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Heritage Lottery Project                             
 St Ann’s Allotments – Year 3 Review                                 

This review will be freely available to the stakeholders, both past and present, who have contributed to the effort to firstly save and then develop this unique resource in inner city Nottingham.  Anyone else with a legitimate interest can ask for a copy and receive one.
1. The Original Project Aims:

These are listed in the Management and Maintenance Plan, noting “these continue to be the focus of the Project, as they can be seen to address the issues of recent management and to respond to the wider context:”

         To conserve the physical and cultural heritage elements of the gardens;

         To make appropriate improvement to facilities in order to increase the use of the gardens and enhance their interpretation;

         To provide high quality long-term management and maintenance for the gardens, with secure revenue funding and active involvement of users;

         To increase the use, awareness and appreciation of the gardens (by outreach work and preventing barriers to access);

· To maximise the value of the gardens and their development as assets for neighbourhood renewal and environmental sustainability.
Since the project aims were drawn up, the environment within which the project operates has changed in several ways:-
· The country has experienced a recession and it appears that there will be a time of economic uncertainty, including funding restraints for the foreseeable future.

· There have been severe cutbacks in Local Government spending and we can expect to see a continuation of austerity measures and frugal distribution of funds.
· The combination of oil price rises, climate change and general inflation has led to noticeable increases in the price of food. As a consequence more people want to grow their own food.  This has impacted on the demand for allotments.

· A growing environmental awareness has driven up the demand for food which is grown closer to home. The “Local Food” initiative has been another driver contributing to increased demand for plots.
2. A summary conclusion:

We feel the majority of the aims of the project will be successfully achieved subject to our agreeing outstanding matters with the Heritage Lottery Fund.  The 5 year duration of the project provides secure revenue to ensure the gardens are actively managed and the project delivered.  
The site is large, complex and unique in its layout.  This brings a complexity which does add to the costs of management. Present funding gives an adequate level of support but beyond the 5 years of this project it is, at the present time, difficult to predict what revenues will be available but we already know that the NCC contribution will be reduced and our forward planning will need to take account of known pressures and start to seek lines of income for the future.
3. The Capital Works Project

The Heritage Lottery Fund offer letter dated 28.11.2007 set out the terms of the funding and listed the approved purposes.  Part of the funding was for “a capital works project” with the balance going to sustain revenue activities over a five year period which started at the same “nominal” date as the capital work.  There are differences in the progress of the two elements of the project which are covered later but, in essence, the capital work is completed except for the Allotment Centre and the Revenue/Heritage element progresses well but has been delayed by circumstances beyond the project’s ability to influence.  In this respect the delays to the Allotment Centre, the problems with the water infrastructure and the impact upon Revenue/Heritage work is discussed separately. (See section 7)
4. The planning process

Hungerhill Developments Ltd was formed after the planning period and before the start of the five year project period and no one presently working on the project has been present throughout (HLF excepted) so whilst there have been unexpected problems (see section seven) it is not possible to say whether they could have or should have been foreseen. 

Much of the early funding went to consultants who provided input for the lay members of the project team to base their decisions upon.  Consultant’s input is always valuable but common sense should sometimes prevail. (13th Avenue slippage).  It is also evident that no-one makes good decisions if they are deprived of the quality or amount information needed or if decisions are made in camera (water infrastructure and borehole).  Consultants are not always right and the lay members should have the confidence to challenge their assumptions and insist upon adequate information being available to inform their decisions.  A new and inexperienced group may lack both this resolve and also the technical knowledge, and it is perhaps for the Heritage Lottery Fund to provide counsel upon this point for other projects.  
It is also evident that little of the funding allocated to planning and consultancy actually benefitted the area in which the site sits by way of providing salary/wage input to local residents.  Should local professionals have some priority in getting work rather than simply giving the job to the provider with the lowest quote?  
Hungerhill Developments Limited are prepared to share their experiences with new project teams if this will be helpful to others.

5. Selection of the contractor for the capital work

This followed a rigorous process, approved by the HLF, but which did cause differences with EMDA who felt that their requirement for advertising the opportunity had not been met.  This was because the partners elected, under advice, to choose the recipients for the tender documents.  In hindsight, some issues with EMDA might have been avoided if they had been more thoroughly debated beforehand.  
We were fortunate that the chosen contractor had extensive experience of working in the sector and was able to absorb delays when we were not able to obtain permission to proceed as planned.  As the Quantity Surveyor commented at the time “a more commercially minded company would have walked away from this job before now!”  
It was around this time that changes occurred in the Hungerhill Developments Ltd team.  The level of detail in the project was very high and it took time for new people to settle in and become familiar with project detail and requirements.  The potential for errors to occur at this time was high. These changes were not planned but should be expected in a project of this size and complexity which is domiciled in the Voluntary Sector. 

