WELCOME TO THE CONSULTATION 
From 2013 to 2019 we expect to have an annual awards budget of around £300 million, subject to ticket sales and the renewal of our licence to distribute the good causes income for heritage from 2019. 

This consultation will help to shape the strategy that will guide how we distribute our funds for that period.
As a Lottery funder, we believe that people are at the heart of sustaining heritage in good condition, and our money should make a difference for both heritage and communities. We are asking for your views on our strategic aims, how we work, the balance of our funding, and what we fund in section 1. 

We want it to be straightforward to apply to us, and to ensure that our funding continues to meet strategic needs. We’d like your views on our current funding programmes and what we might change in future - tell us what you think of these in section 2. 

We see a number of opportunities and challenges facing the heritage organisations in the coming years, and are suggesting some new directions and measures we could take in response. Help us to shape our approach to these in section 3.  
We work with a very wide range of organisations and the general public and some sections of this consultation will be more relevant to you than others. You can answer some or all of the questions, and there is no word limit to your answers. Equally, you may have other points you want to make to us – if so, please do so at the end of the questionnaire. We very much appreciate your views and suggestions. 

The consultation is open from 31 January to 26 April 2011. The questionnaire should take around 20 minutes to complete (depending on how many questions you choose to answer). 
Once you log in below you can exit the survey at any point and return by logging back in with your unique username and password – your answers will be saved.

This consultation is being run by Opinion Leader on behalf of the Heritage Lottery Fund. If you have any questions about the consultation, any technical difficulties, or would like to complete a hard copy of the consultation content, please contact Winston Chesterfield on 0207 861 3103 or WChesterfield@opinionleader.co.uk.

Alternatively, if you would like to speak to someone at the Heritage Lottery Fund, please contact Anne Young on AnneY@hlf.org.uk.

Please indicate below which sections you wish to respond to (tick all that apply): 

	Section 1 – Our strategic framework and how we work 


	

	Section 2 – Our current grant programmes  


	

	Section 3 – New directions, opportunities and challenges 


	

	All sections 


	X


How are you responding to this consultation?

	As an individual 
	

	As an individual or group on behalf of an organisation 

PLEASE SPECIFY WHICH ORGANISATION BELOW:


	

	As an individual or group on behalf of a group of organisations

PLEASE SPECIFY WHICH ORGANISATION BELOW:

 
	X


	Name* 

	Maurice Davies


	Organisation* 

	The Museums Association - representing over 6000 individuals who work for museums in the UK and most major museums in the UK


	Job title

	Head of Policy and Communication


	Address

	24 Calvin St,  London

	Postcode*

	E1 6NW


	Telephone  

	020 7426 6952


	Email* 

	maurice@museumsassociation.org



* Mandatory fields 


[NEW SCREEN]

SECTION ONE – OUR STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK AND HOW WE WORK 
Our strategic framework  

We invest in heritage that people value and believe that this is key to sustaining it in good condition, to be cared for, enjoyed and explored now and in the future. Our funding has enabled more people than ever before to have a greater say in the care and management of the UK’s heritage, with over 99% of awards in the past year helping heritage projects to recruit and train volunteers. Our three strategic aims of ‘conservation’, ‘participation’ and ‘learning’ have driven a progressive agenda since 2002. We are proud of the way our funding has allowed more people to engage with and learn about heritage, and has opened up more of our heritage for everyone to enjoy.  
We think this integrated approach to sustaining and transforming heritage through investment in projects with a lasting impact on people and places remains the right one for a Lottery funder, and distinguishes our role from that of others. We plan to continue with this strategic direction in future, but believe we could simplify how we express this by adopting a single strategic aim. 
Every project we fund should be able to show how it is making a positive and lasting difference for heritage and people. This would underpin all of our grant programmes and initiatives and should provide a more straightforward approach to our application and assessment process. 
Question 1a 

To what extent do you agree or disagree we should express our current three strategic aims of conservation, participation and learning as a single aim in future – ‘making a positive and lasting difference for heritage and people’? (tick one)
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Question 1b

Why do you say that? [please write in your response below]
	We can see benefits in a single, short aim, but think that the one proposed is too broad. We worry, in particular, that the absence of learning and participation from the aim could, gradually over time, lead to less attention being paid to them. HLF has played a central role in encouraging museums to prioritise learning and, particularly, participation. At this time of shrinking resources there is a possibility that some organisations might be tempted to give a lower priority to learning and participation. We urge you not to inadvertently permit that! In addition, we'd like to suggest that sustainability becomes an explicit aim.




Balance and direction of funding
We anticipate making grants of all sizes from £3,000 to over £5 million, combining open application funding opportunities with strategic programmes and targeted initiatives. We work closely with organisations across the heritage and voluntary sectors, and other agencies and partners, both at local level and UK-wide. This enables us to be a responsive funder, to engage with issues and events of local importance differently in different places, at the same time as meeting areas of strategic heritage need and managing demand. Decisions on our main open programme - Heritage Grants - up to £1 million will continue to be made by local decision makers on our 12 committees around the UK. 

In future we expect to continue to be an open and responsive funder, as well as making targeted interventions to meet identified needs. We could also solicit applications more frequently (that is, invite applications from specific organisations) in order to focus our funding on strategic priorities for heritage.  
In future we expect to continue to be an open and responsive funder, as well as making targeted interventions to meet identified needs. We could also solicit applications more frequently (that is, invite applications from specific organisations) in order to focus our funding on strategic priorities for heritage.  We welcome views on how we can best work in partnership to achieve this.

