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1 Executive Overview 

The key findings along with the proposed financial model are set out in section 4 below, but 

prior to summarising them there is some merit in setting out in overall terms the objectives 

of this piece of work.  The best single word to describe these objectives is the rather 

overused ‘sustainability’, but in the case of the Bishop’s Barn and the Wells Recreation 

Ground, a particular form of sustainability, namely: 

 Financial sustainability, the viability of the undertaking 

 Sustainability of endeavour, a business and community mix, a blend and balance 

 And linking all, a mutual ethos that can create partnerships and collaborations borne out 

of mutual respect and the cross fertilisation of ideas that is genuinely nurturing 

There are also other forms of sustainability, but within a Scheduled Ancient Monument 

many of the historic and environmental elements are project ‘givens’ and already have 

credence at all levels and with all parties.   These sustainability points represent the pillars 

on which a successful outcome will be based, without any one of them the undertaking will 

most certainly fail. 

As stated, the full findings and proposed model form section 4 of this report, but following 

the theme of sustainability they can be summarised as: 

 Adopt a larger scheme as set out in the B2B (Benjamin+Beauchamp Architects) report, 

utilising existing reserves to make a funding match and create an attractive form of 

financial leverage  

 Looking at the barn building and the recreational ground of the Wells Recreation Ground 

Trust (WRGT) as separate parts of a greater whole 

 Recognise and account for the fact that the barn building will only ever make a modest 

surplus on its own account and that there will never be sufficient to contribute to 

grounds maintenance other than that in its immediate curtilage 

 In separating the recreational grounds in the financial model recognise that they will 

require their own form of long standing financial support.   The B2B report suggested 

the creation of additional parking, indeed car parking is sometimes seen as the finance 

engine of community projects.  Without this income some form of ongoing subsidy will 

be required 
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 Optimise ancillary funding opportunities either directly or indirectly with community 

partners (as an example Football Foundation funding drawn down by Wells City Football 

Club) 

 Make full use of a collaboration with the Somerset Building Preservation Trust 

 Put in hand a modest series of urgent repairs and stop-gap solutions to make the barn 

more fit for purpose and build on the work of the Advisory Group in garnering bookings 

 In terms of governance structures, MDC to remain as sole trustee, fully recognising that 

it ‘wears two hats’ and pragmatically enhances its protocols and approaches to conflicts 

of interest (managed rather than avoided) leading this with clear and robust chairing.  It 

should also be noted that conflicts of interest are inherent in most collaborations, 

consequently the same principles of clarity and best interest need to be applied here too 

 The proposals making up this report require the competencies and capacity of a Project 

Development Manager  

The proposed financial model is set out below as section 4.2 and is broadly based on the B2B 

profile and consequently is for a heated option.  While much has been made of the costs of 

heating the comparable data collected shows that income generation from such an 

arrangement is far more significant than the cost.  Other facets of the model implement the 

findings above in what is seen as a realistic interpretation of outcomes and impacts. 

Utilising financial reserves in brokering funding matches has reduced investment income in 

the model, but the returns and risk levels reflected here are likely to be more sustainable 

and achievable than those shown elsewhere.  In particular the Advisory Group’s projections 

(as per the table in section 3.4) suggested that 63% of income of what is essentially a 

community undertaking would be derived from investment income as opposed to 

community participation.   

However as the review of barn comparable (section 3.3) demonstrate sustainable 

community use needs to be a paid for use.  A relevant quote here is the one that says 

Although we are a charity, we will fail if we are not a viable business.  Such a line requires a 

firm, fair and transparent approach consistently applied and accounted for. 

The term used several times within this report is that there is ‘no silver bullet’, no magic 

formula and indeed no certainty.  The aim has been to propose and model a credible way 

forward that is truly sustainable in terms of being business-like while balancing this with the 

community spirit and wrapping the whole endeavour in a way of operating that promotes 

mutuality and partnership under a strong leadership that builds networks. 
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2 Introduction 

The brief offered to Christina Dixon and Michael White reads as follows: 

Mendip District Council is seeking to appoint an appropriate consultant(s) 

to test the preferred Business Model for the new Wells Recreation 

Ground Trust (WRGT) 

The Trust is a charity and freeholder of the Bishop’s Barn and the Wells 

Recreation Ground which were given by two covenants to ‘the people of 

Wells’ in the 1880s.  In addition, the Bishop’s Barn is a Scheduled Ancient 

Monument. 

Since 1974, Mendip District Council has been the sole trustee and is now 

progressing a new governance model which is in its final stages of 

development. 

Two options have previously been proposed for the development, 

maintenance and management of the Trust’s land and buildings, these 

being: 

 The B2 Options Appraisal – this identified a preferred option 

centred around a single major barn improvement scheme.  

Whilst the preferred scheme was not agreed, elements have 

been progressed, including a new play area. 

 In 2015, a Business Plan was prepared by the Trust’s Advisory 

Group using a long-term investment approach with modest barn 

improvements. 

We recognise that the best solution may be neither of these options.  

However, we need to strive for the Trust to be as viable and sustainable 

as possible. 

The outcomes of this exercise are to test and identify a preferred 

option, then to develop a financial model and outline marketing plan 

for the preferred option. 

Nb.  The development of a full business case and marketing plan are not 

included in this task as they will be developed at a later stage in the 

project. 
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2.1.1 Cross Reference to B2B Report 

The location, history description, importance and current ownership of the site is covered in 

detail within Sections 3 and 4 of the B2B report.  Section 5 outlines the Conservation 

Philosophy that underpins the recommendations of the Options Appraisal. Other sections 

are referenced where helpful throughout this document. 

2.2 Approach 

Through discussion with Jane Sharp, Business Development Officer, MDC the following 

approach was proposed by Christina and Michael, and accepted by MDC: 

 Desk based review of the two existing options  

 Review of opinions and ‘positions’ taken by the Trust, Advisory Board, MDC and other 

stakeholders 

 Market analysis of the markets for the Barn’s mixed use, to include a competitor analysis 

and desk based research to define and quantify potential key markets 

 Research comparable Barn sites with comparable usage mix 

 Propose a set of hire rates and other income generating pricing as a basis of a financial 

model 

 Review the proposed improvement and renovation programmes in light of an emerging 

financial model and scale of usage; make recommendations for investment phasing, use 

existing survey and planning work for estimate of capital costs and possible routes to 

funding 

 Aim for consensus around one financial model; highlight implications for resources and  

organisational change to support delivery 

 Write up financial model, including sensitivity analysis, business case and outline 

marketing plans 

The primary purpose of the work is to achieve the most viable and sustainable future for 

the new Trust.  

In order to deliver the assignment, the following action has been undertaken: 

Task Action 

Briefing & Background 
reading  

 Site visit followed by round table discussion with WRGT 
Advisory Group including: Alex Kolombos, Peter Stickland 
and Dick Hodgson  

  Briefing meeting with MDC officers: Jane Sharp, Donna 
Nolan, Stuart Finney and Duncan Moss 

 Briefing meeting with WRGT Trustees (MDC elected 
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members): John North, Nigel Taylor, Harvey Siggs, John 
Palham  

 Telephone conversation with Cllr Roy MacKenzie 

 Review of B2B Options Appraisal and Appendices 

 Review of ‘Business Plan for new Company WRGT’ 

Desk Research 
Research undertaken to identify comparable models for: 
a) Tithe Barn renovation and usage 
b) Models of independent governance for listed buildings and 
‘green spaces’ 
Research undertaken in respect of the operating environment, 
namely: community development and visitor market 
development within City of Wells, Neighbourhood Planning, 
capacity building within voluntary sector etc., investments 
(rates and risks), fundraising, car parking and volunteering  

Stakeholder consultation & 
executive interviews  

Interviews undertaken with the following: 

 Rosie Martin, Chief Executive, The Bishop’s Palace, 

 Stuart Finney, Team Manager, MDC 

 Kirstie Harris, Better Play Areas for Wells 

 Hirers Meeting, in attendance representatives from:  

Wells City Football Club 

Wells Bowls Club 

Wells Action (Brass Band Concerts) 

Wells Art Contemporary 

Wells Food Festival 

WRGT Advisory Group 

 Felicity White, Town Clerk, City of Wells Council 

 Cllr Tony Robbins, City of Wells Council  

 Steve Luck, Finance and Open Spaces Officer, City of Wells 

 Kevin Westwood, Town Hall Manager, City of Wells 

 Sally Gubb, Policy and Performance, Voluntary Sector and 
Parish Development Officer, MDC 

 Chris Winter, Wells Civic Trust & Wells Neighbourhood 
Plan Steering Group (former Secretary) 

Site meeting and round table discussion with: 

 Russell Lilliford, Chairman, SBPT 

 Ann Manders, Secretary, SBPT 

 David Clark, Team Leader Heritage, MDC 

 Mel Barge, Inspector of Ancient Monuments, Historic 
England 

Market Analysis   Area Profile data commissioned 

 Review of B2B community research 

 Review of Better Play for Wells research 

 Review of Neighbourhood Plan evidence (through 
interview) 
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 Review of Town Hall room usage (through Finance 
Committee reports and interview) 

 Review of Bishop’s Palace visitor figures (though The 
Palace Trust Annual Report April 2015 and interview) 

Comparator Analysis  
Interviews, financial information received and one site visit: 

 Nailsea Tithe Barn: Katherine Hann (Community 
Development Manager), Ian Morrell (Nailsea Town 
Council) – site visit undertaken 

 Dunster Tithe Barn: Chris Oliver (Chair of Trust) 

 Pilton Barn: Robert Ladd, Trustee 

 St. Mary’s Tithe Barn, Abergavenny: Sir Trefor Morris, 
Chair of Development Trust 

 Gunnersbury Park: Katie Norgrove (consultant) 

 Llantony Priory, Gloucester: Edwina Bell, Project Manager 

 Friends of Kingswood Park, South Gloucestershire: Jim 
Whittaker (Chair of Friends Group) 

 Exeter in Bloom, ‘Pocket Park’ project & proposal for 
Exeter Parks: Christine Fraser 

Draft financial model 
Audit and review of existing financial models 
Additional meeting with Alex Kolombos, Peter Stickland 

Report back 
Presentation to WRGT  
Written report  

3 Findings  

3.1 Operating Environment  

3.1.1 External Environment  

Wells is officially recognised as England’s smallest city (population 10,536) and has had city 

status since medieval times, because of the presence of Wells Cathedral. A three tier local 

authority structure exists, namely Somerset County Council; Mendip District Council (MDC) 

and Wells City Council.  

