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1 Introduction 

The Midlands Parks Forum is interested in the developmental needs and recent trends of the sector across the 

whole of the Midlands region. To that end, CFP were commissioned to undertake secondary research to look at 

existing datasets, including demographics, to identify ‘cold spots’ / areas of focus for the future around 

investment, green space development and also MPF membership. 

It tries to answer questions such as: 

• Is there any relationship between deprivation and investment? 

• Is there any relationship between deprivation and green space quality? 

• Are their particular parts of the regions that ought to be areas of focus? 

There are limitations in the secondary datasets that have been used, in that this is not an aggregation of local 

authority held data to form an overall picture, but it is an examination of other datasets some of which are used 

as a proxy for different domains (i.e. measurements). For example, we use the Green Flag Award data as a proxy 

for green space quality, but we recognise that this is not the same as an open space audit quality assessment 

which would produce a much more accurate borough wide picture. 

Also, we are using the National Lottery Heritage Fund investment in parks as a domain but we also know that 

local authorities will have invested £millions of their own capital and also other sources of grant funding 

Finally, the RSA Heritage Index does not pick-up parks and green spaces of local heritage significance that are 

not on the Historic England register. The data set for parks investment is also not as comprehensive as the one 

compiled by CFP. 

It must be stressed that the data is at local authority level and this will effectively mask more fine-grained issues 

at Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) levels. For example, Birmingham City Council is ranked the seventh most 

deprived local authority in England yet LSOAs within Birmingham vary between the 45th most deprived in England 

and 31,954 (out of 32,844 LSOAs). 
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2 Methodology 

This secondary research was based on bringing together various different datasets to look at any relationships 

between funding, heritage assets, deprivation and green space development across the midlands region. 

2.1 Datasets used 

The research collated seven different datasets as outlined below. 

Office for National Statistics Local Authority Population Projections (2018) 

Population projections for 2021 were obtained from the Office for National Statistics (ONS), available here: 

ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/localaut

horitiesinenglandz1 

Indices of Multiple Deprivation (2019) 

The English Indices of Deprivation 2019 (IoD2019), produced by the Office for National Statistics, uses seven 

domains (including health) and 39 indicators to measure relative deprivation in England. Based on this, it provides 

a relative rank for the 317 local authorities in England. Both the overall deprive and health domain rank have 

been used in the MPF dataset. The IoD2019 is available for download here: 

gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019 

 

RSA Heritage Index (2020) 

Based on 120 data sources, the RSA produced a Heritage Index, ranking local authorities according to the number 

of heritage-related assets and activities. The Index uses 22 measures to ascertain a heritage rank for Park and 

Open Spaces, which have been used in the MPF dataset. The RSA Heritage Index is available for download here:  

thersa.org/projects/heritage/index 

National Lottery Heritage Funded parks projects (2005 -2021) 

Data was supplied by the National Lottery Heritage Fund and collated with existing datasets held by CFP (CFP 

have tracked all parks investment since 2005). The dataset included the project name, location, applicant, 

amount of grant and total project cost. 

 

 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/localauthoritiesinenglandz1
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/datasets/localauthoritiesinenglandz1
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019
https://www.thersa.org/projects/heritage/index
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Fields in Trust Green Space Index 

This includes information on the quantity of open space (Ha) and the population without access to green space 

within a ten-minute walk. Fields in Trust were contacted but stated the data was not publicly available at local 

authority level.  

In order to calculate the hectares of green space per 1,000 population, data was instead taken from the RSA 

Index, which included the number of hectares by local authority from the Ordnance Survey Green Space dataset 

and this was then matched with the population data above. The full Ordnance Survey dataset is available here: 

ordnancesurvey.co.uk/business-government/products/open-map-greenspace 

Green Flag Awards (2020) 

A dataset of 2020 Award winners was supplied by Keep Britain Tidy. It contained information on the site, location 

and applicant.  

 

Two additional data sets were used to assist with analysis and recommendations: 

Midlands Parks Forum Membership 

 

CFP were supplied with anonymised data to indicate which local authorities were currently members of the 

Midlands Parks Forum. At this time, there were 45 local authority members (out of a total membership of 69); 

27 in the West Midlands and 18 in the East Midlands. 

State of UK Parks 2016  

CFP ran the research and maintained the dataset for the 2016 State of UK Parks Public Parks Managers survey. 