Q2a
In 2010-2011 we expect to make awards totalling around £128m through our open programmes (Heritage Grants and Your Heritage) and £70m through targeted programmes and strategic initiatives. 
To what extent do you agree or disagree that we should target more funds to identified strategic needs and reduce the amount of funding available through open programmes? 
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Q2b
Why do you say that? [please write in your response below]
	We think the current allocation of around 30% of funds to targeted programmes is about right. We'd like to suggest that HLF introduces a more transparent and consultative approach. 



Q3a
To what extent do you agree or disagree that we should solicit applications more frequently, in order to focus our funding on strategic priorities for heritage? 
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Q3b
Why do you say that? [please write in your response below]
	We think the current allocation of around 30% of funds to targeted programmes is about right. We'd like to suggest that HLF introduces a more transparent and consultative approach to determining its targeted programmes/strategic initiatives as we are not always clear how they are selected.



Q4a
To what extent do you agree or disagree that we should give priority to funding for heritage identified as being ‘at risk’?
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Q4b

Why do you say that? [please write in your response below]
	



Question 5a
Taking account of the achievements of Lottery funding since 2002, what areas of heritage (if any) do you consider to be still in need of funding?

PLEASE REFER TO THE CHARTS SHOWING HLF’S CURRENT ACHIEVEMENTS IN THE PDF DOCUMENT SUPPLIED WITH THIS CONSULTAITON QUESTIONNAIRE

	Heritage area
	No further need
	Some funding need
	Significant funding need
	Don’t know

	Archaeology 
	
	
	X
	

	Archives
	
	
	X
	

	Cultures and memories, languages and dialects
	
	X
	
	

	Historic buildings and monuments 
	
	X
	
	

	Industrial heritage 
	
	X
	
	

	Landscapes 
	
	X
	
	

	Library collections 
	
	X
	
	

	Museums and collections 
	
	
	X
	

	Parks 
	
	X
	
	

	Places of worship 
	
	X
	
	

	Ships and maritime heritage 
	
	
	X
	

	Transport heritage 
	
	
	X
	

	Wildlife and nature conservation 
	
	X
	
	


Question 5b

Why do you say that?
	Naturally, as the Museums Association we've identified museums and related areas as in most need. However, we are not convinced that this categorisation of heritage is a good guide to the allocation of HLF funds. We find the definition of heritage areas somewhat artificial as there are a great many overlaps between them and, of course, they are not comparable in terms of size, need or exisiting access to resources. Generally, decisions should be based on the quality and potential impact of the application and factors sucg as geographic equity and reaching under-represented audiences. If an area of heritage appears to be in particular need then that is probably best addressed through a time-limited targeted programme (such as that for parks)




How we work 

You have told us that you value the range of support activities we offer, and the research and evaluation we do to understand the effect of our grants, share learning and improve our funding practice. We give pre-application advice, produce guidance on good practice in key areas, provide mentors and development grants where needed, and work closely with applicants and grantees. We believe this approach benefits the organisations applying to us, ensures we are funding imaginative and robust projects, and helps to make our funding more accessible to a wide range of groups. 

We will continue to support less experienced organisations in making applications to us. We want to make the process of applying as straightforward as possible. We are considering how we can tailor our support for individual applicants and grantees further, taking account of their experience. For example, we will review our approach to monitoring to ensure we are keeping to a minimum the work grantees need to do for us throughout the delivery of their project. 
Question 6a 
How important are the following aspects of how we currently work as a Lottery funder?

A. Working closely with organisations and responding to needs at local level as well as operating within a UK-wide strategic framework 
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Question 6b

Why do you say that?

	HLF's strong regional and local overview is important and should be maintained. It is likely to become of increasing importance in England as it may soon be the only well informed regional overview of museums (and possibly of other parts of the heritage sector). As well as a UK-wide strategic framework, it is essential that HLF has country-specific strategies that relate to policies and strategies for museums in the separate countries of the UK.



B. Providing support (as described) to applicants and grantees throughout the grant administration process
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Question 6b

Why do you say that?

	


C. Locally based help to organisations less experienced in making applications
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Question 6b
Why do you say that?

	It is critical that HLF continues to do all it can to focus significant amounts of funding on smaller, less experienced organisations in order to spread funding widely




Q7a Has your organisation ever received a grant from HLF?
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COMPLETE ONLY IF YOU ANSWERED ‘YES’ IN Q7A

Q7b In what year? (If you have received several, please give the most recent, or if you cannot recall the exact year, please write in the approximate year)   


Q7c Under which funding programme?