The capital works were not all undertaken by the same contractor. This is a normal practice but for any group not familiar with the construction industry can be unsettling.  Crestra Ltd was the main contractor but they subcontracted part of the installation of the water infrastructure to Tarmac Ltd who undertook this work on the same timescale as they did the roads and pathways. The gates were supplied and installed by a further contractor.  The borehole was eventually completed under the direction of Nottingham City Engineers and the Allotment Centre is still to be started for reasons which will be explained later (section seven).  Other contract work was not undertaken and will be achieved by the site management company – STAA Ltd, (spraying of Japanese knotweed and the remaining plot clearance). 
6. Delivery of the Capital Work 
6a. The largest budget headings dealt with “Avenues and Pathways”, “Drainage” and the “Water Installation”.  All these things were located in the same space so it was inevitable that they would occupy a large part of the contractor’s time and also raise the most issues.  Final accounts have been received and agreed with the contractors. One of our key problems was discovering that we would have to spend an additional £100k on backfill material for the pipe trenches under the roadways when it was discovered that the excavated material would not be suitable, this despite the input of professional advisors who could/should have made test pits to determine what we were dealing with. This lack of attention created the need for economies in other areas (see section 6f). All this work is now complete but it has to be said that the water pipe work and valves continued to cause problems throughout the warranty period and are still an issue for the project.  Fortunately the contractors are still providing some support for a couple of isolated issues despite the fact that the warranty period has now expired. 
6b. Water: The borehole installation was eventually taken over by Nottingham City Engineers when the City decided to fund this up front and deliver it to the project as a package.  This effectively took control away from the project which we now know we should not have contemplated.  The borehole as delivered by the City will provide adequate supplies over a year; indeed it could supply more than is needed.  What it cannot do is meet the level of demand experienced in dry periods when demand peaks sharply.  We experienced a prolonged dry spell in the summer of 2010 when the system failed to deliver and many gardeners were without water for several weeks at a critical time for them. A further dry spell at the beginning of 2011 was a further worry.    
 The borehole and pump were designed down to a price which, in reality, delivered a problem not a solution. 
A lasting solution could cost as much as £100,000 but careful and extensive examination of the problem by the City’s Allotments Team suggests that there is just sufficient water if we can introduce a means of sharing and also provide guidance and counselling for gardeners upon the most effective use of water for irrigation in horticultural situations.  We have made an offer of help with provision of water butts and will continue to monitor the use of water and the potential solutions.  However, a return to the use of mains water, even if only as a backup, would compromise the original aims of the project to reduce the reliance on mains water and create a fundamentally unsound solution from an environmental standpoint.
6c. Circulation and Use is delivered under budget but only because one car park has been omitted.  This is the car park at the Ransom Road entrance which is where the Allotment Centre will be located.  That parking will, in part, be delivered with the centre.

6d. Boundaries and Entrances are complete but the signage budget has been transferred to the Heritage section for the time being.  Boundaries, and access, has been a problem but the gardeners are, in the majority, very pleased with the increased level of security and many of the problems associated with open access might have abated but are still firmly on the agenda for some.  In addressing the needs of the many we’ve used the funding sensibly and we can still deliver improved access for the public when the Allotment Centre is built.  That feature will then deliver on one of the main aims which was to improve access to the site for those not involved with it on a day to day basis.  One problem with the gates is that insurance premiums almost equal the value of a gate.  We decided not to insure but in year two one gate was extensively damaged and we have had to cover the cost of a replacement gate. 
6e. The Heritage Capital Spend is now well under way and having completed the restoration of a notable green house the project will now move to create show plots around the greenhouse in order to maximise the benefit and publicity.  The restored greenhouse has already started to attract publicity as an individual attraction.

6f. At a mid point financial review we decided to take out of the program around £100,000 of plot clearance because we felt that could be achieved over an extended period by volunteers. (Those funds were, in any event, needed to cover an unforeseen problem with the installation of the water infrastructure). That has happened and large tracts of previously unusable land have been and are being returned to productive use. There was some confusion about what “garden structures” meant and we agreed eventually that it referred to the retaining walls on the roads and paths which have been rebuilt where necessary.  The issues relating to structures on individual plots are referred to elsewhere.  
6g.The hedges surrounding the plots are a particular feature of the site and the work undertaken (to reduce the height to a uniform five feet across the site) has made a remarkable difference to the vistas across the site and, especially in winter, the views across the site and to the nearby city centre are now comparable with those seen in Victorian times. 

