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0. Introduction: Aims and Objectives of the Worksho ps 
0.1. The aims and objectives of the workshop are to discuss the content of the 

five MP4 policy documents based on the project’s themes of governance, 
partnerships, finance, policy and evaluation 

 
1. Workshop One: Governance  
Presented by: Harry Smith, Heriot Watt University 
Flipchart notes based on those taken by Filip Sosenko, Heriot Watt University 
 
1.1.Powerpoint Slides 

        

            
 



             
 

    
 

 
1.2. Discussion Notes 
1.2.1.Gothenburg gave an example of a local community which wanted a 

playground.  The city was unwilling to provide them with it as there was 
another recently renovated playground close by.  A formal agreement was 
written whereby the city would build it on the provisio the community 
managed and cared for it 

1.2.2.In Aarhus the community pointed out that it was unclear to community 
members what they could and couldn’t do with regard to caring for open 
spaces.  The boundaries need clarification, and the stakeholders need to be 
clearly identified 

1.2.3.Agencies need to be positive in what they can do, and honest in outlining 
the restrictions regarding what they can do for communities 

1.2.4.Communities will be more willing to care for spaces if they feel it is theirs.  
There also needs to be a change in people’s mindsets, whereby everything 
is the responsibility of the Local Authority because ‘that’s what we pay our 
taxes for’ 



1.2.5.Communities need to feel they and the Local Authorities are genuinely 
working together, rather than the ‘us and them’ feeling that usually prevails 

1.2.6.Honesty from the Local Authority is very important.  Communities are well 
able to take the ‘hard truth’, and would prefer it this way, provided Local 
Authorities don’t then use it as a way to manipulate people 

1.2.7.Even with land that is legally owned by the people (eg common land in the 
UK), it is still the Local Authority that maintains it.  Should the Authority try to 
use the land for something other than that for which it was designed (eg 
building a school on it), it causes great argument and controversy 

1.2.8.It is important not to alienate the community by making it feel that its area is 
run down and needs attention.  People are generally very protective of their 
neighbourhood; wording and approach are thus very important 

1.2.9.It is still important to discuss placekeeping at the start of any placemaking 
process, which was done to a certain extent at Sheaf Valley Park, with the 
design changing where it became clear it would be difficult to maintain 

1.2.10.Placekeeping activities are not identified.  There may already be some 
placekeeping taking place in open spaces already, but because 
placekeeping tasks are not clarified, they remain ‘under the radar’ 

1.2.11.If an Authority engages the community in the placemaking process, the 
networks that are created as a result can be utilised when looking for 
support when placekeeping – easier to do than starting from scratch 

1.2.12.The Authority should remain involved, even if it is just to identify the tasks 
that need to be done on site, or to supervise.  It should not walk away once 
placemaking is complete, and it should reward the community for remaining 
involved 

1.2.13.Placemaking should include a long term plan for placekeeping, which is 
the case in the construction industry where a 25-year plan has to be in place 
before placemaking plans are accepted 

 
1.3. Flipchart Notes 
Q1. What strategies are there to “approach” stakeho lders in ways that will 

encourage their engagement?  
·  A strong and clear position of the public sector agency or agencies leading 

– ie spelling out the possibilities – helps identify relevant stakeholders. In 
Gothenburg the users taking responsibility for place-keeping was a 
condition for place-making to be funded in the first place. The public agency 
said to users: ‘we can offer this; you want more than we can offer; so you 
need to do something extra for it to work’ 

·  A positive approach is important, showing what you can offer  
·  Creating a sense of ownership requires a change in mentality. This can be 

aided by clarifying what responsibilities actually mean. This includes 
defining what the public standard is  

·  Strategies will depend on the scale of the open space: it is easier to 
delegate place-keeping of a playground than a city park 

·  It is important to give ownership and to build a sense of ownership, but this 
doesn’t always happen. It is better to genuinely give ownership to users 
rather than trying to manufacture it 

·  True transparency is required: people can deal with facts, but if they feel 
manipulated this is a danger  



·  Perhaps what would be beneficial is developing a place-keeping plan, 
similar to place-making plans  

·  The community needs to be presented with the problem 
·  Great care needs to be taken in how the problem is defined initially and how 

it is communicated. Otherwise one is likely to get the solution wrong 
 
Q.2 What tools are available to engage local commun ities in the 

maintenance of sites yet to be developed?  
·  MP4 has this at its centre. Watch Skejby!  
·  Involving people in the placemaking can be a way of encouraging people to 

be involved in placekeeping.  Conversely, if they feel they will have to care for 
a place afterwards, it may put people off being engaged 