	Funding Programme
	Select

	Heritage Grants over £50,000
	

	Your Heritage £3,000 - £50,000
	

	Young Roots
	

	Parks for People
	

	Landscape Partnerships
	

	Townscape Heritage Initiative
	

	Repair Grants for Places of Worship
	

	Training Bursaries
	

	Skills for the Future
	

	Collecting Cultures
	

	Don’t Know
	


COMPLETE ONLY IF YOU ANSWERED ‘NO’ IN Q7A
Q7d Has your organisation ever applied for a grant from HLF? 
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COMPLETE ONLY IF YOU ANSWERED ‘YES’ IN Q7D
Q7e In what year? (If you have applied for several, please give the most recent, or if you cannot recall the exact year, please write in the approximate year)   


Q7f Under which funding programme?
	Funding Programme
	Select

	Heritage Grants over £50,000
	

	Your Heritage £3,000 - £50,000
	

	Young Roots
	

	Parks for People
	

	Landscape Partnerships
	

	Townscape Heritage Initiative
	

	Repair Grants for Places of Worship
	

	Training Bursaries
	

	Skills for the Future
	

	Collecting Cultures
	

	Don’t Know
	


COMPLETE ONLY IF YOU ANSWERED ‘YES’ IN Q7A AND/OR 7D
Q8a
Which of the statements below most closely reflects your opinion of the amount of work involved in the application process, bearing in mind that Lottery money is public funding? 

	The work involved was in proportion to the amount of money we asked for
	

	The work involved was excessive in relation to the amount of money we asked for 


	

	The work involved was relatively little in relation to the amount of money we asked for 


	

	None of these


	

	Don’t know


	


Q8b: Why do you say that? 
	


Question 9 

What more could we do to improve our current grant-making processes?
	There appears to be a lack of understanding of HLF's position on full-cost recovery. HLF's overall strategy does not always seem to be fully followed at a local office level.




Spread of funding

Since 2002 we have set out to achieve a more equitable spread of our funding throughout the UK by targeting extra pre-application support on some of the areas and communities that have received least funding from us in the past. This approach has been successful in raising awareness of heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund, encouraging more good-quality applications to come forward, and increasing the number of grants made to these priority areas and groups. 
In our last consultation organisations working in natural heritage and archives highlighted the relatively lower levels of investment their sectors have received, compared with others. We think there is a case for including some types of heritage, where needs have been identified, within our priorities for extra pre-application development support.  These priorities would be locally determined within a UK-wide framework which in future could include geographical areas, social groups and/or types of heritage. 
Question 10 

We focus our development work on geographic areas and communities who may not have applied to us before with the aim of encouraging good-quality applications. In deciding on a local basis where to focus these resources in future, to what extent do you agree or disagree that we should take account of the following:

A. Geographical areas that have received least funding from us in the past (e.g. local authority areas) 
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B. Social groups that have benefited least from our funding in the past (e.g. people with disabilities, Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic groups, Lower socio-economic groups) 

[image: image11]
C. Types of heritage that have benefited least from our funding in the past (e.g. archives, land and biodiversity, industrial, maritime and transport heritage) 
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Support for the changing needs of the UK’s heritage   
Protecting our investment 

Since 1994 we have invested over £4.4 billion in heritage across the UK. Some of that early investment will shortly begin to show its age. With additional Lottery income for heritage in future, how much priority should we give to sustaining the benefits of past projects? Should we build on what has already been achieved, or give more priority to new projects that will bring new and different benefits?

Recent changes in the funding environment mean that projects we are supporting now face more challenges in covering their future operating costs. We are able to fund endowments alongside a capital project or purchase of a major heritage asset, though have rarely done so in the past, because endowments need to be substantial to have a material effect on running costs. We could consider doing this more frequently in future, taking a challenge approach to encourage other donors, where that was the best solution to ensuring the heritage is sustained in good condition. In what circumstances should we consider this and what approach should we take? 

Question 11a
Which one of the following statements best reflects your view?

	A. HLF should give more priority to ensuring the financial sustainability of an organisation that has already received Lottery money, to build on what has already been achieved, rather than new projects.
	

	B. HLF should give more priority to new projects that will bring new and different benefits, rather than to projects that have already received Lottery money.
	

	C. HLF should aim to strike a balance between the two.


	X

	None of these


	

	Don’t know  


	


Q11b
Why do you say that?

	HLF needs to avoid organisations becoming over-reliant on its funds. Support for organisational development, change and restructure may often bring more sustainable benefits than direct funding. Furthermore one of HLF's strengths is that it is not a revenue funder and so can fund a wide range of organisations and projects beyond those it has supported in the past. It may sometimes be appropriate for HLF to offer temporary extra support to a previously funded organisation in difficulties because of changes in the external environment (and even then perhaps more in the form of support for organisational development), but HLF should not ordinarily step in with a grant to prop up an organisation in difficulties because of the organisation’s own poor performance. (It is, of course, often appropriate to fund further work by a successful organisation where this further develops the organisation’s use of its assets.)




Building a more resilient heritage community 

As the boundaries of what the state expects to fund are redrawn, organisations with responsibilities for heritage will need to evolve. We believe heritage organisations are well-placed to make this transition, but will need support. For example, some voluntary heritage organisations have told us that they will need more help in areas such as organisational development, skills development, business planning, fundraising and governance in order to take on new responsibilities for heritage, and to develop and adapt through this period of change. 
At present we can provide funding to help build skills and capacity as part of a wider project funded by HLF. We can provide mentoring in business planning during project development, and can also help grantees with active but not yet completed projects. However, we can only offer this help in association with a heritage project we are funding or have funded. Providing financial help or mentoring for organisations outside the scope of a capital or activity heritage project we are supporting would be a new departure for us. 