There were 39 respondents for the West and East Midlands. We have selected responses to key areas: 

 

• Impact of previous funding cuts and predicted funding cuts to 2019 

• Trend in parks quality past and predicted to 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk/business-government/products/open-map-greenspace
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2.2 Development of a framework for analysis 

CFP developed a framework based on three domains and eight subdomains, as outlined in Table 1 below. 

Domain Subdomain Indicator 

People 

People Population (2021) 

Deprivation IoD2019 rank 

Health Health Rank (IoD2019) 

Heritage 

Heritage Index RSA Parks and Open Spaces Rank 

Heritage Investment 
Number of NLHF projects 

NLHF total project costs 

Space 
Quality Green Flag Award 

Quantity Ha of green space per 1,000 

Table 1 Framework for analysis 

Indicators were gathered from the datasets summarised in Section 2.1. The original datasets are available for 

reference as additional tabs in the Midlands Parks Forum Research Dataset (separate excel file).  
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3 Midlands Parks Forum 

At present there are 45 members of the Midlands Parks Forum, of these are 27 are from the West Midlands and 

18 from the East Midlands. These are shown overleaf in Figure 1.  

The full list of 45 members as of March 2021 is: 

West Midlands 

• Birmingham 

• Cannock Chase 

• Coventry 

• Dudley 

• East Staffordshire  

• Lichfield 

• Malvern Hills 

• North Warwickshire 

• Nuneaton and Bedworth 

• Redditch & Bromsgrove 

• Rugby 

• Sandwell 

• Shrewsbury Town  

• Shropshire County  

• Solihull 

• Stafford 

• Staffordshire Moorlands 

• Stratford-on-Avon 

• Telford and Wrekin 

• Walsall 

• Warwick District 

• Warwickshire County 

• Wolverhampton 

• Worcester 

• Worcestershire County  

• Wychavon 

• Wyre Forest 

East Midlands 

• Ashfield 

• Broxtowe 

• Charnwood 

• Cherwell 

• Chesterfield 

• Derby City  

• Erewash  

• Gedling 

• High Peak 

• Hinckley and Bosworth 

• Leicester City  

• Leicestershire 

• Newark and Sherwood 

• North West Leicestershire 

• Nottingham City  

• Nottinghamshire County  

• South Derbyshire 

• South Kesteven 
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4 Findings 

4.1 Deprivation at local authority level 

As shown in Table 2 below, data was split into quintiles based on the English Indices of Deprivation 2019 

(IoD2019) rank (where the higher the rank the more deprived a local authority is). There are a total of 317 local 

authorities ranked on the IMD, of which 70 are in the Midlands Parks Forum Region. 

Quintile Rank 
Number of Local Authorities 

Population 
n % 

0-20% 1-63 10 14.3 3,358,263 

21-40% 64-127 16 22.9 2,440,032 

41-60% 128-190 15 21.4 2,040,717 

61-80% 191-255 19 27.1 2,072,105 

81-100% 256-317 10 14.3 1,031,404 

Total 70 100.0 10,942,521 

Table 2 East and West Midlands authorities by IoD2019 quintile 

The table above shows that, within the Midlands, ten authorities fall into the top 20% most deprived parts of 

England. Figure 2 overleaf shows the distribution of deprivation across the region. Concentrations of deprivation 

are present around central West Midlands, around Birmingham, Sandwell, Walsall and Wolverhampton. Within 

the East Midlands, there are high levels of deprivation in Bolsover, Ashfield, Nottingham and Mansfield, as well 

as East Lindsey to the east. 
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4.2 Health deprivation at local authority level 

Table 3 below shows the average, lowest and highest IoD2019 Health rank by quintiles of the overall deprivation 

rank. Unsurprisingly, authorities ranked lower for overall deprivation also have the lowest (worst) scores for 

health deprivation and disability. 

Note, the lower the ranking, the more deprived the authority. 

IoD2019 
Health Deprivation and Disability - Rank of average score 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 
Average Min Max 

0-20% 1-63 10 37.2 11 53 

21-40% 64-127 16 85.4 15 209 

41-60% 128-190 15 138.7 83 191 

61-80% 191-255 19 196.1 129 240 

81-100% 256-317 10 252.2 192 302 

Table 3 Health deprivation and disability by IoD2019 quintile 

Figure 3 shows the distribution of health deprivation and disability across the region. This largely reflects Figure 

2, with concentrations of health deprivation around central West Midlands, and the north and east of the East 

Midlands.  
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4.3 RSA Heritage Index 2020 

The table below shows RSA Parks and Open Spaces Rank by IoD2019 rank quintile. Generally, the less deprived 

the authority, the lower the RSA rank, however, the relationship is not significant. 

