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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Heritage properties ownedtly local authorities are an integral and widely enjoyed part

of our surroundings. Not just the town halls, libraries, parks, theatres, schools, historic

houses and swimming pools, but a huge range of lesser structures all contrituate

memorials, drilhalls, barnsancient monumentsglock towers, cemetery buildings,

milestones, railings and much more. This research reviews the issues facing local

authorities as they manag@ese properties at a time of acute financial stress.

Information is assembl for the first time on heritage owned by a significant sample of

authorities of all types, based on questionnaires completed by asset managers. This

identifies too the recent patterns of closure, disposal and demolition of heritage assets
andlocalautB NA G A SaQ LIJ | ya ArRaNfendik BesshS theidat@basd.S & S| NJ

Greater insight into the detailed management of heritage properties was obtained from
face to face interviews conducted wittventy fourlocal authority conservation officers
around Englandhnd telephone interviews witkighteen cabinet members holding
portfolios which cover heritage issueslongside the local authority perspective,
interviews were held with twelve key individuals from national organisations closely
interested inlocal authority heritage.The perspectivavas also obtainedf historic
buildingprofessionals andf voluntary sector bodies active or potentially active in
acquiring surplus local authority heritage properties.

There is variation in the structures whilocal authorities use to manage their heritage
properties and widely varying levels of integration between building conservation
officers and property managers. These are reflected in the differing Asset Management
Plans, policies and practices whidfeat heritage properties. With declining budgets in
local government, reduced activity and fewer staff (including conservation officers),
more buildings are becoming surplus in addition to the background pattern of changing
requirements for different typs of building. The research reports on the trends in these
issues, how they affect heritage properties and how local authorities respdine

benefits of repair, maintenance and keeping buildings in use are highlighted, together
with special difficultis when heritage properties earn no income, have no alternative
user, or are located in poorer areas where local authorities struggle to look after them.
The current and likely future impacts of the economic downturn are identified.

The degree of enthussan for disposing of heritage assets is examjragghinst the

0F O1l3NRBdzyR 2F &dzNlJ dza LINBYA&S&az adz00Saaargds
into the community for management, and the provisions of the Localism Act. The

research also evaluates the cajity of the third sector to acquire heritage property

from local government and how this capacity could be increased. Praxtiegiewed of

heritage asset disposatansfer of dayto-day management and other partnershjps

recipients and the steps take to safeguard the heritage interest afteansfer.

Numerous @portunitiesare presentedo encourage local authoritigs retained
management and in asset disposidlustrated with case studies of both good practice
and cautionary talesThe main finthgs and conclusions are reported on page 79ff.
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1. About this study

Scope of the research in summary

1.1  This research sets out to provide an overview of the issues facing local authority
owned heritage assets. It examind®e capacity of local authorities to maintain their
assets in good condition, including identification of examples of good practice by
authorities in managing their heritage assets. The resedeftifiestrends inthe

closure, disposal, transfer and deiition of these assets by local authorities within the
last five years, antl dzii K 2 Nilré iAtéhtios with regard to ownership and

treatment of their heritage assetsRelated to this, the researcleekso establish the
capacity, resources and modtion for potential new owners of heritage assets to
adequately manage and maintain them. This report also draws attention to
opportunities for improving heritage asset management both strategically and in detail
and highlights some issues which needtier attention centrally and locally.

Aims and objectives

1.2  The research had the following aims and objectives:

1.3 ¢2 LINPOGARS | ylIaGA2ylf 20SNWASS 2F GKS
owned heritage assets, in particular:
0] the capadiy of local authorities to maintain heritage assets in good condition at
a time of reduced resources,
(i) the future intentions of local authorities with regard to the ownership and
disposal of heritage assets,
(i) the capacity, resources and motivatifor potential new owners of heritage
assets to adequately manage and maintain them.

1.4  To identify and define the trends in closure, disposal, transfer and demolition of
localauthority owned heritage assets, from the past five years until the presemt,
illustrate with examples.

1.5 To identify examples of good practice by local authorities in managing their
heritage assets and analysing the factors which have tended to result in beneficial
outcomes.

1.6  To draw conclusions on the current stateadfairs and to predict likely trends

over the next five years (e.g. which types of asset are more likely to be subject to
transfer, change of use or redundancy); to make recommendations for further research
or action from key stakeholders.
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Definition d heritage assets

1.7  For the purpose of this study, heritage assets extend beyond the nationally
important to include locally valued sites and features. The agreed definition was:

w listed buildings;

w other purposebuilt public buildings dating from lbere 1939, such as town halls,
swimming pools, park buildings and libraries;

pre-1914 industrial buildings and sites;

public open spaces such as parks, gardens and cemeteries (on English Heritage's
Register of Historic Parks and Gardens or recognessadly as being of historic
significance);

W scheduled ancient monuments and other recognised archaeological sites;

() monuments and memorials.

w
w

1.8  Social housing was excluded from this study. Education facilities were included if
they were brought to thattention of the research.The local authorities owning these
assets covered county, district, unitary and national park authorities, but not parish or
town councils.

Disposal, transfer and partnerships

1.9 The terminology used to describe variousfev@ 2 ¥ WRAalLRalftQ 2F K.
by local authorities can be used by interested parties to mean different outcomes. This
NBLI2ZNIG (1SSLA GKS FFEYAEAFNI GSNY WRAaLRalfQ |
local authority seeks to divest itself most or all responsibility for property. Asset

WONI YyaFTFSND RSAONAOGSA GKS LI aalk3asS 2F | LINRLIS
freehold or by sale of a long lease (typically 20 years or metdficient for the

leaseholder to be able to take loagterm decisions about investment and

management). Long leases are sometimes preceded by short leases, perhaps of one to

three years, to test out the potential viability of a property in new-fat-profit hands.

1.10 Local authorities sometimdsansfer the management or maintenance of a

heritage asset tother parties, typically nefor-profit ventures, tooperae property on

GKS [ dziK2NRG&Qa oSKIfFo ¢CKAA O2dzt R Ay Of dzRS
public, monitoring its condition, puigity, fundraising, and dayo-day repairs. The

authority might retain responsibility for the fabric and insurance. This kind of devolved
YEYEF3ISYSyld A&d GSNX¥YSR WLI NIYSNARAKALIQ Ay (KAaA

Structure of the report

1.11 Section 2 provides the backgradito the commissioning of this research. It
summarises the financial pressures facing local authorities, which is creating
competition for resources between heritage and other services and is challenging both
staffing levels and the upkeep of heritage f@b Local authorities have been

encouraged in recent years to give community organisations greater opportunity to
carry out functions themselves instead of by the state. This has supported both a
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disposal of heritage assets by local authorities. Section 3 presents the research methods

used. It sets out the scope of the information base.

1.12 Section 4 reports on the scale of heritage asset ownership identifiexta |
A2PSNYYSy i LG NBLERNIa 2y dziK2NAGASAQ
interest, and the extent to which heritage assets are becoming surplus to requirements.
The response to expensive or redundant heritage property is revieweddingla
commentary on thevide range otypes of heritage asset affected.

1.13 Current practice in the disposal of heritage assets is described and reviewed in
Section 5. This includes an analysis of the recipients of heritage assets in both the
private ector and the third sector. Theotential capacity of the third sector to increase
its role in acquiring heritage properties from local authorities is reviewed.

1.14 Section 6 considers the future of local authotityned heritage assets over the
next five years. It examines the likely impact of budget cuts and of the local interest in
obtaining heritage assets. A series of opportunities for both the better management of
retained assets and more effective disposal of heritage assets is presented,drased
good practice identified around the country. These are our positive conclusions on how
local authorities can suitably respond to the pressures the face. Section 7 presents our
recommendations for further improvements, both to the context in which loca
authorities operate and to what can be achieved in practice.

Good practice examples and cautionary tales

1.15 Case studies are presented throughout the report. The large majority illustrate
good and sometimes exemplary practice. All the cases arerdurery recent, or

ongoing, showing that aspirations need not be dulled in difficult financial circumstances
¢ indeed many of the excellent results highlighted are being achieved in some of the
most deprived areas of the countfthough some had fundinggreed in better times)
Solutions to individual heritage asset problems will not always be easy to find, however,
and the heritage remains under real threat of decline, outright loss, and diminution of
character. The report therefore includes a smaiinber of case studies as cautionary
tales, showing how heritage management can go wrong, sometimes despite ample
goodwill towards the heritage interest. After the event it can be clear how a sequence
of difficulties arose, highlighting the need to avoittksituationsarising in the first

place. The examples presented are not the only ones, and the capacity of the research
project doubtless prevented the discovery of many more. Where appropriate, the case
studies refer to other similar cases identifieg the research.

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
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2. Context

The Comprehensive Spending Review 2010

2.1  Under the Comprehensive Spending Review announced by the Chancellor in

2010, local authority core funding from central government, through the Department

for Communities anddcal Geernment,will fall from £28.5bn in 20121 to £22.9bn in

the last year of the four year Review period in 28B4 This cut of nearly 20% in cash

terms is estimated by the Local Government Association as a cut of 28% in real terms

after allowing for inflion. TheDepartment for Communities aneb&al Government

gS0aAirisS SELXIAya GKFEG a20SNIfft3x NBGSydzS TFdzy
real terms between 20101 and 2014 p > SEOf dzZRAy 3 &a0K22f ax FANB
management and maintenance FISNA G 3S | daSGa R2 y2a ljdza tAF
which politicians are aiming to sustain, so there is a risk that budget cuts will have an

adverse impact on local authority heritage asset management, possibly

disproportionately.

2.2  The budget cug are expected to have significant effects on both staffing
requirements and services delivered, depending on the extent to which efficiency
savings can compensate for reduced funding. The likelihood is therefore that fewer
local authority buildings wilbe needed to house staff and to provide the services

offered. This is also likely to be a consequence of increased joint working between local
authorities. The effect of this on local authority heritage property is unclear: reasons
could be found to predr either the retention of heritage property or its disposal as
surplus to requirementsAccording to the Audit Commission, local authorities have a
land and property portfolio valued at £250 billion, a proportion of which has historical
and cultural vale, so the effects of budgets cuts are likely to be important for that
heritage. The challenges may be especially great for heritage assets which can earn little
or no income, which could be awkwardly expensive to retain but difficult to sell.

2.3  The lilely impact of reduced funds should be seen in the context of the economic
downturn which precipitated the cutbacks. Property values have fallen back, so capital
receipts from sales can be expected to be lower than in the2@@7 period. Selling
surplusassets may be less effective at bridging the funding gap than authorities might
have hoped. This in itself will reflect the greater difficulty of finding buyers for heritage
property which might have been less of a problem prior to the recession. Prepéanta
poor condition are more likely to have a negative value, where restoration costs exceed
the value of the property afterwards.

Local authority duties

2.4  Local authorities have powers but no statutory requirement to look after the
heritage assetthey own. In the absence of a duty of care/stewardship, those heritage
assets which are perceived to be a drain on local authority finances are potentially at
risk. However, nationally designated assets such as listed buildings cannot readily be
demolidhed and would result in great public concern if that solution was sought. Other

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
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heritage properties of local rather than national value do not benefit from the same
level of protection, however, so the future of these local autheatyned assets is less
clear. Nonetheless, local authorities are inevitably judged by the way they treat their
own heritage assets. The formal position is therefore that:

q listed buildings and scheduled ancient monuments have greater statutory
protection (but no requirementd keep them in good condition);

q other designated heritage assets such as registered parks and gardens have
relatively little statutory protection despite being formally designated;

q non-designated buildings withiregistered parks and gardeasd consevation
areas have very little protection; and

q non-designated/locally designated heritage assets have almost no protection.

Local authority asset management

2.5 The problems facing Property Departments are not new in principle but they are
new in theirdepth. Local authorities have long been under pressure to use their
properties more effectively (including heritage ones), cut costs, and dispose of the
surplus. Since 2000, there has been strong government pressure on local authorities to
prepareAssetManagement Plans, encouraging the more efficient use of their property
portfolios. These are no longer subject to central audit, but a range of good practice
advice on asset management remains in pfadéven before the cut in budgets,

therefore, local athorities were actively encouraged by Government to dispose of
surplus property where it was in the public interest to do so. So far as heritage assets
are concerned, Asset Management Plans are also often thin on the detail of the assets
which authorities hold, let alone which ones they intend to dispose of or the reasons for
this. The specific needs of heritage property in local government are also the subject of
advice, on the management of retained as$e&sset disposabr both of thesé.

2.6  Inthe context of these pressures, the long term management and maintenance

of heritage assets in local authority ownership is of significant interest to English
Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund and other heritage sector organisations who are
involved in poviding advice, grants and other means of support. Currently, there are 78
local authority owned assets on the national Buildings at Risk Register (of Grade | and II*
listed buildings), though there is the possibility that the squeeze on budgets colsd cau
this number to increase.

! See for example:ocal authority asset management best practiReyal Institution of Chartered

Surveyorga folder of documents, including OMteasuring asset management performance for local

authorities 2009, and 01Transfer of asets to community ownership and manageme@09)
(www.rics.org/site/scripts/download_info.aspx?downloadlD=2y53

# Managing local authority heritage assets: some guiding principles for decigitars 2003, English

Heritage, Department of Culture Media ahSportand Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

® Pillars of the community: the transfer of local authority heritage as@8t1, English Heritage

* Planning for sustainability: a local authority tookit H nMME ¢KS t NAyOSQ&a wS3aSy SNt
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The Quirk Review and the transfer of assets to local communities

2.7  Separately from budgetary concerns, local authorities have been under pressure
to devolve property to local community groups who may be in a better postb

manage them. Following the Local Government White P&pemng and Prosperous
Communitiesn 2006, the Government commissioned Barry Quirk, the Chief Executive of
Lewisham Council, to review the barriers and incentives affecting the transfer of publ
assets to community management and ownership. The resulting réponicluded,

amongst other things, that the social and community benefits of appropriate transfers
to communityled organisations can outweigh the riskand those risks can be
minimisedand managed. The report put forward a number of key actions that could
make a decisive difference, including provision of authoritative guidance to local
authorities on all aspects of assets management, with detailed and explicit guidance on
the transferof assets to community ownership. In responding to the Quirk Review the
previousGovernment committed itself to implementing the review proposals in full. In
particularit pledged itself to delivering mechanisms to strengthen the ability of
communitiesto put pressure on local authorities to transfer unused assets to
community organisations.

