)

Prefernotto say

Other

Figures B-2 Residents' survey sample-Age

Whatis yourage?

65+ 413 (29%)
45 - 54 283 (20%)
35-44 (18%)
60 - 64 159 (11%)
55 - 59 148 (10%)
25 - 34 110 (8%)

Prefernotto say
20 -24

19 oryounger
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Figures B-3 Residents' survey sample - Bthnic ity

Whatis yourethnic group?

White 1221 (86%)
BAME 136 (10%)
Prefernotto say 67 (5%)

Figures B-4 Residents' survey sample- Memberofa park or‘Frdends’ group

Are youa memberofa parkorgreen space 'Friends' group?

No 1230 (87%)

Yes 185 (13%)

Figures B-5 Residents' survey sample- Memberofthe Ieeds Citizen Panel

Are you a memberofthe Ieeds Citizen Panel?

Yes 714 (51%)
No 701 (50%)

Figures B-6 Residents' suivey sample-Annualincome

Whatis yourannualincome? ( before tax)?

£10,000 - £24,999 421 (33%)

£25,000 - £39,999 383 (30%)

£40,000 - £74,999 280 (22%)
£4,500 - £9,999
Up to £4,499
£75,000 - £99,999

More than...
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Figures B-7 Residents' survey sample- Children in household

Do you have children in yourhousehold?
934 (67%)

Yes 470 (34%)

Figures B-8 Residents' survey sample-Employment status

Whatis youremployment sta tus?

Employed 936 (66%)

354 (25%)

Re tire d

Other 44 (3%)

Notin workbecause oflong temm illne ss,

disability orotherreason (e.g. childcare) 43 6%
Iheducation 29 (2%)
Unemployed/seeking work | 17 (1%)

Figures B-9 Residents’ survey sample- Disability

Do you consideryourself to have a disability?

No 1202 (85%)

Yes 157 (11%)

Prefernotto say 51 (4%)
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Weighting adjustment

T adjust for some imbalances in the sample, and make our analyses more
representative, probability weightswere calculated based onthe cityofleeds
age and genderdistrbution asrecorded in the 2011 Census, asfollows.

Table B-1 Weighting adjustment forresidents’ survey sample - Age

19 oryounger 1 0.1%
20-24 23 2%
49.4% 1.76
25-34 110 8%
35-44 257 18%
45-54 283 20%
55-59 148 10% 30.2% 0.71
60-64 159 11%
65+ 413 29% 20.3% 0.69
Prefernot to 1
40 3%
say

Table B-2 Weighting adjustment forresidents' survey sample - Gender

Female 777 55% 50.9% 0.91
Male 610 43% 49.1% 1.12
Ih anotherway 3 0.2% 1
Prefernotto say 34 2.4% 1

i
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Estimation 0f95% Confidence Intervals

To assessthe extentofsampling enor(ie. the uncertainty re sulting from the
use of a sample ofthe Ieedsresidents’ population) we provide 95%
confidence intervalsin the responsesto some ofthe key questionsreported.
The wide st 95% confidence intervalranges 5.7 percentage points. Hence, it
would be safe to assume marginsofermorof +2.9% forthe estimatesreported.

Whatdo you considerto be the cumrent condition of your park?

Table B-3 Estimation 0f95% Confidence Intervals - Condition of park

Excellent 19.5% (17.3%, 21.9%)
Good 58.2% (55.3%, 61%)
Fair 17.2% (15.2%, 19.5%)
Poor 4.3% (3.2%, 5.7%)
Do not know 0.8% (0.5%, 1.4%)

Is the park the closest to where you live?

Table B-4 Fstimation 0f95% Confidence Intervals - Closest park

Yes 66.4% (63.7%, 69.1%)
No 31.0% (28.4%, 33.8%)
Don’t know 2.5% (1.8%, 3.6%)
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Appendix C: Business Survey
Sample

Busine ss survey sample

The following providesa breakdown ofthe busness survey sample, using
unweighted data.

Figures C-1 Business survey sample- Position in Company

Which of the following best describes you?

Seniormanager I = aso
Managing..._ 19 (14%)

Other . 4 (3%)

Figures C-2 Business survey sample- ResidentofIeeds

Are you a resident of Ieeds?

Figures C-3 Business survey sample- Head office location

Is yourhead office in Ieeds orelsewhere?

