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The Heritage Alliance

The Heritage Alliance is the largest coalition of non-government heritage interests in England. It now brings together 90 major organisations from specialist advisers, practitioners and managers, volunteers and owners, to national funding bodies and organisations leading regeneration and access projects. Together its members own, manage and care for the vast majority of England’s heritage; their specialist knowledge and expertise across a huge range of issues is a highly valuable national resource much of which is contributed on a voluntary basis for public benefit; they are supported in turn by thousands of local groups and over 5 million members. 
This consultation is so important to the future of our heritage over the next decade that we have promoted it at every opportunity, including through our ebulletin Heritage Update, and encouraged all to participate in the events and the on-line consultation. Our Places of Worship Forum (POWAlliance) is responding separately to Q25.  
The Alliance is uniquely placed to identify a consensus from across its membership and to focus on the more strategic aspects. This response is based on the members’ discussion at a special workshop held on 28 March 2011. About 50 representatives of national organisations attended, many of them with membership networks of their own. Over half of the participants had direct experience of applying for HLF funding and all were in a position to take an overview of the funding challenges ahead. 

Our response covers 5 areas: 

1. HLF’s strategic role  

2. Sustainability – heritage assets and organisations

3. Commensurate knowledge and skills 

4. Administration costs 

5. Current and proposed grant programmes
1.  HLF’s strategic role

The Heritage Alliance membership is hugely supportive of the HLF, the scale and scope of its support to heritage and the responsiveness with which it has listened to the sector and conducted its business in the current economic climate.  

We strongly stress the principle of additionality is adhered to in the period of the new Plan. Even in this economic downturn,  HLF cannot and should not directly replace the loss of central and local government support to our heritage but it can and has adjusted its criteria, for example on matched funding, to mitigate the impacts.
‘Making a positive and lasting difference to heritage and people’

The wider scope of this statement and its implicit commitment to sustainability met with approval. The less specific wording avoided the previous priority given to ‘learning’ and ‘participation’ outcomes that had possibly deterred potential applicants and, by being more inclusive, might now give applicants more confidence. However additional guidance on what such a high-level statement actually meant would be necessary and any reference to conservation should be wide enough to include regeneration as well as restoration. 

This new strap-line also affirms HLF’s wider role in the cultural sector as champion of our heritage and in drawing attention to the economic and social benefits it delivers. HLF is a powerful advocate making the case on national and regional platforms for heritage as a significant part of our cultural identity. Not least, HLF funding releases the passion and commitment in civil society to care for it and inspires others to enjoy it. Both these messages are endorsed by the Alliance. 

As well as its public voice, we appreciate the way HLF engages in heritage/cultural forums and initiatives to strengthen joint working for the benefit of all. 

In the period of the next Strategic Plan we urge HLF to retain its ‘principle of additionality’, maintain its responsiveness, its collaborative working with others and, above all, continue its ambassadorial role in the public arena.  

2.  Sustainability - heritage assets and organisations

We welcomed the emphasis throughout the consultation on the long-term sustainability of heritage assets. The workshop discussed how best to assess risk at some length: some queried the level of knowledge within HLF for evaluating risk, and others made the point that projects on learning and participation could miss out here as a sense of urgency was harder to demonstrate. We concluded that assessing risk should be inherent in processing every application rather than focussing on particular categories whether reflecting English Heritage’s Heritage@Risk or in anticipating trends. 
More clarity on HLF policy towards asset transfer would be helpful as there will be a flood of historic assets in the care of public bodies coming onto the market. One obvious risk here is that if these fail to find a new use quickly, as in the case of Manchester Victoria Baths, the cost of regeneration escalates to exorbitant sums. Fuller use of ‘revolving fund’ Building Preservation Trusts could be made if the clawback (of end-profit that could otherwise be put towards future projects) condition could be more flexible. HLF might review its policies to support asset transfer.
The acceptable level of commercial end-use appears to vary across the regions but in the current economic climate a higher level of office use in a mixed development or charging for admission might provide exactly the long-term financial sustainability the heritage asset needs. As long as some public access is allowed, a wider interpretation on viable end-uses is justified. Further clarity over what level of commercial use is acceptable is recommended.
Our workshop also looked at the resilience of heritage organisations. Grant-dependency is not a desirable foundation and we know that HLF is aware of the difficulties small heritage bodies face, particularly those with specialist staff, in creating continuous employment through short-term projects. Capacity-building has so far been limited to project work but there is a role for HLF in investing in heritage organisations to improve their medium and long-term financial viability and improving their performance so they can deliver more in the longer term. 

We suggest that 

· all applicants particularly the less experienced ones are encouraged to use full cost recovery to resource their core costs properly. 

· time-limited development grants, possibly tapered, could be used to cover specialist advice and training to develop more sustainable financial models such as expanding membership or sponsorship. 

3.  Commensurate knowledge and skills
Given the enormous spectrum of heritage assets within HLF’s remit, it is ambitious to think that all the multiple skills for attracting applicants, understanding demand and risk, assessing and monitoring applications, could be held within HLF.  