Note, the lower the ranking, the more assets and activities the authority possesses. 

IoD2019 
RSA Overall Parks and Open Spaces Rank 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 
Average Min Max 

0-20% 1-63 10 183 52 291 

21-40% 64-127 16 160 23 311 

41-60% 128-190 15 191 71 310 

61-80% 191-255 19 150 5 277 

81-100% 256-317 10 187 3 315 

Table 4 RSA Overall Parks and Open Space Rank by IoD2019 quintile 
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4.4 NLHF investment 2005-2020 

As the table below shows, NLHF investment has been substantially higher in more deprived areas. Around half 

(51.1%) of the total project costs have been spend in authorities within the top 20% most deprived, and if the 

deprivation is extended to the top 40% then the investment increases to over three quarters (76.4%) (Table 5). 

This largely matches earlier national analysis work done by CFP for NLHF in 2013. Chart 1 also shows the amount 

of investment by level of deprivation, highlighting the higher levels of investment within more deprived local 

authorities. 

IoD2019 NLHF Investment 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

N 
Total Project Cost 

£ 
% 

0-20% 1-63 10 12 54,300,774 51.1 

21-40% 64-127 16 9 26,840,519 25.3 

41-60% 128-190 15 6 12,188,520 11.5 

61-80% 191-255 19 6 11,467,614 10.8 

81-100% 256-317 10 1 1,455,146 1.4 

Total 34 106,252,573 100.0 

Table 5 NLHF investment by IoD2019 quintile 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 1 NLHF investment by IoD2019 quintile 
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Table 6 below shows the level of NLHF investment in the West Midlands. Of the 29 local authorities, 20 (69.0%) 

have received investment from NLHF totalling almost £75 million. 

IoD2019 NLHF Investment 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

N 
Total Project Cost 

£ 
% 

0-20% 1-63 5 7 36,601,943 49.1 

21-40% 64-127 6 7 21,966,740 29.5 

41-60% 128-190 9 3 6,654,184 8.9 

61-80% 191-255 6 2 7,870,863 10.6 

81-100% 256-317 3 1 1,455,146 2.0 

Total 29 20 74,548,876 100.0 

Table 6 NLHF investment by IoD2019 quintile; West Midlands 

In contrast, only 14 of the 41 local authorities (34.1%) in the East Midlands have received funding from the NLHF, 

totalling £32 million (Table 7). 

IoD2019 NLHF Investment 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

N 
Total Project Cost 

£ 
% 

0-20% 1-63 5 5 17,698,831 55.8 

21-40% 64-127 10 2 4,873,779 15.4 

41-60% 128-190 7 3 5,534,336 17.5 

61-80% 191-255 12 4 3,596,751 11.3 

81-100% 256-317 7 0 0 0.0 

Total 41 14 31,703,697 100.0 

Table 7 NLHF investment by IoD2019 quintile; East Midlands 

Figure 4 overleaf shows the higher levels in investment in areas of higher deprivation, as well as emphasising the 

disparity in investment levels between the two regions. 
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Moreover, as shown in Table 8, the NLHF investment spend per person is highest in the more deprived 

authorities across the whole of the midlands area. 

IoD2019 NLHF Investment 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

Total Project 

Costs (£) 
Population 

Spend per 

person 

0-20% 1-63 10 £ 54,300,774 3,358,263 16.17 

21-40% 64-127 16 £ 26,840,519 2,440,032 11.00 

41-60% 128-190 15 £ 12,188,520 2,040,717 5.97 

61-80% 191-255 19 £ 11,467,614 2,072,105 5.53 

81-100% 256-317 10 £   1,455,146 1,031,404 1.41 

Total  £ 106,252,573  10,942,521 40.09  

Table 8 Spend per person by IoD2019 quintile 
 

Within the West Midlands, the level of NLHF investment per person is highest within local authorities in the 21-

40% most deprived, followed by local authorities within the top 20% most deprived (Table 9). 