We currently have a policy direction that requires us to take account of the ‘the need for the money distributed to be applied to projects only for a time-limited purpose.’ If we were to take more steps to build the financial sustainability of voluntary organisations with initiatives to support organisational development in areas such as governance, business planning and fundraising skills, or to build the capacity of communities to engage with and champion heritage within local decision-making, outside the scope of an existing project, we would still need to do so over a set time scale, and not simply provide routine revenue funding for core costs. 
Question 12a
As a Lottery funder, to what extent do you agree or disagree that we should seek to extend our role to build the financial sustainability of voluntary organisations with initiatives to support organisational development? 


[image: image13]
Q12b

Why do you say that?

	The suggestions about building a more resilient heritage community are most welcome and we would like to urge you to go a little further. HLF has been excellent at implicitly considering the sustainability of applicants. We suggest that you should now consider doing this more explicitly when you scrutinise applications and set it as one of your strategic aims. HLF could, for example, consider give grants that have the specific aim of reducing an organisation’s costs or increasing its income. This might include for example funding for a package of work including things such as a shop or on-line retail. In itself this would not necessarily directly contribute to conservation, learning or participation but its overall effect on the organisation would be to increase its ability to undertake conservation, learning and participation in the long term. We also urge you to consider extending your proposed support for organisational development beyond voluntary organisations to public sector organisations. As part of increasing the capacity and resilience of the wider sector we urge you to fund training schemes for existing staff as well as new entrants and to be willing to fund organisations such as museum federations. There will be benefits in rigorously evaluating the impact of HLF funding on organisational sustainability some time after the completion of HLF funded work (perhaps after five years)



Encouraging a culture of giving 

We want to work with organisations and other funders to determine what role HLF should play, alongside initiatives to support civil society and philanthropy being taken by Government and other agencies, to contribute to building resilient heritage organisations for the long term. We want to encourage more private supporters of heritage at all levels, from grass roots in communities to major trusts and foundations; and to help heritage organisations to engage successfully with their supporters, through imaginative fundraising and recognition of donors. We will explore how we can incentivise more private giving to heritage, for example through initiatives such as match-funding schemes.  

Question 13
What role should HLF play to encourage philanthropy and more private supporters for heritage at all levels?
	HLF might want to seed-fund endowments, but we do not think substantial funding for endowments is a good use of lottery funds. HLF should fund fundraising as part of a project - eg support the salaries of fundraisers, just as it supports the salaries of learning or curatorial staff.



Question 14 

What more could HLF do to help achieve a thriving and resilient heritage community in future? 
	HLF could make sustainability a key strategic aim. It could fund sector infrastructure, such as museum federations (see above) and do more to support and require organisations to share their expertise and learning with other organisations (see below). It could also fund training for existing staff. In the case of museums in England there could be benefits in a joint programme with the Arts Council to increase resilience. Increasing sustainability and resilience may mean seeing increasing audience numbers as a lower priority.




SECTION 2 – OUR CURRENT GRANT PROGRAMMES 

We evaluate the performance of all of our grant programmes and regularly survey customers to ensure that they continue to meet their needs. We are committed to making applying simple and keeping to a minimum the amount of work applicants need to do before hearing whether they are successful. To make further progress on this, we propose to change the financial thresholds for our general, open funding programmes, to respond to feedback we have already had from customers, to meet emerging needs in community-based heritage, and to enable more applicants to benefit from a simpler application process. These programmes will be developments of our current Your Heritage (grants £3,000-£50,000) and Heritage Grants programmes (grants over £50,000) from 2013.  

Changes in the funding environment mean that we also want to review some of our targeted programmes to ensure that our approach continues to provide an effective response to some of the most pressing heritage needs. We will continue to support the urgent repair needs of places of worship and welcome your views on the scope and criteria for a new initiative to replace the current Repair Grants for Places or Worship programme from 2013 onwards. Our Townscape Heritage Initiative programme has successfully revived 387 historic areas in towns and cities, but is now operating in a challenging environment for regeneration. We are also asking you what our approach should be to supporting area-based heritage and how communities engage with it in future. 
GENERAL GRANT PROGRAMMES  

Small Grants from £3,000 to £10,000

We will introduce a simpler approach to grants from £3,000 to £10,000, providing a heritage-focused grants scheme primarily for voluntary sector groups (for example, local history societies, independent museums, and other community groups wanting to lead on local heritage-related activities). This will provide funding for straightforward activities or events, for example, exhibitions, festivals and celebrations, local history publications, conservation of individual heritage items, volunteer training and support. We will simplify monitoring at this level to one grant payment and one completion report (as is the case for Awards for All).  

Question 15
To what extent do you agree or disagree with a simplified approach to grants under £10,000? 
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Medium-sized Grants from £10,000 upwards

We will create a new community-heritage programme for supporting small and medium-sized capital projects involving physical heritage important to local communities (for example, smaller parks and green spaces, community buildings, museum collections and archives), as well as activity projects exploring language, cultures and memories currently delivered under the Your Heritage programme. This middle-sized grant band would be from £10,000 to an upper limit between £50,000 and £200,000 (£200,000 is our current upper limit for giving advance payments to projects considered low risk). We welcome views on what this upper grant limit should be. 

This new programme will support all types of heritage project and will have a single-round application process as straightforward as the current Your Heritage programme. Our Heritage Grants and Parks for People programmes will then start from the upper threshold for this community heritage programme (for example, if the community heritage programme provides grants between £10,000 and £200,000, Heritage Grants and Parks for People will provide grants over £200,000). 