·  Sustained involvement of community members is rare 
·  In theory, the more people are involved in place-making, the more they are 

likely to be engaged in place-keeping. But in practice they tend to think that it 
is Local Authority’s responsibility to upkeep the place 

·  It depends how you define place-keeping. For example, if staging events is 
part of the definition of placekeeping, then people are happy to be involved in 
placekeeping in this sense. It is useful to spread information about what 
place-keeping covers and to value what is already there, through e.g. events 

·  People see place-making as something that is very different to place-keeping, 
but place-making can be used to build networks 

·  Addressing place-keeping early is useful, not necessarily linking it to specific 
commitments 

·  Public authorities cannot walk away from a regenerated or developed open 
space – they need to continue to input 

·  Rewarding the community helps 
 
Q3. How do you keep residents involved in place-kee ping in the long term?  
·  It is questionable whether constant community involvement is necessary.  
·  One needs to answer a couple of questions here, in particular: Do you need 

the same level of involvement? Do you need the same people to be involved?  
·  A view held in Gothenburg is that if it is the municipality that comes forward 

with an initiative, it should be prepared to do the place-keeping 
 
Q4. How can the public sector be prepared for good governance of place-
keeping?  
·  If there is no prospect of place-keeping (funding, stakeholder inputs, etc), 

then place-making should not be done 
·  If the public sector chooses a location for renewal/development, then 

responsibility for place-keeping should remain with the public sector. 
Additional regeneration/development requested by the community can entail 
place-keeping responsibility being placed with that community 

·  Sheffield has a 5 year model for place-keeping of public space (in financial 
terms)  

·  In Denmark the budget in the public sector is annual, whereas in public-
private ventures the budget timescale is longer 



 
2. Workshop Two: Partnerships  
Presented by: Alice Mathers, University of Sheffield 
Flipchart notes based on those taken by Mel Burton, University of Sheffield  
 
2.1. Powerpoint Slides 

         
 

  
 

   
 
 



   
2.2. Discussion Notes 
2.2.1.For VLM, partnerships is an important part of the strategy as this is the only 

way the organisation can achieve what it is supposed to.  It is also the only 
way VLM can ensure that the site in question is kept the way it ought to be 

2.2.2.Partnerships are needed if an integrated approach is to be realised.  
Partnership does not just mean internal/external, it means internal/internal 
too, with Local Authority departments learning to work together 

2.2.3.The motivation for being involved differs greatly between partners, where 
for some working in partnership has to be done, often under sufferance, in 
order to achieve something whereas for others working in partnership is an 
exciting opportunity 

2.2.4.Partnerships are not always appropriate or practical.  In the UK a lot of 
effort goes into forming Friends groups, which doesn’t always work.  Not 
every community is interested, or in a position to be an active volunteer, or 
there is no immediate community  

2.2.5.The form of partnership, or the creation of one, depends on what one wants 
to achieve 

2.2.6. British Waterways tends to work as a public/public partnership with Local 
Authorities, but there are more examples of it working without any kind of 
partnership.  It accepts, however, that the quality of work/results/resource is 
higher when working in a partnership 

2.2.7.There are some open spaces that are so large that they will never have 
community ownership, therefore why is such a partnership striven for?  
Effort should be put into making and maintaining partnerships where they 
occur naturally 

2.2.8.Partnerships do need to be created within Local Authorities/public 
organisations.  Officers do not necessarily know which departments should 
be involved and they rarely know who the right person to contact is within a 
department.  Creating and maintaining communications lines between 
departments can be very difficult, particularly if they don’t understand, or 
agree, why a department should be involved.  Communications lines are not 
always treated with the same level of importance and it can be a constant 
battle to remain in the loop 

2.2.9.Partnerships can be fraught with internal politics and lack of trust 
2.2.10.Companies/businesses in the area should be included in the partnership 



2.2.11.The motivation for Local Authorities is not necessarily altruistic.   They 
need funding, which can only be accessed through partnerships 

2.2.12.Some public organisations are increasingly working with intermediary 
organisations in order to carry work out eg the probationary service, or back 
to work schemes 

2.2.13.It was suggested that some community groups are in a powerful position 
as they can access funding Local Authorities can’t, which means they can 
make or break a project.  There are different power balances depending on 
who has the money 

 
2.3. Flipchart Notes 
Q1. Is it worth the effort? 
·  Depends on who is asking – useful to some not others   
·  VLM – must do it as it’s the only way they can do it 

