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ABSTRACT

In the late 1980s, a financial crisis and Compulsory Competitive Tendering (CCT) in green space services brought
with it a profound impact on the quality of parks in the UK. Such government projects, e.g. Urban Task Force (1999)
and Public Parks Assessment (2001), aimed to raise the awareness of the severity of the declining standards of urban parks.
Since the late 1990s, the UK governments (The New Labour (1997-2010) and The Conservative Government (2010-2019)),
have often adopted community-led governance schemes to enhance the quality of parks and address problems derived from
the financial crisis. Accordingly, community groups, notably ‘Friends of’, enlarged their involvement in the decision-making
process of park management. However, there is little empirical evidence concerning the impact of community-led governance
on park management, in particular, the effect on the users’ perceptions of park use. This study explored the context of
community-led park management to reclassify the level of build-up of governance underlined by ‘A Ladder of Citizen
Participation’. In addition, questionnaire surveys were conducted around two Sheffield district parks, which are located
in deprived areas. As a result, community involvement in the status quo of UK urban park management has changed its
form of governance based on the extent of involvement in the decision-making process. The forms of governance could
be categorised in three levels: general, active, and predominant governance, where the extents of decision-making and sharing
responsibility vary. The results obtained through the questionnaires show that one park (active governance), which has
a stronger tendency of sharing responsibility to get involved in park management, had better contribution to park management
and positive impacts on users’ satisfaction than the other park (general governance). The findings highlight that stronger
governance in partnerships with the non-public sectors can shed light on current and future park management through a
shift in sharing responsibility for park management.
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b: The levels of governance based on community participation

Figure 1. A ladder of citizen participation (Arnstein, 1969) (a) and the levels of governance based on community participation in the context

of UK park management (b)
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Category Indicators Types of variable
Part A Socio-demographic Gender, age, length of residence Categorical
Socio-economic English Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) Continuous
Part B Park use Frequency of park visit Categorical
Satisfaction of park Safety feeling (vandalism), Cleanness (dog fouling and litter management), Graffiti (Signage), Continuous
management Accessibility (Safe & equal access for all), Seating, Facilities (equipment), Pathways (ground (Likert scale)
maintenance), Vegetation (tree, flower & grass), Activity organisation (events & festival),
Community notices, Staff presence (personal security on site) and Park improvement
(provision)
Part C Community involvement | Community involvement in park management currently/ in future Categorical

St=2xZA@sks|X| X 473 45 (2019 8%)
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Table 2. Site selection based on criteria (IMD, park size and extent of governance)

I o|m (N} V| V| |wm|Kx, X | X |XI|XI, XV]|XV|XVI| XVI|XVIIH XX | XX
IMD* L|{L M M|{|HIM|M|H|M|H|M|M M| H|M|M|H H| M
Park size” S|L|S S{L|S M|M|M|S|M|M S| M|L | M|L S S S
Extent of governance® | A G| A G| A G G|A|U U G A U G A U U U G
# L. Low deprived, M: Middle deprived and H: High deprived
" S: Small(under 10ha), M: Medium(over 10ha to 20ha) and L: Large(over 20ha)
¢ At Active, Gt General and U: Uninvolved
Table 3. Characteristics of the selected parks
Parson Cross Park (PCP) Manor Fields Park (MFP)
Location in Sheffield 4.5 miles North of city centre 2 miles South East of city centre
Categorisation in park type District District
Site established 1950 1980
Index of multiple deprivation® 537 (1.6%) 820 (2.4%)
Size 26ha 24ha
Facics ). oy st e v g e ot | Y0 He (esting oo . vl ).y are
pitches and family community garden (allotments) allotments and pond
Presence of community groups Parson Cross Community Development Forum in 2000 Friends of Manor Fields in 1998
Extent of governance General Active
# Rank 1 is the most deprived area and Rank 32844 is the least deprived area
71E Aol MEH AL - AA A AFE YERlE IMD A o ARFUE GA7F &5t ol ¥, MFPE § 3082
Fol| wheh AR T o] L] Zto] 7k Ve, 3 A E 74e =iz o8 U}‘—ﬂ*éE(Frlends of Manor Fields) 2+
P E S48 Wete] hEA Yehr| = dHDCLG, T 39 e F BH0R e AfFUE dAV 39
2009). & A8l AR 7 748 AFFL2 k9] 10%°] =l o] Zrolstar Sick
gt AR 9ol $1X(DCLG, 2015) 8k, PCP+ 26ha,
MFP+ 24ha® 3994 % FAFSHH (Table 3 %), AwY 2. CHAX| 2date| 2 HHEA s 2AM
Bl AroMe 4dE 25 7ML Stk PCPE #&
Az AFYE @A 2" £ (Parson Cross Community De- wA T 3dY $9HY 78 9 AHdL dAE 24
velopment Forum) 22 E2l& 349 4% 3908 FAH (Table 4 #x) 3 A3}, 2932 A AJol& TAsIIT