 

IoD2019 NLHF Investment 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

Total Project 

Costs (£) 
Population 

Spend per 

person 

0-20% 1-63 5 36,601,943 2,306,646 £15.87  

21-40% 64-127 6 21,966,740 1,211,761 £18.13  

41-60% 128-190 9 6,654,184 1,350,064 4.93  

61-80% 191-255 6 7,870,863 700,143 11.24  

81-100% 256-317 3 1,455,146 379,819 3.83  

Total 29 74,548,876 5,948,434 12.53                    

Table 9 Spend per person by IoD2019 quintile; West Midlands 
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Table 10 shows the level of investment per person within the East Midlands. With a total spend per person for 

£16.83, local authorities within the top 20% most deprived in England have received the most NLHF investment 

per person.  

 

IoD2019 NLHF Investment 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

Total Project 

Costs (£) 
Population 

Spend per 

person 

0-20% 1-63 5 17,698,831 1,051,617 16.83  

21-40% 64-127 2 4,873,779 1,228,270  3.97  

41-60% 128-190 3 5,534,336 771,073 7.18  

61-80% 191-255 4 3,596,751 1,291,542 2.78  

81-100% 256-317 0 0 651,585 -    

Total 14 31,703,697 4,994,088 6.35 

Table 10 Spend per person by IoD2019 quintile; East Midlands 
 

Notably, spend per person has been substantially higher in the West Midlands, where £12.53 has been spend 

per person. Spend per person has been around half this in the East Midlands, with only £6.35 per person. 

4.5 Green Flag Awards (2020) 

The table below shows that number of Green Flag Awards (2020) by IoD2019. Notably, areas with the lowest 

levels of deprivation only have 12 Green Flag Awards, compared within 95 in the 20% most deprived. 

IoD2019 
Number of Green Flag 

Awards Quintile Rank 
Number of Local 

Authorities 

0-20% 1-63 10 95 

21-40% 64-127 16 44 

41-60% 128-190 15 61 

61-80% 191-255 19 46 

81-100% 256-317 10 12 

Total 258 

Table 11 Green Flag Awards by IoD2019 quintile 
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Table 12 below shows the number of Green Flag Awards by IoD2019 quintile in the West Midlands. There are a 

total of 125 Green Flag Awards within the West Midlands, around a third (32.0%) are located within the 20% 

most deprived local authorities within England. 

IoD2019 
Number of Green Flag 

Awards Quintile Rank 
Number of Local 

Authorities 

0-20% 1-63 5 40 

21-40% 64-127 6 18 

41-60% 128-190 9 40 

61-80% 191-255 6 21 

81-100% 256-317 3 6 

Total 29 125 

Table 12 Green Flag Awards by IoD2019 quintile; West Midlands 

With 133 Green Flag Awards, there are slightly more Awards within the East Midlands (Table 13). Of, these 55 

Awards are within Local Authorities in the top 20% most deprived areas. Moreover, with only five Local 

Authorities within this quintile, this equates to 11 Green Flag Awards per authority, a much higher proportion 

compared with the 36 Local Authorities within the other quintiles. 

IoD2019 
Number of Green Flag 

Awards Quintile Rank 
Number of Local 

Authorities 

0-20% 1-63 5 55 

21-40% 64-127 10 26 

41-60% 128-190 7 22 

61-80% 191-255 12 24 

81-100% 256-317 7 6 

Total 41 133 

Table 13 Green Flag Awards by IoD2019 quintile; East Midlands 

Figure 5 overleaf shows the distribution of Green Flag awards across the East and West Midlands in relation to 

deprivation, with larger numbers of Green Flag Awards in some of the most deprived local authorities. 
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4.6 Quantity of Green Space 

Table 14 below shows the average, minimum and maximum hectares per 1,000 population by IoD2019 quintile. 

This demonstrates that, as the level of deprivation reduces, the hectares per 1,000 population increases; the 

average hectares per 1,000 more than doubles from 2.96 within the top 20% most deprived, to 8.05 within the 

top 20% least deprived. 

IoD2019 Ha per 1,000 population 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

Minimum Average Maximum 

0-20% 1-63 10 1.40 2.96 5.41 

21-40% 64-127 16 1.44 3.34 9.11 

41-60% 128-190 15 1.78 4.19 9.14 

61-80% 191-255 19 1.97 4.72 9.73 

81-100% 256-317 10 2.46 8.05 44.90 

Total 9.05 23.25 78.28 

Table 14 Quantity of Green Space by IoD2019 quantile 

Chart 2 also shows the minimum, average and maximum hectares of green space per 1,000 population, further 

emphasising the increase in green space hectares per 1,000 population with decrease in IoD12019 quintile. 