The City of Wells Neighbourhood Plan (NHP) highlights the following key factors: 

 Wells has a rich history and a unique heritage of high quality buildings that have 

been protected as a Conservation Area since 1970.  

 The Conservation Area focuses on the medieval core of the city and comprises the 

Cathedral, Bishop’s Palace, Vicars’ Close and the Bishop’s Barn. Of the 3000 listed 

building located within the boundary of MDC, the highest concentration is located 

within Wells 
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 The unique history of Wells and its largely intact historical built environment and 

surrounding natural environment makes a very attractive destination for regional, 

national and international visitors.  

 The proximity to other visitor attractions, namely Glastonbury Abbey, Clarkes 

Village, Wookey Hole etc. and other visitor destinations such as Bath and Bristol, 

contribute to the attractiveness of the area in visitor marketing terms 

 The NHP aims to protect and enhance existing green, leisure space including the 

Wells Recreation Ground 

 The NHP references the Mendip Play Strategy 2007 which states that ‘overall the 

provision of open space in Wells is low’ 

Through interview with Chris Winter, Chair of the Wells Civic Society (and former Secretary 

of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group) the following points were raised including 

relevant issues also highlighted through the public consultation process to date: 

 The need for informed decision making has been highlighted by the Neighbourhood 

Planning process; there is much to be gained from speaking to other historic towns and 

cities in order to learn from best practice, and address challenges through the lessons 

learned by others 

 The Bishop’s Barn and Recreation Ground are integral to the city, and to each other – 

their future development can’t be separated, and the presence of a large undercover 

space within a community setting is a real asset for the city 

 Public consultation findings suggest that people value community spaces and that a 

centrally located large community space would be welcomed by groups, event 

programmers and individuals  

 Public consultation findings demonstrate the value that public place on outdoor 

amenities and green spaces, including sports pitches, the athletics ground and the play 

areas around the city, including the play area in the Recreation Ground 

 There are early signs of a more coordinated approach to planning in respect of the 

visitor economy, led by Wells City Council through a Tourism Forum and Festivals Forum  

Rosie Martin, Chief Executive of the Bishop’s Palace offers a valuable insight into running a 

historic venue, including parks and gardens contributing to the Wells visitor offer: 

 The Bishop’s Palace is operated by The Palace Trust 
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 The Bishop’s Palace receives around 77,000 visitors per year, this figure has increased 

year-on-year since the £4M conservation and development programme  

 The Palace promotes an annual membership scheme (c2900 members) which offers 

‘free’ entry to members throughout the year 

 The gardens are seen to be the biggest draw, of which there are 14 acres of formal and 

informal gardens (listed as Grade 2*) 

 The Palace relies heavily on its large volunteer staff team who are responsible for a 

range of roles including gardening, guiding, visitor services and family activities 

 The Palace promotes an active programme of public events, targeted to a range of 

audiences. This includes family friendly activities in the school holiday periods 

 Private hire, including weddings, family celebrations and corporate entertainment are 

offered within the Bishops Palace, alongside other trading activities, namely a shop and 

restaurant 

 The Palace is part of the newly instigated Wells City Tourism Forum, and would welcome 

more collaboration for mutual benefit within the city 

When asked about the value of a functioning Bishop’s Barn and a well maintained park and 

recreation ground adjacent to the Palace, the following points were noted: 

 The family market: the ‘day trip’ market is extremely important to the Palace and any 

investment into the recreation ground and park that attracts more families to Wells, and 

encourages them to stay longer, is of value to the Palace Trust 

 Family activities (crafts etc.) are very popular with local and visiting families. An option 

to develop the range and reach of the programme by promoting Bishops Palace family 

activity events within the Bishop’s Barn could be of value to the Palace Trust  

 Interpretation: the Bishop’s Barn is part of the medieval footprint of the city and would 

contribute to the interpretation story line of the Cathedral and Palace domain 

 Weddings: there is a market for weddings that can offer a wedding licence and reception 

facilities in one venue. The Bishops Palace is unable to offer weddings on site and Rosie 

is aware that occasionally business is turned away as the preference is for an ‘all in one’ 

offer 

Wells City Council (WCC) is a parish council with a membership of 16 councillors elected 

from three parish wards. Through interview with Felicity White, Town Clerk and Cllr. Tony 
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Robbins, Chair of Finance and General Purposes committee the following relevant points 

were raised: 

 WCC plays a significant civic role in the city and although technically a parish council, the 

council has a high profile within civic events, and its Mayorship is one of the oldest in the 

country 

 WCC is keen to take on key services that make good use of existing skills and resources. 

The example given was increasing the usage of grass cutting equipment by taking on  

contracts from Somerset County Council (Highways) for verge cutting  

 Reform of local authority budgets and responsibilities has required WCC to address 

public services at a local level. The example given was the maintenance of the city centre 

toilets; if MDC budget reductions are likely to put public toilets at risk of closure, WCC 

Councillors are committed to taking on the responsibility of maintaining the city’s toilets 

 Councillors have the option to raise income via a parish council precept if additional 

essential expenditure identified 

 The Bishop’s Barn and Wells Recreation Ground are seen to be significant historic and 

community assets, their value to people in Wells is well known and there is real 

frustration that the condition of the Barn restricts its community usage 

 There is a feeling within WCC that governance of WRGT should return to WCC, as 

decisions about its future development should be made by representatives living in 

Wells. Additionally, WCC feel they have the core competences required to manage the 

Bishop’s Barn and the Recreation Ground. The example given was maintenance of the 

15 acre cemetery, including buildings, trees, paths, boundary walls, seats etc. 

 In respect of future governance, there would be a desire to work closely with a 

community-led steering group so as to reflect the interests and needs of local residents, 

but there is limited appetite for any future transfer of responsibility to a group 

independent of WCC. Collett Park in Shepton Mallet was offered as an example. An 

interview with Bruce Poole, Shepton Mallet Town Council, Town Clerk is detailed section 

3.3 below 

 Wells council tax payers currently contribute to the running costs of WRGT through a 

Special Expense Rate (£1530). It was queried whether this rate would be available to an 

independent trust in the future 

 Felicity is aware of the Charity Commission’s guidance for local authorities who are sole 

trustees of a public building or green space. This includes the requirements of good 
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governance and the need for councillors to be aware of ‘wearing two hats’ when 

appointed. The Charity Commission advises (OG 56 A1): 

The charity needs to be independent of the local authority in the sense 

that decisions about the administration and operation of the charity need 

to be taken solely in the interests of the charity, with the view to 

furthering its charitable purposes, and for no other purpose 

 The desire for greater collaborative working across the city was highlighted through the 

development of the Wells in Bloom program, City Centre Management Committee and 

more recently the City and Tourism Forum 

A further meeting with Kevin Westwood, Town Hall Manager and Steve Luck, Finance and 

Open Spaces Officer contributed valuable information with regard to the public usage of 

space within the Town Hall: 

 The Town Hall has several spaces to hire; they include the main hall with adjoining 

kitchen, a recently renovated Court Room and several smaller rooms for meeting space 

and activities. The Town Hall is licensed for civil marriage ceremonies and is a popular 

venue within Wells 

 Income from Town Hall lettings is anticipated to be £40,000 per annum, with a budgeted 

figure of £10,000 from weddings income 

 Bookings for all letting space are very healthy, with some days running at 95% capacity 

 Usage ranges include groups and society meetings, dance and yoga, children’s activities 

and private meeting room bookings 

 Main Hall hire rates range between £280 for commercial events to £180 for community 

events per 5 hour booking. Wedding receptions and dinner dances are charged at £250 

per 5 hour booking, with an additional £100 cost for kitchen access. By way of example, 

wedding hire of the Main Hall and kitchen for a whole day would be £1050 in total.  