Table 4. Characteristics of park management structure of the sample parks

Parson Cross Park (PCP)

Manor Fields Park (MFP)

Ownership Sheffield City Council (SCC) Sheffield City Council
Management form Local government-led 34 sector enterprise company-led
Main budgets Sheffield City Council Mainly SRB with partly SCC

External funding

Rethinking Parson Cross Park Programme and community-raised

The Provision of Parks Service across S2 area, Housing
Development Fund, Community Infrastructure Levy and
community-raised

Governance stakeholders

Sheffield City Council

Mainly Green Estate Ltd with SCC and Friends group

Number of members

10 (2 active)

30 (10 active)

Roles of community

Fund-raising for park(partly), Guided walk, Events and activities
organising, Involvement of Parson Cross Neighbourhood strategy

High level maintenance (from litter picks to planting), fund-
raising for park improvement, events organising, community
representation, park management assessment

Park assessment

Occasionally conducted by SCC (Recently in 2012)

Every year conducted by Friends group and The University
of Sheffield

shRxZs|X| | 474 45 (20194 8%) 5b
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3 9tk ARUE BA0) <) FESE A9 vl 850,
Park Run 39220812 d B2 N gFRIEo] st T 39 0147} Alolo A F-hol thak Auba] HHE HlEes
ol Aw AT AFTUE HAE B3 ¥4 A E TR AR oW, A wE T NEsE AfolE KAt =3
Table 5. IMD of the sample and census respondents by study sites (%)
LSOA Codée® IVDP
Parson cross sample 1.04
E01033277, E01008060, E01008061, E01008123, E01007946, E01008122, E01008118,
p E01008116, E01008117 and E01008119 1
arson Cross census E01008053 )
E01008063 3
Manor fields sample 1.31
Manor fields cen E01008012, E01008011, E01008013, E01008098, E01008097, E01008015 and E01008018, 1
o 1ields census E01008095 and E01007881 )

# Layer Super Output Areas
® The Index of Multiple Deprivation ranks every small area in England from 1 (most deprived area) to 10 (least deprived area).
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Table 6. Users’ satisfaction of current park management (Inde-
pendent samples 7-Test)

Indicators t D MD Effect size (d)?
Overall maintenance 4.25 .000 A5 0.74
Safety 353 001 A57 0.63
Cleanness 343 001 443 0.61
Graffiti 244 016 380 042
Accessibility 3.73 000 AT72 0.65
Seatings 3.83 000 586 0.67
Pathways 2.97 003 334 0.53
Park improvement 6.39 2000 1.233 1.23

* Effect size: Cohen's d= 02 (Small: SES), 05 (Medium: MES) and
0.8 (Large: LES)

7Heol 9F, ALHY ¥ WE NS B4 Yeisith A
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UA] ko) F e o]&ake] AuAQl 3 e A
o] et BEol M= MFP7} 3288 2.2 PCP| 2.74%9] H]
st SAHAHOE Ueiytth T 3 AelellAe] &

TE ASe] % SPEE 7T HAS A% A3H(Table
Zzx), vk o2 MFP o] 8ate] ¥4 #e] vEee A
Mol A=A vElen, obdk, AT, YA, HIA, 24
9] 2
oet 2ol g Btk 59, A 4 (@=123 LES), &
A A (d=067, MES), H43(d=0.65, MES), SH%(d=
063, MES), 3A3Hd=061, MES)el|A] $-¢]850] 23 0,001
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Table 7. Result of multiple regression analysis
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients )
Model t Sig. VIF
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) —.044 678 — 065 8
Safety 125 118 138 1.067 292 1.620
Cleanness 401 165 393 2435 019 2520
Graffiti 098 149 090 663 511 1.788
Accessibility - 119 25 —.096 -551 584 2917
Overall park Facilities — 065 076 -130 -858 395 2.200
management Seating 194 185 184 1.048 300 2,967
satisfaction Pathways - 135 152 —137 -888 379 2.305
Vegetation 088 179 098 493 624 3801
Activity organisation 105 103 164 1.023 312 2471
Community notices —014 087 —.025 - 156 877 2481
Staff presence —.023 062 —.049 - 365 7 1.708
Park improvement 216 125 319 2.203 033 2,020
E*=523, F=4.209, p=,000, Durbin-Watson=2.244
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4, HHHAL Fof Z=AL