6h. Ongoing maintenance will be fairly simple on the roads and pathways but to maintain the new vistas we need to persuade the tenants to maintain their own hedges wherever possible.  
6i. Capital Expenditure overall, as at the 31 December 2010, was £2,318,070 against a budget of £2,941,550 an apparent saving of £623,480.  The separate fees budget of £380,334 was utilised to the sum of £305,122 giving a further saving of £74,212.  The position re capital can be summarised:

Capex budget to 31.12.10

2,941,550

Actual capex


           (2,318,070)

Fees budget



   380,334

Actual fees



  (305,122)






---------------

Apparent surplus


   698,692

Less income not received

  (119,762) this is the VAT shortfall caused by EMDA






----------------

Un-utilised capital budget

   578,930

The accounts include a provision to cover the retention due to Crestra.  We have also received £60,000 from Nottingham City Council towards the cost of 479/480 (£50K) and the water remediation (£10K).  The demolition of the cabins on 478 (£4,000) is not reflected here.  The £125,000 Heritage spend also has to come out of this sum so it is likely that, having covered the cost of 479/480 (now in the region of £150K to £300K), the water remediation (up to £100K) and the heritage spend there will be a shortfall in respect of the costs of the Allotment Centre where we are looking at £350K plus subject to design and costing. The recent indication that HLF will accept a request for additional funding to deliver the Allotment Centre and to ensure that the project objectives can be met is very welcome.

7. Problems encountered in the capital project

7a. The Allotment Centre

This part of the project was originally intended to be sited in the centre of the allotments within a “green” environment, the design of which was superficially attractive but which, upon closer examination, revealed several flaws in the thinking.  Specifically:

The site managers were to have been located in the building but no provision had been made for water supply, sewerage, adequate electricity for the IT needs of the business or staff facilities and comfort.    Electricity was to have been provided by means of a wind turbine and possibly photo voltaic panels.  The wind element had to be dismissed on the grounds that there was rarely sufficient and the PV element, whilst having potential was not enough, on its own, to favour locating the centre at the originally proposed site. 
Further investigation and a review of the original thinking indicated that only two sites really met the needs of a centre which was now to be the focal point for visitors to the site, act as a gate guardian and also house the residual members of the site management team (after the completion of the revenue element of the project).   These areas were located at the main entrances on Ransom Road and Chandos Street.  Reference to Nottingham City Planners indicated that Chandos Street raised issues for them so the Ransome Road entrance became the preferred location. Problems with the adjacent plots have created delays but the present position is:
· The site (plot478) has been cleared of previous buildings

· A contract monitor has been appointed (Andrea Heinlein)

· The architect has produced outline plans and location drawings which have been agreed by the HDL Board. (See plans attached as an appendix.)
· We look to deliver the centre by mid 2012 subject to getting budget approval and tangible additional support from the Heritage Lottery Fund
7b. Plots 479/480
Over a period of several years the tenant on these plots, and others, tipped builders waste and other materials on the site to raise the ground to provide a more level plot.  At the lower edges this created a “cliff” of waste material which hung over the community orchard.  
The extent of the debris accumulated was much greater than first thought possible and the cost of remediation will be in the region £150,000 to £300,000.  We have identified and ring fenced £100,000 towards this but unless further funding can be sourced the restoration and use of this part of the site will be impossible.  The level of cost here is made worse by the complexity of legislation which covers the handling, transfer and end treatment of waste material. Each stage has required extensive research and consultancy both within the partner organisations and with professional engineers.