 Both Officers consider that if the Barn was open and run properly it would be a real 

addition to the city, and both recognised that investment is needed in the Barn and the 

recreation ground to encourage greater community usage and to properly maintain the 

assets 
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3.1.2 Internal Environment  

Three briefing meetings were held at the start of the assignment, firstly a site visit and 

briefing with the WRGT Advisory Group followed by a meeting with MDC officers and then a 

meeting with WRGT committee members.  

From those briefing meetings key issues that all parties agree on have been identified as 

follows: 

 The Bishops Barn and recreation ground are of huge importance to the people of Wells 

and there is a real demand for community space (inside and outside) within the city 

centre. This demand has been evidenced by the healthy list of new bookings for this 

year that have been built up by the Advisory Group 

 MDC (officers and councillors) as a sole trustee of WRGT put on hold plans to deliver an 

ambitious new masterplan for the site and change the governance as a direct result of 

community feedback. Commissioning the B2B Options Appraisal was a significant 

investment in the master planning approach for the site as a whole and a commitment 

to adhering to the objects of the charity 

 The WRGT Advisory Group was set up so as to involve the community in forward 

planning for the site as a whole 

 ‘Better Play for Wells’ is a community-run campaigning organisation that is part of the 

Advisory Group. It has fully supported the bid for an improved play area within the 

recreation ground, which was a key part of the B2B preferred option proposal 

 The opportunity for a new and independent charity to take over the governance of the 

site as whole has been encouraged by the Advisory Group and has been seen by MDC as 

an opportunity to create a better future for the Barn and the recreation ground 

 Investment in the Barn to deliver a set of ‘quick wins’ will enable more usage of the 

building in the short term, specifically up grading the electrical supply, drainage, kitchen 

and toilets 

Where the Advisory Group and MDC officers and WRGT members differ is over the decision 

to adopt the preferred scheme as proposed by B2B, and detailed in section 11 of the B2B 

report. Of the priorities it proposes, two are significant to the current scenario: 

The Bishop’s Barn will be refurbished and repaired to make it fully 

accessible. It is strongly recommended that the works are undertaken in 

a single phase with capital funding sought with this particular aim.  
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The Recreation Ground should be redesigned and re-landscaped for the 

enjoyment of the people of Wells and visitors to the City… a working 

party that might include groups from the various Wells schools is 

established to develop the detail of the brief. 

The Advisory Group’s alternative approach, as presented via a financial model, is reviewed in 

section 3.4 below. 

Capital works associated with the renovation of the Barn are detailed within the Condition 

Survey (B2B Options Appraisal Report, Appendix A) and Section 8 of the Options Appraisal. 

Desk research has identified a MDC internal document: The Bishop’s Barn, Wells, Planned 

Maintenance and Repair Programme, 2016. A set of recommended repairs divided into 

emergency repairs, essential repairs and works necessary within 5 years is presented in 

detail. Although prepared 10 years ago, the emergency and essential repairs are broadly 

reflected in the B2B set of recommendations.  

Somerset Buildings Preservation Trust (SBPT) has a strong track record of working with local 

authorities within the context of historic building conservation and renovation. The B2B 

Options Appraisal in 2014 was coupled with an offer from SBPT to partner with WRGT (MDC) 

in order to take responsibility for the development and delivery of a capital scheme. Their 

interest and expertise is only in the Barn and not the recreation ground.  

In order to update SBPT on the current scenario in respect of proposed changes in 

governance and the impact on forward planning, a meeting with held with Russell Lilliford, 

Chair of SBPT, Ann Manders, Secretary SBPT, David Clark, Team Leader Heritage, MDC, Mel 

Barge, Inspector of Ancient Monuments (Heritage England), and Jane Sharp, Business 

Development Officer, MDC. 

Many of following points raised concur with the preferred option presented in the B2B 

report: 

 The conservation management needs of the Barn remain the priority and have not 

changed since the B2B Options Appraisal  

 SBPT would be interested in partnering with the trust (whoever they will be) to develop 

and deliver a programme of investment. The opportunity is now (this year) before they 

commit to another project. 

 In order for SBTP to manage the project they would need to take an 80 year lease from 

the Trust, which they will hand back to the Trust (or another body of governance) once 
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the building is complete. This is their usual method of working. As a point of reference 

they are about to complete Glastonbury Barn on behalf of South West Heritage Trust. 

 A set of ‘quick fixes’ were discussed and a subsequent list emailed as a follow up. They 

remain broadly the same as those listed in the emergency and essential repairs MDC 

2016 report 

 The quantity surveyor’s report (Appendix H) for a single phased approach proposes a 

cost of £649,650 (2013). When reassessed (Feb 2016) the revised cost is estimated to be 

£720,000 This cost excludes preliminaries, contingencies, professional fees and VAT, 

thus the full cost is in the region of £1m. Appendix H lists recommended repairs and 

improvement  

 SBTP has a good working relationship with the funder Viridor Credits and has a track 

record of attracting fairly large investment from them, however for the project to be 

eligible for funding from this source, a trust must be independent of a local authority. If 

MDC remains as the sole trustee of WGRT the project would not be eligible  

 Given the scale of the costs, the only alternative significant main funder is HLF. An 

application to HLF (as opposed to Viridor) will result in a longer critical path for project 

planning and delivery. 

o Note: subsequent correspondence with Rosa Jennings, Applications and 

Administration Manager, Viridor Credits is as follows:  

With regards to the email trail of July 2015, the issues that arose was that 

the current Trust was under LA control. This is not allowable under the 

Landfill Communities Fund. Therefore it was not the site of the project 

that was concern, just the applying organisation. If a new Trust has been 

set up that is not under LA control, we may be able to take the enquiry 

further. 

 In respect of a second enquiry to Viridor Credits regarding the development of a scheme 

for the park and recreation ground, the following reply was received: 

If the land is owned by the LA and the applying organisation is separate of 

the LA and not for profit, we would be able to discuss the project further. 

Due to the nature of recreation grounds/open green spaces, we would 

not require a lease to be in place. We would however require written 

permission from the land owner and assurances of on-going maintenance 

of the amenity. 
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 Based on past experience offered by both Historic England and SBTP, the commitment 

to employing an experienced project development manager is highlighted as a critical 

success factor in achieving a capital scheme such as this. Reference was made to project 

in Gloucester (Llanthony Priory). Findings from an interview with Emily Bell, Project 

Manager are presented in section 3.3 below. The need for a part-time Project Manager 

was identified in the B2B Options Appraisal. 

3.1.3 Community consultation including existing users and hirers 

Section 10 of the B2B Options Appraisal, and backing documents Appendices E,F,I reports on 

the healthy level of community interest in respect of barn and recreation ground 

developments. During the course of the B2B study (2013) three stages of public consultation 

were undertaken. The results presented in that report remain unchanged. This is evidenced 

by the findings of consultation undertaken for this review, and the current list of bookings 

for the Barn (2016). A summary of the B2B findings for reference: 

The following potential uses of the Bishops Barn have been identified 

during the course of the consultation: 

- Concerts, dances including live music events. 

- Private conferences and meetings and seminars. 

- Private functions e.g. weddings, dinners, parties, wakes etc. 

- Children’s activities and parties 

- Exhibitions 

- Theatrical Productions and film shows 

- Indoor bowls, aerobics/keep fit and badminton 

- Bingo, bridge or whist. 

During the consultation exercise, all options were kept open for the 

potential use of the barn and a number of groups expressed a desire to 

use the building. The following specific groups and organisations have 

expressed such an interest: 

- Bishop’s Palace – Use of the space for functions alongside the Palace’s 

existing facilities and including the re-integration of the barn into the 

visitor’s interpretation of the Bishop’s Palace complex. 
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- Wells Art Contemporary - Annual art competition and exhibition. 

- Wells Cathedral – Hire of a 200-person facility for functions that cannot 

be currently accommodated or supported within the buildings and spaces 

that form the Cathedral Precinct. 

- Wells Food Festival 

- Wells Literature Festival - Annual literature festival in October with need 

for a midsized venue and catering facilities which is currently not 

available elsewhere in the City. 

- Wells Museum – Local and touring exhibitions from time to time. 

- Private wedding organiser. 

- Strawberry Field Catering – a private catering company. 

- Theatresaurus – Local theatrical group. 

As part of this assignment (2016), an open meeting of current hirers and users was 

convened in March 2016, and followed a round table discussion format talking about issues 

relating to current usage and the potential for future community usage and engagement. 

Attendance from individuals and representatives of user groups are listed in section 2.2 

above.  

The prevailing theme of the meeting was one of frustration at the lack of progress and 

irritation from individuals asked to rehearse the same issues as those discussed in 2013.  

The majority of the issues raised related to bookings and barn maintenance. The booking 

process (postal and online) is being improved and there is a need to agree essential 

maintenance to make it easier for the barn to hold events.  

On balance, it was clear from the meeting that the potential for public and community 

engagement is high and the failings of the Barn in its current state create significant barriers 

which these users have done their best to understand and overcome. Additionally, there is a 

sense of frustration at the dislocated nature of the booking and operational functions.  

3.2 Market Assessment  

This section uses the findings of section 10 of the B2B report as its starting point, and 

examines in more depth the local market place in terms of demand for space to hire in 

Wells, and the supply of space for community bookings. It also looks very specifically at the 
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market for wedding receptions in Somerset barns. Appendix 1 is a Marketing and 

Communications Plan to support this business model. It is based on the information 

presented in this section. 