T4 o] &Ate] ARUE T o] ofRe} Fefoakg 2AL
gt Az T He 7k & o)z Uebth(Table 8 33). PCP
S HARE 5%, MFP SRl 18%7F @A ks zl@% Ay
Bl DA A &5 Foldew, BAACRE F Hd 1+ 3ol
7F YRR 2 =6.56, p=.01, Odds Ratio= 416) g ARFY
E] Tl Zof o)Al tist AR M 2tol & Rt PCP $&7
2] 23.8%, MFP S9719] 321%7F &% 39@e)e #dd
AFUE Ao FAT A7t ik %% Biv}(x =435,
p=.037, Odds Ratio=2.26). it S8A= E& A5 o

AU E 1S o) MEP vls)] PCP2] Oﬁaﬂrﬂﬂ =2 3L
TAPE o, AR WE IF Aol AFYE A F
ool & EAH zpolE BAH H(A5, 106) =44, p=002, Eta
Squared(/7) =0.17(LES)) & 7etslel 49 v‘i—JL“ o A%
A3 (Games-Howell, p=.007)84& AT 25~3442)
sre ARl SHEHALE 654 o149 ¥ SRl vl &
AA AFUE A ol go] wokoH, oje 2
a1

o

< Ade L
Ho| AR Y I+ AFUE 59 MAES 5T
FolE A2 94 QY AL 7UE § vk g9

HARZ e = Sl

V. 28 A AAE

TR BF7E AR 0188 F Slofof dhe T Aol
o wehd 2Asks AdM IAE Ao] oz ASHA &
2E Tl o8 UFLE AL FHAA T Aotk
T2y, AAIE A A S ool FubE =7} o4t w4, e
I A FEAE A 3 el O Ao FEESe
o, olE sjAsty] A3 LA L FUFARE HE

=0tk

Table 8. Result of responses to current and potential community
involvement (%)

Community PCP MFP
involvement
Yes No Yes No
Current
5 9% 179 82.1
Don't Don't
Future Yes No Know Yes No Know
2338 5338 22.5 321 21 359

58 sr=xzsks|X| M| 47H 45 (20194 8Y)
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20199 dAl g FdeGHTFEE & AeA EA
St A AMUAL FZ27F APHA SR AL QT EAlE
A AA AR} o)A (e.g. Newcastle city) 2 e Sj
(e.g. Groundwork) 8 2+ A2l AMAX] S F #e
FA AR AR DAl BQEA] e F2E 7t
A3 AYE I Qi) ol2fdt Fx27F FEad Ao ojug
SAA EE B4 98 T 27k Tl B Attt
o9} HHslo] L&y = AHE MR o= AFe FF
A7t 2 Aelth,

F 1. 20101 MBEAIE Sheffield Standard & 38k, 5321 =4 4
7}+ £ 2Nt 13709 = 7t Ea A7 §2]9 7670 3
H 7L GRS A ik wid e BRE S e, 3,
4?1 REESES _‘1,1]_01: :'_51:1;(] Zuw:xh,]. e ;}oka}. =3)
I Hrrs] % 32 AFEE A 9ItH(Nam and Kim, 2019).
5 2. DOPU AW A3, #8f okl A AEA] 30S S8l ﬂW
FE AMEElen, 93 ARyl Huste] =2 SHES AT
e WHE F shtel™ (Bryman, 2008), 7018 2 AFAIZE @ZJ
SHAME SHLAEA] W3} v wste] 3824 G35 HoFr)
3,001 ©]4-2 a small effect, 06 ©]42 a medium effect 1213 0.14
o]AS 3 large effect® E-FETH Pallant, 2010).
3 4. Bta squared (/) = SSeffect / SStotal: oJ® 127} sk 73
2] B4 A7 effect sizeS H7FsH] A8 AREEE SA4 WY
9] &yt McHugh, 2009).

5. Site Categorisation Strategyoll WE2H, TAFUL F¢e] AL A
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