Hse whe re - 14 (10%)



148 CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND G REEN SPACES

Figures C-4 Business survey sample- Operation sites

Does yourbusiness operate from more than one site in the UK?

Figures C-5 Business survey sample- Closest park

Which paxk is closest to yourbusiness site in Ieeds?

Communiy parks [ o1 2o
Majorparks _ 23 (16%)
Don't know - 16 (11%)
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Which parxk is closest to yourbusiness site in Ieeds?

Park Square [T a2
Don’tknow [ 16 1)
Roundhay Park 14 (10%)
Horsforth HallPark [0 9 (6%)
ChapelAllerton Park [T 5 (49)
Woodhouse Moor/ Hyde Park [ 5 (49

Ea st End Park 4 (3%)

Meanwood Park 4 (3%

MicKle field Park, Rawdon I 4 (39)
Churwell Park (2%)

Hunslet Moor

Kikstall Abbey

Ie wisham Park

Iovell Park

Manston Park

Nunm yd Park, Guiseley

Rothwell Country Park

Scatcherd Park 3 (2%)

Temple Newsam [0 3 (29)
Be c ke tts Park (1%)

w

(2%)
(2%)
(2%)
(2%)

(2%)
(2%)

w W w W w w w

(2%)

[\

[\

Blenheim Square (1%)

-

I
Bramley Fals Wood Park [ 2 (1%
Dartmouth Park 700 2 (1%
GottsPark [0 2 (1%
Guiseley NethermoorPark [ 2 (1%)
Iotherton Hall [ 2 (1%)
Westem Fatts Cliff Park [0 2 (1%)
Banstead Parkk 0 1 (0.7%)
Barey Hill Park 0 1 (0.7%)
Bramley Park [0 1 (0.7%)
Budey Park 0 1 (0.7%)
Calvedey Park (Victoria Park) [0 1 (0.7%)
Famley HallPark ™0 1 (0.7%)
HobeckMoor 0 1 (0.7%)
HoltPark 70 1 (0.7%)



Cont. Which park is closest to yourbusiness site in Ieeds?

Hunslet Lake 1 (0.7%)

Middle ton Park 1 (0.7%)

Penny Pocket Park 1 (0.7%)

Po tte me wton Park 1 (0.7%)
Pudsey Park 1 (0.7%)
Springhead Park 1 (0.7%)
Thamfield Park, Yeadon 1 (0.7%)
Woodhouse Ridge 1 (0.7%)

Aleton BywaterSports Ground 0
Amley Partk o

Chevin Forest Patk 0o

Cranmore Recreation Ground 0
CrossFattsPark o

Drighlington MoorPark o
GlebelandsRecreation 0
Golden Acre Park o

Ferove Hill Park, Otley 0o

Grove Road recreation Ground 0
Hainsworth Park o

Halton Dene - Pimose Valey o
Harehils Park o0

Hartley Avenue Park 0

Kk Iane Park 0

Ieylane o

New Famley Park o

New Wortley Recreation Gound 0o
NowellMount o

QueensPark o
Rodley Park Recreation Ground o0
Scarth Gardens 0

Stanningley Park 0o

Tennant Ha1POS o

The Holies o0

The Rein o

TersalPark o

Westroyd Partk 0
WharfemeadowsPark, Otley o
WhinmoorPark, CoalRoad o



151 CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND G REEN SPACES

Figures C-6 Business suivey sample-Numberofemployees

How many employees are cumently on yourpayrll, excluding owner
and partners, across all UK site s?

Oto 9employees 76 (55%)

33 (24%)

10 to 49 employees
50 to 249 employees

21 (15%)

250+ employees 9 (7%)

Figures C-7 Business survey sample- Family-owned busine ss

Is yourbusiness a family-owned busine ss?

Yes 85  (61%)

z

55  (39%)
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Figures C-8 Business survey sample- Business sector

Which of the following best describes yourbusine ssindustry se c tor?