2.8  The devolution of more power to the local level has been supported both by
central government and by the community sector. Under the previous Government, the
Department for Communities and Local Government promoted the opportunities by
funding the Asset Transfer Unit, which is managed by Locality (formerly the
Development Trusts Association). The Coalition Government has retained these
arrangements and given i K SNJ A YLISGdza G2 GKSY (GKNRddAK (K
broadly favours decentralisation and citizen involvement. In the community sector the
Rural Community Action Network and Community Matters (the National Federation of
Community Organisations)ireong others, are actively supporting the idea. The
management of heritage assets may be devolved to the local level as a result, to
community groups who either wish to deliver local services through premises which
happen to be of heritage value or wishdgove a new lease of life to specific heritage

property.

2.9 Inthe wake of this gathering support, various reviews have taken place to help
develop the scope and competency of the transfer process. For example, the evolution
of local asset management ilbeen reviewed by the Institute for Voluntary Action
Research in a repdttvhich examines the benefits that come from community
organisations owning or managing assets, what makes for success and what the
challenges are. The Royal Institution of Chadeseirveyors established a Land and
Society Commissidno examine independently how all parts of the property industry

® Barry Quik, May 2007Making assets wotkThe Quirk Review of community management and
ownership of public assetDepartment for Communities anatal Government

® Mike Aiken et al, 201ommunity organisations controlling assets: a better understandioseph
Rowntree Foundation

"The Land and Society Commission reff1.1,Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors
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can support communities to take on additional powers and responsibilities. Both
address heritage issues briefly.

2.10 Despite this enthsiasm for the transfer of local authority assets to community
groups, the recent report fobepartment for Communities anatal GovernmenFEinal
Evaluation of the Asset Transfer Ughtay 2011) found that 60% of local authorities
continue to have no paty on asset transfer, let alone the transfer of heritage assets.

t N} OGA0OS A& RS@OSt2LIAYy3 [[dzAO1fé& Ay GKAA& I NBI
provided by the Coalition Government, so the current research has addressed its impact
on heritage asets. This is a matter not only of political enthusiasm and economics but
of local circumstances. Some local authorities take a bold long term view of heritage
assets, identifying their importance to the essence of their communities and in some
cases dtical to their regeneration or tourist industry. In these cases, heritage is a

benefit rather than a liability, and the economic rationale for deciding how they should
be managed in future is likely to be different from an authority where short term cost
minimisation is the priority.

The Localism Act

2.11 The Localism Act 2011 gives new rights to community groups to bid to acquire
WFaasSida 2F O02YYdzyAde OFftdzSQ gKAOK YAIKG OSH
The Department for Communities and LoGalvernment explains the provisions as

follows:

OEvery town, village or neighbourhood is home to buildings or amenities that play a
vital role in local life. They might include community centres, libraries, swimming
pools, village shops, markets or pulisocal life would not be the same without

them, and if they are closed or sold into private use, it can be a real loss to the
community.

In many places across the country, when local amenities have been threatened with
sale or closure, community groupave taken them over. In some cases, however,
community groups who have attempted to take assets over have faced significant
challenges. They often need more time to organise a bid and raise money than the
private enterprises bidding against them.

ThelLocalism Act requires local authorities to maintain a register of assets of

community value which have been nominated by the local community. When assets
included on the register come up for sale or change of ownership, the Act requires

the local authoriy to allow a moratorium of six months on the sale of the assets, so

that community groups have the time to develop a bid and raise the money to buy

the asset when it comes on the open market. This will help local communities keep
muchloved sitesinpubd dza S | yR LIF NI 2F 20t & AFSodé

® A Plain English Guide to the Localism 2811 Department for Communities andtal Government
pps. 89.
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2.12 Some of these assets of community value may well be owned by local

authorities, and of those some could be heritage assets. The provisions fall well short of

- wO2YYdzyAGe NARIKG (2 0 dectGhataiftzeal avthodtys G & = 6 dzi
proposes to dispose of any, local people will have an opportunity to try to buy them.

The arrangements could offer a lifeline to important heritage assets which might

otherwise cease to be accessible to the public. On therchand, if local authorities

aimed to dispose of numerous or high value assets, then communities might struggle to

raise the funds to submit serious bids. Even if the legislation helps communities to be

more effective in acquiring heritage assets, thi not address the capacity of local

groups to manage them afterwards and there is no obvious solution if problems do

arise. The long term value of the new provisions will therefore depend to some extent

2y £ 20Ff I dzil K2 NR G A S &tQlispodallaidiBhe €apasits of thexthird S NA ( | 3
sector to take responsibility for these assets, which are matters reviewed by this

research.

Local authority staff resources

213 I 1 S@& O02YLRYySyil Ay | 20t lFdziK2NAG&Qa |
assets is its ability to draw upon suitably qualified and experienced heritage advice. The

great majority of local authorities employ their ownfuse heritage specialists. The

primary role of these specialists is to advise on changes to heritagesagitiein the

context of the statutory planning process, but they are also a resource that can be called

upon to advise internally on the management of cowogined heritage assets. In

recent years there has been pressure on local authority staffingdtsdguch that the

numbers and status of heritage staff in the case of many local authorities has

diminished.

2.14 This research therefore takes place against a background of declining numbers of
staff in local government working on historic environmesuiss such as historic

buildings, archaeology, conservation areas and urban design. A comprehensive survey
of local authoritied has shown that in early 2011 there were 957.5 full time equivalent
(FTE) historic environment members of staff in local autlesrin England. This

comprised 606.5 FTEs working on building and area conservation and 351 FTEs
archaeological staff. Numbers were down from a high point total of 1,224 in 2006, since
when there had been a reduction of 13.5% for conservation officeds89% for
archaeological officers. Meanwhile, the number of listed building consent decisions had
risen 7.1% in the year prior to the survey. These reductions in staff numbers, set against
increasing commitments to statutory requirements, have inevifaffected the

capacity of those who remain to undertake proactive work, such as in relation to local

I dzi K2 NA G A S&Q 2 ¢ yThekCOBUdhy Landdhd BubidedsIBdNdcidtisms ©
noted:

° Dave Batchelor, 2014 third repat on Local Authority Staff Resourc&nglish Heritage, Association of
Local Government Officers and Institute of Historic Building Conservation

1% Jonathan Thompson, 201Ayerting crisis in heritage: CLA report on reforming a crumbling system
Country Lad & Business Association, p.8
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OA skilled, experienced and pragmatic conservation offeextremely valuable
to heritage, but in practice many local authorities have no skilled conservation
staff at all, and none has all the staff needed to deal with all the heritage work
imposed by legislation. Resources have been cut over several ygaesjadly in
recent times, and now there is a big and fastiening gap between the
resources required and provided by the systen
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3. Research methods and information base

3.1  This study assembles for the first time a significant amount of informatiantwh
has not previously been published in an accessible form, and collects the insights of
practitioners in the field of heritage property management. Obtaining this information
was the principal task of the study. The methods used were intended to be
proportionate to the type of information required, using the most efficient options to
obtain it.

Local authority asset management

3.2 Inlocal authorities the principal decisions on which properties are retained in
management or disposed of are taken thgiuthe Property or Estates Department,
typically in an Asset Management section. In large authorities each Department may
have some responsibilities for its own properties. Each authority is required to prepare
an Asset Management Plan aimed at ensutheg property is used efficiently and

meets property management objectives. The pattern of Asset Management Plans is
patchy, with some out of date or absent or thin. Many do not mention heritage assets
specifically, or do so only in passing, even in atitles which hold many. By no means
Fft 1aasSd alyl3asSySyid ttlya KF@S 6SSy LIX I OSR
therefore could not rely on Asset Management Plans as a comprehensive accessible
source of information or for the detail required.

3.3  There was a specific risk that questionnaire surveys could too easily be put to
one side by Asset Managers, resulting in a low response rate skewed to those
authorities which were perhaps bettgrerforming or more interested in heritage

property. Tls risk could only be avoided by interviewing a selection of Asset Managers.
This was done by telephone, frequently with initial contacts being followed up by
circulation of a questionnaire for written response. The questions asked were
principally factal (e.g. on properties by type in ownership; properties closed, disposed
of or demolished) but in some cases with a modest level of judgement (e.g. on future
budgets, disposal intentions, or properties which the authority was proud of or had
caused problems).

3.4  Resources precluded approaching all local authorities in England. The authorities
for interview with Asset Managers were selected by using a stratified random sample.
All authorities in England were allocated within a grid to give a distribdteiween

both the nine standard English regions and the Defra classification of authorities among
six urban to rural categories (plus County Councils). A random representative sample
was chosen in proportion to the number of entries in each grid spabées pfovided a
reasonable spread of authority sizes, types and locations. 121 authorities were
identified to be approached (over one third of the 355 authorities). All authorities in
each grid space were ranked by the random number generator, so thaiauhl

authorities could be approached if necessary to achieve a sufficient sample of
respondents. This proved necessary, arsinall number ofurther authorities were
approached by telephone.

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
Currentlssues an@®pportunities Grover Lewigssociatestd



17

3.5 Despite the use of telephone interviews to maximiesponse rates, the
research achieved just 58 usable responses. These are listed in Appendix 1. Outright
refusals to assist were rare but inaction frequent.

3.6  The response rate by region was as follows:

East Midlands 8
Eastern 12
London 5
North East 4
North West 7
South East 12
South West 5
West Midlands 3
Yorkshire & Humber 2
Grand Total 58

The response rate by authority type was as follows:

County Council 3
District Council 37
London Borough 5
Metropolitan / Unitary Authority 13
Grand Tota 58

Questions that produced mutually exclusive answers were analysed using pivot tables in
Microsoft Excel. Results are tabulated in AppendixQuestions that resulted in
discursive responses were manually appraised and conclusions drawn.

Selectionof Conservation Officers

3.7  The primary purpose of telephone interviews with Asset Managers was the
gathering of factual and nedactual information. The research also wished to obtain
more detailed insights into local authority activity from a consgion perspective. For
this purpose it was necessary to approach the senior Conservation Officer in a local
authority. The information required in these cases was not only factual but included
extensive insight providing explanations for the patternactvity reported by Asset
Managers. Some of requirements covered sensitive issues such adeptmental
communication, explanations for heritage assets owned by the authority which were
now in a poor condition, the capacity of local third sectodias to take on heritage
assets, and the adequacy of protective measures imposed on heritage property disposal.
This kind of information would clearly be forthcoming only through fexcéace semi
structured interviews carefully conducted. Interviews Wbbave to be at Conservation
Officers own offices, to make efficient use of their time. Travel around England to
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achieve this is costly, and resources severely limited the number of such interviews
which could be carried out.

3.8  The selection of Conseation Offices to visit centred on authorities which:

q had provided responses to questionnaires sent to their Asset Managers;

q owned relatively numerous heritage assets (identified by Asset Managers);
q collectively represented a cross section of regiand authoritytypes and

q were likely to result in relevant material to inform the research

These requirements limited the field from the choice available, and some compromises
were made. Bath and North East Somerset was an authority whose Asset Mahade

been targeted but who had not responded, but was considered too important an
authority to neglect in conservation terms. Gloucester and Sunderland City Councils had
not been picked out in the random sample but were approached as their experiences
could be useful to other authorities: Gloucester for proactively supporting heritade
regeneration andSunderlandas an are@hallenged byudgetary constraintgén a
deprived area. A few authorities weapproached which owned less than ideal
numberso K SNRA G 3S aasSda T2N 0KS &addzRe Qa

3.9 Achieving these interviews with Conservation Officers was important following
such a specific selection process. Practicalities also had to be addressed: the cost
limitations on travel precluded the making i&turn visits to remote locations if
interviews there could not all be programmed in sequence. In the event, against a
target 25 interviewspnly two authorities absented themselvé®m interview. A visit

to an extra authority could be included 84 interviews were held. Theggoduced
especially valuable results: the research teiamost grateful to the individuals and
their authorities who ceoperated (listed in Appendix 2). The distribution of
Conservation Officer interviews between regions antharity types was as follows:

LJdzN1JZ2 a

Region Counties | Major Urban Large Urbar Other Urbar Significant Rura| Rural 50 Rural 80
NW Manchester City|
Trafford
NE Northum- | Newcastle Hartlepool
berland upon-Tyne City,
Sunderland City
Y&H Hull City Doncaster
WM Wolverhampton
EM Lincoln Nottingham High Peak |Harborougt
shire City
EE Essex Great Yarmouth,|Waveney,
North YAYy3IQAa
Hertfordshire & W Norfolk
L Southwark
SE Swale
SW Bristol Gloucester |Bath & North Mid-Devon
City EastSomerset
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Portfolio holders

3.10 The engagement with local authorities as described was with officers. The study
Ffa2 YSSRSR |/ 2 dze@ghontidedevs baISINE JUISIDENAIBS > & 2
were held with 18 leading Councillorethose cabinebr executive responsibilities

covered heritageassets. All these were from authorities whose Conservation Officers

had already been interviewed. This method provided a measure of triangulation

between different interests in the most targedeauthorities, and thereby an

opportunity to discern differences of perspective between officers and members.

Participating councillors are listed in Appendix 3.
New owners

3.11 The transfer of responsibility for managing assets from the public sextiiet
voluntary sector has been strongly encouraged by both the current and previous
Governments. Locality and its subsidiary the Asset Transfer Unit are core funded by
Government to assist the process, and various grants are available to assist thesproce
The study wished to establish the opportunity for asset transfer which existed
specifically in the heritage sector: this would clearly be a factor affecting the scope for
local government to dispose of heritage property in which the private sectonbad
interest. Conservation Officers were asked about the potential for this, but the research
aimed also to contact those organisations which had acquired heritage property from
local authorities or were thinking of doing so. The private sector waswesttigated as

its potential role is closely defined by econoromnsiderations

3.12 The engagement of third sector new owners in heritage property management
was gauged by four surveys of organisations whose members would be likely to be able
to help:

C Civic Voiceits extensive membership of local civic bodies includes some which
may have the capacity or interest to acquire heritage property. A circular to all
member bodies was accompanied by direct communication from the Director to
17 of the socides most likely to have expertise. After a folloyw email, 9
responses were received (7 from the targeted societies), listed in Appendix 4,
though only a few offered examples of cases.

C The UK Association of Preservation Trusts: the Building Preservatists
(BPTs) iits membership are the bodies widely seen as the ones most likely to
take onat least short term ownership dferitage propertieshat become surplus
G2 201t 3I20SNYYSyld ySSRao Wdza & 2yS N
Lynn Preseration Trust, despite a repeated circulation of a request.