3.2.1 Residents in the catchment area 

This section uses data from two sources, namely Wells Community Profile, Somerset 

Intelligence Network and Area Profile Report, 30 minute drive time, Audience Agency. 

As detailed in section 3.1, the population of Wells is 10,892 living in 4,750 households. The 

Community Profile (using 2011 census data) highlights the following differences when 

compared to Somerset as a whole: 

 Older women (aged 60+) comprise a higher proportion of the Wells population that that 

of Somerset as a whole. 

 There is also an above-average concentration of 15 – 19 year old boys, most probably 

linked to the presence in the city of the residential Cathedral School.  

 There are slightly smaller proportions of younger children in Wells when compared to 

Somerset and the region, however 15% of the population is aged under 15 representing 

a sizeable segment.  

 There is a slight skew towards women in Wells compared to the rest of Somerset, the 

South West and the county as a whole. 

 More than three in ten people are of retirement age, well above the regional and 

national norms 

 The proportion of the population classified as White British is slightly above the county  

average. Around two-thirds in the White (non-British) ethnic group, particularly from 

Western Europe.  

 Fewer than one in four households contain dependent children, slightly below the 

Somerset average 

 Wells experiences little deprivation and more of its people are satisfied with where they 

live than the population of any other major settlement in the county. No part of Wells 

experience notable income deprivation affecting either children or older people. 

 Using Mosaic1 neighbourhood types as a profiling tool, two neighbourhood types stand 

out in Wells, in terms of the number of households and in comparison with the rest of 

                                                           

1 http://www.experian.co.uk/marketing-services/products/mosaic-uk.html 
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Somerset. These are ‘centres of small market towns and resorts containing many hostels 

and refuges’ and older people preferring to live in familiar surroundings in small market 

towns’. A third Mosaic type that stands out when compared to the rest of the county is 

‘financially secure and physically active older people, many retired to semi-rural 

locations’ 

 One in three people take part in voluntary activity at least once a month, slightly above 

the county and regional average 

 The large majority are satisfied with the quality of the local environment, in line with the 

Somerset average 

The Audience Agency produces area profile reports based on specified drive times to a 

central point. A 30 minute drivetime area profile report was commissioned for the Bishop’s 

Barn. When looking at this wider area the population the following key points are observed: 

 The population swells to 169,051 people, living in 70,270 households 

 There are above average (when compared to England) numbers of secondary school 

aged children in the area 

 Similarly, there are above average numbers of people aged 60 plus, with 65 – 69 age 

range being more prevalent in the area when compared to the average 

 When profiled by social grade2, there are higher than average numbers of AB and C2 

households when compared to the average.  

 As a total proportion of the population, 54% of households are defined as C1 and C2, 

compared to 52% (England) 

 Of all the economically inactive residents, there are higher proportions of retired 

residents higher than the (England) average (57% of economically inactive, compared to 

45%), an less students (15% v 19%) and less long term sick or disabled (10% v 13%). 

Segmentation  

Segmentation is a market research method where a given market is broken down into 

distinct groups that behave in similar ways or have similar needs. Segmentation can help 

organisations to develop their markets, identify groups of consumers they would like to 

target and to develop communications to anticipate their needs. 

The area profile report using data from the Taking Part survey tracking cultural participation 

in England as a participation in England as the basis for audience segmentation. The resident 

population (of the 30 minute drive time) is segmented in the table below. There a segment 

                                                           

2 http://www.nrs.co.uk/nrs-print/lifestyle-and-classification-data/social-grade/ 
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is over represented when compared to the national average it is shown in red, and in green 

where it is under represented.  

Level of 
engagement 
with the heritage 
and arts  

Segment  % living within 
30 minutes 

% within 
England 

Highly engaged 

Metroculturals 0% 5% 

Commuterland 
Culturebuffs 

17% 11% 

Experience Seekers 1% 8% 

Some level of 
engagement  

Dormitory Dependables 23% 15% 

Trips & Treats 26% 17% 

Home & Heritage 19% 10%  

Not currently 
engaged 

Up Our Street 8% 8% 

Facebook Families 3% 12% 

Kaleidoscope Creativity 0% 10% 

Heydays 3% 4% 

 

Characteristics of the larger and over represented segments are described in summary as: 

Commuterland Culturebuffs: This is an affluent and settled group with many working in 

higher managerial and professional occupations. They are keen consumers of culture, with 

broad tastes but a learning towards heritage and more classical or traditional offerings. 

Often mature families or retirees, this group is willing to travel and pay for premium 

experiences. They tend to be frequent attenders and potential donors. 

Dormitory Dependables: A significant proportion of arts audiences are made up of this 

dependably regular if not frequently engaging group. Many are thriving, well off mature 

couples or busy older families. Their lifestage, coupled with more limited access to an 

extensive cultural offer mean that culture is more an occasional family treat or social outing 

more than an integral part of their life style 

Trips and Treats: While this group may not view arts and culture as a passion, they are 

reasonably culturally active, despite being particularly busy with a wide range of leisure 
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interests. This group are led by their children’s interests and strongly influenced by friends 

and family. 

Home and Heritage: A more mature group that is generally conservative in their tastes. A 

large proportion are National Trust members and are likely to look for activities to match 

their needs and interests, such as accessible day-time activities or content exploring 

historical events. 

3.2.2 Visitors to Wells 

The value of tourism in Somerset is measured through the Value of Tourism annual reports3. 

The report paints as comprehensive and detailed picture as possible of the economic 

position of tourism in the South West, drawing together evidence on the volume and value 

of tourism from a number of sources and presenting it as a coherent whole. The report is 

split into county and then district sections. 

In respect of Somerset and Mendip District Council the following facts are offered4: 

 Somerset ranks 5th out of seven South West counties in terms of domestic trips 

(2,300,000). The leading county is Devon followed by Cornwall 

 Somerset ranks 7th in terms of overseas trips. The leading county is classified as 

Former Avon (includes Bristol and Bath), followed by Devon 

 Somerset receives a total of 23,409,000 staying and day trips 

 When ranked against other district council areas, Mendip ranks 3rd in terms of 

domestic staying trips (340,000) and is the highest ranking district for overseas 

staying trips  

 Mendip is ranks highest of all districts for day visits (3.7million) 

 Within the district, Wells, Glastonbury and Street are the main drivers for visitors. 

Both Wells and Glastonbury offer an historic town (city) destination with significant 

built heritage. Street has built its visitor market on the Clarks Village shopping 

destination 

 It is estimated that Wells Cathedral receives around 300,000 visitors per year  

                                                           

3 South West Research Company 
4 Value of Tourism, Somerset, 2011 
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Implications for project planning and audience development  

Although the population of Wells is relatively small, the population of the 30 minute 

catchment area is sizeable, and represents a healthy market for public events programmed 

within the Bishop’s Barn, park and recreation ground. 

Family Market 

 The higher than average proportion of families with secondary school age children gives 

a programming steer for events and activities, and focuses attention on sport and other 

fitness pursuits and activities that can be played to a high level at this age. 

 The main finding is that ‘family friendly’ programming should reflect the older end of the 

family market, as well as primary and pre-school which is relatively easy to match with 

activities and events.  

 Coupled with this finding is the opportunity to develop community involvement from 

this age range. This could be as volunteers to support improvement works in the park 

and recreation ground, including volunteering, work experience and formal 

apprenticeship opportunities. Also ‘think tank’ groups to develop ideas for planning a 

master plan for the park and recreation ground, plus facilities and programming in the 

spaces. Secondary school and youth related initiatives such as Duke of Edinburgh, 

Scouts, Guides etc. are all good starting points for engagement and understanding needs 

and interests.   

 In terms of audience interests, the findings show that although there is a fair degree of 

‘high brow’ interest in arts and heritage, the largest market is main stream and looking 

for activities that match their family or social interests.  

 Thus, developing the Bishop’s Barn and its environs as a quality family orientated 

destination is central to the marketing approach. This matches the approach described 

by Rosie Martin in respect of the Bishop’s Palace marketing.  

Retired Market 

High numbers of heathy and active retired residents in the area, with a high proportion of 

those having an interest in heritage and culture, point to a range of opportunities to support 

the aims of WRGT. A quick list of ideas could include: 

 community-led local history research projects – leading to events and exhibitions  

 skills, expertise and knowledge around horticulture and planting and volunteer work 

parties 
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 programming of events in the Barn that support retired lifestyles and interests (a focus 

on day time events - crafts, talks, arts events etc.) 

 The development of a Friends group and associated fundraising activities  

 Championing for healthy life styles to influence master planning e.g. outdoor gym 

facilities, ‘well-being’ horticultural projects etc.  

 Programming of events in the Park to support lifestyles and interests (e.g. concerts 

programme, flower festival, food festival, singing / choral, other music etc.) 

 Trained visitor guides to interpret the history and culture of the location within Wells  

 The historic quarter in Wells is well defined and the addition of a well maintained public 

green space for visitors to relax in, alongside interpretation that relates to the Wells 

medieval storyline to support the Bishops Barn, would offer a good match to visitor 

needs and interests.  