Chart 2 Quantity of Green Space by IoD2019 quantile 
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The quantity of green space, as hectares per 1,000 population, has also been calculated for quintiles of health 

deprivation (Table 15). This shows that the lowest average green space hectares per 1,000 population are within 

the top 40% most health deprived Local Authorities. In contrast, the top 20% least health deprived authorities 

have an average of 13.85 hectares per 1,000 population, around four times higher than the most deprived. 

IoD2019 Health Deprivation and Disability  Ha per 1,000 population 

Quintile Rank 

Number of 

Local 

Authorities 

Minimum Average Maximum 

0-20% 1-63 14 1.40 3.49 9.11 

21-40% 64-127 17 1.44 3.43 7.24 

41-60% 128-190 16 1.78 4.16 9.73 

61-80% 191-255 19 2.28 4.58 7.22 

81-100% 256-317 4 2.64 13.85 44.90 

Total 9.54 29.50 78.20 

Table 15 Quantity of Green Space by IoD2019 Health Deprivation and Disability quantile 

The chart below further highlights the general increase in hectares of green space per 1,000 population with the 

decrease in levels of health deprivation (Chart 3). 

 
Chart 3 Quantity of Green Space by IoD2019 Health Deprivation and Disability quantile 
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4.7 State of UK Parks 2016 

Whilst this is a four-year-old dataset and we recognise that much will have changed since that time it gives us a 

reference point to examine what factors might be causing disparities. A total of 39 local authorities from the East 

and West Midlands completed the Park Managers Survey. Table 16 below shows estimated loss in revenue 

budget respondents from the East and West Midlands predicted over the next three years (2017-2019). In the 

West Midlands, most respondents (60.9%) were predicting a 11-20% loss in revenue budget. While in the East 

Midlands, a higher proportion of respondents (69.2%) were predicting losses of 20% or lower, four local (30.8%) 

authorities estimated their loss in revenue budget would be higher than 41%. 

Loss in Revenue 

Budget 

West Midlands East Midlands 

n % n % 

0% 0 0.0 1 7.7 

0-10% 5 21.7 4 30.8 

11-20% 14 60.9 3 23.1 

21-30% 3 13.0 0 0.0 

31-40% 1 4.3 1 7.7 

41-50% 0 0.0 2 15.4 

< 50% 0 0.0 2 15.4 

TOTAL 23 100.0 13 100.0 

Table 16 Estimated changes in revenue budgets over the next three years (2017-2019) 

Respondents were asked if they were likely to have a capital budget to invest in parks and green spaces over the 

next three years (2017-19). The majority (57.1%) in the East Midlands said they would, however, 66.7% of those 

in the West said they would not (Table 17). 

 
West Midlands East Midlands 

n % n % 

Yes 8 33.3 8 57.1 

No 16 66.7 6 42.9 

TOTAL 24 100.0 14 100.0 

Table 17 Are you likely to have a capital budget to invest in parks and green spaces (2017-19). 

Figure 6 overleaf shows the Local Authorities across the East and West Midlands, who said they were like to have 

a capital budget to invest in parks between 2017-19. 
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Respondents to the 2016 Parks Managers Survey were asked what they considered to be the condition 

of their public parks. As Table 18 shows, a higher proportion of respondents from the East Midlands 

rated the current condition as good compared with the East Midlands. This is also shown in Figure 7 

overleaf. 

 
West Midlands East Midlands 

n % n % 

Poor 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Fair 13 54.2 5 33.3 

Good 11 45.8 10 66.7 

TOTAL 24 100.0 15 100.0 

Table 18 What do you consider to be the current condition of your public parks? 

Respondents were also asked what they considered the trend in the condition of their public parks 

over the next three years (2017-19) (Table 19). With two fifths (41.7%) of respondents, a higher 

proportion of respondents from the West Midlands considered the trend in their public parks would 

decline in the three years following the survey. This is also shown in Figure 8 on page 24. 