This is the main entrance to the site and the approach to the Visitor Centre so it is a key issue and risk.  The two plots are registered as potential producers of waste.  Consultants (Opus) have been asked to provide an engineering solution which will lead us to firm decisions about the way forward and the final costs.  It does seem that we will be unable to deliver part of the project unless we can see a way to fund the remediation of the problems on this part of the site.  
It appears to us that when allotment gardening fell out of favour in the latter part of the 20thCentury the stewardship of the site became a low priority task and much damage was caused to this and other parts of the site through neglect and wilful mistreatment.
7c. Water Infrastructure

The problems here are detailed section 6a above.  The City’s Allotment Officer has provided first class support and facilitated a detailed examination of the problems and possible solutions.  The most sensible solution will be to provide a mains back up with a separate tank and pump set which will supplement the borehole supply when the pressure drops.  The cost is estimated to total £100,000 towards which the City has contributed £10,000.  
That City contribution has been bolstered by massive support from the Allotment Service in the form of their allocating a member of the team for two days a week to research the problem and possible solutions.  That contribution, in our view, equalises the contribution with that from the project and without that help these issues could still be beyond our ability to identify and resolve.
A careful examination and analysis has suggested that the borehole may deliver enough water if we can establish a means of equitable sharing, educate gardeners about sensible and effective use of water and other means such as mulching.  This does need the extensive co-operation of gardeners and meetings have been held to further those relationships.  We are continuing to measure water use at borehole level and at individual taps to ensure that everyone is treated equally and that we have a clear understanding the issues involved. For the time being we are not proposing a capital spend but will keep that option under review until we are satisfied that the issues are fully understood. 
8.Management of the site

STAA Limited is the manager of the site.  STAA is an organisation which includes in its membership tenants on site which feature aids compliance with the expressed wish of the City Council that the site should be managed by the gardeners.  STAA was also a key player in achieving listed status for the site and therefore protecting it from further encroachment by developers.  
STAA recruited a body of staff which are largely but not wholly funded by the project via the HLF support.  That staff body is led by the STAA Co-ordinator and has worked both hard and mainly effectively to deliver the management of the site and deliver the heritage aspects of the project. 
Problems were identified with the way the management structure was working and that unreasonable pressures were falling upon one part of the team.  After a difficult period when neither side appeared to appreciate the views and needs of the other we have happily arrived at a solution which separates “Management” and “Heritage” and has confirmed that decisions on policy are made by Hungerhill Developments Ltd.  A key member of the STAA team is now managed directly by Hungerhill Developments Ltd through their Project Manager and the early indications are that this relatively modest change has created a better structure for all.  Going forward it is the intention that STAA and Hungerhill Developments are seen as partners both by stakeholders and gardeners alike.

9. Revenue delivery 

It is apparent, as the project has developed and moved from the mix of Capital Works involving contractors, together with Revenue Funding delivery via STAA, that the project is very complex and ambitious.

The Revenue stream is made up of 4 distinct projects which have some overlaps:
· The management and maintenance, including tenancy work, of the 72 acre site.

· A heritage and outreach programme

· The community orchard with an education and community development remit
· The development and management of 3 separate conservation areas around the site.
The delivery of the Revenue Funding is directed by the delivery of the 21 main objectives, split into 133 sub-objectives.  For monitoring purposes these objectives have been reported on each quarter. The delivery of the M&M Plan and the working to the structure given by the Objectives ensures the project delivers within the approved purposes of the Revenue Funding. In addition it was agreed that a set of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) would be reported on.  The KPIs would indicate ‘how well’ the project was doing by asking quantitative questions, rather than an indication, as in the Objective reports, of what had happened against the objective target. The reporting mechanisms through the objective monitoring reports and Key performance Indicators were agreed in Year 1 of the project by the main Revenue Funders, i.e. Nottingham City Council and Heritage Lottery Fund. 
In the main, the KPIs have reflected the Objectives.  There is one significant anomaly: there is no objective around water use on site, but KPI 20 aims for a 50% reduction in mains water supplied to the site from the baseline figure.  In addition and very critically, there was no budget heading for mains water use at all, throughout the life of the project.  The issue of water use via Capital Works has been covered separately and is also commented on below.
STAA is fortunate to have high quality and committed staff with low turnover.  The Government’s Future Job Fund, commencing at the end of 2009, enabled STAA to bring in a further 4 part time staff for one year.  The revenue to support a Garden Support Officer was secured during Year 1, for 3 years.  The partnership element of the project has brought in much welcome volunteer support for the site.
There is now a need to review staffing levels in different areas in order to maximize our effective delivery of the project. 
10. Review of Objectives and Key performance Indicators

Highlighting what has gone well and which objectives this has contributed to:
	
	Objectives supported

	· Staff commitment
	All objectives

	· Volunteer interest in the project
	D,G,O,R,U

	· Growing tenant interest and commitment (albeit from a low base)
	B,E,G,K,O,P,S

	· Additional funding brought into the project – both the required match (Orchard and Garden Support) plus ‘additional resources’ e.g. for development of fruit tree propagation
	C,E,N,T