Question 16
To what extent do you agree or disagree we should offer a medium sized grants programme with a single round application process?
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Question 17
What should the upper threshold be for an open, single round community heritage programme starting at £10,000? (tick one) 
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Question 18
Do you have any other comments on small and medium sized grants? [open]
	We like the idea we have heard that applications for between £50,000 and, say £200,000 should be able to choose whether they prefer a one- or two-stage application process.



Heritage Grants (grants over £50,000)
We changed our Heritage Grants programme in 2008 to reduce the amount of work applicants needed to do for a first-round application, to get a quicker initial decision in order to know they stood a good chance of success before investing further in project development. We also offer development funding and mentor support where needed to applicants successful at the first round. 

We think this approach to larger grants will remain the right one when there is even less money from sources other than HLF available for organisations to work up funding bids. We have already relaxed our requirements for partnership funding in Heritage Grants until 2013 (applicants now need to provide 5% of project costs in cash or kind for grants up to £1m (previously 10%) and 10% for grants over £1 million (previously 25%)) to make it easier for applicants to put together viable funding packages. 
We will continue to value the transformational impact of major projects and to welcome applications for grants over £5 million. We have increased the budget for Major Grants in the 2011-2012 batch to £30 million, up from £20 million, and have made the application process more flexible by removing the requirement for successful applicants to work to a fixed second-round application timetable. 

Question 19
What should our requirements for partnership funding contributions be after 2013? 
	A. Return to their previous levels?


	

	B. Stay the same as they are now?


	

	C. Be reduced even further?


	X

	Don’t know 


	


Question 20
Do you have any overall comments on our Heritage Grants programme? 

	We think the amount of partnership funding required by HLF needs to take account of the circumstances of the applicant. In some cases requiring a significant amount of partnership funding from outside the organisation will make a significant contribution to the organisation's long-term ability to raise funds and so to its resilience. However, many organisations are increasingly simply unable to raise significant partnership funding, especially since the demise of the RDAs, some European funds and comparable sources. It's essential that HLF funds these organisations and so will need to pay a very high proportion of project costs, otherwise funds for larger projects may increasingly focus on organisations already in a position to help themselves (which in most cases are likely to be in wealthier parts of the country). In general HLF should be willing to support the costs of raising partnership funding (such as paying salaries of fundraising staff)




TARGETED PROGRAMMES
Our current targeted programmes include:

Young Roots – grants of £3,000 to £25,000 for heritage projects led by young people aged 13-25 

Hyperlink to HLF website:

http://www.hlf.org.uk/HowToApply/programmes/Pages/youngroots.aspx
Landscape Partnerships – grants of £250,000 to £2 million for partnership projects benefiting rural areas of distinctive landscape character 

Hyperlink to HLF website:

http://www.hlf.org.uk/HowToApply/programmes/Pages/landscapepartnerships.aspx
Parks for People – grants of £250,000 to £5 million for projects regenerating public parks 

Hyperlink to HLF website:

http://www.hlf.org.uk/HowToApply/programmes/Pages/parksforpeople.aspx
Repair Grants for Places of Worship – grants of £10,000 to £250,000 for projects addressing the high-level repair needs of listed places of worship 

Hyperlink to HLF website:

http://www.hlf.org.uk/HowToApply/programmes/Pages/repairgrantsforplacesofworship.aspx
Townscape Heritage Initiative – grants of £500,000 to £2 million for partnership projects regenerating historic areas of towns and cities 

Hyperlink to HLF website: http://www.hlf.org.uk/HowToApply/programmes/Pages/townscapeheritageinitiative.aspx
Q21a
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following continue to be the right priorities for our targeted programmes? 
Young people
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Question 21b Why do you say that?

	


Landscape partnerships
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Question 21b Why do you say that?

	


Parks for People
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Question 21b Why do you say that?
	


Places of worship
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Townscape heritage initiative
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Question 21b Why do you say that?
	



Young Roots 

Young Roots occupies a unique place in the UK’s funding environment as the only heritage funding programme for projects devised and led by young people. Since 2003 we have invested £22.4m in over 1,000 projects giving opportunities for more than 55,000 young people aged 13-25 to volunteer and develop new skills. The programme has played an important role in broadening the audiences for heritage and attracting first time applicants to HLF. 

We will continue the Young Roots programme and will increase the maximum grant awarded from the current £25,000 to allow applicants to include realistic staff costs to achieve high-quality youth work, and to run projects over longer periods. We welcome views on what the upper limit for Young Roots grants should be. 

Question 22a 
What should the upper limit for Young Roots grants be? (tick one)
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Question 22b
How could our Young Roots programme be improved?
	The great strength of Young Roots is that it puts funds in the hands of audience groups.




Landscape Partnerships 

The Landscape Partnerships programme is the only significant grant funding available across the UK for landscape-scale projects which focus investment on cultural, natural, archaeological and built heritage, as well as on public access, community participation and learning. 

The Landscape Partnership programme is acknowledged as a significant funding stream for delivering the aspirations of the European Landscape Convention in the UK. Since 2004 we have invested £96.6 million in 59 Landscape Partnerships and other area schemes nationwide. Demand for the programme remains strong - this year we increased the budget available from £10m to £17m to respond to the many high-quality proposals received. 