 
West Midlands East Midlands 

n % n % 

Declining 10 41.7 4 26.7 

Stable 12 50.0 5 33.3 

Improving 2 8.3 6 40.0 

TOTAL 24 100.0 15 100.0 

Table 19 What is the trend in condition of your public parks likely to be over the next three years 

(2017-19)? 
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5 Analysis and Recommendations 

If we return to the questions, we set out to answer we can see that there is a positive relationship between NLHF 

investment and deprivation and a similar pattern for quality standards (as evidenced by Green Flag Award 

winners) at a local authority level. This is a good news story and shows that those authorities in the most deprived 

parts of the regions have made significant efforts to drive up standards and secure external investment. 

Further good news is that NLHF investment in parks and open spaces has been substantially higher in more 

deprived areas; half of their investment in the Midlands Regions has been in Local Authorities within the top 20% 

most deprived. However, NHF has invested more than double the amount in the West Midlands, equating to 

£12.53 per person, in contrast to only £6.35 per person in the East Midlands. However, it may be worth noting 

that the Park Managers Survey in 2016, revealed two third of respondents from the West Midlands reported 

they would not have a capital budget to invest in parks and green spaces. Therefore, this higher investment from 

the NLHF may reflect the increased need for capital funding from external sources in the West Midlands and also 

a diminishing number of applications.  

This is not a reflection that the region has completed the task of restoring its historic spaces but more a statement 

that austerity driven cuts have reduced the ability of councils to find the necessary match funding. The closure 

of the targeted Parks for People programme in December 2018 has also significantly impacted on the regions as 

parks would now have to compete with what some view as ‘high heritage’ i.e. museums, arts and wider cultural 

facilities. There is no current information about local authority plans for future investment in green spaces linking 

to NLHF yet this research clearly shows there are cold spots which could form the basis of targetted collaboration 

work across the sector including funding bodies. 

Areas of with higher levels of deprivation also have substantially more Green Flag Awards, particularly in the East 

Midlands, where 55 of the 133 Green Flags are within the top 20% most deprived Local Authorities. Notably, 42 

of the 55 Green Flag Awards are within Nottingham. This largely reflects the responses to the Park Managers 

Survey, when two thirds of respondents from the East Midlands considered the condition of their parks to be 

good, and 40.0% estimated the condition would improve in the three years following the survey. 

The analysis has also revealed a trend in green space availability and levels of deprivation. Based on green space 

data from Ordnance Survey, the average hectares of green space per 1,000 population within the top 20% most 

deprived are less than half that in the top 20% most deprived. 

In terms of cold spots if we take the three domains of NLHF investment, Green Flag Award and MPF membership 

and then rank authorities against each of these and in deprivation order then we start to identify some possible 

priority areas. 
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5.1 Priority areas – West Midlands 

Table 20 below shows five key Local Authorities within the West Midlands. None have received investment from 

the NLHF (as site specific projects) and only Birmingham has Green Flag Awards. All are in the top 40% most 

deprived, with the exception of Herefordshire which is within the 40-60% most deprived Local Authorities in 

England. Three of the five have been ranked low on the RSA Heritage Index for Parks and Open Space, however, 

Redditch is ranked 23 of 216 Local Authorities in England. That said, Redditch is ranked highly for heritage assets, 

indicating they have a large number of tangible heritage assets in the area, but very low for activities, indicating 

the heritage assets are not being utilised effectively.  

Referring to the Park Managers Survey, which all but Tamworth completed, none predicted they would have a 

capital budget for parks in the three years following the survey, and all four predicted a decrease in revenue 

budgets between 15% and 25%. Moreover, both Birmingham and Herefordshire estimated the condition of their 

public parks would decline. 

We do note the NLHF investment in Birmingham through the Future Parks Accelerator funding which will 

hopefully delivery significant change in the authority’s view of green spaces. 

It should also be noted that Herefordshire disbanded its parks service in recent times and transferred its green 

space assets to town and parish councils. 

Redditch has previously held two Green Flag Awards and is known to have aspirations of re-submitting in the 

near future on completion of its Priority Parks Strategy later in 2021. 

Deprivation 

Rank 
Local Authority 

NLHF 

Investment 

Green Flag 

Awards 

MPF 

Member 

RSA Heritage 

Index Rank 

7 Birmingham 0 ✓ ✓ 268 

96 Nuneaton and Bedworth 0 X ✓ 297 

107 Redditch 0 X ✓ 23 

126 Tamworth 0 X X 302 

152 Herefordshire, County of 0 X X 71 

Table 20 Key authorities in the West Midlands  
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5.2 Priority areas – East Midlands 

 

Table 21 shows five key local authorities in the East Midlands. None have received investment from the NLHF 

and only East Lindsay and Mansfield have Green Flag Awards. None are members of the Midlands Parks Forum, 

and all five are within the top 40% most deprived. All have been ranked low on the RSA Heritage Index for Parks 

and Open Space, with the exception of Bolsover. However, similar to Redditch, Bolsover is ranked highly for 

assets but low for activities, indicating the large number of heritage assets are not being utilised. Only Mansfield 

Council responded to the Park Managers Survey in 2016. They predicted the revenue budget would decrease by 

10% and that there would be no capital budget to invest in parks over the three-years following the survey. 