The opportunity to work with other organisations within Wells is clear and important, as it is 

inevitable that this market is the backbone of a range of organisations including the 

Cathedral, Bishop’s Palace etc. 

3.2.3 Hire rates  

A review of community space hire in Wells was undertaken, followed by a review of wedding 

space charges, including a review of wedding hire rates for the barns identified in section 3.3 

below. Findings are shown in the table below: 

Venue Space name  

Approximate size 

Price / range  

Town Hall  

Sunday 80% extra charge on 
all bookings 

Stage and PA additional 
charge 

Main Hall – largest space £280  - £180 (per 6 hour 
booking) 

Town Hall  Kitchen £60 - £130 (per 6 hour 
booking) 

Town Hall Court Room – medium space £150 - £80 (6 hour booking) 

Town Hall Smaller meeting rooms  £30 - £90 (6 hour booking) 

Other bookings £10 - £25 per 
hour) 
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Wells United Church  Seager Hall – largest space Information on request 

St. Thomas Church Hall  Church Hall  Information on request 

Elin Connect Centre  Foley Room – largest space – 
100 standing 

Information on request 

The Lawrence Centre Active Live Centre  

Meeting space for hire 

Information on request 

Wells Museum Lecture Hall – seated 100 Full day £110 - £65 

Half day £65 - £40 

Weddings / Receptions    Period  

Town Hall  Main hall @250 per session x 3 

Plus kitchen hire @ £100  

x 3 sessions 

£1050 –  1 day & evening 

Bishop’s Palace  Undercroft & access to 
grounds 

Package from £2499 

Nailsea Tithe Barn  Capacity -100 seated £1750 for 2.5 days (Friday, 
Saturday and Sunday) 

Dunster Barn Capacity – c120 seated £3,000 for 2.5 days (as 
above) 

Pilton Barn  £2,000 per day 

Other Barns in Somerset: Wedding Packages 

A website review of Somerset located barns for wedding receptions and wedding services 

returned 10+ venues. Many are run exclusively for weddings and other family celebrations 

and demonstrate both supply and demand at the top end of the market. The majority of 

sites did not quote prices, however by way of example of price range within this market, 

wedding packages at Almontry Barn, in Langport are between £4000 and £4500. This is 

without catering.  

Clearly ‘fully serviced’ weddings and other family celebrations offer a healthy market place, 

however they are an exacting market and require significant attention to detail in order to 

deliver a service that will stand out in this busy market place.  
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The location and community focus of the Bishop’s Barn does not suit this market, however it 

is clear that the market for weddings is extremely strong, and finding a niche within the DIY 

wedding market is important. 

3.2.4 Bishops Barn Hire rates 

.ƛǎƘƻǇΩǎ .ŀǊƴ /ǳǊǊŜƴǘ IƛǊŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ 

The current hire rates (including VAT) for the Bishop’s Barn as as follows: 

Hire period Rate inclusive of VAT 

Whole Day 09.00 – 00.00 £162.96 

Daytime 09.00 – 17.00 £123.00 

Evening 17.00– 00.00 £92.40 

Hourly Rate £18 per hour or part of 
hour   

The hire rates are extremely low in comparison to other room hire in the city. 

Recommendations for future hire rates 

The proposed financial model in section 4 uses the following hiring rates as a basis for 

estimating income generation. The prices quoted are for the main barn building and use of 

curtilage grounds if they are required.  

Hire period Rate inclusive of VAT 

Weddings: 2.5 days hire £1500 

Whole day/ half day or evening: 
private hire  

£650/ £350 

Whole Day/ half day or evening: 
community hire 

£400 /£200 

Per hour usage  £25 per hour  

Meeting room rental (once 
renovated) 

£25 per session 
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3.3 Comparator Analysis 

3.3.1 Barns 

As detailed in section 2.2, three Somerset renovated barns were identified as being 

potentially useful case studies, namely: Nailsea Tithe Barn, Dunster Tithe Barn and Pilton 

Barn.  As well as the summary narrative below section 3.4 examines the financial data for 

each barn, including key percentages and ratios. These examples were identified from 

existing contacts. Additionally, a helpful reference source was located on the 

website:  www.greatbarns.org.uk which looks to present a UK database of historic barns 

including the Bishop’s Barn in Wells. 

Nailsea Tithe Barn 

The Nailsea story was gleaned from Katherine Hann (community development manager for 

the development phase) and Nailsea Town Clerk, Ian Morell, who acted as project manager 

for the delivery phase.   

Nailsea Tithe Barn works as a strong collaboration, Ian Morrell summarised by saying that 

‘the Town Council manages the asset and the charitable trust manages the activities’. Last 

used as an annex to the local primary school and then utilised by Social Services, the building 

had not been maintained for years and was effectively derelict.  The resulting state meant 

that the building was in real risk of demolition. A local community group decided to take 

action and a 10 year campaign ensued.  

It was only when Nailsea Town Council stepped in that things really started to happen, the 

Town Council sold their own offices with the intention of moving into the tithe barn.  Key 

aspects can be summarised as: 

 The tithe barn hall is made up of seven or eight bays that take up two thirds of the 

main hall space, the other space is a meeting room.  This provides two spaces and  

the sub-division was really useful 

 Weddings and big events have proved to be extremely popular, but create 

challenges due to concerns raised by the local community 

 Nailsea Tithe Barn is heated with underfloor heating.  Both Katherine and Ian were 

emphatic in saying that without any doubt whatsoever the biggest thing in hiring the 

space is heating; ‘heat is essential’ 

http://www.greatbarns.org.uk/
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 Noise is an issue with residents’ complaints.  There is a noise limiter on the AV 

systems and no discos!  There is a healthy community cinema and they are very 

good at music events, indeed the folk club was one of the founder organisations. 

 The Christmas craft fair is a popular annual event and it has established a niche and 

a following.  Other than that, birthdays, yoga sessions and the like form the run of 

events 

 The interviewees report that lengthy arguments have taken place within the 

community with several groups considering that their usage should not be subject to 

charge.  A robust and disciplined response has minimised many of these conflicts 

but a strong line from the trust (led by the chair) and a pragmatic operational 

approach from the Town Council appears to have achieved a common 

understanding on the requirement of a viable model to achieve sustainability.  

 The parting comments from both contributors were particularly practical, namely: 

o Do not to over-egg what you can do.  So don’t try to be all things to all 

people, less is more 

o Experience suggests that a campaigning group committed to ‘saving the 

barn’ may not possess the financial and operation skills to run the venue 

o Be prepared to take an uncomfortable but firm and clear lines  

Pilton Barn 

An interview with Bob Ladd, a trustee of the Pilton Barn Trust, (and former Conservation 

Officer, MDC) offered the following information: 

 Pilton Tithe Barn is Grade 1 listed building. It was virtually destroyed in a fire in 1963. 

The resulting renovation scheme enabled the Trust to put a new roof put on, sound 

insulation and a lighting system. 

 The building is not heated and is used for storage when not in use for private or public 

engagements.  

 Michael Eavis bought the barn in 1995 and the Pilton Barn Trust was formed in 1996.  

Restoration work was completed in 1997. 

 The project was made possible with a grant of £400,000 from English Heritage. The 

Glastonbury Festival contributed a further £100,000 

 It was explained that not all running costs are shown in the trust’s income and 

expenditure figures as they are covered Worthy farm or Glastonbury Festivals 
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 The Barn is available for mixed use, however in respect of the programming mix, noise 

abatement is the biggest concern. The near neighbours are very unhappy with noisy 

events and a compromise has been reached through negotiation which currently limits 

evening events to 12 per year. The curfew for evening events is 10.30pm, permitted 

decibel levels have been set, and no amplified music is permitted 

 Artweek rent the space for two weeks per year. They programme a selling show, take % 

of income as commission which in 2015 amounted to £700. Artweek bring in their own 

exhibition display system 

 The building is very cold in the winter; coal braziers are brought in to heat the winter 

medieval banquet  

 All changes require Scheduled Ancient Monument consent. The example given was they 

didn’t get the doors right in the first renovation and further consent was required to 

change them  

 The site offers good parking  

 Information from the website shows that weddings are charged at c£2,000 per however 

the income and expenditure account suggests that such private functions are 

infrequent, perhaps one or two per year, and possibly discounted from the advertised 

rates 

 The majority of uses are community orientated e.g. the Pilton Party and a Medieval 

Banquet 

Dunster Tithe Barn  

The principle contact was the chair of the organisation, Mrs Chris Oliver.  

The main market for the Trust is weddings, the comment made was without wedding 

bookings they would close down, however it was never in the original business plan. No one 

in the Trust had predicted that the wedding trade would grow at the rate it has. Dunster is a 

small and aged community (second oldest in UK apparently) and therefore community usage 

is limited to the interests of this elderly community. 

Dunster barn is able to seat 180, within one large reception area. It also has a separate 

meeting room to hire. 

They take around 20 weddings per year. Described as a ‘well oiled machine’ now, having 

learned by their mistakes, they now know exactly what they are doing and have refined it 

over the years: 
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 Weddings are charged at a £3,000 fee for 2.5 day (Friday, Sat and Sunday) 

 Bookings are required to use trust’s tables, seats etc.  

