Regional GI Champions event on ‘Sharing knowledge on local GI delivery’ held in Ely 13th July 2010

Key issues identified in workshop discussions

Funding for GI

1. Value of partnership approach (voluntary, public/health and private sectors).
2. Grouping of smaller projects into landscape-scale bid. Mix of small and larger funding sources/grants.
3. European funding such as LIFE and Interreg is heavily undersubscribed. Key opportunity as often keen on GI projects.
4. Challenge of finding match funding. Need to use other grants to match fund grant, plus in-kind public and private staff time/other contributions.
Delivering GI through development (including mksm design guidance)

1. Lot of design principles in design guidance that are transferrable, but need to get local buy-in from partnerships in other growth locations to achieve local ownership of design considerations.
2. Planning obligations: developers need consistent approach/process for calculating contributions in different areas so even playing field.
3. Identify local needs: role of voluntary sector – identifying need, costs of delivery and delivering themselves.
4. Need for consistency in how calculate contributions,

5.  and prioritisation process for allocating pooled contributions funding.
6. Ensure planning obligations include money for long term management of GI projects.
‘Nature Nearby’ and ANGST

1. ANGST data/analysis is not mandatory/statutory requirement for local authorities.

2. ANGST analysis is one of many tools alongside local issues

3. How to improve the quality of local greenspace? Opportunities for local community involvement.
4. Accessibility of sites is very important with need for sustainable links. Often barriers of busy roads, people not owning cars etc.
SUDs and new Flood and Water Management legislation

1. Upper tier local authorities will be SUDs approvals bodies /lead local flood authorities (LLFAs). Will look at design and maintenance of SUDs design and lifetime costs. Important to make links between SUDs, GI strategies, Strategic Flood Risk Assessments and Surface Water Management Plans. This should enable more secure way to deliver GI. Important that LA representatives at this event go back and ask questions about representation on these new partnerships, etc.
2. Skills and capacity: this is a new responsibility for LAs. They will need the right expertise to deliver this responsibility. Role and experience moving from EA to LAs.
3. How does a new SUDs approving authority secure money for long term maintenance?
4. Need to engage with developers very early in master-planning design process to ensure best result for SUDs and GI.

5. Clusters of LAs to share expertise. LAs will in future publish local flood risk forecasts. Need to learn from EA’s expertise.

Peterborough delivery case study

1. Heritage issues need to be looked at at an early stage – heritage is an asset not a constraint. Opportunities for HLF funding. Importance of links beyond administrative boundaries: landscape scale projects.
2. Maintenance and revenue costs for GI must be agreed in advance.

3. Importance and value of smaller community led GI projects: fits well with localism agenda.

4. Maximise joined-up thinking across LA departments so GI fully included in consideration of planning applications; plus parish councils and voluntary sector.

5. Rural GI: less funding opportunities through development so important to consider Environmental  Stewardship and Forestry Commission grants.

Cambridgeshire case study: strategy review and linking to wider LA agendas

1. If want GI to influence LDF process, must get right LA people involved at right stages in process.
2. Respond to changing funding opportunities for GI.
3. Project prioritisation: need to be flexible to new opportunities.
4. Stakeholder engagement gives greater political legitimacy, robustness and buy-in to GI strategies.

5. Don’t under-estimate the time scales and preparatory work need for GI strategy preparation/review, especially for consultation.

Case for trees

1. Policy gives greater legitimacy for trees. RSS demise is opportunity for FC/WT to raise profile of policy area for core strategies.
2. Reconnect people with trees.
3. Educate/reassure about risks associated with trees. Trees add value to property.
4. Right trees in right place; role of fruit trees, wet woodland etc.
5. Lack of available land for woodland and  street trees, land has other objectives. Viability of investment in trees. To achieve more planting need step change: integrate with other habitats into GI network.
Health benefits of greenspaces
1. Importance of re-engaging children and young people with natural environment.
2. Making links within LAs to integrate health and GI.
3. Let people know that parks and other greenspaces are for using, not just looking at. Walkable environments encourage physical activity.
4. Keep the momentum going during times of uncertainty. Lots of good work could be lost in funding cuts.
5. Bringing GP’s on board: cost effectiveness of physical activity on greenspaces.
Long term management of greenspaces

1. Secure large enough endowments so sufficient revenue for ongoing management, through planning process. Often capacity issue with LAs to negotiate.
2. Number of alternative options/models, with advantages/disadvantages. Roles for both public sector (enablers not providers) and increasingly 3rd sector through agreements. Some bad experiences with management companies, with LAs having to take over. Invest in existing trusts, economies of scale.
3. Need realism: prioritise what want to deliver/maintain.

4. Opportunities for ongoing revenue streams through commercial buildings/assets or enterprises on greenspaces.

5. Importance of early discussions with developers. Suggestion for guidance for developers on various management options, so consistency of approach.
Haven Gateway GI delivery case study

1. What does success look like? Community see, use and then value new GI. How does one value greenspace – how important is it to the users? Accessibility is key.

2. Maximise existing GI: better use of what we already have e.g. rights of way + improving quality. Importance of educating/increasing awareness of existing assets.

3. Importance of joint working/co-ordination at strategic and local levels. Need suite of co-functioning spaces at different scales.
4. Stress social and economic value of GI. Need to change behaviours/perceptions to maximise value of GI.
Issues raised in ‘next steps’ discussion

Very useful opportunity to share information and network. Thanks to GI Champions network and Natural England for organising event.
In current economic climate, need to make best value of what we have. We don’t publicise our greenspace assets enough so greenspaces more vulnerable. Use improved signage, websites etc to encourage greater usage.

Important to promote strong messages about functions/benefits of GI to help reduce costs. Need to be more canny and increase functions on existing GI.

LA reps at need to share information from these workshops with DC planners.

Need to improve evidence base by collecting project case studies, showing how funded, etc.

Need to use other networks to share information eg. Greenspace East

Importance of heritage contribution to GI.

Need to get messages about GI to builders and construction industry more through sustainable built environment partnerships.