Other [ 22
Manufac turing (C) _ 17 (12%)
Ihformation & c ommunic ation (J) _ 16 (11%)
Pro fe ssional scientific & te ¢ hnic al (M) _ 13 (9%)
Arts,entertainment,Iecreation&other..._ 9 (6%)
Property () | 8 6%
S s 6w
Construc tion (F) _ 7 (5%)
Retail(PatG) [ 7 %)
Fducation (P) - 5 (4%)
Fnancial & msurance (K - 4 (3%)
Health (Q) [T « @%
Accommodation & food services () -3 (2%)
Wholesale (PartG) || 2 (1%)

Busine ss administra tion & suppott..

Tansport & storage (inc postaland.... 2 (1%)
Agric ulture,, fore stry & fishing (A) || 2 (1%)
Mining, quanying & utilties (B, D and E) I 1 (0.7%)
Public administration & defence (O) I 1 (0.7%)
Motortrader(PartG) o
Don'tknow o



153 CHARITABIE GIVING TO PARKS AND GREEN SPACES

Figures C-9 Business survey sample- Tumoverof busine ss
What was the approximate tumoverof yourbusinessin the past 12

months across all your UK site s?

£0 1 (0.7%)

£1 - £100,000 28 (20%)

£100,000 - £250,000

15 (11%)

£250,000 - £500,000 21 (15%)

£500,000 - £750,000

9 (6%)

£750,000 - £1m 11 (8%)

£1m - £5m 25  (18%)

£5m - £10m 8 (6%)

£10m - £25m 10 (%)

£25m - £500m 7 (5%)

> £500m 5  (4%)
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Figures C-10 Business survey sample- Donations given by businesses in the past 12 months

How much money has yourbusiness given to charity in the past 12
months?

£1-£5000

90% (94)

£5001-£10000 7% (8)

£10001-£15000 0.8% (1)

£20001-£25000 | 0.1% (1)

>£25000 2% (2)
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Weighting adjustment

T adjust forthe selection biasthatarisesfrom a non-random sampling
strategy employed in thissurvey, responses were weighted according to
busine ss size . The specific weightswere calculated using the numberof
companiesin the Ieedslocalauthornty registered in Nomis (the Office for
National Sta tistic s Inter De partmental Busine ss Re gister, see
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/sources/ukbc), on the 26 June 2018.

The distribution ofbusine ss size in the population and in oursample, together
with the resulting weighting factorsispresented in the table below.

Table C-1 Weighting adjustment - Busine ss size

0-9 employees 76 54.7 88.0 1.61
10-49 employees 33 23.7 40.3 0.40
50-249 employees 21 15.1 12.3 0.12
250+ employees 9 6.5 7.9 0.08
Ite m missing 2 1% - 1


https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/sources/ukbc

Estimation 0f95% confidence intervals

T assessthe extentofsampling enor(ie. the unc e rtainty re sulting from the use
of a sample of the Ieeds business population) we provide 95% confidence
ntervals in the responses to some ofthe key questions reported. Spec ific ally,
we measure the uncertainty sumounding question 10 ‘Doe syo urbusine ss have
a comporate socialresponsibility policy?’ and question 18 ‘1 what e xte nt do
youagree ordisagree thatyourbusine sshasthe capacity to volunteertime or
offer semwices to chanty?’. Question 10 is a simpler ‘yes’/’no’/’do not know’
question. Question 18isa type of ikert que stion forwhich responsescan range
‘stongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. The widest 95% confidence interval
ranges 19.4 percentage points. Hence, it would be safe to assume marginsof
emorof+9.7% forthe estimatesreported.

Does yourbusiness have a corporate social responsibility policy?

Table C-2 Estimation 0f95% Confidence Interval - Comporate social responsibility policy

Age group Point e stim a te 95%;;1:3:]21106
Yes 37.6% (28.5%, 4'7.6%)
No 59.1% (49.1%, 68.5%)
Don’t know 3.3% (1.2%, 8.9%)
Total 100%

To whatextentdo you agree ordisagree that yourbusiness has the capacity

to volunteertime orofferservices to charity?

Table C-3 Estimation 0f95% Confidence Interval- Capacity to volunteertime orofferserwices

Age group Point e stima te 95%;;1:‘7‘5:]21106
Strongly agree 19.7% (12.8%, 29.1%)
Somewhatagree 28.2% (20.1%, 37.9%)
g;:2§:g eenor 22.7% (15.2%, 32.5%)
Somewhatdisagree 17.1% (10.6%, 26.5%)
Strongly disagree 12.3% (7.1%, 20.7%)
Total 100%
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