 The Trust allow only an approved list of caterers ‘they have learned the hard way’ 

 Dunster barn is licensed for weddings at the cost of £1750 for a three-year licence  

 The Trust employ a part-time event (wedding) organiser. This was a role that Chris used 

to take on voluntarily but as the wedding booking grew it became too much work for a 

volunteer 

 Additionally, they employ 2 caretakers, 2 cleaners and 2 bouncers  

 A 11.30pm curfew is in place and all ‘jollities’ must be over by 11pm 

 The site offers parking for 30 cars (up to 35 if its all one party)   

Most people who marry there have some connection with the village although it is not a 

requirement. Residents from within the postcode are offered a 10% discount on wedding 

bookings. 

When commenting on the challenges of noise and other disturbances in a residential area, 

the comment was ‘yes there are people who complain about the noise, but we run a tight 

ship now and keep everything within the parameters of the allowed usage’ 

Annual events such as the Horticultural show have set dates and are offered very low rates 

e.g. £100 for 4 days. These rates are heavily subsidised by wedding income. 

It is understood that the renovation was undertaken by SPBT (2006). The building is heated 

and kept at 15c, heated by under floor heating. The renovation works ensured a well 

insulted roof. Chris touched on the value integrating sustainable energy systems but 

commented that the solar panel system that they had installed has never worked efficiently. 

Her advice is to opt for PV tiles commenting that a PV exchange system is highly efficient. 

In terms of lessons learned, the boiler installed as part of the renovation was a poor 

purchase and failed fairly quickly. The trust has recently invested £8,000 on two boilers 

which allows for a back up and is designed to offer booster heating as required. 

The economic impact on a small village is significant. Wedding parties require weekend 

accommodation and meals out before and after the event. The paid member of staff is the 

alcohol license holder  
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3.3.2 Independent Governance: Green Spaces and Built Heritage  

Planning for future ownership and management of public parks and recreation grounds is a 

challenge recognised by local authorities and national funding bodies. ‘Rethinking Parks5’ is a 

recently completed joint HLF, Big Lottery Fund and Nesta action research programme 

designed to test new business models for public parks. 

Issues raised demonstrate that the UK’s public parks are at risk. As local authority funding 

comes under pressure, parks face cuts of 60 per cent and more. For parks that remain in 

public hands, the loss of funding and skilled staff raises the threat of serious deterioration. 

The research programme was designed to encourage parks, communities and local 

authorities to think creatively about how parks can thrive in the future. The research asserts 

that when a park is well cared for and the local community feels a sense of ownership, it can 

be a vital community asset, and for some people the only safe accessible outdoor space that 

they have. Additionally, the ‘well being’ benefits of public parks are documented, as are the 

ecosystem benefits in terms of CO2 absorption of trees, and the opportunity presented as a 

pathway to employment through skills development and training. 

The research programme concludes that there is no ‘silver bullet’ solution for local 

authorities looking for options for future park ownership and management. The report lists 

seven ‘habits for park innovators’, identified through the evaluation of the action research 

projects undertaken by the programme and presented as case study material. Without going 

into detail, the ‘seven habits’ are listed as: 

 Diversify income streams – and explore how to reduce costs through volunteer time 

contributions, a change in planting regimes  

 Understand where your money is going – better financial management  

 Involve people – it is essential to know what people are looking for from their parks 

 Work with others – a huge variety of people and organisations are keen to shape and 

contribute to parks 

 Test, adapt and then do it again – teams that tested their ideas on the ground made 

progress faster than those who tried to move to fully fledged implementation without 

testing and adapting first 

 Be open to new ideas - and welcome challenge by ‘critical friends’ 

                                                           

5 http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/rethinking-parks-new-business-models-parks 
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 Secure a mandate to operate – success requires parties to be working towards the same 

agenda, and important to show how a project fits to a wider strategic agenda. 

The report presents a section that addresses alternative models of management, it 

highlights several key points that are pertinent to a local authority looking to transfer the 

management of a park: 

 The projects under review show that the transition to a different model of parks 

management will take a long time. The case studies demonstrate the limitations for 

Friends groups taking on longer term management, and in one case study, leads to the 

conclusion that a Friends group would be best placed to complement rather than lead 

the core maintenance function 

 Having a strong a strong senior local authority officer champion for the project is 

essential, the local authority frequently needs to drive the process 

 Organisations considering transferring the management should ensure that whoever is 

taking on more responsibility has the relevant skills, knowledge and resources.  

The report also comments on the value of having a building within the park as a means to 

earn income through rents and to diversity usage of the park. 

Case studies under review 

Interviews (for this assignment, 2016) were undertaken with a range of people involved with 

instigating, supporting or delivering independent governance models for the management of 

parks, and buildings within grounds. The findings offer evidence that support the findings of 

the Rethinking Parks project. The interviewees are detailed in section 2.2 and examples of 

the issues raised are given below: 

The need to get buy-in from the local authority from the start is vital. Jim Whittaker, Chair 

of the Friends of Kingswood Park explained that the main barrier for their group has been 

the lack of local authority officer time available to support the aspirations of the Friends 

group. Having committed significant officer time to supporting a Friends group6 gain HLF 

‘Parks for People’ funding for another park in the district, it would appear that South 

Gloucestershire District Council are needing to scale back their involvement and a 

comparable investment of time is not available to the Kingswood Park Friends group. The 

previous Kingswood Park Friends group folded through lack of progresses and although early 

                                                           

6 http://www.friendsofpagepark.co.uk/ 
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days for Jim as Chair he is committed to reinvigorating the town’s park and is tenaciously 

findings ways of achieving more local authority support for their plans. 

In terms of income generation Jim sees events as ways of earning money e.g. Family Fun 

days and would assume that stall holders would be charged for their pitches, as would any 

concession holders in the park e.g. ice cream, coffee carts etc. He was envious of the fact 

that the Wells Recreation Ground can offer a covered space i.e. the Bishop’s Barn, as poor 

weather is the greatest threat to their event programming. 

An interview with Katie Norgrove, a consultant and HLF Mentor, described the experience 

of  working across two London local authorities that shared the responsibility of a large park 

land with several listed buildings. The long term aim of bringing the assets together, to plan 

through one master plan and to devolve the whole estate to an independent set up (namely 

a CIC working alongside a Community Trust), has taken many years of activity and 

investment by both local authorities, HLF and Historic England. Described as a problem site, 

the current programme is in its first year of HLF development phase funding and has yet to 

be tested. The feedback shows that although a capable set of Friends exist, and that they 

have been instrumental in driving the scheme forward for many years, there has been a 

struggle to recruit capable and experienced trustees to a new site. It was commented that 

the paid post of CEO is a critical appointment, and with leadership and experience it is 

anticipated that the scheme will be able to move forward quicker, and recruit the volunteer 

directors to support the governance of the organisation. 

The project has recently been awarded a HLF Round 1 pass and it is interesting to note that 

they have applied concurrently of HLF Parks funding as well as HLF Heritage funding for the 

listed buildings within the park. 

Llanthony Secunda Priory is a site of national historic, cultural and archaeological 

significance located a short walk from the centre of historic Gloucester, surrounded by 21st 

century waterside regeneration. It was formally owned by Gloucester City Council, having 

been acquired by compulsory purchase 30 years ago, when the site was in private ownership 

and in a derelict state. The option to transfer the asset into independent ownership was 

considered to present the best long-term option for the listed building and grounds. Again, 

significant investment of officer time (local authority, HLF and Historic England) has led to 

the development of an independent trust. The site’s fortunes were enhanced by its location 

adjoining Gloucester College and the foresight of the then Vice Chancellor who could see its 

potential as additional space for college activities. 
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In November 2013, it was announced that Llanthony Priory Trust had been successful in its 

application for Heritage Lottery Funding for the restoration of the Priory buildings and 

grounds, including the creation of a community based interpretation centre. The HLF grant 

offer provided a significant step in securing the long term future of this historic site.  

An interview with Edwina Bell, the freelance consultant employed to support the Trust, 

raised several key points that echo the findings of the Rethinking Parks report, and that of 

other interviewees: 

 Identifying the strategic fit of the project in local economic development terms was 

important – the project completes the regeneration of Gloucester docks 

 Partnering with Gloucester College was instrumental in the success of the scheme to 

date, the partnership has provided vision and a rational; further more the Vice 

Chancellor brought with him leadership and expertise of managing complex projects. 

Now retired from the college, he is the Chair of the Trust 

 The trust was set up without any financial investment, which on reflection was 

described as unfair. The comment made was that the trust would have got to where it is 

now much quicker if it had been given some seed funding. Such funding would have 

enabled it to buy in some direct experience of the HLF funding system so as to hasten 

the progress of the project 

 One current area of focus is the need to address the skills and knowledge gaps of 

trustees, some of whom it is acknowledged are there primarily in name only. Training 

will be essential, as will be the willingness to contribute real time to the delivery of the 

project.  