(placemaking/placekeeping) 
·  As long as responsibilities are fragmented must work in partnership 

(internal/internal). It’s worth it for the legacy – developer moves on, need 
investment from people, ownership, long term commitment 

·  Sometimes the project moves towards self sufficiency/self sustaining, 
meaning the original catalyst (eg the Local Authority) is no longer required 
and the partnership can continue without help 

 
Q2. Are partnerships for placekeeping always necess ary? 
·  It’s very important in some places but its horses for courses – not every 

place needs one – need to choose 
·  If one wants to achieve more, they are necessary.  Could transfer to private 

only – but then there is the risk that the places become exclusive 
·   In a public/private partnership the place is still in public ownership – the 

public partner helps to moderate/mediate, to ensure public good 
·  In public/public – community can’t manage the resource themselves.  Can 

lead to better quality results e.g. in reducing vandals by including the 
community partner 

 
Q3.  Is stakeholder/community engagement fundamenta l for placekeeping? 
·  Depends on the scale and type of space – if very large/wrong place then 

public won’t have ownership (Sheaf Valley Park) 
·  Need to form partnerships within organisations – internal partnerships.  

They may need support – should internal support officers be employed to 
help facilitate partnership working between e.g. departments within a 
council? 

·  Projects can facilitate this and bring departments together 
·  Communications within one organisation can be problematic, not only needs 

starting  but also keeping up 
·  How can communities hope to communicate with large organisations if 

organisation can’t themselves communicate internally? 



Q4. Are public/private partnerships different from public/community 
partnerships? 

·  Public – public (internal) – can still be tensions and these can be more 
complex than with external partners.  Public-private can be easier as it’s 
easier to negotiate issues through contracts 

·  Public/private/community – triplicates all the issues!  Suspicions of each other 
motives, different agendas…. 

·  Including third sector in above may not be fully inclusive – may just be for 
show  

 
Q5.  What are the triggers to motivate? 
·  May just be to access funding – once this is achieved then partnership 

(partner) is ignored 
·  May be through contracts – access to contract (public/private) 
·  What motivates people/partners – need to understand the reasons.  

Companies – private are profit driven.  But what about communities? 
·  Public sector it may be the only way to solves problems.  May be to access 

funding.  May need to work with intermediary bodies to get the (their) job 
done 

·  PARTNERSHIPS OF CONVENIENCE. 
·  The power balance may shift towards communities they are in a powerful 

position to stop/create projects.  A new idea of what communities can do – 
however this is the UK context, it may be different elsewhere 

·  Partnerships are not equal – who has access to funding? 
 

……………………………….. 
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3. Workshop Three: Finance  
Presented by: Stefan Kreutz, HafenCity University 
 
3.1. Powerpoint Slides 

             



              

        
 

     
 

     
3.2.Discussion Notes 
3.2.1.There is a system in Belgium where industry puts money into a general 

fund, with open space work on industrial sites carried out using the fund.  
This is combined with public money (agro-environmental agreements, which 



are funds from the EU to farmers).  A ten-year maintenance plan has to be 
agreed to in order to access the money.  There is always public money 
available for landowners to plant trees, but it isn’t much.  Combined with 
private money, it becomes worthwhile.  €87,000 was collected from 21 
businesses on the industrial rural boundary near Ghent harbour.  While this 
is a lot of money, it involved a lot of time investment to motivate companies 
into being a part of the scheme.  Those companies that have taken part are 
mentioned in advertising campaigns, at different levels depending on how 
much they have donated.  This is a one-off payment and the companies are 
very large.  It should be mentioned however that this is not standard 
procedure, and was part of an experiment funded by a European ERDF 
project 

3.2.2.Knowing the cost of placekeeping in advance depends on the standard.  It 
is possible to know the cost in advance.  This should be balanced with the 
benefits of placekeeping 

3.2.3.British Waterways in the UK always enters into an agreement with the 
Local Authority regarding maintenance costs and management when it has 
carried out improvement works.  These agreements are timebound 
however, so there is always a point at which they should be renewed.  This 
raises the question that if the Local Authority no longer wants to pay 
maintenance costs, does the site revert to its unimproved state, or does 
British Waterways pay for continuing maintenance?  British Waterways tries 
to convince using the benefits argument, but it is becoming difficult as more 
Local Authorities feel the financial squeeze.  The cost of doing nothing can 
be very high   