It is widely agreed that nature conservation needs to be addressed at a landscape scale and that to halt the continued loss of biodiversity requires action at the same scale.  We will review the maximum size of Landscape Partnership areas (currently 200 square kilometres) and will continue the programme, with an increased emphasis on nature conservation and biodiversity outcomes. We will also simplify the programme’s requirements while maintaining the integrated range of benefits that it currently delivers.

Question 23
What are your thoughts on our proposals for the Landscape Partnerships programme? How could they be improved? 
	



Parks for People  

HLF has invested more in public parks than any other single organisation in the UK - £525m to around 500 parks out of the 2,500 that have heritage merit. Whilst the benefits of a high-quality well-maintained park are now universally accepted, there are major concerns about the future of parks as non-statutory local authority services.  

Demand for parks funding remains strong. Only 46% of local authorities have been awarded park grants and a surprising 36% have so far made no approach to HLF for funding even though it is estimated that most local authorities own parks that would fit our criteria. 

We have also identified public cemeteries as a category of public space facing significant problems similar to those of other designed landscapes. We can and do invest in cemeteries, but few applications come forward and they are often weak. We will include cemeteries within the scope of the Parks for People programme in future to encourage more, better-quality, applications. We will also simplify the programme’s requirements. 

Question 24 (open) 

What are your thoughts on our proposals for the Parks for People programme? How could they be improved?  
	



Places of Worship 

Places of worship remain one of the areas of greatest need for funding. We have invested £133.5m in 2,163 places of worship through the Repair Grants for Places of Worship programme since 2002. The Repair Grants programme has until now focussed on addressing the most urgent high-level repairs of listed places of worship. 

We propose to continue to support the urgent repair needs of places of worship and will also want to consider how our grants could help to make places of worship more sustainable in the future, by increasing community use and involvement. This would bring our funding for places of worship more closely into line with our overall strategic framework of providing positive and lasting benefits for heritage and people. We welcome your views on the scope and criteria for a new initiative that will best meet the urgent repair needs of places of worship whilst making them more sustainable in future.

Question 25 (open) 
What are your thoughts on our proposals for supporting places of worship? How could they be improved?
	



Support for local places and communities 
We have invested over £216 million in 387 Townscape Heritage Initiative (THI) and other area-based schemes across the UK since 1998. This programme supports local partnerships to regenerate conservation areas in economic need. An independent evaluation of the programme has demonstrated the strong economic and heritage benefits that heritage-led regeneration can deliver.

The Townscape Heritage Initiative programme is now operating in a challenging and uncertain environment, due to the twin pressures of public sector cuts and a drop-off in investment from the private sector. We are now reviewing its future, in the light of the emerging local growth agenda, and considering whether the regeneration of conservation areas in the centres of our historic towns and cities continues to be a priority. 

In the current climate we expect to see growing demand for support for the transfer of heritage assets into community ownership. We can already fund the purchase of heritage land and buildings where that is at or below market value, and where it will help achieve greater public benefits or the change of ownership will help improve the asset's conservation and management. With a number of partners we have contributed to some straightforward [guidance http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/publications/pillars-of-the-community-the-transfer-of-local-authority-heritage-assets/pillars-of-the-community-the-transfer-of-local-authority-heritage-assets/] on this for community groups. We welcome views on our approach.    
Question 16 

To what extent do you agree that heritage-led regeneration should continue to be a focus for HLF?
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How can HLF best support place-based heritage, and communities' engagement with it?
	


SECTION THREE – ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES 
We are seeking views on how we can best help heritage organisations address the most pressing challenges and exciting opportunities over the next few years. We have found that targeted time-limited initiatives can be highly effective in achieving a step-change in ambition and performance. Not everything suggested here will be affordable, however, and we will take account of your responses in deciding on the high-level balance of our funding in future. We have put forward our ideas here but are keen to hear yours too.   
Challenges of climate change 

Climate change is already having a significant impact on heritage, resulting in damage and loss. This is particularly evident in the natural world with declining numbers of some vulnerable species and the northward migration of others to find more suitable habitats. In the historic environment buildings are suffering increased rates of decay, rainwater goods are unable to cope, flooding is inundating sites and coastal erosion is resulting in the total loss of some historic sites. There is a real challenge to become more energy efficient, at the same time as conserving the fabric and character of historic buildings, landscapes and collections. 
We can play a role in reducing loss and damage by ensuring that projects we support understand and address the risks they face, and are resilient and sustainable for the future. We also want to support projects that demonstrate leadership and innovation in addressing the issues of climate change mitigation and adaptation. We see a lack of research and development, combined with a lack of skills, as barriers to progress here. 

In future we propose that all projects asking for a grant of more than £10,000 will be asked how they will be affected by predicted changes in the local environment and how any risks are to be addressed. We will strengthen our approach to assessing proposals for climate change mitigation and addressing other environmental impacts as part of our overall project appraisal. 
In addition, in recognition of the urgency of this issue, we propose to launch a one-off initiative to support a variety of projects that will help to develop and trial new technologies, develop new skills and knowledge, and will inspire heritage organisations through exemplar responses to the issues of climate change adaptation and mitigation. 

Question 27a
How strong would you say your support for our proposals to address climate change is on a scale of one to five where one means your support is very weak and five means it is very strong?