A telephone interview with Bruce Poole, Shepton Mallet Town Clark offered a very local 

example of local authority governance of a park that has been given in trust to local people 

(by John Kyte Collett in 1906). Shepton Mallet Town Council are the sole trustees of the 

Shepton Mallet Collett Park Charity. When appointed as Town Clerk several years ago Brian 

Poole became aware that the Town Council was not fully aware of its responsibilities as a 

sole trustee of the charity, and following legal advice, the Town Council formed a separate 

committee. This structure enables the councillors to ‘wear two hats’ and to plan and make 

decisions that adhere to the aims of the charity, and not the priorities of the Town Council. 

The charity management committee is supportive by an active steering group made up of 

members of the public, groups and others with an interest in developing activities. The Town 
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Council raise a precept that enables them to pay for park maintenance which is carried out 

under contract by The Landscape Group.  

When asked about the any plans transfer the park to an independent trust, it was reported 

that there is no appetite to transfer the charity from Town Council governance.  

Summary of Findings 

 Devolving local authority owned assets is not a ‘quick fix’ procedure, and in some 

instances requires long term investment to help build skills and capacity within 

community organisations 

 There appears to be a range of ‘push/pull’ scenarios in the examples identified; in some 

instances the local authority is actively seeking community-led ownership from a 

reluctant community and in other instances a community organisation is failing to 

engage with its local authority and feel ignored 

 Examples of community-led organisations successfully attracting high levels of funding 

to support capital works within parks are frequently in partnership a local authority 

through officer time, with support in some instances from HLF and Historic England in 

formative stages 

 The investment in, and care and maintenance of parks and green spaces is an issue of 

national concern as local authority budgets have reduced. HLF and Big Lottery have 

responded to that issue through investment in an action research project, and continued 

investment through their funding programmes 

 A simple search to identify relevant funding opportunities delivered a few potential 

sources e.g. Football Foundation; HLF Parks for People; Big Lottery, and smaller funds 

relating to health and well being activities 

3.4 Review of Financial Models  

The full spread sheet summarised below is set out in appendix 1 

Comparison of financial evidence (see table overleaf) 
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     £ %     £ %     £ %     £ %     £ % 

Income           

Room hire 18060 21.8         

Functions 7000 8.5 38503 98.6   4750 15.5 18750 37.9 

Weddings 38200 46.2   2258 30.2     

Fundraising   505 1.3       

Donations     2405 32.2     

Somerset AW     690 9.2     

Activities, 
Clubs etc 

7000 8.5   2105 28.2 1770 5.8 4380 8.9 

Car Parking       3375 11.0 26320 53.2 

SER funding       1530 5.0   

Bar income 1000 1.2         

Town Council 
“rent” 

11440 13.8         

Interest   24 0.1 13  19240 62.7   

Total Income 82700 100 39032 100 7471 100 30665 100 49450 100 

Expenditure           

Social 
inclusion 

5000 6.0         

Staffing/wages 20028 24.2 14042 36.0     10000 20.2 

Administration 4950 6.0 4329 11.1 213 2.9 4570 14.9 7200 14.6 

Premises 24150 29.2 13234 33.9 810 10.8 20109 65.6 31700 64.1 

Finance/ 
Reserves 

17859 21.6     15000 48.9   

Total 
Expenditure 

71987 87.0 31605 81.0 1023 13.7 39679 129.4 48900 98.9 

Surplus/deficit 10713 13.0 7427 19.0 6448 86.1 -9014 -29.4 550 1.1 
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Notes  

The narrative headings are based on edited version of those from Nailsea since this provided 

the most extensive template. Naturally not all headings are strictly comparable but the 

summary provides a useful indicator and insight. 

Sources         

 Nailsea, 2015/16 Budget         

 Dunster, as per email correspondence - year ended September 2015 

 Pilton, ‘Cashflow’ 2015         

 Bishop's Barn and Wells Recreation Ground taken from year 3 figures Advisory Board 

projections        

 B2B figures are based on their report, section 14 and after investment and including new 

parking spaces from the recreation ground  

Observations 

1. Nailsea provides the most diverse and vibrant model.  Initial comments suggested that 

this was because of the role and earnings from the Town Council.  However, while the Town 

Council may have been one of the prime movers and lead on many operational matters 

(such as room and hall booking) their income only equates to 13.8% of the total.  They 

occupy 12% of the building which suggests a certain balance. 

2. The largest single element of costs within all models relate to premises.  Previous heritage 

assignments suggest a ratio of between 35% and 38% of premises costs to total income. 

Nailsea and Dunster do better than this suggesting some costs borne by either the Town 

Council or volunteers.  The two Bishop's Barn figures are skewed because the grounds are 

more material in size and responsibility than those one would consider for the enjoyment of 

the building.  Looking at section 14.2 of B2B's report £13700 of the Premises costs (including 

rates of £1200) relate to the Barn which amounts to 28% of total income, close to Nailsea 

and Dunster.  This means that the balance which is 36% of costs relates to the grounds 

where there is little or no earned income. 

The position in the Advisory Group figures are starker with Barn Premises coming in at 

£1491 (repairs and maintenance, utilities and rates) at just under 5%.  Given the  comparable 

evidence this would appear optimistic.  However, with both Bishop's Barn models coming in 

at very similar levels of Premises costs (around 65%) shows the adverse impact of 

responsibility for the grounds on the financial model. 
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3. The investment income on the Advisory Group figures for the Bishop's Barn of £19,240 

constitute 63% of income.  This suggests an unbalanced model and informal soundings (on a 

no names basis) with Charles Stanley stockbrokers and advisors commented that this level of 

return without putting capital at risk is likely to be a ‘big ask’.  It might also suggest to 

funders that part of the capital would be placed as matched funding.  If this were the case it 

would undoubtedly impact on investment income, but a community model needs a better 

balance of income if it is to be sustainable in the fullest sense of the work. 

 4. Own staff costs in the Advisory Group model are zero reflecting some bought in services 

from MDC and use of volunteers.  While a volunteer contingent is essential a model that 

relies almost exclusively on volunteers could struggle over the medium and longer term.  

Again to be sustainable there needs to be a balance. 

5. Car parking on the Advisory Group model amounts to £3375 pa and is based on six spaces 

in South Street, adopted by MDC in 1990.  Until 2014/15 the return was set at £3000 pa and 

is currently to be based on actual yield.  In modelling terms it is interesting to note: 

 £3000 in 1990 computes to £6750 now using the normal inflationary measures (for 6 

spaces that equates to £1125 each) 

 The British Parking Association’s 2013 report comments that most local authorities 

operate on an occupancy of 50% to 80% with an average tariff of £1 per hour.  

 A basic model might be 364 days at say 60% occupancy at 70p an hour between 9am 

and 5pm (8 hours) which would generate £1200 or for 6 spaces £7200 

 Various sources indicate that car parking costs are rising much more steeply than 

inflation, ‘Just Parking’ talks of 12.5% in the last 12 months 

 The B2B model included costs for enforcement however working with national concerns 

such as Premier Parking Solutions indicate that fines will broadly equate with 

enforcement costs 

 The above only looks at the current six spaces.  The wider and more substantive issue of 

creating more spaces is another matter, however on other projects car parking has often 

been regarded as the earning engine to subsidise broader community uses  

6. Fundraising and donations are the not significant features of any of the models.  In some 

respects this is surprising given the social networks employed, but it is quite likely that many 

of the facilities are seen as a service to be paid for rather than a local charity. 
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7. Only two of the models (Nailsea and the Advisory Group’s model) included some form of 

capital fund to meet irregular large scale repair and related costs.  Such provision although 

challenging is prudent. 

3.5 Wells Recreation Ground Trust: decision making 

As part of this piece of assignment WRGT trustees met partway through the work so as to 

receive feedback based on findings and to steer the project to its conclusions. The meeting 

was held on April 18th 2016.  

The feedback session reviewed the findings as presented in this section (section 3) namely: 

consultation interviews, the review of comparable barn financial models and information 

gathered in respect of independent governance of civic parks and other green spaces.  

A set of actions were agreed. To make sense of their rational, they should be read alongside 

the points presented in section 4.1 below. 

 Hold the next WRGT Committee meeting in July 2016.  The agenda will be the CDC 

report (financial model and outline marketing plan), together with confirmation of the 

new governance model, costs for on-going repairs and routine maintenance of the 

Bishop’s barn and a project plan for implementation 

 Meeting with Advisory Group to confirm their role is now complete. 

 Apply to Historic England for Scheduled Monument Consent for on-going repairs and 

routine maintenance at the Bishop’s barn 

 Firm up costs for on-going repairs and routine maintenance of the Bishop’s barn and a 

project plan for implementation 

 Commence formal dialogue with SBPT on leasing the Bishop’s barn and project 

managing a programme of improvements 

 Engage a Project Manager experienced in applying for HLF funding.  The person would 

co-ordinate funding applications to HLF and other funders and develop community 

involvement/engagement 

 Develop and deliver opportunities for the green space and outside facilities 

 Commence formal dialogue with WCC to agree a precept towards running costs and to 

increase their general engagement/involvement in a new Trust 

 Agree a clear communications plan and issue a series of press releases over the coming 

8-10 weeks to inform stakeholders and the community on what’s happening. 
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4 Analysis and Implications 

4.1 Analysis based on findings  

The following analysis was presented to WRGT committee members at their meeting on 18th 
April 2016:  

Overall approach 

 We concur with the B2B initial assessment in that responsible conservation 

management of the building is the priority and WRGT should follow B2B 

recommendations to undertake the necessary conservation work, namely the larger 

scheme. This will require matched funding and it most likely that HLF Heritage Grants 

programme is the potential funding source 

 We also concur that finding that the park and recreation ground have the potential 

attract capital funding in their own right  

Capital Project 

 SBPT remain a willing partner to deliver the capital working within the barn, but have 

competing demands on their time, therefore a swift decision is required 

 They request an 80 year lease from the trust, handed back when the work is complete. 