3.2.4.Contracts have a very important role in agreeing what will happen if there is 
no money to continue maintaining and the agreement is not renewed.  The 
disbenefits of not continuing with the agreement should be explicit within the 
agreement 

3.2.5.In construction business the concept of ‘one, five, two hundred’ is used to 
ensure the issue of maintenance is properly considered ie one pound spent 
on design, five pounds spent on construction, two hundred pounds spent on 
maintenance.  This rule should be applied to open space  

3.2.6.The public sector in Hamburg/Germany replaces some playgrounds every 
ten years because construction money can be found more easily than 
maintenance money for ongoing placekeeping 

3.2.7.In Public Authorities the investment budget is separate from the 
maintenance budget (staff costs), therefore costs are not considered 
holistically 

3.2.8.In UK Public Authorities have to say how they are going to care for an open 
space in order to receive the funding for the improvements, even though 
they don’t have the money to do so.  There may be a five year plan (as 
there is in Sheffield) for maintenance, but it is often written purely to get the 
capital funding and there is no-one checking to make sure Authorities do 



carry out the maintenance identified in the plan, and funding bodies do not 
take the money back if they find the maintenance is not being carried out.  
There is no incentive to placekeep in these instances 

3.2.9.In UK funding bodies want applicants to outline how the open spaces will 
be maintained and will not award money if a maintenance plan has not been 
written.  But the same funding bodies will not award projects the money 
needed to carry out the maintenance 

3.2.10.In Gothenburg money is given to the city for building or renovating open 
space, but with each project the politicians ensure there is some budget to 
maintain it too.  It would be useful to examine the Gothenburg model further 
to see how the politicians are convinced that maintenance money is as 
important as the construction money 

 
………………………………… 

 
4.  Workshop Four: Policy  
Presented by: Christian Lindholst, University of Copenhagen 
 
4.1. Powerpoint Slides 
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4.2.Discussion Notes 
4.2.1.VLM’s land development policy is a legislative document which ensures 

placekeeping continues over 20yrs if placemaking is to take place.  But 
there needs to be further steps to ensure placekeeping for projects which 
have already taken place.  VLM has prepared a new legislative framework 
which contains a subsidising scheme for the longer term.  This will be 
passed to the relevant Minister for further discussion and acceptance.  This 
is seen as a positive development as the current framework is limited   

4.2.2.Goteborg has a compensation scheme for the appropriation of open 
spaces, whereby developers must mitigate for loss of green space – but 
only if it is in use by the public.  The city has to agree in principle to green 
space development, and help find a way forward to carry it out.  The 
consequences for children must also be taken into consideration 

4.2.3.At Federal level in Germany there is legislation which supports private 
initiatives in urban development, although it isn’t clear what private means.  
The BID model has been implemented in 6 of the 16 Bundeslandes, so it is 
not country wide.  The new Government wants to build 6000 new flats per 
annum; Hamburg will be carrying this out within the city centre which will 
place extra stresses on open spaces through building on them or increasing 
visitor numbers through higher population levels in an area 

4.2.4.The UK has regulations regarding the quantity of open space, but not levels 
of quality, appropriate design or situ.  There are plenty of recommendations 
and guidance on open space, however 

4.2.5.Scotland did have regulations regarding quality, design and site 
4.2.6.There appears to be a strong focus on quality in Goteborg 
4.2.7.Placekeeping in the UK is not a statutory requirement.  There is a 

disconnect between strategic policies and what takes place on the ground 
4.2.8.There is a need to improve on policies in relation to Placekeeping 
4.1.9.There is a Scottish document relating to sustainable procurement which is 

beginning to change attitudes towards long term commitments and costs 
within the public sector 

4.2.10. It is clear there are some policies on placekeeping within the EU, but 
there is still a lack.  These need to be identified in order to find a solution.  
Are these lacks common to all Partner countries, or do MP4’s policy 
recommendations need to be put in context? 