C The Heritage Alliance: the wiganging crossection of members of the Alliance,
principally national organisations, provided an opportunity for contributions
from bodies with specific interestsThe War Memorials Trust and Theatres Trust
assisted as a result.

C Institute of Historic Building Conservatianembersof the Institutewere asked
specifically for examples of heritage property transfers from local authorities,
thereby covering a faalger range obrganisationghan was practicable by the

&
x
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faceto-face interviews with Conservation Officers. 8 responses were received.
In addition, 7 regional officers of English Heritage (some of timstitute

members) also drew the attention of thesearch to transfers and interesting
examples of retained heritage property managed by local authorities.

The national perspective

3.13 Standing back from the dap-day issues faced by local authorities in managing

their heritage portfolios, there are amy national organisations with an interest in this

subject and in the future of this heritage. Collectively they represent a body of

expertise, opinion and aspiration which it was essential for this research to tap. The

most important of these sourced advice was clearly the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF),
comfortably the top contributor to addressing the heritage issues faced by local

government by virtue of the £25m the Fund is currently investing in heritage projects

(in 201312). An interview withtie HLF was complemented by interviews with the

Architectural Heritage Fund and the UK Association of Preservation Trusts, both of

which primarily assist the network of local Building Preservation Trusts around the

country, financially and practically resge&vely. Two major national players active in

practical work with heritage property and with close interests in the research were
AYUGSNIDASGSRY [ 20t AGe O0pAGK Al0&a &adzwaAiARALl NE
Regeneration Trust. Four special intgrgroups with direct concerns about local

F dzi K2NARGE KSNAGEFEI3IS 6SNB fa2 AYGSNBASGESR 0
Protection of Ancient Buildings, the Victorian Society and GreenSpace). In addition the

Big Lottery Fund assisted by the cdetn of a questionnaire. Details are given in

Appendix 5.

Limitations in the research method

3.14 Some of the face to face interviewees were guard8dmedid not want to put
their authority in a bad lightnd appeared anxious not to e person reponsible for
criticism of their authority.Oneinterviewee had a chaperond@here were also distinct
differences in responses on some issues betwasntainofficers and portfolio holders
which could not be completely resolve@onsequently, the resultseed to be treated
with caution. In some cases, we were specifically asked not to report certain findings.
The current condition of the localuthority-owned heritage asset stock may be worse
than suggested. Also some of the asset managers clearlyirgaweect answers on the
guestionnaire and many gave inadequate answdrse information provided to us by
all interviewees may have been selective in a variety of whlmetheless, this report
assumes that all information provided to us was accurate.

3.15 The sample sizes relied upon for the local authority information were modest or

small, with information fronone in sixof all Asset Managers, but interviews with just 24
Conservation Officers and@Portfolio Holders With additional allowances fane

uncertainties in individual responses, this research does not claim to give an accurate
YIGA2YylLE 2O0SNIDASSD ¢ KNP dz3a K 2 dzii inlréfafion 95 LJ2 NIi N
the datareliedupory S ya (2 GKS Wal YL SR € 20F t | dzi K2 NJF
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4. Ownership and management of heritage assets by local authorities

Heritage assets owned by local authorities

4.1 The method for selecting Asset Manager interviewees provided a good spread of
authority types and locations around England but produced too marggcaies for

analysing the 58 completed responses. For geographical distribution, the nine regions
GSNBE | YIFE3lLIYFEGSR (G2 (¢ 2 (beeWdied WApoeddixi7Hon 0 | Y R
each area) The seven authoritfypes were adjusted to four: counties)(3listricts in

two tier areas (37),dandon Boroughs (5) and unitary authoriti€is3). All information

capable of realistic quantification was placed in a database to allow a range of

tabulations and crostabulations.

4.2  The questions asked of Asset Magers are set out in Appendix The first

guestion, on the assets owned by local authorities, proved to be the most challenging.
The telephone interviews made clear that difficulty in answering this was the principal
cause oflelays ando many norresponses. Of the responses that were received, the
large majority provided data on numbers held of each asset type, though as many as 8
of the 58 did not disclose how many registered parks and gardens they owned. To
identify whether any particular types ¢ocations of authority generally held more or
fewer heritage assets, the numbers of assetidhin every authority was spinto

categories by number of assets: none5,16-20 and more than 20 for listed buildings

and none, 13 and more than 3 for eaabther asset type.

4.3  For listed buildings,0 is the most common number owned. In the South,
distinctly more authorities have low ownership-§). Over one third of districts have
the lower ranges of ownership {®), while the county, unitary and Ldan Borough
councils have generally higher ownerships.

4.4  For prel939 public buildings about half the responding authorities ha@e 1
properties, one quarter more than three and nearly one fifth none. There is significantly
higher ownership in the Nontthan the South, with only 4 out of 34 authorities in the
South owning more than three. All three counties and half the unitaries own more than
three, while districts have relatively low ownerships.

45  For prel914 industrial buildings there is retegily low ownership of this
property type, with three fifths of authorities owning none. Ownership levels in the
Southare particularly low. Districts have lower levels of ownership tdarmther
authority types.

4.6  Over two thirds of local authoritieswn parks, garden and cemeteries of local or
national historic importance, with a slightly higher proportion in the North than the
South. Unitaries have proportionately the highest ownerships and counties the lowest.

4.7  Reportedownership of recognisedrchaeological sites is low: one fifth of
authorities have none, and most of these are districEaree fifths own between one
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and three archaeological site®early all authorities in the North have at least one
recognisedarchaeological sitewhile ony two thirds do in the South.

48  About one quarter or authorities say they own no public monuments or
memorials, most of which are districts. Ownership is distinctly greater in the North than
the South. Unitaries own substantially more than any otheharity type.

49  Taken together, theesponsesuggest that district councils own generally fewer
heritage assets than other authority types, and authorities in the North tend to own
discernibly more heritage assets than do authorities in the South.

410 The information provided by the responses is revealing. A key finding is that a
significant proportion of asset managers did not readily know what heritage assets were
owned by their local authority. Many asset managers had to confer with colleagues i
other departments, and in particular with the conservation officers, before they felt able
to answer this question, and were only able to provide the information after much
research. In a number of instances asset managers simply passed that part of the
guestionnaire over to their conservation officer because they felt unable to answer it
themselves.Conversely, some conservation officers subsequently told us that they had
no idea which heritage properties were owned by their authority, as the asseagean

had never advised themSome local authorities could only provide broad figures for
each type of heritage asset in their ownershamd struggled particularly to identify
heritage assets which were not formally designated as of national importdnaée

final analysis some asset managers, however, simply could not answer the question,
even in respect of statutorily designated heritage assets. Such a finding must be of
concern, and clearly indicates that a significant proportion of asset manageesa

very weak appreciation of the heritage assets owned by their authority. The obvious
initial conclusion to draw from this finding is that the proper management of these
assets must be questionable.

4.11 The questionnaire responses from those aldedentify specific assetshowed

that local authorities own a very diverse array of heritage assets, ranging from the more
obvious categories of town halls, libraries, schools, public baths etc., to more unusual
assets such as clock towers, gun battesedwater pumps. A great number of

authorities own public parks containing park lodges, band stands and other related
buildings, may of which are undeused and often neglected.

Local authority structures for managing heritage assets

4.12 Most local aithorities manage their heritage properties along with all others
centrally through a Property or Estates Department, typically in an Asset Management
team. A few larger authorities such as Wolverhampton and Trafford leave varying
degrees of property comdl with individual Departments, though from a heritage
perspective thatan result in differing attitudes to conservation across an authority and
generatean additional tier of staff with whom to engage on heritage issues. There are
pressures for both m@ centralised operations and more localised operations.
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413 The principal centralising force is tramaller district authorities particularly are
increasingly interested in sharing their management and staffing with adjacent
authorities to achieve effiencies through economies of scale: High Peak was
interviewed (vhich hasoperateda joint servicewith Staffordshire Moorland&or one
yeal as was Waveneyfich is establishing an arrangememith Suffolk Coastal). No
clear evidence emerged thaharirg heritage stafbf itself made a significant difference
to the delivery of the heritage conservation functighough joint working may enable a
higher status for conservation in the management structure

414 Alternatively the devolution of decision nkéng to lower levels has its own
attractions. The principal impact on heritage was identified in respect of school
buildings, as Academy status brings independence from local authority control and that
includes responsibility for property management. So@onservation Officers were
concerned that maintenance might be a low priority and that repairs might not respect
the heritage importance of the many unlisted school buildingkis was a particular
concern in Lincolnshireyvhere 75% of schools are undéood to be opting for Academy
status. The same concerns could arise within those few local authorities devolving extra
power over property decisions to neighbourhood partnerships.

415 The other emerging devolution of power of direct interest to a localzil K 2 NA G & Q&
heritage stock is the placing of Conservation sections, with or without related staff
GSFyas Ay yS¢ 02RASa G FN¥Qa tSy3adkK FTNRY
outsourcing was current dhree authorities interviewd. Staff wouldmove to the new

bodies and then sell their services back to the authority under an agreement for a

minimum period of time. The new body would have the flexibility to offer its services to

other local authorities and could function with lower overheadsrthiae same team

within the authority. Furthermore, with the right structure, the body would be able to

access grants unavailable to local authorities and have scope to raise its own funds (e.g.
through consultancy). This is a development of the arrangegmdich some County
Councilause,providingconservation advice to district councils through a seresel

agreement. Flexibility is a selling point for thagleo would be involved ioperating the

devolved unit removing staff from their books is amcentive for local authorities. In

Great Yarmouth the Borough Council has established for some years a Building

Preservation Trust which is under the control of the Council (see case ktudyhe

Council has vested a number of its historic buildingkigTrust. The boundary

between retention and disposal of local authority heritage assets in this case is less than
clear. The Preservation Trust is now being considered as the vehicle for outsourcing
conservation advice.

4.16 Outsourcing of the Propty Department itself in a local authority is the other
principal variation in the management style capable of affecting heritage interests.
Among the authorities interviewed this had been practised in Essex County Council for
many years and in LincolnsdiCounty, Hull City and Waveney District Councils.
Favourable comments from some of these showed that the arrangement was capable of
working well fromboth a property managment anda heritage angle With good
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working relationships between the propertganagement ompanyand the

Conservation Officer, heritage propertiean beroutinely discusseduch as onvhether

or not statutory consentsra required for any proposed actions by theperty

management ompany On the other hand, where this kind oframunication was not

enshrined in practice, there could be difficulties if surveyors frompttoperty

management ompanywere ignorant of heritage issues, or if the retained overseeing

A0FFTF AYy GKS dziK2NARGE2 QA t NP LID&tEken 5 S LI NI YSyY
seriously.

4.17 Outsourcing of the property management functitrerefore need not have
adverse effects on management of heritage property, as other factors appear more

important:

q the brief given to the property management company;

C theweiK G GKS | dziK2NAR(GeQa LRTAIGAOALIYya | yR af¢
C the level of communication built into the structure.

Heritage interests can also be affected by random factors such as the turnover of staff in
the property management comparor property department There is a risk element in

the arrangements in that administrative structureanbe fragile from a heritage point

of view. without robust structures written into the contract, the means of resolving
problems would be uncleaf circums$ances changed, or relationships between the
Conservation Officer and propertganagement compangeteriorated There could

then be adverse effects on heritag€onservation Officerare perhaps understandably

not involved in decisions about the awardiafcontracts to property management
companies, so it is easy to neglect issues which matter to the heritage such as the
budgets available for each site, occasions when conservation advice should be sought,
and the appropriate selection of contractors. Mas omitted from the formal
arrangements are then left to be resolved between professionals later.

Sharing responsibility for thmanagement of heritage assets in local authorities

418 Responsibility for managing OF | dzi K2 NR (0 A S#eSswitisy KSNA |
Property or Estates Departments, neith conservation staff. The relationship between

the two partiescantherefore havea direct bearing on how heritage assets are

maintained, repaired and renovated. The research identified a remarkabéy raidje

of relationships, from the hanah-glove to the virtually norexistent. Local authorities

with the best relationships bheveen conservatiorofficersand propertymanagers

included all those where heritaged regeneration was an important part ofia

I dzi K2NAGeQa O2NLIR2NIGS FLILINRI OKE &dzOK | a Df 2
Yarmouth, High PeaKull Cityand Newcastlaipon-TyneCity. In these authorities the

professional contributions of each party were respected, communication frequent and

eag/, and advice both sought and provided. Bids for external funding could be

assembled on a corporate basis, and if problems arose at a property they could be

addressed (see Great Yarmouth case stlidyAt the other end of the spectrum, some

property teans viewed conservation as at best a regulatory necessity and at worst a

nuisance for impeding their intentions. Information would rarely be provided (only on a
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WySSR (2 1y26Q 06lFlaAaos FROAOS g2dAZ R y2i 0S5
to junior building surveyorsvith the Conservation Officer.

Case Study 1: Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Good practice: Local authority structure to support heritdge regeneration

The Borough Council is the largest landowner in Great Yarmouth, includinglardeers of
heritage properties which are not directly required for Council functions. The Council has
promoted heritageled regeneration very successfully, including a Townscape Heritage Initi
(THI) 20067 which gave £4.6m to about 100 projects gaherated £21m in benefits, and
currently a £9m fund for further work in the King Street area in the centre of the town. The
heritage benefits have been striking: at the beginning of the THI scheme there were 75 Gr
buildings on the local Buildings Risk register but at the end there were only 10. The only
0dzAft RAYy3 2y GKS ylFGA2yFf 1 SNAGEFE3IS G wia
about to be removed from it as its £3.8m renovation
due for completion in March 2012.

MR This hasll been achieved because the departments

i the Council work together to this end. Until 2011 th
i Regeneration Team brought together the functions
Property, Tourism and Conservation. Staff work
together to prepare funding bids, e.g. to the Heritag
Lottery Fund. Strong links are maintained with othe
Departments, such as Planning (for regulatory
reasons), Highways (responsible for the setting of
many buildings) and Housing (who may help pass
restored buildings to Housing Association use). Evé
environmental rangers became involved in a small
to investigate the archaeology of a cemetery and
reinstate its environment. There is also extensive
consultation with residents, creating support and
goodwill amongst council staff, councillors and the
public. The Conservation team is now located in the
Planning Department but has not lost its links with
previous colleagues.