[image: image24]
Question 27b Why do you say that?
	We welcome the proposal to have a special initiative to fund projects to reduce energy and reduce environmental impact, but urge HLF to support tried and tested approaches, not only innovative ones. We encourage HLF to pay greater attention to the environmental impacts of all applications for capital projects over £50,000 and to give a higher profile to its green heritage projects guidance. It is important to recognise that some of the environmental impacts of a project (such as visitor transport) will be largely outside the control of the applicant. However, we do not think it appropriate for small projects to be required to consider how they may be affected by future changes in their local environment due to climate change. This seems onerous for projects of £10,000; an appropriate threshold might be £200,000 or £500,000, especially as most projects at risk from climate change will be capital projects.



Digital heritage

Digital technology has enormous potential to transform the ways we manage and engage with heritage, and offers heritage organisations exciting opportunities for innovation and growth. 
There is a huge public appetite for digital access to heritage materials of all kinds. At the same time, the extent of the assets that could be digitised is vast and current activity, publicly-funded or commercial, is unlikely to meet demand and expectations. Our research shows that heritage organisations are not currently well placed to take full advantage of the opportunities offered by digital media. There is a need for funding to pilot ideas, for example new ways of delivering digital heritage content in the networked world or using technology on heritage sites. There is also a need to share experience and learning more widely, to take advantage of the opportunities offered by the knowledge economy.

We will help heritage organisations respond to the opportunities presented by the rise of digital and social media in a number of ways. 

1. We do not currently fund creating digital materials (for example, websites, DVDs or virtual reality) if they are the only focus of the project. We will change our policy on digital media and, from 2011 onwards, will fund projects that are purely digital, and meet our criteria, now that there are far greater opportunities for people to actively engage and learn online.

2. We will launch two special initiatives: 
· the first, to digitise and make available online a wide range of heritage assets, to address the public appetite to engage with heritage in this way; 
· the second, to stimulate innovative projects in the field of digital heritage. 

We welcome views on what types of heritage should be priorities for a digitisation programme. 
3. A significant number of the projects we fund already use digital technology in some way, for promotion, to make heritage more accessible through images and information on the web, or through using social media to increase access, for example through i-Phone apps. We think that digital technology is now sufficiently widely available, cost-effective and part of everyday life that we could ask all projects to make use of it, in an appropriate and proportionate way. 

Question 28a
How strong would you say your support for our proposals for digital heritage is on a scale of one to five where one means your support is very weak and five means it is very strong?
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Question 28b
Why do you say that? 

	'It's important to resist the temptation to fund digitisation for its own sake. There needs to be clarity about identifying the public benefits of a digitisation proposal and to ensure that there are clear learning and participation benefits even if they might not always be able to be part of the digitisation process.  Certainly, HLF needs to work with – and learn from – other funders in this area and to share more good practice to encourage worthwhile applications, which are generally likely to include social media or other forms of participation. The idea that every project should include a digital element (just as it is likely to include a printed element; even if just marketing via a website or social media) seems sensible, but HLF should recognise the support and advice that some smaller organisations will need to reassure them that they can meet this requirement and should consider funding projects that will produce tools that can be used by smaller organisations.




Question 28c
What types of heritage should be priorities for digitisation, and why?

	The most important factor is not what heritage is digitised but the audience benefits it will bring.



Question 28d
What types of innovation are most important for HLF to fund, and why?

	



Skills

Our Skills for the Future programme, launched last year as a one-off initiative to address skills gaps and help put heritage organisations in a strong position for the recovery from recession, generated an enthusiastic response and a large number of high-quality applications. We invested over £17 million in this initiative, more than three times the budget we had originally allocated. 

None the less, there remains unmet demand for access to funding for heritage skills training, particularly from small and medium sized organisations which make up a large part of the heritage sector. The specialist nature of many heritage skills means they are unlikely to be prioritised for Government support. And there is also still more to do to achieve a more diverse and representative heritage workforce. 
At the same time, many experienced people will leave the publicly-funded heritage sector in the next few years as services are cut and reduced, and there will be an urgent need to ensure there are opportunities to transfer their knowledge to a younger generation. 
We already ask all Heritage Grant applicants for over £1 million to include proposals for training, and encourage these larger projects to take opportunities to meet strategic training needs by building in substantive, accredited training opportunities. We are not proposing to change our current requirements for training in any of our programmes and will continue to encourage applicants to demonstrate ambition in this area.  
We will evaluate and learn from the experience of the Skills for the Future programme. We then plan to make available further investment in targeted skills initiatives in future. We also welcome views on what role HLF could play in helping knowledge transfer within the sector. 
Question 29a
How strong is your support for our proposal to run further targeted initiatives on skills in future, on a scale of one to five where one means your support is very weak and five means it is very strong?
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Question 29b

Why do you say that? 
	There remains a pressing need to increase the diversity of the workforce and in any future rounds of Skills for the Future we urge HLF to be bolder in encouraging (or requiring) projects to improve diversity. There are ways of doing this within the requirements of legislation. It is important that HLF supports the development of skills and expertise by people already in the sector as well as for new entrants.



Question 29c

What skills should be priorities for our support in a future initiative, and why? 
	As part of its support for organisational resilience we'd urge HLF to support a wider range of skills such as fundraising, audience-focused skills and skills in business.  As an aside on training and skills development, we suggest you could significantly lower the £1m threshold at which you require applicants to have training plans - perhaps training and development plans could be required for all grants over £50,000.