4.2.11.It is possible to use the examples section of the Policy policy document to 
contextualise recommendations for policy change 



5.  Workshop Five: Evaluation 
Presented by: Harry Smith, Heriot Watt University 
Notes based on those taken by Filip Sosenko, Heriot Watt University 
 
5.1. Powerpoint Slides 

   
 

       
 
 

    
 



   
 
5.2.Discussion Notes 
5.2.1. The critical reporting and the model agreement work has concentrated on 

the processes rather than the impact.  A lot if information has been 
gleaned through this work with regard to changes partners might make 
next time.  This is very MP4 specific, however 

5.2.2.The fundamental question is ‘why evaluate?’.  If one thinks about ‘why’, it 
throws up fundamental differences between placemaking and 
placekeeping.  For placemaking, evaluation is important for learning and 
evidence which can be applied to future projects.  It is also a useful tool for 
promoting projects to future stakeholders.  Placekeeping should be 
evaluated in order to present results to stakeholders and determines 
priorities within the organisation involved, and evidence value for money.  
Baseline information is very important, and there should be an evaluation 
and monitoring plan in place from the start, as part of the project planning 
and procurement processes.  Funding is available for evaluation 

5.2.3.Motives and interests need to be clear, ensuring proof for success of a 
project and a tool for accessing funding.  Monitoring after the project is 
particularly important where budget cuts mean a rise in vandalism, or a 
lowering of house prices.  Measuring the effects of budget cuts provide hard 
figures that could be instrumental in ensuring budgets are restored.   

5.2.4.Video interviews with beneficiaries are very powerful tools 
5.2.5.Social capital is the phrase of the moment and should be considered when 

evaluating and monitoring, particularly as it can be part of a project’s 
engagement process 

5.2.6.Monitoring and evaluation is often carried out because it is a requirement of 
the funding body.  But this often means the type of evaluation, or the 
indicators are not appropriate for the project.  There should be more 
freedom about the type of evaluation that is carried out 

5.2.7.Ecosystems services is the new sustainability and it is becoming important 
to include 

 
5.3. Flipchart Notes  
Q1: Very little ongoing monitoring/evaluation beyon d the life of this project 

– why? 
·  VLM’s evaluation scheme is pre-investment, in the plan-making stage. It 

should be included in the documents that are agreed on. This is to ensure 
one knows the effects of what is going to be done. Socio-economic 



parameters are not linked to place-keeping; they are used to measure the 
effects of place-making on mobility, farmer enterprises, etc  

·  In Sheffield there is satisfaction with what the park is like now, once the works 
have been completed. The issue is that there is no baseline. However, an e-
mapping exercise was carried out which could be done again. The University 
of Sheffield will do a survey of how the users use the space now and will 
compare with previous use 

 
Q2: What could be the benefits of evaluating the pl acekeeping process, 

rather than the results? 
·  The evaluation of process is what has been done best in MP4, including 

through the analysis of model agreements 
·  A fundamental question is why evaluate. In MP4 it is part of the project remit, 

so that is a key reason. But there are differences between place-making and 
placekeeping. In placemaking one might need to evaluate: (a) contractors’ 
work; (b) learning (on the process side) and evidence from other projects (on 
the product side); and (c) promotion. In placekeeping evaluation can be used 
to: (a) promote to users; (b) assist internal determination of priorities for 
action; and (c) ensure value for money. The approaches used would depend 
on what the evaluation is for. It is fundamental to have: (a) a baseline; and (b) 
a monitoring and evaluation plan, which needs to be considered from the 
beginning 

·  Motives or interests for evaluation are important. Sometimes it is a 
requirement of projects. Monitoring the effects of reduced public budgets can 
be useful politically – e.g. to measure increases in vandalism, prices going 
down  

·  There were complaints in Gothenburg when the placekeeping budget was cut 
by 10%, which led to the budget being restored to its original level  

·  In Hamburg they demonstrated how not collecting litter made it accumulate 
rapidly  

·  Placekeeping will require the resources of the stakeholder who is responsible 
for the space. Monitoring can help decide what to put the money into  

 
Q3: What aspects could/should be monitored ‘ex-post ’ and what ‘ongoing’? 
·  Placekeeping is an ongoing activity, not necessarily with a beginning and an 

end  
·  A monitoring process implies being critical of one’s practice, which is daunting 
 
Q4: Which data to collect – qualitative or quantita tive? 
·  It is important to find the right indicators.  Qualitative indicators are used for 

measuring process; both qualitative and quantitative can be used to measure 
use of the park. Qualitative indicators are not trusted as much by public 
administrations 

·  An individual’s story and how a project or activity has affected them can be 
very powerful 

·  Video interviews can be very powerful, e.g. showing individuals who have 
been involved and perhaps got a job as a result of the experience  



·  Social capital is a huge thing to be able to demonstrate, and it can be 
demonstrated qualitatively – it can be used as a form of engagement, as local 
people are involved  

·  One needs to consider whether evaluation is reactive or part of a plan. In 
procurement of public facilities, when you procure something you should set 
out the indicators and plan for monitoring  

·  Evaluation is mostly done because funders demand it, and sometimes the 
funders specify certain indicators 