Source

Great Yarmouth Borough Council: Darren Barker (pers. comm.)

4.18 Explaining the variatiom the relationshp between conseration officers and
asset managers difficult, and there are no doubt historic cultural issues in each
authority which have a bearing on what happerisese variations could not be
explained by some apparently obvious triggers. One authority wasliseiregood
relations were down to all staff being in the same building, but another Conservation
Officer had never met the Asset Manager in the 20 years they had shared the same
building. Having both property and conservation services in the same Departme
under the same Director appeared highly advantageous in some authorities with
successful communication, but in another authority with this the Conservation Officer
took little more than a remote regulatory raléA further authority had excellent

working relationships even though Asset Managers and Conservation Officers were in
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different Directorates.Nor was the number of Conservation Officers on the payroll

criticat communication did not necessarily improve if there were numerous

conservation staff @ailable @nservation teams everywhere had very few officers, and
communication was very good in some authorities with only one Conservation Officer

and poor in others much better endowed. Strikingly, there was not even a clear

relationship between goodommunication among the parties and the importance of
KSNAGEF3AS (G2 GKS t20Ff G2dz2NRAad S@agseyYe o 2 KA
Norfolk attributed some of their good relations to the corporate drive to heritéegke

tourism, communication at dicer level was particularly poor in Bath and North East

Somerset, where tourism at this World Heritage Site is a key economic driver.

419 Probably the most important determinant of effective communication was

senior management support for conservationaaposition in the structure of an

authority where this affected property services. In some cases this was facilitated, if not
led, by senior individuals who supported heritage conservation. In others, the process
was more membedriven when councillorsor at least the Portfolio Holder, emphasised
the importance of delivering high quality heritage conservation. Once the Conservation
Officer had a good working relationship with key members, which could arise after a
period of time in the job (e.g. in saler authorities such as Swale and High Peak), this

too could extend the influence of conservation into property.

4.20 This finding on the perception of conservation by senior management has
significance in the context of declining numbers of historiciemment staff (see
paragrapls 2.14 above). Interviews with conservation officers identified that the
reduction in staff numbers had often been accompanied by a reduced status for
conservation officers. Conservation officers remaining found themsedves in the
local authority hierarchyparticularly following the retirement of experienced
colleagues)and free-standingconservationteams with team leaders had been lost
These changedearly reducedhe potential forconservation officerso influence chief
officers, senior officers in other departments and elected memigars. those who
make the key decisioraffecting local authoriyowned heritage assetOne
Conservation Officer felt that the status of heritage had been badly affectdulidge
cutbacksa former roleengaging on strategwith senior managerbhad beenost leaving
a largely regulatoryole instead, as a result of whitleritage was now regardemiore as
a constraint.

421 Good communications between conservatgpecialisteand property staffis

clearlyof vital importanceif councitownedheritageassets are to be properly managed

This was most apparent whetkere was an absence of good communicatidn6 of

the 24 authorities whose Conservation Officers were interviewatiywith very poor

communication, the Conservation Officer provided little or no advice to the Property

5SLI NIYSYyd 2y K2g (G2 YIFyr3aS (KS dziK2NRG&Qa
authorities with poor communications of great wastage of resources (timenamrky),

lost income from delayed projects, damage to heritage sites, community upset and

soured relationships. In many cases all this could seemingly have been avoided by

simple preliminary discussions between the staff teams and acting on the adwte giv
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For examplein one authoritythe Asset Manager developguatoperty schemeon behalf

of an authority butfailedi 2 20 0GF Ay GKS / 2yaSNBIF A2y hFTFFAOS
issues beforehandhere wasconsiderable preparatory workut this wasfollowed only

by a rdusal when the authority applietb itself for listed buildingand other statutory

consents. In a climate of pooglationships, each partylamedthe other for significant

delay while the schemes were redesigndd anothercase an authoty acquired a

listed building in a poor state of repair with the express intention of seeking demolition

to facilitate a social housing project, only to find that an application for listed building

consentwas opposedy English Heritagand an alternativesolution was required

4.22 Furthermore reports were received of cases in whidisinterest in heritage

within a Property Departmerttad occasionallyplayedout in ways which physically

damagel the heritage, such as:

q if a (powerful) Property Departmérmarries out unauthorised development on a
listed building, or neglects to maintain it, the (weak) conservation team is hardly
in a position to take enforcement action against the breach or serve an Urgent
Works Notice to remedy the deterioration;

C if the commercial tenants of the Property Department have carried out
unauthorised work on a listed building, they will be required by the conservation
team to submit retrospective applications for planning and listed building
consent; these are then refusedppeals lodged and those appeals lost;
however, due to disinterest, the Property Department then refuses to take legal
F OGA2y (G2 NBOUATeE GKS (iSylryiQa oNBIFIOK 27

C if no statutory consents are required, such as for keoaffecting properties
which are not listed or only on a local list, and communication between the
parties is limited to statutorily protected sites, locally valued heritage can be
eroded or lost through ignorance.

4.23 Concern about the frequent disimtest of Property Departments in heritage was
also emphasised by the natiorahenitysocietiesconsulted fotably{ ! +9 . NA G| Ay Qa
Heritage, the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings and the Victorian Society).
The latter two expressed concern thiéaie ample advice available on good heritage
management was not getting through to Property Departments. An equivalent concern
that the majority of local authorities lacked the capacity to manage heritage parks and
gardens, though with exceptions, waghiighted by GreenSpace. The buildings groups
also provided examples of cases where Property Departments were delibecatety
unnecessarily in their viewclosing and disposing of heritage assets even if they were in
good condition. Surplus buildinggere too frequently being sold off in haste without
proper evaluation of how the third sector might provide superior public value from
them.

424 Despite these serious shortcomings which can arise when communication by
property staff with conservation aff is poor, lack of communication itself does not
inevitably lead to problems for heritage owned by local authorities. If Property
Departments have sufficient4house expertise, or choose to purchase tinisn

suitably qualified professionatather than consult the Conservation Officer, then
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satisfactory outcomes for the heritage are feasible (identified in at least three
authorities). The research found some variation in the way that asset managers procure
advice, including a distinctive approach indolnshire with historienvironment officers
employed (réher thanconservation officersthe greater part of whose role is to advise
the authority on the treatment of all aspects of its own heritage assets.

Management of heritage assets retained bgdbauthorities

425 The best Asset Management teams not only know what heritage assets they own
but have a strategy to look after them properly. Unfortunately, Asset Management

Plans do not provide this at present. Survey results showed that 60%sa tleenot

make reference to heritage (with no significant difference between authorities in the

North and the South, but with districts having a slightly poorer record) and only one in
eight claiming to have a heritage policy. Four authorities intervielaatiexcellent

alternative arrangements. Bristol City Council has prepared a Heritage Asset Strategy.

All assets are identified, and the need for works to each one categorised by urgency and
cost of delivery over the next five years, together with angatlon to retain or dispose

of it. Manchester City Council has an especially impressive Heritage Asset Strategy
GKAOK LINPGARSa +y SESYLXINR olaiaa (G2 3IdARS
heritage asset¢see case stud®). Lincolnshire Countgouncil is an exemplar in

preparing Conservation Management Plans for every heritage property in its ownership.
Gloucester City Council has prepared an Asset Plan for its Buildings At Risk (mainly those
inherited from the abolished South West Regional &epment Agency) and aims to

extend this to all heritage property; it has also begun the preparation ofge25 plan

for its own estate.

426 Three quarters of Asset Managers responding to the research survey reported
that their authorities ownedat least someheritage assets which could not cover their
maintenance and management costs from their incond¥ five authorities which

reported no such difficulties were in the South. Another difficulty, reported by nearly a
guarter of Asset Managerwas that their authorities (proportionately more in the

North) were under pressure to move out of heritage buildings they occupied, on the
assumption that other premises would be cheaper.

4.27 Portfolio Holders were asked about the priority they gave to thatmgent of
heritage properties compared with nemeritage ones and whether repair and
maintenance was prioritised at heritage properties. Aside from those authorities with
few heritage assets, most Portfolio Holders indicatteely gavesome kind of priori, at
least for statutorily protected properties or those that were in some way special to them
(usually the iconic civic buildingsihly Northumberlandwasclear that heritage assets
got no priority. A similar pattern emergettom Portfolio Holderswith repairs and
maintenance: apart fronNorthumberland and Waveneyhich gave heritage assets no
priority, all the others tried to do so to some degreghree economically weakeareas
clearly aspired to this but were barely able to do so because of séueiget

constraints (Doncaster, Hartlepoahé Sunderland).
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Case Study 2: Manchester City Council

Good practice: Heritage Assets Strategy

Manchester City Council is uniqgue amongst the authorities sampled in that its Corporate
Property department haa Heitage Asset Strategyat clearly identifies the heritage assets
owned by the authority and provides a detailed gactive guide to secure their lorigrm

conservation. This approach was first adopted in 2006 and has now become an establishg

of MalOKS &G SNJ / Atie /2dzyOAt Qa8 O2NLIRNI (S | LILN

The City Council owrapproximately 12% of the listed buildings in Manchest#fithin the

/I AGeQa O2fttSOGA2y NB &a2yvY$S SEOS LI Matfidnshawe
Hall, and Heaton Park with its grade | listed house, four grade 11* and four grade Il listed
structures. The complex of civic buildings in Albert Square is an outstanding group, includ
Grade | listed Town Hall, and the grade I1* liste®own Hall Extension and Central Library.

The Heritage Asset Strateggntains strategic
policies, which prioritise retention of all types iy i MANCHESTER
of heritage assets and sets out safeguards to CITY COUNCIL

be employed where such assets have to be Corporate Property
disposed of. The strategysa emphasises the
importance of maintenance. Furthermore, the
document provides detailed guidance by
categorising each individual asset into one of  Heritage Assets Strategy
six risk categories and one of seven treatmen
grades. This facilitates the prioritisation of
resources ad has enabled Manchester to
develop a mothballing approach for assets
where the funds cannot be found in the short
term for necessary work.

al yOKSaiSNI / Alde [ 2dzy
Strategy provides an exemplary basis to guid
appropriate managementdf f 2 O f |
heritage assets. Critical success factors wou
seem to be the corporate property ownership
approach, rather than the traditional
departmental ownership model, and the fact
that there is senior management and political
Wodz8 Q cokcepli df18oking after _ .
heritage assets as a key component of the Third Edition (Draft)
quality of the city and using them as a catalys Revised 5 May 2011
for regeneration.

Source
Manchester City Council: Paul Mason (pers. comm.)

428 Conservation Officers werdsoasked about the adequy of the repairs and

maintenance regime for heritage properties in their authoriver three quarters

considered that maintenance was overall at least satisfactory and sometimes very good.

The picture could be quite mixed, howeveétonservation Offiers confirmed the

G§SYRSyOeé F2NJ I dziK2NAGASAQ OABAO YR AO02y A0

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
Currentlssues an@®pportunities Grover Lewigssociatestd



30

than the rest, though some authorities had very impressive records not only of good
maintenance but of bringing back many buildings from a deterioratate, such as

| AfftAYIR2Y [ 2Y R2\&Wes NPfalkBeraughandyBEsRILity[ & vy
Councils, as well as those promoting heritdge regeneration. Protected heritage sites
would also be better looked after than nafesignated sites as, ultimally, these could

not be demolished and would cost more to resolve if allowed to deteriorate.
Maintenance tended to be weakest on sites which had either a low public profile, such
as cemetery buildings and park buildings, or which no longer had much diraaey use
(e.g. Town Walls, conduits and archaeological remains). Furthermore, in two authorities
in which heritage was given a low corporate priority by members and senior officers,
and had particularly poor communication between Conservation Offieedsthe

Property Department, the Conservation Officers reported that they had some heritage
assets rotting away for want of maintenance.

429 ¢KS 2@0SNIff LAOGANE 2F t20Ff I dzZiK2NARGASaA
maintenance identified from local autheyiofficers by interviews and questionnaires is

sharply different from the advice received from the natioaadenity societes

O2yadsZ 6§SR {1+9 . NARGOGIFIAYQ&a | SNRAGIFIASE GKS {2
and the Victorian Society uniformly cadsred local authority management of their

heritage assets to be poor, though interspersed with some good practice. It is beyond

the capacity of this research to resolve the difference of perspective.

4.30 Portfolio Holders were asked about maintenan@eklogdor heritage property
To the extent that they were familiar with this, most authorities had either reduced
their backlogs in recent years (essentially prior to the recesswitl) a particularly
impressive performance by Bristol City Courmrihot allowed them to lengthen. Only
Hull (a northern unitary in an economically weslea)admitted toa deterioration,
which was clearly an unfortunate way to enter a period of economic hardship

4.31 Conservation Officerswere in agreementhat the principal cause of

maintenance backlogs in authorities considered not to have adequate maintenance was
unsurprisingly a lack of money. This could be a serious problem in some authorities with

weaker economies. The research also found that most authoritdsahfew larger

properties where repairs and maintenance had fallen well behind, and vacancy,

deterioration and the need for significant capital investment had followed. This even

arose in authorities with otherwise sound maintenance arrangements. ot

money to carry out all the maintenance they would have liked was the principal

problem, Conservation Officers generally accepted. There were also often specific

reasons for individual properties having reached this condition, even if, in retrqspect

GKS | NBdzYSyda RAR y20 221 O2y@AyOAy3od C2 N
L2AYyld 2F aStfAy3aQ a2YS LINRPLISNIASE F2NJ I RSO
assumption that the purchaser would do this: it now owned buildings of litilae:

One authority, Great Yarmouth, had been unable to maintain its heritage property

because the portfolio was simply much too large to deal with in such an economically

deprived area.
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4.32 One Conservation Officer expressed uncertainty about the éstiient of the
maintenance backlog as the properties were not surveyed frequently enough to know.
A small number of authorities interviewed had addressed frequency of monitoring
through the practice of carrying out quinquennial property surveyscolnsire County
Council requires quinquennial reviews of all its buildings, which can include identifying
works required in the short term perhaps as a preventative meashtanchester City
Council has also adopted quinguennial conditions surveys on the tyagpdiits property
portfolio in recognition of the importance of maintenanclewcastleupon-Tyne City
Council carries oujuinquennialcondition surveys of all its scheduled ancient
monuments, based on which it preparesy®r management plans for eachea It also
employs historic environment specialists with responsibility for monitoring the-well
being of councibwned heritage assetQuinquennial surveys ateng-established as a
legal requirement for Church of England propertiehjle periodic inpections, typically
every four years (quadrennial reviews) rather than every five, are mandatory across
central Governmenit with advice available ostandards ofmplementationwhich are

in many respects applicable to local authoritfesEffective use cabe made of periodic
inspections of property by establishing prioritised repair and maintenance programmes
based on the findingsBristol City Coungifor examplehas capitalised on its survey
work by preparing a Heritage Asset Strategy based on teesef each site, the cost of
works there, and the level of priority for investment in #ome Conservation Officers
consideredhat this good practicshould be more widely applieid local government

Surplus and problematic local authority heritagaldings

4.33 Heritage buildings which fall out of use are prone to deteriorate and become
problematic. Local authorities are generally well aware of this obvious and central
point, but nonetheless circumstances arise which create vacancy. The pafttern o
heritage properties in a poor condition (or even at risk of loss) owned by local
authorities appears to be determined by the interaction of the following three main
forces: redundancy, dearth of new uses and costs of both conversion and upkeep.