This proved to be the overriding concern for Alliance members as HLF moves towards its Strategic Plan 2013-19. 
At one level, members were concerned that a high turnover among junior staff led to them being sometimes less experienced than the applicant. This affected the quality of decisions and might be a contributory factor in perceived inconsistencies across regional decisions. In addition, some of the targeted programmes and many individual projects require a high level of technical expertise in assessing competitive bids and in monitoring projects effectively.  

Previously HLF has been able to call on expert and technical advice from English Heritage, MLA and others. We very much hope that EH and HLF will continue to work closely together but with pressures on staff capacity, this is far from assured for the period of the Strategic Plan 2013-19. HLF has in the past been able to draw on other external skills and competencies through the Expert Panel where some of our membership organisations have contributed - but this has been disbanded. The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings has run a series of workshops for HLF staff on practical aspects of building repair such as the use of lime-based materials. The Industrial Maritime & Transport group (IMT) that brings in expertise and knowledge from the voluntary sector is another model that might be developed and it was suggested that HLF might use these various devices more widely.

We recommend that HLF reviews the ways in which it takes advantage of the numerous bodies which could supply expertise and in particular from the non-government heritage sector. 

4.  Administration costs

With administration costs capped at 5% for all lottery distributors, there is a risk that some of the proposals in the consultation could actually increase this percentage though higher management costs of numerous, continually changing, short-term and targeted programmes and/or the additional expertise, possibly in terms of staff resources, required to manage specialist programmes such as the digital or climate change strands. 

Although more, targeted programmes have their place, members strongly agreed that the tailored support, usually locally based, to less experienced organisations throughout the process and provision of small grants programmes should not suffer as a result. As the Alliance has previously said, HLF’s research function, monitoring the impact of its grants, is highly valued and we would not wish to see this curtailed either.

We recommend the management costs of a new balance and direction of funding are carefully assessed to avoid impinging on HLF’s commitment to support and research.
5. Current and proposed grant programmes
Current grant programmes
We accept that allocating public money requires rigorous procedures but the amount of work required still appears excessive to many and has noticeably increased over the past few years.  Bureaucracy does sometimes get in the way of good sense so, as ever, the principle of proportionality is invoked. Specific recommendations are: 

1. We welcome a simplified approach for small grants £3000-£10,000 but recommend the ceiling here should be £25,000. 

2. Some distinctions could be made in the level of information required across the range of Heritage Grants say for a grant of £51,000 compared with one for over £5million. 

3. Members questioned the regional application process for national projects or collections of sites where multiple applications, region by region, are unwieldy. A new, less onerous process is strongly recommended.

4. Of the range of targeted programmes, members singled out the Townscape Heritage Initiative as one of the most important achievements of the Heritage Lottery Fund. THIs, it was claimed, were responsible more than any other form of grant for saving our townscapes, but the programme is now at risk through cuts to local authority and RDAs. As a means of attracting matched funding from a variety of sources as well as its potential for involving private owners it was felt too valuable to lose. Instead, it was recommended that the scheme needed active marketing to new stakeholders including Local Enterprise Partnerships.
5. Our POWAlliance response addresses Q25 on places of worship in detail. 
Proposed grant programmes: new opportunities and challenges

On the new opportunities and challenges listed in the consultation documents, our members will set out their own priorities in their own responses. Our workshop however made the following observations: 

1. Skills

The HLF’s initiative Skills for the Future was welcomed as a swift response to an undoubted challenge. Members supported its subsequent enhancement and future development. 
2. Heritage in private ownership

Discussing whether the increased level of HLF funding might also support assets in private ownership, this issue is even more controversial as EH reduces its own grants budget. We do not wish HLF to fund areas which properly belong (or belonged) to Government but recognise that the majority of our heritage is in private hands. Some further criteria, in addition to public access, were suggested for consideration:

· where the public benefit far outweighs private gain ie private gain is incidental

· where the grant is repaid in the event of sale within a certain period.
We should reflect that increased eligibility for private owners was not unanimously endorsed. 
3.  Digital heritage 

Our workshop supported HLF’s move to funding purely digital projects and a digitisation programme. However, the pent-up demand for digitisation might create a flood of applications which would need additional specialist expertise to be properly assessed, prioritised and co-ordinated. HLF would also need to formulate long-term digital preservation strategies requiring applicants to adhere to stringent conditions in order to make the results accessible in the long-term. 

4. Climate change 

The focus on developing new technologies, skills and knowledge around the implications of climate change for our heritage is welcome. Important as it is, setting the requirement for assessing the implications of and the risk posed by climate change for grants as low as £10,000 was considered excessive. This condition, beyond the expertise of many small voluntary groups, might lead to appointing consultants and consequently inflating the costs of application work.  This is not to deny that all applicants should understand and address these considerations but a less stringent requirement for projects at the lower end of the scale might be preferable, such as a simple statement on ‘environmental impact’ that might usefully include transport considerations.
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