·  Projects don’t always deliver positives, particularly when economic and 
environmental effects might be in conflict. The negatives might not be picked 
up if the indicators have a narrow focus. Sustainability indicators can help 
overcome this limitation. The ecosystem services approach is also useful. In 
British Waterways projects the plan states who does the monitoring and 
evaluation (whether internal or external). There are always process and 
results indicators and those to deliver are identified. This is in theory, but in 
practice it works differently. The responsibility for long-term monitoring has 
not been cracked 

·  There also needs to be clarity over what is going to be monitored – clear key 
performance indicators  

·  What the monitoring and evaluation is going to be used for is also important  
 
6.  Conclusions  
Notes based on those taken by Filip Sosenko, Heriot Watt University 
 
·  Looking at the theme of governance, an alternative model for delivering green 

space could be the charitable foundation. There are charities in the UK that 
do this, and British Waterways is going this way. In the UK there are public 
funds that can be accessed only by charities, and charities can borrow from 
banks. There is experience elsewhere as well: Bürgerpark Bremen in 
Germany is constituted this way  

·  In the UK trusts manage as much land as in the public sector, and these can 
be subsidised by the public sector  

·  In Flanders there are no charities similar to the UK model, but there are 
nature organisations with huge membership. However, the fees from 
members are quite small compared with what can be accessed from the 
public sector 

·  Organisations in the UK range from the publicly subsidised model to entirely 
self-funded not-for-profit organisations  

·  The third sector is very advanced in the UK. Germany is a country of 
associations with clear rules and regulations, but there is no extra funding for 
these. There is public funding that is dedicated to certain trusts, but not 
additional public funding  

·  Public bodies can never be as efficient as private partners. If VLM wants to 
buy property, the price it offers has to be estimated by the Council which 
normally sets a high price, while the private market sets lower prices – though 
this is not always the case  

·  The private sector is not always necessarily more efficient that the public 
sector. It is often the rules of the public administration that make it less 



efficient. Another argument has to be considered: if something is delivered by 
the public sector it is public, if it is delivered by a charity it is not secured for 
public use. If an asset is public and based on taxes, and everybody has 
access, it is therefore not dependent on charities  

·  This, however, depends on the type of trust. A publicly funded trust has to 
meet certain conditions, which can include free access to the public. 
Nevertheless, some do charge for use  

·  If an asset is in public ownership the city can set the rules and guarantee 
public access  

·  On the other hand, trusts have volunteers who do lots of voluntary work  
·  The current situation is that public authorities cannot do everything, so they 

have to rely on other parties  
·  In Germany there is a lot of debate about the role of public authorities. In 

Germany their role is becoming less active and more regulatory  
·  New models for delivery of open space need to be considered, but that 

doesn’t take away from its public character  
·  One model is the service agreement. In Sheffield a social enterprise entered 

into a service agreement for the upkeep of open space on behalf of the 
Council and leased the land from the Council  

·  How much is spent annually on placekeeping of open space remains an issue  
·  It would be a useful to know/calculate how much a visit to a park costs  
·  In Edinburgh this is part of the Community Services Department, and its 

budget is considerable  
·  UoS tried to assess cost of placekeeping for CABE, looking at 12 Local 

Authorities, and found that the LAs couldn’t even say how much it cost to 
each of them because the budgets were so dispersed across departments  

·  In Denmark they have rough figures: 0.5 billion Euros for parks, squares, etc. 
Only public money is included in the estimate for placekeeping  

 
7. Thematic Examples for the Five Policy Documents 
7.1.Governance 
·  Emmen (from a village perspective) 
·  Firth Park/Sheaf Valley (Friends groups; from a city perspective) 
·  GetMove (young demographic) 
 
7.2.Partnerships 
·  Business Improvement Districts/Neighbourhood Improvement Districts 

(public/private) 
·  Gothenburg (working in partnership with housing authorities) 
·  VLM (always works in partnership) 
 
7.3.Finance 
·  Business Improvement Districts 
·  Emmen (financing from local small businesses) 
·  Gothenburg (changes in maintenance through finance) 



·  Green Estate (social enterprise) 
 
7.4.Policy 
·  Gothenburg (strong policies) 
·  Sheffield City Council (green space strategy) 
·  Emmen (working with residents) 
 
7.5.Evaluation 
·  Emmen (evaluation is already taking place) 
·  Sheffield (evaluating community capacity) 
·  Gothenburg (sociotope, and possibly rec-mapping) 
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