	· Visitor numbers hitting targets
	R,T

	· Orchard activity days continue to be successful and now integrating with heritage tours
	R,T

	· Diversification of funding base for Orchard and client groups
	T

	· Practical skills of staff has enabled more of site maintenance to be brought in house rather than contracted out, bring budget efficiencies
	D,F,G,I,O

	· Tenants have welcomed and appreciated additional security from automatically closing gates, as well as support help with gardens and improvements on site.
	S

	· Fly tipping on site has dramatically reduced from education and security.
	O


In addition there are areas of work which the Capital Works project was unable to carry out, notably plot clearance.  It became apparent during Capital Works that budgetary pressures would not allow the contractor to carry out plot clearance in the very overgrown areas of the site. The partnership project picked up this work and has been successful in bringing in a diversity of resources to clear plots and some long derelict plots are now let out.  With hindsight this has been a better approach than a ‘mass clearance’ as each plot also needed to have secure fencing, a gate and a water supply before being let-able.  We have aimed to let out plots as they are cleared.    The Capital works approach of mass clearance before security, gates and water were in place would have meant that plots would have become overgrown before they were ready for letting.  However one difficulty we are encountering is adequate vehicle access to some of the plots to enable removal of non – organic waste including cement asbestos materials, fridges and tyres, all of which need specialist disposal.  Regretfully  this has accumulated all over the site in much greater quantities than anticipated resulting in the need for a large number of waste skips, although we have been fortunate to have secured some help with collections of tyres and fridges from the City Council.
Challenges and areas for ongoing review:
Some objectives have been influenced by external factors and we are not convinced that these will be delivered and we will therefore be revisiting them as the next stage following presentation of this review.  A meeting will be held between NCC and Hungerhill Developments Ltd during September which will start a review process covering all the original objectives and KPI’s and taking us to decisions about the way forward.

Actions and timing:

Unless specifically stated all the following will be subject to the review referred to above which will commence in September 2012.  

Objective D – programme of works around heritage items on site
This was a very ambitious objective because bringing in resources for structures which have neither great financial value, are not listed and are not publicly available, is virtually impossible.

The survey of heritage items was interpreted by the STAA Heritage officer in a different way to that suggested within the bid.  With hindsight we now know that access into individual plots is not straightforward and that an ‘expert’ brought in to do the survey in a defined timescale would have not been particularly effective.  We feel that our approach of using some bought in expertise to train up volunteers to do the survey work has brought greater capacity and benefit to the project and has enabled us to access more structures, albeit over a longer time period.

With regard to restoring structures, our in-house capacity has enabled one building on a display plot to be restored.  The significant green house on plot B319 has been restored within the capital budget.  We are hoping that two other buildings on display and interpretation plots can be restored with our in-house capacity.  We have also re-built a fairly long stretch of boundary wall on a path which had to be taken down for safety reasons.  This was done by using a partner group with training outputs involved.  Significantly, there are many health and safety issues to be considered when taking on projects that fall under the ‘construction’ heading.
Objective H4 – developing display plots with organisations on site as ‘hosts’

The potential host organisations appeared reluctant to enter into the commitments and partnership approach required so following development of the Interpretation Plan STAA will host and manage the display areas for the Heritage project, using external partners to help manage these areas.  Some organisations on site will still have their gardens included in tours on open days, for example Ecoworks.
Objective K4 – Continue with the consortium:

The purpose of the consortium was to prepare the funding bid. Some of the original member groups have ceased to exist and the remainder have expressed little interest in continuing.  There is now an array of alternative forums which have developed in Nottingham with specific reference to food growing and allotments.
Conclusion: The Consortium is defunct but other associations will be pursued. We have already formed and taken the benefit of a focus group and we are in the process of enhancing the Hungerhill Developments Ltd Board.
M1 Revise and implement new tenancy agreement
The Service Level Agreement under which STAA works ties the tenancy agreement to that of the City Council.  The Council have consulted on changes across the City and we will follow their lead when they implement the results of their consultation.  It has been necessary to make changes to deal with water use and fly tipping.
No further immediate action proposed.
Objective P5 – continue with network of organisations on site
The extent of “organisations” on site is varied.  Having a network was a worthy ideal but one which has failed in practice due to the logistics of getting everyone together.  Communication has been made with these groups through email/letter/one to one communication and we have supported groups as necessary (e.g. through the garden support programme).
Objective J - On site recycling facilities
The original capital works plan envisaged several recycling bays throughout site. During an early expenditure review of the capital works it was considered that the cost of the bays and the likely difficulties in managing this public recycling facility did not justify installing any more than the one recycling facility built on the /Second Avenue Car Park.  Fly tipping still occurs on site and it is felt that having waste skips in managed areas such as compounds in order to collect waste is a better approach.  Whilst partners were envisaged to manage recycling on site, this has not been a reality.  We are enabling external partners to use the site to recycle leaf waste and wood chippings (which gardeners are happy to utilise) and we try to help tenants manage excessive amounts of woody waste by shredding it and adding it to paths.
Objective U4 – Prepare Service level Agreements (for partnerships).  
Because funding arrangements have not been involved in the partnerships we have secured SLA’s have not been necessary.  Partnership Agreements have been signed which commit to putting resource into the site, but this in the main is in terms of volunteer labour, with the occasional donation of monies.