4.34 A dstinctivecategory of local authoritpuildingidentified by this research as

often surplusis the former Town Hall. Following local government reorganisation in

1963 (London) and 1974 (elsewhere), large numbers of Town Halls were inherited by the
new, brger authorities created. Many were kept on in their original use for a while, at
least partially, but have gradually become ever more surplus to requirements. They
often stand in pivotal locations within towns and contribute to civic pri@@meare

unlisted, buteven thendemolition is often unthinkable. Other frequentigentioned

asset types becoming surplus are cemetery chapels and cemetery lodges, primary
schoolsand houses (often large housedn each case centralisation of facilities is

" protocol for the care of the Government historic estate 2808ylish Heritage, Office of Government
Commerce and Department for Culture Media and Sport

2 Managing heritage assets: Guidance for government departments onst®f periodic inspections,
forward work plans and asset management programn2899, English Heritage and Office of
Government Commerce
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usualy a factor, though modern expectations, including especially disabled access and
health & safety, play a part.

435 Often one of the greatest challenges facing heritage assets no longer required by
local authorities is to find appropriate new uses foemh, especially as the structure
may have been closely tailored to the former civic ushe private sector will often be
prepared to acquire property which can be converted relatively easily to residential use
If buildingconversiorno residentialis nd relatively easy then there may in any event be
heritage reasons fanot wishing for such changeonvertinga building containingn
historic Court to a new use which preserves its original atmosphere is an obvious
challenge, for exampleThe researcliound numerous examples of three other
categories of structure where finding new uses was often problematic:
€) Swimming poolsinnovative usefiad sometimes beefound, such as a
conversiono a judo club in Wolverhamptoand (in part) to a hydretherapy
pool attached td- R 2s@uirgeriddR Bristol
(b) Cemetery chapelsthese may sometimes be sufficiently large to reuse as places
of worship for other denominations, but otherwisaitiatives will need to be
takento address the widespread problem of cetary chapels that are no longer
required For exampleKirklees MDCattemptedto find new uses for eight
redundant cemetery chapels by carrying out a public consultatidns resulted
in a number of solutions emerging, including for example the sutuess
restoration of one as a meeting centre supported by a Friends gieegalso
case studyi6 on the identification of local heritage assgts
(c) Cemetery lodgesthough also awkward, these tend to fiméw lifeslightly more
easily than cemetery chafs ¢ having been designed for occupancy these tend
to be easie to convert to residential use, arsking adjacent to the access road
they may bemorereadily converted than chapels which are ofteentrally
located within cemeteries; nonetheless citieschuas Hull, Brist@nd Newcastle
uponTyne reported problems with finding new uses for cemetery lodgésch
had been placed on national or local Buildings at Risk registers in each authority)

4.36 Conversion to new uses is not only a matter of praditiz but also a matter of

cost Land values and therefore location are a factor in thisrelatively affluent areas
where property prices are high, the conversion costs may well be covered by the end
value of the building (if acquired at a realistiice), but where property prices are low

new uses are all the harder to find at all. There may be good uses available, but they
cannot be achieved economically. The worst problems arise, of course, if the building in
its state at point otransferhas anegative value: i.e. a subsidy is required to enable the
conversion to take place. This immediately kills off the hope of a normal private sale in
the open market, and the local authority may have to payew userto acquire it (see

for example 66 Westda Street, Gloucestecase studys).

4.37 The combined effects of deterioration in the fabric, conversion costs and locally
weak economies clearly inhibit new uses for heritage property, affeetspgcially the
poorer parts of northern England, unsurgingly The main difficulty in these
circumstances can often be that waiting for an alternative solution can make an
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alternative even less likely: keeping the building in use is more important, avoiding the
deterioration associated with vacancyhe neeccan often be for decisive actiol.here

is longestablished advice from English Heritage on the benefit of prompt transfers
rather than hoping for a greater return lateior example

Case Study 3: 66 Westgate Street, Gloucester

Good practice: Disposaf heritage asset for investment by another party

66 Westgate StreetisaT® Sy (i dzNE F2 NN SNJ YSNDOKI yiQad K2
Grade II*. The building was operated as a tearoom and restaurant until the business ceas
1997 due to he deteriorating structural condition of the property. Gloucester City Council K

J

the building secure and weathdight. In
2002, Gloucester Historic Buildings Ltd, a [
charitable trust, commissioned a feasibility g
study (75% funded by the Architectural
Heritage Fund) to consider options for-re ‘
use of the building. This concluded that the§
most beneficial use would be retail/éatise E
on the ground floor with residential above.
It also highlighted the huge gap between
market value and the repair costs.

The City Council invited tenders from
specialist conservation contractors and
developers in 2004. Eventually, a small _
building company with a proven track recor@t
agreed to purchase the building for a
nominal sum, along with a grant from the
City Council c£100,000 and a covenant
requiring the agreed restoration. English
Heritage made a further offer of £150,000 tc#
enable the sale to proceed, and planning
and listed building consent applications S
were submitted in September 2005. Work = i '

on site lasted from th end of 2006 until 2009, including the-rendering of the previously
exposed timber framing (see photo). The case involved conservation staff at the City Cou
considerable work, but responsibility for the renovation passed to the purchaser and the
disposing authority covered the negative value of the property as cheaply as practicable. ]
0dzAf RAy3 g2y (KS Df 2dz05SaiGdSNI/ ABAO ! 61 NR

Source
Gloucester City Council Planning Department

& 2 K 8syablishing the disposal value of a site it is important to ensure that
expected returns are realistic and that initial and continuing costs of
maintenance, security and repairs are set against anticipated capital receipts.
Where the cost of interim matenance, security and repair is high, it may make

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
Currentlssues an@®pportunities Grover Lewigssociatestd



34

more sense to accept a realistic offer at the outset rather than defer a decision in
GKS K2LIS 2F 3INBT G§SNI Fdzii dz2NB NB G dzNy & ¢
If a building does become vacant, and nobody is in a position to take it on, liedodal
authority owner may find itself paying for the upkeep of a building which is earning no
revenue at all (se€Vymering Manoicase study! ¢ the location in this case being
unsuited to the market due to the building being surrounded by housing)eQks
these demonstrate the merit of moving quickly to try to find new uses without waiting
for the previous one to stop, to ensure continuity of occupation so far as practicable.

4.38 The other key economic aspect of finding a new use which is capabging
economically selsupporting in the long term is the creation of a business plan for a use
of the property. The Heritage Lottery Fund is especially strict about requiring workable
proposals so that public money is not squandered. In short, &ve use must not only

be suitable in heritage terms, but it must also be economically viable. Sound business

plans consistent with heritage have been fundamental to the success of ventures such

as the Great Yarmouth Preservation Trust (case stdglywhile difficulty in devisingone

can leave an historic building being underusttis(was for some time the experience at

Baldock Town Haltase studyl 3, though after a period this is now being resolveete).

CKS 1'3aS0 ¢NIYATSN HWRI FTROGEANRG 72 NP ASI20 OISE &K

as Baldock Town Hall:

o Costly refurbishment projects involving heritage assets, and in need of an
enterprise component, are amongst the most complex to deliver and therefore
carry significant riskg especially whre the size of the asset negates the
prospect of a public sector anchor tenant to bolster viability;

* Unconstituted groups lacking a track record may require significant time and in
depth support if communities are to capitalise upon transfer offens particular
where the third sector is largely comprised of smaller groups with little or no
SELISNASYOS 2F aasSid YIylFasSySyilo¢

4.39 There are large numbers of local authofiwned heritage assets which can earn
little or nothing Some may have statutorygiection through listing, thereby obliging

the local authority to sustain their upkeep, but the majority do not. This appies

wide range of local authority features which residents would recognise as part of their
heritage: war memorials, pathuildings barns, mausoleums, milestones, and much

more. Roadside historic signposts will need to be maintained by highways authorities,
for example. Lincolnshire has identified approximately 375 surviving traditional road
signs (in 2007) throughout the coynin a variety of styles and materials, and through a
partnership programméetweenthe Highways Department and Heritage Lincolnshire,
involving the Historic Environment team, has developed a sympathetic approach to their
maintenance and refurbishmenin other cases there may be more scope to pass some
responsibility for maintenance to local communitigsor exampleNorthumberland

County Council is proposing that Parish Councils throughout its area should become
responsible for all War Memorials, anduadly the land on which they stand, instead of
themselves, from April 2012. The consultation suggests that if this is unacceptable to a

® Philip Davies and Delcia Keate, 1995] ( KS t dzof A O Ly SNB & YEnflishy R2y Qa ORh |
Heritage p. 9.
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Case Study 4: Wymering Manor, Portsmouth

Cautionary tale: &ck of third sector interest to acquire a heritage propert

Wymering Manor is thought to be the oldest house in Portsmouth, with mediaeval masonry
timber frame dating from 1581 and features from many later periods. Listed Grade II*, the
Manor had been leased by the City Council for use as a youth hostethimtieased in March

2006. The building is a large house with a small garden, with options for its future having |
compromised by the sale in the 1960s of much of its grounds for house building (see plan:
Manor in centre). The Council did not wishretain the property due to the liability to carry oy
essential works, refurbishment and future maintenance, for which no funding was available

The Asset Manager initially reported that a variety of occupiers and preservation groups w
to buy it far use as a private residence, hotel, communit
dzaS FyR S@Sy | 3IK2ad Of dzx
most haunted properties). At one point a sale at
£500,000 was agreed, but not completed. A third sectq
occupant was found for the property undecédince, but
after two years this too fell through, and the building ha
since been empty. Three times the property failed to s¢
at auction. Prospective buyers were advised that they
would need to spend at least £150,000 to restore the
building to its femer glory. That cost has now risen to
£450500,000, resulting in no credible private or third
sector interest in buying it. The Manor has been place(
2y 9y It AAK | SNAGEFISQA | SI

© Crown Copyright and database right 2011. All rights
reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence number 100019088

Attention has turned to finding occupants to manage the building, though community uses
might struggle to be economically achievable. The City Council is in the very early stages
discussions with a t@l group, offering a period of time to meet a range of requirements
including the identification of uses and :

funding sources and the preparation o
a business plan. There is a long way
go before the future of the Manor is
secue, though the local MPrad the
Architectural Heritage Fund are now
involved Meanwhile Portsmouth City *
Council is spending £2000/week on
security alone for the building, money
which it would have preferred to put
into conservation and repairs. This is &
bringing urgency to the red to ‘
establish a future for the Manor with
the necessary funding.

Sources

Wymering Manor, Listed Building description, English Heritage; Portsmouth City Council:
hFFAOSNE wSLENI G2 [SIFIRSNRa 5S0rairzy al|
BBC websitet 2 NII & Y2 dzi KQa 2@ YSNAy3 ,d441Z.20N) FI Af & |
Other example of heritage properties which failed to sell at auction and needed new soluti
Thorne Hall, Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council

Other example where lack ofrtilage compromises effective use of the heritage asset:
Heckington 8sailed windmill, Lincolnshire
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cover the cost of Northumberland Council continuing its service.

4.40 Cther heritage assets may be much more costly to mainthaowever These are
critical circumstancesWhere a heritage asset serves no productive purpose, has no
statutory protection, has no buyer and costs the local authority money to maintain
whenbudgets are tight, the pressure for demolition can be considerable, swamping
suggestions for retention and the search for alternatiges. This, the evidence for this
research suggests, is the sharp end of the erosion of local heritage (see Nels@n Palac
Theatre case study).

Case Studg: Palace Theatre, Nelson

Cautionary tale: Demolition of unlisted heritage theatre

The Palace Theatre in Nelson, Lancashire was opened in 1909 and had a seating capacity
1,730. The exterior was damaged by prtiemolition of the entrance for a road scheme in
1979, but the original auditorium, fly tower and full bastage facilities remained. The interiof
was designed and decorated by plasterwork specialists A R Dean & Co, with fine cartouch
the curved lalconies and richly
decorated single boxes on each side
(see phob taken in August 2009
Latterlyused as a bingo hall, the
building was unlisted and not in a
Conservation Area, but included on tf
town centre heritage trail. In 2006
Pendle Borough Coeil proposed the
site in the Nelson town centre
alaldSNLX Iy | & adzj
RSOSt 2LIYSy i 2 L3N
meanwhile as a car park for the nearl
swimming pool. The Theatres Trust
had previously identified the theatre
for potential reuse as welasbeing in
their viewarchitecturally significant and included the Palace on its Theatre Buildings At Ris
register in 2007 A subsequent request for it to be listed was rejected by the Secretary of St

In 2009 Pendle Borough Council purchased tHadesafor immediate demolition. Theatresearg
submitted an options report to the Council on the use of the theatre. However, the Counci
indicated that it had investigated whether there was any local interest in setting up a locally
based trust to take othe restoration and running of the theatre but found none that might le
to a solution. No commercial interest had been shown in the buildihgaddition it pointed out
that it did not have the funds or capacity to operate and run another historiclimgj as part of
its portfolio. It therefore demolished the theatre in October 2010.

Source
The Theatres Trustvww.theatrestrust.org.ukand Mark Price (pers. comm.)