Mansfield Council also rated the condition of their parks as fair in 2016 but estimated the condition would 

decline. 

Deprivation 

Rank 
Local Authority 

NLHF 

Investment 

Green Flag 

Awards 

MPF 

Member 

RSA 

Heritage 

Index Rank 

39 East Lindsay 0 ✓ X 122 

46 Mansfield 0 ✓ X 177 

84 Bolsover 0 X X 35 

102 Boston 0 X X 188 

120 Wellingborough 0 X X 73 

Table 21 Key authorities in the East Midlands  

5.3 Ideas for the future 

The research also clearly shows the impact that the West Midland Parks Forum had in its 30+ years as 

it had a significant focus on NLHF funded projects, indeed in some years 5 out of 6 meeting were held 

in such sites. This meant that council officers were able to share the lessons learned, physically see live 

projects on the ground, network and share ideas and this built a significant capacity and appetite 

within the region. Many councils have hosted other council’s project teams and shared their 

experiences to support each other.  

The East Midlands by contrast clearly lagged behind despite the previous forum through GreenSpace 

(a former organisation liquidated in 2014) hence creating the need for the creation of the Midlands 

Parks Forum. 
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There are clear priority areas where MPF could work collaboratively with Green Flag Award and NLHF 

(nationally and regionally) to target further research and explore future capacity building and 

investment needs. Lincolnshire is a prime area where there are two great examples of investment 

namely Boultham Park in Lincoln and Wyndham Park in Grantham, where both councils have played 

host to and supported other projects from outside of their county and, as such would be great hosts 

and advocates once face to face meetings can be held. 

There is also a north Nottinghamshire grouping of authorities and some isolated areas in the west 

midlands. 

There is also a very stark reminder that those in the more deprived areas of the regions have the least 

amount of green space with those in the more well-off area having four times as much space to enjoy. 

We recognise that quantity is not everything and we would indeed argue that having access to good 

quality green space are the more important factors. We were not fully able to research accessibility 

and quality and more could be done here in the future to aggregate other data sets where they exist. 

If MPF, its members, award and grant giving bodies and indeed Public Health England believe in 

addressing environmental and social justice then green spaces lie at the heart of our most deprived 

communities and can form the basis of a post covid recovery that can deliver lasting and meaningful 

change. A collaborative approach between all such organisations and those with significant experience 

in the field could be developed, similar in some ways to the CABE space enabling programme. 

5.4 Update August 2021 

Following production of the report in March 2021 the Partnership Manager and Trustees of MPF decided that 

the report would not be published until such time as there had been an opportunity to contact each of the “cold 

spot’ authorities and that the report had been shared with them. This was due to concerns that these authorities 

could feel that they were being highlighted in a negative manner. The partnership Manager subsequently held 

virtual meetings with 5 of the authorities concerned and the feedback below was derived from those meetings. 

Devastating cuts during austerity years have left authorities without the range of skills and resources at a senior 

level to develop long term strategies 

A situation of firefighting, reduced budgets, reducing costs, working in election cycles of 18 months, and not 

looking far enough beyond at succession planning for staff and skills 
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Council Finance Managers reluctance to commit to high levels of match funding for large projects to ensure local 

authority fiscal responsibility. 

Unsuccessful bids at Stage 1 and limited feedback from funders reduced confidence in developing bids. 

Lack of strategy resulting in workforce not adapted to face role of modern parks management 

Covid 19 exacerbated situations 

Many ‘cold authorities’ said they are still very short on the time needed to begin to repair the damage, but 

recognised the role that the Midlands Parks Forum can play in sharing good practice, and the opportunity to visit 

sites of excellence through achieving Heritage Funding and Green Flag Awards.  They also suggested that further 

support is offered to support the learning, development and mentoring of junior staff perhaps through a ‘junior’ 

forum. 

 