Question 29d
What role could or should HLF play in helping the passing on of knowledge and skills within the sector?
	'It is important that HLF supports the development of skills and expertise by people already in the sector as well as for new entrants.   Another approach could be to require all projects over say £50,000 to allocate a small part of their expenditure to sharing their learning with the wider sector, for example through offering workshops about the key lessons of significant or unusual aspects of the project. This approach works well as part of the MA’s Monument Fellowships in which all fellows are required to spend some of their time sharing their expertise with the wider museum sector as well as with their host museum. As part of its work with the UK sharing expertise group the Museums Association is finalising a report on ways of improving the sharing of collections-related expertise. The report should be available in May-June 2011.  HLF has accumulated enormous knowledge of best practice and it would be of great benefit to the work of the sector if it could find ways of making its knowledge more widely available.




Heritage in private ownership

In the historic environment, more than two thirds of designated built heritage is in private ownership.  Most Public Record Offices hold archives on deposit where the ownership resides with individuals or companies. In addition many private companies hold archives that are of significant social and historical significance.

As a Lottery distributor, our grants must deliver public benefits that exceed any private gain. Our position has been that the duty of care for property lies with its ownership. Any conservation work to private property will almost inevitably affect its market value, and we have therefore seen no clear justification for giving grants in these circumstances. 

However, we will explore whether there are funding models that would allow limited funding of capital/conservation work to privately-owned heritage in well-defined circumstances, for example where the benefits from tourism or economic regeneration can be shown to outweigh any private gain. We welcome views on partnership approaches that could secure significant public benefit from funding heritage in private ownership. We also welcome views on whether there are ways of accurately measuring private gain and assessing that against public benefits, to enable us to support heritage in private ownership, outside of a wider partnership, in exceptional circumstances. 
Question 30a
To what extent should HLF do more to support heritage in private ownership? 
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Question 30b Why do you say that?  

	We think there may be great risks in funding stand-alone privately owned heritage when it is not in a partnership with publicly- and charitably-owned heritage. There may be merit in funding the survey of items in private ownership so that they can become better known.




Buying heritage items
There are a number of factors currently affecting the ability of museums, libraries and archives and others to buy, and safeguard for the future, individual heritage items and collections, and to develop their collections strategically. 
Opportunities to buy items often arise unexpectedly, with short deadlines and limited time to develop funding applications. Our Collecting Cultures programme, which we ran in 2008, demonstrated the benefits of taking a more strategic approach to collecting by allowing the purchase of a number of items over a period of time as part of the development of a coherent collection. Under this programme, a museum could identify the type of objects it wished to purchase, without having to specify what they were or to get valuations before applying to us. Museums have greatly valued this freedom and flexibility to respond to the markets and manage their own acquisitions budgets.

We already fast-track proposals for urgent acquisitions, and will continue to do this, but there are further steps we could take to make applying for urgent acquisitions easier. In future we will remove the requirement for learning activities linked specifically to the acquisition and will simply ask how the object(s) will be exhibited and used in an existing public programme. 
We will consider running a further Collecting Cultures initiative in future, inviting applications from archives and documentary heritage collections as well as museums. 

Alternatively, we could mainstream the principle behind Collecting Cultures within our general grants programmes, to allow applicants to purchase items and develop a defined area of their collection strategically over a fixed period of time, integrating the acquisitions into their existing public programmes. 

Question 31a
To what extent do you consider the purchase of heritage items in future to be important? 
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Question 31b
Why do you say that? 

	From time to time a particular acquisition might be extremely important to an applicant's strategic aims but overall we do not think purchase is at the moment the highest priority for HLF funds



Question 31c
How strong would you say your support for our proposal to simplify the process for urgent acquisitions is on a scale of one to five where one means your support is very weak and five means it is very strong?
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Question 31d
How strong would you say your support for our proposal for a new Collecting Cultures initiative is on a scale of one to five where one means your support is very weak and five means it is very strong?
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Question 31e
How strong would you say your support for our proposal for mainstreaming the principle behind Collecting Cultures within our general grants programmes is on a scale of one to five where one means your support is very weak and five means it is very strong?
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Question 31f Why do you say that?
	On Collecting cultures - we would like HLF to consider situating any future round within a museum's wider approach to collections development that would include collections review and could also include transfer to other museums or other forms of disposal as well as acquisition and have strong links to learning and participation.  On urgent acquisitions, we understand the reasons why you are suggesting that urgent acquisitions might not in future require a learning plan, but we urge you to reconsider. If time is of the essence, the learning plan could be produced after the acquisition was made and, of course, it should be appropriate to the size of the grant and would not have to be extensive for a small acquisition.



OVERALL
Question 32a
Overall what do you think HLF has done particularly well?
	Encouragement of learning and participation, development support for smaller/novice applicants, insistence on high quality, implicit assessment of sustainability.



Question 32b
And what should we change? 

	Be more explicit about wanting to improve organisational sustainability, keep the priority on learning and participation, do more to support sector resilience and expertise sharing, be more willing to sometimes - and perhaps deliberately - support riskier projects, maintain, and as appropriate strenghten, your regional/local overview, take full account of national policies and strategies in the UK's constituent nations



Question 32c
Please give us your views on any other issues you would like to raise with us. 
	


This is the end of the consultation. Please send them for analysis to the following address:

FACTS INTERNATIONAL LTD

FREEPOST HS464

ASHFORD

TN24 8BR

Thank you for your contribution to our consultation.
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