4.41 One of theissueamost frequentlyraised in responding to surplus and
problematic heritage propertiewas the difficulty of finding the balance between what
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was practicableeconomicallyand what was acceptable in heritage termdany

Portfolio Holders with responsility for heritage prgerty considered that the key
objectivewas toget buildings back into use to conserve their heritage valt®wever,
aconcern voiced by four of theighteenportfolio holders interviewed was that overly
demanding heritage requirements are a constrainiocal authority efforts tae-use of
historic buildings.The research has not revealed any actual instances to justify this view
and it was not raised in any of the interviews with conservation officers or other interest
groups consulted Such assertias should be treated with considerable caution and can
perhaps be countered by publication and promotion of the wealth of good examples of
imaginative and successful-use schemes that have been carried out across the
country.

Closure, partial closure gtholition and mothballing of heritage assets

442 The research investigated with both Asset Managers and Conservation Officers
the scale of closure and demolition of heritage assets by local authorities. Additional
evidence has emerged of intermediatenthtions such as partial closure and

mothballing as the response by local authorities to the particular circumstances they
face.

443 The returns from Asset Managers, distinguishing types of authority and a
North/South division of England, provide somdigation of recent and anticipated
scales of closure, disposal, management transfer and demolition of heritage assets.

444 In the last five years, by number, two fifths of local authorities had closed a
heritage asset, half had disposed of a heritageegssquarter had transferred the
management of a heritage asset and one tenth had demolished a heritage asset.

445 In the last five years, by location, three fifths of authorities in the North had
closed a heritage asset, twice the proportion in the tRouwust over a half of authorities
had disposed of heritage assets in both the North and the South. 30% of authorities in
the North had transferred the management of a heritage asset compared with 20% in
the South. The handful of demolitions was prefatially in the North.The asset types

and numbers for demolitions provided from the Asset Manager returns are set out
below:

Demolitions in the last five years by heritage asset type

Mill (part)
Cemetery chapel
Seafront shelter
Garage

Pub

Community centre

PR RRRP PR
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446 In the last five year, by authority type, less than one third of districts had closed
heritage assets, while two thirds of other authority types had done so. About one third
of districts had disposed of heritage assets, whlmaost all authorities in the other
authority types had done so. Hardly any districts had transferred the management of
heritage assets, while half the unitaries and counties had done so. There were
demolitions by each authority type, but comparison bétsmall numbers is not
meaningful.

447 In the next five years, by number, a quarter of authorities each expected to
close, dispose of and transfer the management of heritage assets and one tenth to
demolish them. These proportions are almost identioahe pattern in the last five
years.

448 In the next five years, by location, one third of authorities in the North expected
to close heritage assets compared with one fifth in the South. More than half the
authorities in the North expected to disposéassets compared with two fifths in the
South. One third of authorities in the North expected to transfer the management of
heritage assets compared with one fifth in the South. One fifth of authorities in the
North expected to demolish heritage assgbut almost none in the South. On this basis
there may be fewer closures in the North compared with the last five years, but a slight
northward shift in the small number of disposals is expected. In the South, the
proportion of authorities closing, dmsing of and demolishing heritage assets may
decline slightly compared with the previous five years.

4.49 In the next five years, by type of authority, only districts have a large proportion
of authorities not expecting to close heritage assets. A niigher proportion of

unitaries and counties expect to dispose of heritage assets than do districts. A
significantly smaller proportion of districts and London Boroughs expect to make
transfers of heritage asset management than do unitaries and courifies.same small
number of authorities expects to demolish heritage assets as in the previous five years,
though with more emphasis on unitaries, but comparison of these numbers is not
meaningful. The difference between districts and other authority typesxpected to

be still more pronounced in the next five years than in the last five, with fewer closures
by districts. A slight reduction in disposals by unitaries is also indicated.

450 The overall pattern of closures, disposals, management transfets a

demolitions is fairly stable between the last five years and expectations for the next five.
A slight reduction in these activities in the south is expected, closures should be down
everywhere, andlistrict councils foresea decline from an already noh lower activity
levelthan inother types of authority Unitary authorities in northern England may, if

any category, be one to monitor for potential small increases in levels of heritage asset
sales and demolitions. There is no indication in the mftion provided that Asset
Managers are anticipating a flood of local authority buildings onto the market arising
from budget cutbacks: the series of closure of libraries in many authorities is not being
taken as a precursor for what might happen to otlategories of local authority stock
later in the Comprehensive Spending Review period.
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451 TheCGonservation Officers interviewesliggestedhat closure was usually the

result of the departure of the previous local authority occupant, perhaps followeal by
period of vacancy and deterioration which may then have inhibited direct reuse by new
users. However, new uses were being investigated or had been found in most cases:
closure was therefore not in most cases simply an intermediate stage betareen

earlier useand demolition. The cases often required intensive attention, but most
appeared to be transitional problems rather than long term liabilities. Just a handful of
sites appeared to risk slipping through the safety net of state intervention on behalf
heritage. The most prominent of these is probably the Victorian Winter Gardens on the
seafront at Great Yarmouth, the last surviving of its cast iron and glass type in the
country, and now at risk of complete collapse 20 years aggnificantmaintenance was
last carried out and 5 years after the premises were closed as dangerous.

Case Studg: Hyde Cemetery Chapel, Tameside

Cautionary tale: Demolition of unlisted heritagemetery chapel

Hyde Cemetery opened in 1894. It hadg®
three cemetery chapel with the last
remaining being the nogonformist

chapel. J W Beaumont (architect of th¢
Whitworth Art Gallery, Manchester) is
believed to have designed this chapel,
which appears little changed since its
construction. It was described by
¢ I YSaAmé&aion Offer as
possibly of more than local significancef#
and meriting every effort to retain it.

However, being unlisted and not in a
Conservation Area it had no statutory §
protection against demolition.

Copyright Gerald England & licended reuse under this Creative Commons Licenc

Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council proposed to demolish the chapel as it was clearly
surplus in its current use. Funerals were no longer carried out there, electricity costs in 20
(the last year it was @sl) were over £3,300, and the building had been vandalised on variol
occasions costing thousands of pounds to repair. The building was said to pose a health 3
safety ri&. Continuing to repair and maintain the building was therefore financially

unattractive. Brief consideration was given to alternative usesijrb8eptember 2011 Tamesid
MBC approved its own proposal to demolish the chapel and create instead a grassed areq

Sources
The Victorian Society; Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council:danvémt Services Decision
Notice and Development Management Delegated Report Sheet

452 Demolition and partial closure, and to a lesser extent full closure, are largely
stimulated by the desire to save money. In the case of partial closure the staf§jsavi
may be the most significantPartial closure is an experience familiar from many libraries
by curtailing opening hours and reducing the facilities on offer. Similar cost cutting can
take place at heritage properties. For example, Newstead Abbegttimhamshire,
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the ancestral home of the poet Lord Byron, has seen its opening hours cut drastically by
Nottingham City Council (which has owned it since the 1930s). At the start of 2011 the
opening hours of the house were every day between 1 April &n8e&ptember from

12.00 noon to 5.00pm, but they were later limited just to Sundays for house tours at
1.00pm and 2.00pm onlyin the case of demolition the principal savings are normally in
running costs.Case study 6f Hyde Cemetery Chapel, Tamesitiesitates the

problems with running costs facing local authorities when a heritage property is clearly
no longer required for the use for which it was designed.

The current impact of budget cuts on heritage assets

<

453 ¢ KS Odzia Ay (KStoDe&a@bBiymes siré miding Badl y i &
F dZz K2NRGASEQ 0dzRISGA dzy RSNJ AaUNF Ay d it 20K
OKFG KSNAGE3S g2dzZ R FAIAKG  t2aiay3a oFlddtsS ¢

available. However, this need nog the determining factor of the resources available
to heritage, so the budget cuts must be understood in a wider context. Matters that
may be relevant to a local authority include:
C some heritage buildings make a lot of money for local authorities, riptBath
YR b2NILIK 9Faid {2YSNERSGQa OAGE LRNILIT2f A2
interest in maintaining their properties and have the means to do so regardless
of budget cuts;
C civic pride and the image of a place are affected by the way key bysidire
treated and perceived, so there is a big incentive for at least the flagship heritage
properties to be maintained well, and this appears especially important in cities;
C heritagebased tourism significantly assists the economy of some areas, such a
Df 2dz0OS a (i SNJ I&WBst NoKok ®agair adrnyfymay well be given
to maintaining the heritage;
C significant heritage properties may have been donated or bequeathed to an
authority in the past, and there is a moral obligation on the auitydo retain it
for public use and if possible satisfy any terms of the acquisition;

C many local authorities have been planning ahead for the current budget cuts and
have taken steps to reduce its impact;
C repair and maintenance of a portfolio of propgris widely appreciated as an

investment rather than a cost, and especially the benefit of avoiding the need for
expensive repairs in future, so the assumption should not necessarily be made
that property, including heritage property, will be neglected.

454 In addition to these considerations within local authorities, other sources of
grant and advice outside the sector were also major considerations, often of greater
significance than the central government grant to a local authority that found its way
into local authority heritage buildings:

C the state of urban regeneration has a much bigger impact on heritage than
competition for local authority grant money: heritadged regeneration has a
direct impact on the scale of heritage renewal and can gememaiich more
wealth for heritage improvements;
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G GKS 1162t AGA2Y 2F WbSé 5SIHE F2NI/ 2YYdzyAldA
Conservation Officer posts in Wolverhampton, which were then lost;
q the loss of the Regional Development Agencies had removedasilas funding
from the heritage, for example with High Peak BC reporting the loss of £0.5m
from EMDA for its regeneration of The Crescent in Buxton (see caseZ3udy
and Gloucester CC taking on the heritage property liabilities of the SWRDA in the
city;
q the cutbacksn grantin-aid to English Heritagbad led to some perception that
there was aeduced availability of expertise to local authoriti€dhough English
Heritage is maintaining its frodine planning advice services).

455 The researchsked Portfolio Holders responsible for historic buildings what

AYLI OG0 GKS D2@SNYyYSyidQa o6 dzR3 Halfthe daingillors SNBE K |
interviewed reported that theseutswere already having discernible effects on the

money available for hitage assets, including almost all authorities in economically

weaker areas of the country. In other cases the impact was less, usually because other

factors were more importan{see previous paragraph)ll the authorities whose

heritage assets had gar been little affected by Government budget cuts were in the

southern half of the country. The impact of budget cuts was somewhat dampened in

those authorities which prioritised support for their heritage properti@hese findings

show thattheimpac2 ¥ G KS D2@SNYYSyGdQa 3INIyd Odzia | NB
their impact than might have been discerned from the grant figures alone.

456 ' 3aSt alylr3ISNBE 6SNB al1SR lo2dzi GKS RS3IN
to maintain heritage assets in gd order had been compromised by a lack of adequate

budgets. 38% considered it had been compromised severely, 46% slightly and 7% not at

all. This varies little between the North and South of England, but unitary authorities

are much more badly affectetttan other authority types. However, two thirds of

authorities considered that money could be found when heritage property needed

major investment (half the authorities in the South and over four fifths of the authorities

in the North). Four fifth of alluthorities had not changed their approach to the

management of heritage assets in the last five years, though unchanged management

had only survived in a lesser proportion of unitary authorities.

457 Local authorities with significantly reduced budgets do less: they need fewer
staff to do the work and fewer offices to accommodate thefhis rationalisation of
council accommodation was arisingsaimeof the authorities contactedh ways which
affected heritage property Gloucester City Coundiadpreviouslymoved its office
functions into four converted former warehouses in Gloucester Ddekberatelyto
demonstrate its commitment to heritagked regenerationput is now vacating one
warehouse and concentrating its functions in the remainingéhr The surplus
warehouse isiow in a popular location and will find a suitable occupant, that best
option need not always be so cleaElsewhere, if the heritage building is awkward in
some way or in a poorer area that is unattractive to the marketre may be no takers
for a large surplus building. This is by no means unusual in areas with weaker
economies. Doncaster MDC is concentrating its administrative functions in a new
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purposebuilt office. A result of this will be that a number of herigggroperties will
become surplus, including Danudouse(Grade Il) and Nether Hall: the level of market
interest n these is awaitedLocal government reorganisation in Northumberland, with
six district councils being dissolved in the transition to alsingitary authority, may
have similar consequences

458 Surplus heritage propertigseed not be the start of a cycle of vacancy, neglect,
dereliction and then deterioration of the localityRather than specifically relocate away
from heritage propertyas some Asset Managers thought mappropriate (see
paragraph 4.2@bove), the most efficient solution may be to relocate other functions
into them. For example, the Carnegie Building in Hartlepsetl to house a library on
its ground floor and a museuupstairs, but after these uses ceased the Borough Council
refurbished the building to bring it back into useadBces for both Library Service
backroom staff and the Sport and Leisure Departmetiticolnshire County Council
failed to selthe Grade H Sessions House in Bostand has nowdecided to concentrate
its own functions in the building and vacaithers as appropriate The alternative

would have been to have a locafippreciated listed building empty and deteriorating in
the town centre, notcapable of being demolished and costing substantial sums to
maintain. Keeping the building in use, albeit at slightly greater cost than might be
achieved elsewhere, was not only good for the heritage lmatnemically the best
solution.

459 The pain obudget cuts on staff has not escapeubst of theConservation teams
interviewed,where cutbacks broadly reflected the national pattern (see paragraph 2.14
above) The impact on service capability had been savage in some places, with a
number of authorities now reduced to a single Conservation Officer, including
Nottingham, a major city authority with 300,000 peopl€uts to staff and budgets
FFFSOUGSR / 2yaSNBIFGA2Y hFTFFAOSNBRQ lFoAfAGE (2
ways which included theoflowing:
C a County authority experienced in providing heritage services for other
authorities through servicéevel agreements now needed to have a similar
agreement with its Property Department, who were currently advised free of
charge, if the servicevas to continue effectively;
C an authority had begun charging for pagplication planning advice, but the
Property Department was not exempt and this had served only to reduce
I LILINR F OKSa o0& GKFG 5SLINIYSYyld Ay NBaLISO
property;
C a post lost in one authority was the point of contact between the Planning
5SLI NIYSyld YR GKS t NRLISNIG@& 5SLINLYSYG ¥
own assets;
C significant loss of staff had damaged the ability to prepare bids for external
project funding in one authority trying to promote heritaged regeneration;
C there was a risk that a Planning Department would have to employ heritage
consultants to deal with statutory applications (including the Property
5SLI NIYSYydQao Ruegdnsenation GfisersQntrchocould tast A
more money than had been saved,;
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q a planning department with insufficient Conservation staff may need to change
the heritage specialists it uses as consultants, opting for cheapermicro
businesses with lower overleds than currently used, so the most appropriate
specialist might not necessarily be employed.