U7/R5   - developing an Exit Strategy (Heritage & Partnership elements of the project)
We are in a period of financial uncertainty; central government spending reviews are now reflected in Local Authority budgets and plans for the future.

Corporate funding is limited, if not unavailable, due to the continuing fragility of the financial system.

Rents from tenants are up but the increase in VAT reduces the level of cash going back into the site.

Other sources of discretionary income are few and far between.
11. Other areas of difficulty:
The lack of clarity about water supply

We have already said that there was no objective in relation to water use but there is a KPI which seeks a 50% reduction in mains water consumption.  The budget within the M&M plan makes no provision for ongoing water costs (except for a modest maintenance provision) despite the Gorsey Close gardens remaining on mains water.  The bills for the last years of mains supply had to be met from a budget with no provision at a cost approaching £20K.

Other aspects of the water supply have been dealt with earlier.

Outreach and Interpretation objectives E8 and R4

We have needed to take a different approach to the delivery of some elements of the Heritage Outreach programme (R4).  This has involved using the Community Orchard as a base for monthly heritage tours to start, as the monthly activity days offer a direct access into the site rather than through the electric gates for tenants.  The orchard provides a meeting place and access to refreshments.  We could not progress the production of permanent signage materials within the interpretation Plan without knowing for certain the exact location of the Allotment Centre which has only recently been confirmed. This year a creative volunteer has made location signs at the Ransom Road site entrance.  Similar signing is using in the fruit tree nursery to indicate different varieties of fruit tree.  This approach could be replicated around site which would greatly help in keeping within our interpretation budget.

Action: Discuss with Associate monitor and gain approval.
The charter for organisations on site. (Detail listed within the M&M Plan
The problems with “organisations” on site were mentioned at Objective P5 above and given the difficulty, whilst a charter or code or practice was consulted on prior to the funding bid being submitted, in reality no organisation on site had the drive to commit to it. 

A desirable outcome but not achievable in practice.
Survey of gardener satisfaction and “hedge vote” (P7)
Early and continuing problems with water made a “satisfaction survey” untenable.  The issue of hedges has been furthered by word of mouth, the newsletter etc.  This will be an area to progress during 2011/2012.
12. Other comments:
The agreed monitoring process, via the quarterly objective monitoring and annual KPI report still does not capture the energy, enthusiasm and commitment put into this project by staff, tenants and volunteers.  Whilst photographic evidence captures events, finds and people on site, unless the observer is actually part of this project it is less easy understand the outputs and benefits from this very diverse project since there is no way of satisfactorily capturing them through the monitoring process.  For example the appreciation from tenants when support and help is provided, or the enjoyment of volunteers whilst participating with us. The thanks from visitors who are always amazed at the site, even the enthusiasm and commitment of staff.
Whilst the team funded by HLF have done sterling work it is evident that there is much to do to continue to develop our knowledge and understanding of the site, its history and how we can preserve and present these features to our visitors.  We can see a need to continue the work of the both the Heritage Officer and the Partnership Worker and a case for further support will be part of the submission which the HLF Officers have agree to consider.  

Subsequent to this review we will report on the changes proposed to Objectives/KPI’s and reporting.  A fresh business plan will be needed to take us through the remainder of the HLF funded period and beyond where we must examine how we are to continue with a severely reduced funding stream. 
Overall, and despite the problems experienced along the way this project is a success and we now have to develop the way forward to ensure that the hard work of the past is reflected in a sustainable future and that effort to date is not wasted.
August 2011.
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