4.60 Despite the problems, the overall picture of maintenance and upkeep of heritage
properties owned by local authorities is encouraging: most maintain trezitdge

property reasonablywell and the majority could find resources for major investment if
needed but a great many appear to own at least some problematic heritage assets
This is despite there being some properties which cannot cover their maintenzosts

in three quarters of authorities, budget cuts which put heritage at some risk, and some
pressure to vacate heritage premises because of claimed high running costs.
Nonethelessmanyauthorities continue to have high aspirations for the \mingof

their heritage property.

461 This positiveoutlook is not universal. As well as the widespread problem of
maintaining heritage assets which are not statutorily protected and which generate little
or no income (see paragraph39), there is a particudr problem with larger buildings

which pass out of use economically weak areas. In these areas local authorities
already struggle to repair and maintain their heritage property, recognising that they
cannot do everything they would like. Priorityngvitably given to buildings in use and
other high profile assets. Buildings which become surplus are then a special challenge,
which has prompted authorities like Hartlepool Borough Council and Sunderland City
Council to promote the disposal of assetst(just heritage ones) Thidimitstheir
obligationsto carry out emergency repairs and meet health and safety requirements,
and encouragethe reuse of properties by new owner#. also reduces their exposure

to the significant costs caused by the thef metals and other materials from heritage
property, which is currently experiencing a large increableis research therefore
resonates withthe finding of research in 20&6that in local government the principal
reason for disposal of heritage assetghe lack of resources to maintain them. That
research toaXound that this applied particulariwhen the condition of property had
deteriorated and required a significant capital injection. An authority may have no real
desire to dispose of a heritagoroperty as a matter of principle, but simply not have the
spare resources to justify refurbishment and other costs, even if it could then use the
LINRLISNII @ 2NJ YFEyF3S AG F2NI NBtSOIFyd LlzmfAaA0o L

The likely impact of budget cuts on heritage asse®rdhe next five years

462 t NBRAOUAY3I (GKS adlrdsS 2F (KS SO2y2Yeé Ay ¥
error, but the Comprehensive Spending Review fixes local authority budget targets

through to 201415. This hagnabled local authorities to ph ahead and most had a

good idea of the problems theyould faceby that time Asset Managers, Conservation

Officers and Portfolio Holders were all asked about this.

! Green Balance, 2006he Disposal of Heritage Assets by Public Bos#onal Trustp. 9.
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4.63 Seventy per cent of Asset Managers expected their maintenance budgets to be
at risk in the next five yearsThere was some preponderance of anticipated difficulty in
unitary authorities and northern areas, wittvo thirds of district councils and four fifths
of other authority types expecting problenasidthree quarters oinorthern authorities
compared withtwo thirds ofsouthern authorities Conservation Officers were much
less wellplaced to comment, as they did not have their own budgets and often did not
have access to budget information. Nonetheless, asked whether they ththuagtthe
authority would be able to maintain its heritage assets over the next five years, most
were doubtful:5 thought maintenance wouldr would probably be acceptable, 7
considered there was some rigkthought it would be difficult, an@ thought it wauld

not be maintained.4 did not know.

464 Eleven of the eighteeRortfolio Holderghought the spending position would get
g2NARS F2NJ KSNRGIF IS aasSdaz F3AFAY AYyF2N¥SR
priorities. The division was similar tcethbetweenPortfolio Holdergegarding the

effect of cutbacks alreadiparagraph 4.5), except that some of the financially slightly

weaker authorities would not be able to defend their heritage assets so well against

future grant reductions to the exterthey had so far.Portfolio Holders irHull,

Hartlepooland Sunderland, amongst those already affected by cutbacks, expected
particularly severe problems by 2014.

4.65 These responses suggest tltauncillorsare somewhat more optimistic than

their officers about the likely effect of cutbacks on the budgets they will have available
for maintaining their heritage asseby 201415 (albeit on a small sample of councillors).
Unitary authorities are expected to be the worst affected authority type, esggaral
northern England.
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5. The disposal of heritage assets by local authorities

Assets disposed of in the last five years

5.1  Just over half the Asset Managers completing the research survey indicated that
they had sold or leased heritage assets witthi@ last five years. The pattern of

transfers was evenly distributed between the north and south of England. Almost alll
county, London and unitary authorities had disposed of heritage assets, but only a third
of district councils had done so. The retsirshowed that even large urban authorities
were usually transferring less than one heritage property annually. Figures for the last
five years from these major authorities were:

No transfers Barking & Dagenham LBC, Cambridge City, Middlesbrough
One transger Manchester City, TrafforMDG Wandsworth LBC

Two transfers Hillingdon LBGHull City Lewisham LB@Volverhampton City
Three transfers Plymouth City

Four transfers Doncaster MD{Newcastleupon-Tyne City

Five transfers Bristol City

Disposals in theakt five years by heritage asset type

Houses 7 Fire station 1
Libraries 6 Public toilet 1
Schools 5 Public open space 1
Offices 5 Artscentre 1
Town Halls 3 Guildhall (Devonport) 1
Shop 2 Barn 1
Lido 1 Reservoir/park 1
Tram shelter 1 Cemetery Chapel 1
Rifle Hall 1 Museum 1
Mill (part) 1 Farm (buildings and land) 1
Burial ground 1 Swimming pool (indoor) 1
Park Lodge 1 Registry office 1
Theatre 1 Care home 1
Drill Hall 1 Clock tower 1

5.2  The returns from Asset Managers also provided detail in many cagbe types

of heritage asset subject to closure, disposal, management transfer and demolition. The
primary finding is that there was a very wide range of asset types affected, with no more
than seven properties of any one type. The asset types and nurfdredssposals are

set outabove. No disposals afecognisedarchaeological sitegr of parks or gardens

were recordedother than one cemeterwhich was firstemporarily acquired to save it:

see case studgg).

Assets to be disposed of in the next ygar

5.3 Looking ahead to the next five years, slightly under half the Asset Managers
expected to sell or lease heritage assets, though one fifth of authorities did not know if
this would happen. Some authorities had specific properties in mind, but mast we
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lessclear. The same number of northern local authorities expected to make transfers in
the next five years as they had in the last five. A slightly smaller number of local
authorities in southern England expected to do that. The proportion of distnd

county councils expecting to make transfers in the next five years was barely changed
from the previous five years, but the commitment to this from London and unitary
authorities declined slightly. If this is representative, the implication isttere will
probably not be a significant increase above the already limited scale of heritage asset
transfers. This finding shoultde treated with caution because the evidence suggests
that many asset managers are unfamiliar with the heritage assetsaWwayand that

asset management plans are often missingjiweinadequateattention to heritage

property (see paragraphs 4.10 and 4.26urthermore circumstances could easily
change

54 A principal finding from this investigation is therefore tlwaithe basis of the

local authorityevidence suppliethe scale of heritage asset transfers from local

authorities is modest and not expected to rise over the next five years. However, this

was not the expectation of the nationamenity societiegonsultedo { ! +9 . NA G Ay Qa
Heritage, the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings and the Victorian Society).

They expecte@ new waveof disposaldy local authoritiego result from policy changes
affectingpolice stationsds these srvices moved into reihareas)and heritage fire

stations. Swimming poolg, 2 N] Ay 3 YSy Qa Of dzoa I yRvele NI y3S
alsoexpectedto be vacated byocal authorities in greater numberd.he absence of a

statutory requirement on local authorities to providacilities was a factor in these

casegq(in contrast tolibraries). Locality and the Asset Transfer Unit also reported that

there had been a dramatic increase during 2011 in the rate at which local authorities

offered property for transfer (some of it higage property), adding that museums could

be the next major category of heritage asset to be presented for transfer to the third

sector.

Motives for disposal

55 t2NIF2fA2 K2f RSNBA 6SNB Fa{SR Ay AYyuUSNWAS
the disposl or retention of heritage assets and the circumstances in which transfers
arose. Almost allreported that their authoritiesexpected generally to retain heritage
property, though there were varying degrees of support for consideration of transfers
on acase by case basis or if this was best for the heritage interest in the property. In all
authorities any transfers would be subject to safeguards to protect the heritage interest
in future, portfolio holders suggested (though other evidence indicated that
safeguarding fell short dhis practice) Hull was committed to a Government pilot on

the rationalisation of premises and this would/olve propertiesbecoming surplus

though it was not clear that this would necessarily leatrémsfersdue tolack d

buyers. TheNorthumberlandand Sunderlanéortfolio Holdes werethe only ones
interviewed who stated thatheir authoritieswere actively trying to dispose of property

but sometimesencountered few takers.

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
Currentlssues an@®pportunities Grover Lewigssociatestd



a7

5.6 No enthusiasm was identified to transfeeritage assets as a priority above ron
heritage assets. Heritage assets most likely to be considered as suitable for transfer
were those surplus properties that were not part of the civic realm of the authority and
whose heritage interest could just asadily be sustained by anothettypically private

¢ owner as by the authority itself. Major local heritage properties provided a widely
shared sense of civic pride and underpinned a commitment to the sense of locality,
expressed as a basis for wishingitnit heritage asset transfers. There were financial
pressures to sell heritage property on the open market when it became surplus,
especiallyon authorities in weaker market areas, but even then there was recognition
that this would be moderated by theeed to ensure the future security of the heritage
interest. Only one authority, Swale BC, had embraced the localism agenda with any
vigour, identifying properties suitable for transfer to local communities (one of which
was a heritage asset), but thatddnot mean there were willing takerd ocal interest

had been expressed in four other authoritieg)o in turnwere supportive in principle
Many portfolio holders saw potential in localism but reported that it was little
understood and in its early daythere was little public pressure to transfer assets, least
of all heritage assets. Some made clear thatsferringheritage assets by this route
would not be a priority Portfolio holders often made clear their sensitivity to local
opinion: if therewas pressure to retain a building rather than sell it, this would probably
be respected. A small number indicated thia¢ir authoritiesgenerally had a strong
desire not to sell heritage properties or at least not let them leave the public sector
confirming findings of research into Buildings At Risk in Loitddtiowever, authorities

in economically weak areas, which did not have the money to maintain surplus
properties, wouldsometimesencourage disposal as the best solution in the heritage
interest, rotably SunderlandCity Council.

5.7  Once a decision had been taken to dispose of a heritage asset as a matter of
principle, both Portfolio Holders and Conservation Officers were quick to point out that
solutions had to be consistent with the heritage irdst. Someauthorities emphasised

at officer or member levdahat they would expect to find the best heritage solution
(rather than the most remunerative or the maximum revenue consistent with heritage),
taking into account the heritage and regeneratioenefits. These includeduthorities

in Manchester, Gloucester, BristélolverhamptonNewcastleupon-Tyne,Doncaster,

[ AYyO2f YAKANBI {4l S | yRarésulyehchaftheseyy 9 2 Sa
authorities had sold properties for less than marketpr{or inthe cases of Manchester

or Lincolnshiravould do so) where this was the bestalund solution (see 90 London
RoadY A y 3 Qcaseftudywr)y

5.8 Conservation Officers added detail to this picture. Some of them were convinced

that Asset Mangers wished to dispose of heritage assets with much more relish than

Portfolio Holders had indicated. These authorities tended unsurprisingly to be where

Asset Managers were perceived by Conservation Officers to hold building conservation

in low regard, ontributing to poor communications within these authorities. Other

| 2YyaSNDFGA2yY hFFAOSNARA AYRAOFGSR (4H#&mMdNJI | dzi K 2

'% |_ucy Haile2009,Buildings At Risk in Local Authority Ownershc Dissertation, Oxford Brookes and
Oxford Universitiess6.2.2
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or problematic buildings, but equally noted that a lack of alternative or economic uses
made dispsal difficult. Furthermore, the heritage stock on offer was sometimes
unsuitable for sale into the private sector, so any transfer would depend on the capacity
of the third sector.

CaseStud¥yY dn [ 2y R2Y w2l RZ YAYy3IQA

Good practice: Sale of herdia asset at low cost for renovation

YAY3Qa [8YY 9 284G b2NF2f] .2NRdAK / 2dzy 0
wS3ASyoOe (26yK2dzaS 2F OdmyHpIZ 2y (GKS LINRAY
in the photo). This had beenleaseddzi | & I OKAf RNByQa K2YS

122N O2yRAGAR2Y O6FYyR 2y b2NF2t1 /2dzyde /2

¢CKS LINRPLISNIeE& gta az2tR G2 Ay wnmn YAy3Qa

' restoration costs of at kst £280,000 to
create a single residence. The costs
g2dzf R 6S YSU FNRY
resources. Even if the building could
have been sold for a greater sunthe
market was not explored Councillors
wanted the reliability of restoration by
this estabished local Trust to secure the|
» 0dZAf RAY3IQa KSNAGI 3
expectation by all parties was that the
restored building would be sold on into
| the market. A condition was imposed o
the sale so that the Council could claw
= back some of the profits ihe Trust
subsequently sold the property for more than the restoration cost.

dn [2YR2Yy w2l R gla 2yS 2F (GKS @SNE TS¢ K
in a poor condition. An added incentive for the disposal and restoration was ted@lmning
Department wanted to take enforcement action against other breaches of heritage controlg
nearby, and needed to put its own house in order first. The low cost sale helped to ensure
restoration would take place at this heritage property, wihe likelihood that there would in
due course be a profit to the public purse.

Sources
YAYyIQa [eyy 9 2S5Sai b2NF2f1 .2NRBdAK [/ 2dzy 0
YAYIQa [eyy t NBASNDIGAZ2Y ¢NHzaGY l[jdSaidrzy

5.9 The involvement of #house specialist® the disposal processas generally

found to bemodest. Onlysix authorities involvetheir heritage specialist® the

decisions in principle on whether or not to transfer a heritage asset (Hartlepool,

Gloucester City, Lincolnshifdewcastleupon-TyneCity, Great Yarmouth and Swale). In

just the first threeof those authorities has a property then been retained rather than

sold- & | NBadzZ G 27F GKS ./AleytieSecRionidopdotedwitnBA OS ND &
transfer, Conservadn Officers were involved in discussions about protecting the

heritage interest in most authorities, either with the Property Department prior to
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marketing or with prospective purchasers (or both). Such advice was not necessary in
YAYy3IQa [ & yok, whichuriisudllyhds 2\Ngvn Conservation Officer in the
Property Departmen{see case study 18)n the four remaining authorities where the
Conservation Officer was not involved in giving such advice, the Asset Managers
indicated that they did impas safeguards on transfers in two cases, but this still appears
to leaveauthorities such aBath & NE Somerset and North Hertfordshire berefinef
houseconservation advice at this critical stage.

Safequards in heritage asset disposal

510 Asset Managerwere asked about the safeguards they had imposed on heritage
asset transfers Of the 58 responding authorities, 31 had sold or leased heritage
property in the last five years. Of those, 22 provided further information on their use of
safeguards, withive indicating that they had not imposed any safeguards on their
transfers. Of the remaining 17, the Asset Managers advised that the following options
had been used (whether on different properties or more than one at the same

property):

(&) Restrictive ovenants 14

(b)  Conditions re future repairs 10

(c) Conservation Management Plan 2

(d)  Dowry for ongoing maintenance 4

(e)  Grant for maintenance 1

() Buyback clause in the event of default on a safeguard 3

()  Arequirement to carry out a specific schéelof repairs/restorations 6

(h)  Other safeguard (specify) 3

¢tKS (GKNBS W20KSNI al ¥S3dzZ NRa oSNBY I NBIjdzA N

condition not to alter or demolish a property without consent; and a restriction on
future disposal.

511 InteNDASé6a S6AGK [/ 2yaSNBFGAZ2Y hFFAOSNA SEI Y]

transfers in more detail. This confirmed that safeguards were used, notably by the most

heritage awareauthorities with (relatively) larger numbers of transfers in the last five

yearsDNB I G | F N¥2dziK ono0X YAY3QaNevaastgiposr 2 Sa i

Tyne (4and Gloucester (3). High Peak added that it might consider ongoing
maintenance support to properties it leas@dit. Sunderland reported that firepared

a Conservabn Management Plan to accompany heritage properties for disposal (see
case studyg), joining Lincolnshire which has prepared them for all its propertgssme
authorities also reported using development briefsese aredocuments explaining the
planningcontext of the property and its setting, and indicating the kinds of adaptation
and associated development that would or would not be acceptable.

5.12 Five authorities which had made transfers had not placed safeguards on them.
In one instance the Consation Officer advised that no safeguard was necessary.
However, another authority was resistant to safeguards on the basis that this would act
as a disincentive to prospective purchasers. There was some suggestion that the
incidence of safeguards ha@én overstated by a few Asset Managers. This was a topic
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wheremanyConservation Officers said they would welcome best practice advice from
English Heritageh y S 4dzZ33S&a4GSR GKIFI G GKA& | ROAOS
Institution of Chartered Surveys, so that it would be more likely to influence the
property managers, chief officers and councillors who make the key decisions on
disposals.

Case Stud8: Former orphanage, Sunderland

Good practice: Conservation Statement to quide new use

SunderlandCity Council markets heritage assets with a Conservation Statement attached s
prospective developers and new owners understand the significance which the Council att
to the building. Suitably experienced professionals are commissioned talrboddings and
the Conservation Statement is then prepared.

The former Sunderland Orphanage
was built on the Old Town Moor in
1858 in an Italianate style and is liste]
Grade Il. It became the East End
Community Centre but has been
vacant since 2004 arfitecome
dilapidated. The property is a liability
to the Council because of its security
costs. An earlier Conservation
Statement and a feasibility study wer

: further worked up into a developmen
ONRST GgAGK GKS / 2dzy OAf QablelfdRaziadult speBidl Zerds fBdility
The brief therefore contained information and guidance on both the conservation needs of
building and the specialist needs of the intended occupants (dementia patients). Marketin
the brief was targeted aguitable developers active in that field to secure expressions of
interest. Provision was made both for adapting the building and new building in the groung
the rear which would assist in the whole scheme becoming reasonably viable.

Although the respnse to the marketing was weak, it did result in a suitable scheme coming
forward from a notfor-profit agency. Design work has progressed to applications for planni
permission and listed building consent with a view to commencing work on site {20hitl

The Council is offering further assistance by a grantfiénged to the property through a
Townscape Heritage Initiative scheme operating in the area, to try to make this an econonm
viable package.

Source
Sunderland City Council: Mike LoweinBipal Conservation Officer, pers. comm.
Sunderland East Community Centre, Listed Building description, English Heritage.

a K 2 dz

5.13 Conservation Officers were also asked whether asset transfers had achieved the

intended results in heritage terms. In mostkea they had. The problems that had

arisen were from many years ago, such as a swimming pool which had been transferred
to a Housing Association but listed immediately afterwards and &2mally S N & K 2 dza S

which been sold for use as a medical centre bunthefused permission for that use by
the authority. Local authorities were clearly not keen to expose examples which had
gone wrong A small number of cautionary tales were identified, such as the case of
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Rectorywhichhad been sold at auction yCiy Councito a purchaser who was not
sympathetic to heritage and did not have appropriate advisers. The Council later served
an Urgent Works Notice, which led to the new owner employing specialist advisers. This
problem arosenotwithstandingthe authoritt Qa LINIPa@dddck Bote or2tie

property to accompany the salén a London Borough case, a new owner stripped out

the interior of the building, notwithstanding a condition of the disposal that a detailed
planning permission must be complied with.

Management of heritage assets in partnership

5.14 Rather than pursue the full transfer of a property, local authorities may opt for
economic or heritage reasons to enter into a partnership with another provider, usually
a third sector organisation, to 8pthe responsibility for managing a heritage site. This
can typically allow a local organisation voluntarily to manage a site and open it to the

Case Stud9: Chart Gunpowder Mills, Swale

Good practice: Transfer of management of retained heritagetass

Chart Gunpowder Mills are the best surviving part of the Faversham Home Works group o
gunpowder mills established around 1560, with alterations and redevelopment in {he198
and 20" centuries. Chart Mills survive as a standing building witict milling machinery (see
photo), associated structures and buried remains. Each pair of watgered mills on the
Home Works was driven by a centrally placed waterwheel. Chart Mills, dating in its preser
form from ¢.1760, is probably the oldest gqnowder mill in the world and a Scheduled Ancien
Monument. It was a wreck when it was rescued from the jaws of the bulldozer by the
Faversham Society in 1966 and restored. The Society gave it to the former Faversham Bg
Council, primarily to avoid thinsurance costs, and Swale Borough Council inherited it on lo
government reorganisation in 1974. The Mill now contains a small museum on gunpowde
manufacture. S el b bl b e L L

The Faversham Society continues to
manage it, open it to the public and
undertake basic mintenance of the
fabric. Any larger repairs are undertaken
by the Borough Council. This partnershig
arrangement has worked well for
decades. The Faversham Society has
about 900 members who provide a huge
and active volunteer force, enabling the
Societyto manage and open to the public
a range of buildings in the town.

Sources

English Heritage: Scheduled Ancient Monument list description
Faversham Society: Arthur Percival (pers. comm.)

Swale Borough Council: Peter Bell (pers. comm.)

Other examples ahanagement of local authority heritage by others in partnership
Swale BC: Oare Gunpowder Works (with Groundwork Trust)
Newcastleupon-Tyne CC: North Gosford Chapel (with Gosford Parish Council)
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public, while the authority retains responsibility for may@novations and external
maintenance and for insurance. One quarter of Asset Managers reported that they had
transferred the management or maintenance of heritage assets, but very few examples
of this kind of partnership were reported by Conservatioficg@fs. An impressive
partnership, which has been in operation successfully for some decades, was identified
with a heritage asset that is a speciality of Faversham, Kent (see Chart Gunpowder Mills
case study).

5.15 This kind of partnership solution canly work if the body concerned has the
necessary resources, skills arfth@eded) the professional baelp to deal with
emergencies. A notable example of such an arrangement is proposed by Newcastle
upon-TyneCity Council, which has recently estabédla new management
arrangementfoil KS OA G @ Qa /Thisidiah iSnovatv&projeet Niolny the

Case Stud$0: Stockwell War Memorial and Gardens

Good practice: Partnership with local Friends group

Stockwell War Memorial, designed in 192s a 13
metre high clock tower in a ne@recian style built
in Portland stone. ltis listed Grade Il and set
within the Stockwell Memorial Gardens on a
prominent island site beside a major road. Locg
residents have drawn the value of this resource
[FYoSUK [2yR2y . 2NERdz3
in 2011 formed the Friends of Stockwell War
Memoarial and Gardens to work in partnership
with the Council. A Project Manager (working fq
Lambeth Borough Council) has appointed a
. landscape architect to devdsa project to improve
the environment of the Gardens and War
Memorial. Funding is coming partly from a sect
106 agreement (see also Case StRdly
supported by membership fees and fund raising
anticipated by the Friends and possibly by a gra
from the War Memorials Trust.

The Friends expect that greater local involveme
in decisions affecting the monument will benefit the community, and their point of view on 1
relative importance of various elements with the Memorial Gardens will be taken auiousnt.

Lambeth Council will fulfil its commitment to local consultation angbperation, responding to
community wishes. The War Memorial itself will have guardians and advocates it previous
lacked.

Sources
Stockwell War Memorial: Listed Buildingsgription, English Heritage
Friends of Stockwell War Memorial and Gardens: Naomi Klein (pers. comm.)

Other example of local partnerships to protect war memorials
Friends of Spa Gardens, Ripon, Harrogate Borough Council
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Sadlof AaKYSyYy (i G@FYLUI WweSkh MK SINR1GS F250SNJ G KS Yyl
and Garth in perpetuity. The company involves a partnership between the City Council,

the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle and Newcastle Cathedral. The new

management arrangements are linked to a £m%roject, involving the refurbishment

of the Black Gate (5Storey gatehouse) which has attracted a substartiiatitage

Lottery Fundgrant.

5.16 Partnerships can also be effective as a means of securing environmental

improvements to a heritage assédcal fundraising on its behalf, and community

support for neglected features, all at very little cost to the local authority. The property
NBYFIAya aljdz NBfteé Ay GKS dziK2NA(G&Qa 26y SNBEK
responsible for looking aftats best interests on a dap-day basis.For example,
Newcastleupon-Tyne City Council is working in a partnership programme with the War
Memorials Trust whereby local conservation bodies provide for the care, maintenance

'Y R NBLI ANJ 2 &moiials Lask $tulyE0 Of StoakwelNWay Memorial and

Gardens in Lambeth shows how partnerships can emettielocal authorities to the

benefitof both parties and the heritage asset.

The recipients of local authority heritage assets

517 Thisresearcik & 0SSy lFaaAadSR o0e [20FftAGeQa ! &:
provided access to their database giving an overview of interest expressed in acquiring
public sector assets. The Asset Transfer Unit responds to requests for assistance
through its Informatim, Advice and Referral Service. Requests are logged and
categorised, including by type of public authority. Rsset Transfer Unftas provided

this researchwith summary data during the period August 2008ovember 2011 on

the numbers and types of higage asset about which enquiries have been made
specifically of local authority assets, and the type of organisation making them. This
shows that there were 129 enquiries, dominated by 99 from third sector organisations
and a further 18 from local authities. This suggests that there is local interest at an
average of 40 enquiries annually in acquiring local authority heritage property, even if
that does not always lead to tangible results.

5.18 The categories of heritage asset in which interest hantexpressed to the

Asset Transfer Unit are very wide. Assembled into broad groups, these comprised 90
public buildings, 14 recreational and outdoor venues, 13 residential properties of
various types, 4 transport facilities and 8 other property typese formation, Advice
and Referral Service figures strongly emphasise interest in town halls and community
buildings (40), followed by schools and libraries (20). There were apparently no
enquiries about archaeological sit@ghich mirrors the experiencef the current

research

5.19 Conservation Officers were asked about the recipients in more detail. In buoyant

market areas transfers were mainly to the private sector. There had also been transfers

to Building Preservation Trusts (BPTsgamenauthorities; additionally, Great Yarmouth

KFR LI} a&dSR LINRPLISNIASa G2 AdGa 26y | NyQa fSy3
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create the capacity for larger scale properties to be rescued as a central plank of its
heritageled regeneration programme (Great YarmbwRreservation Trust case study
11). Waveney, across the Oare estuary from Great Yarmouth, was setting up a BPT

jointly with Suffolk Coastal DC, in which one of its more problematic heritage properties

might be vested.Wolverhampton had also establishéd own BPT, though funding had
now largely been withdrawn from itFour authoritieseachhad passed properties to

Case Stud$l: Great Yarmouth Preservation Trust

Good practice: Local authorigontrolled building preservation trust

The Great Yarmo#t t NB & S NI ( A 24éngth Ndisacintrdlled by Greatly &idmoDth
.2NRdzAK [/ 2dzy OAf X gAUK FTAGS 2F Ala yAyS
Conservation Officer is also the project director of the Trust and spends a propofiis o
working hours with the Trust. Established in 1979, the Trust is the only building preservati
trust in the area which has the capacity to take on the management of major heritage
properties.

¢KS ¢NXzAG A& LI NI 27F { mpBoach ddwfitBge buldding d@safvath]
and heritageled regeneration. The Trust has more managerial flexibility than the Council &
Oy FOljdZANB YR YIylF3aS o6dzif RAy3a 2dzidaARS
external funding. Currdrproposals include expanding the role of the Trust to take on the

functions and staff of the Conservation team who would then sell their services back to the
Council, and to enable the staff to sell their services to other local authorities and preserva
trusts.

Great Yarmouth is a poor authority in a deprived area, but has been spectacularly success
pulling in grants to support the regeneration of its large number of significant heritage
properties (see Case Stutly Many buildings have begrassed to the Trust by the Council
once renewal work has been completed. Business

plans devised by the Borough Council to find heritage

led commerciallyworkable new uses for these

properties are central to the process, and this

expertise is available tilnve Trust to manage the

properties afterwards.

The Time and Tide Museum, Great Yarmouth, is one of
many acquired this way (see photo): built in the 1850s
as a herring curing works it closed in 1988, was
acquired by Great Yarmouth Borough Council in 1998,
and with £4.7m of grants was converted to a museum
which opened in 2004. The museum was a finalist in
both the Gulbenkian Museum of the Year award in
2005 and Council of Europe Museum of the Year
award in 2006. Potential future transfers to the Trust
indude the wellpreserved Town Wall and the very
large Grade II* Winter Gardens (awaiting recovery
from a dangerous condition).

Source
Great Yarmouth Borough Council: Darren Barker (pers. comm.)

LocalAuthority Heritage Assets Green Balancwith
Currentlssues an@®pportunities Grover Lewigssociatestd