SBPT take on the project management role, this is the established working model for a 

preservation trust 

 These are a set of essential repairs that need doing immediately so as to further develop 

community usage and interest in the building. Not only does this keep the barn in usage, 

it starts to build community ownership and involvement which is a significant 

prerequisite of HLF and other funding bodies  

 Such repairs will require SAM consent from the Department of Culture Media and Sport 

(DCMS) via Historic England. This is a lengthy process (2 – 3 months), again a swift 

decision by WRGT is required  

 Other projects reviewed have identified the value of a Project Development Manager to 

be engaged at this early stage of the project. Such a person must have HLF funding 

application experience and be able to coordinate both the Bishop’s Barn funding and the 

‘master planning’ and funding for the park and recreation ground 

 In respect of funding for parks and sports pitches, web-based research has shown that 

there are discreet funding programmes that will tackle specific elements within the 

space e.g. Football Foundation funding for the football pitch, as well as funders who 
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would support a whole scheme approach such as Viridor Credits or the HLF Parks for 

People funding programme 

Financial Sustainability 

 All comparable evidence show that any surplus on a barn operation is modest. Other 

models have a grounds curtilage for the use and enjoyment of the barn only, here the 

grounds (recreation ground and park) are a different proposition. Thus the park and 

recreation ground should be separated out within the financial model and developments 

addressed with separate criteria 

Independent Governance 

 All case study evidence demonstrates that there is no ‘silver bullet’ solution. Transfer of 

assets take time so as to build capacity, skills and expertise within a new independent 

body 

 A thorough understanding of the current financial situation is crucial, and in respect of 

both built heritage and civic green spaces, a diversity of income essential 

 All successful examples demonstrate the value of ‘working with others’ so as to 

understand what people want from community buildings and spaces. A coalition of 

interests is a common within a working model so as to account for a range of interests 

and uses  

The Model 

 Consultation and case study findings demonstrate that a restored building can be 

financially secure if well managed, however there is no evidence that the model would 

produce sufficient surplus to support the running costs of the park and recreation 

ground 

 Based on the current financial intelligence available, it is clear that the park and 

recreation ground will need a subsidy of some description  

 As examples of sources of subsidy, income from MDC owned parking spaces and 

potentially new parking spaces can provide a revenue to subsidise costs. Additionally, a 

model of governance that is inclusive of Wells City Council creates the potential to raise 

a local precept specifically for the upkeep of the recreation ground and park  

 Consultation findings demonstrate the call for a community model, i.e. an operation that 

puts community usage of both the barn and the park and recreation ground at its heart, 

and becomes the basis of all decision making. Within this model it is important to 
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optimise the current financial reserves by investing them so as to lever large-scale 

funding for renovation and improvements, so as to meet the conservation needs of 

building and needs of people and the local community  

Governance 

 Findings from desk research confirm that MDC remaining as a sole trustee is an option 

to retain. The key factor is the how the WRGT is managed within the wider business of 

MDC, and that elected members, when acting as trustees, are aware of the need to act 

in the interests of the WRGT only when ‘wearing two hats’ 

 Through consultation it was established that there is a strong interest from WCC to 

become the sole trustee  

 Whichever governance model is selected in the medium to long term, the most 

important criteria for success is leadership, supported by expertise in the specific area of 

developing community engagement around heritage buildings and civic green spaces 

The review of case study evidence shows that strong leadership is more important that 

achieving consensus of opinion. The conservation management needs of the building 

and the green spaces, delivered so as to increase community usage and influence, are 

the priority next steps in this scenario 

4.2 The Proposed Financial Model  

The proposed financial model is based on a set of notes and assumptions detailed below and 

draw on the findings of section 3. 

Notes and Assumptions 

1. Although the main recommendation of this report is the adoption of the B2B proposal it 

does not follow that the financial model should be adopted without scrutiny. B2B’s figures 

(B2B section 14) are used when corroborated by findings from this report’s case study 

review or market assessment, or when they appear to be realistic given a degree of 

knowledge about the proposed operation.  

2. The B2B model is based on a heated building; a major difference from the projections 

prepared by the Advisory Group.  However, the most significant difference is not around 

costs but income generation, where a comfortably heated barn is seen as producing a far 

higher level of earnings, £26500 above compared to the Advisory Group’s £6520.  The 

Advisory Group also undertook a ‘sensitivity analysis’ (what-if) and the optimistic version for 
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the same year amounted to £10845 and the pessimistic version £5820.  Heating costs in this 

model are insignificant. 

3. Conversations with the Advisory Group indicate a good if modest potential for local 

fundraising and donations.  The contacts and networks that make this so will exist whatever 

the delivery or operational structure is employed.  £150 per month (total £1800) for the 

Barn and Grounds has been provided. 

4. B2B’s figure additional car parking has been allocated exclusively to the park and 

recreation ground; it can be seen as a clear factor in creating a long term sustainable model.  

The existing car parking income (on the six spaces in South Street brokered in 1990) has 

been allocated to the recreational ground in accordance with the existing agreement with 

MDC.  The figure used is that taken by the Advisory Group and MDC of £3375, however it 

should be noted that if the B2B rate of £940 were used then this income would amount to 

£5640.  This accords with the findings on in section 3.4 point 5, where current car parking 

rates appear understated  

5. Concessions (ice creams and coffee mobile vans etc.) are based on a prudent assessment 

of rates found via web-based market research. MDC will have evidence to support the 

current market rates for mobile food and ice cream concessions in the Wells area. 

6. Room hire income is based on the assumption that the first floor meeting room within the 

barn will be renovated so as to accommodate meeting room bookings. Additionally it is 

assumed that it can be booked and accessed independently of the main barn space. Hire 

rates match those charged for small rooms at the Town Hall. 

7. Interest received is based on cash reserves of £100k to £150k, after optimising reserves in 

terms of funding matching and leverage.  An ongoing rate of 2% has been used based on a 

long-term investment. 

8. Printing, stationery, postage, telephone and sundries have been provided at a notional 

cost of £125 a month and shared between the Barn and Recreational Grounds 

8. Premises costs are as per those in the B2B report.  Cleaning, fire and security costs are 

presumed to be within B2B’s maintenance costs. 

9. Administration costs have been shared between the Barn Building and Recreational 

Grounds on the basis of ‘informed guess work’ 

10. Toilet costs are met externally as per current arrangements 
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11. The long-term Capital/Maintenance fund has been provided as per the Advisory Group’s 

figures as a ‘trees fund’  

12. Income is from bookings is based on the rates proposed in section 3.2.4 and accounted 

for as follows: 

Event Number Rate Income 

Weddings: 2.5 
days hire 6 1500 9000 

Other private 
hire: day and 
evening  10 650 6500 

Community 
events per day 15 400 6000 

Community 
events/ children’s 
parties half day 10 200 2000 

Per hour usage 
income  80 £25 per hour 2000 

Small meeting 
room rental 40 £25 per session 1000 

   

26500 

 

4.2.1 Post-Renovation Financial Model  

Bishop's Barn and Wells Recreation Ground 

Comparison exercise: Summary of Information 

         

 

Estimated year 3 or 4 when established 
 

 

Building 
  

Recreation Grounds Total 
 

 

       £ 
       
% 

 
       £        % 

 
       £ 

       
% 

         Income 
        Weddings and similar etc 9000 30.3 

    

9000 14.2 

Other private hires 6500 21.8 
    

6500 10.3 

Community events 8000 26.9 
 

1000 3.0 
 

9000 14.2 

Concessions 
   

1500 4.5 
 

1500 2.4 

Activities: hourly charged 2000 6.7 
    

2000 3.2 

Club leases 
   

270 0.8 
 

270 0.4 

Fundraising, Donations 
etc 1500 5.0 

 
300 0.9 

 
1800 2.8 
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Meeting room hire 1000 3.4 
    

1000 1.6 

Car Parking: existing 
   

3375 10.1 
 

3375 5.3 

Other subsidy 
   

26320 78.5 
 

26320 41.6 

Interest 1750 5.9 
 

750 2.2 
 

2500 4.0 

Total income 29750 100 
 

33515 100 
 

63265 100 

         Expenditure 
        Staffing 10000 33.6 

 
    

 
10000 15.8 

         Admin costs 
        Audit/legal 1000 

  

500 
  

1500 
 Insurance 1750 

  

750 
  

2500 
 Licence fees 950 

  

250 
  

1200 
 Marketing/advertising 1500 

  

500 
  

2000 
 Printing & Stat, Telephone 

etc 1000 
  

500 
  

1500 
 

 
6200 20.8 

 
2500 7.5 

 
8700 13.8 

         Premises costs 
        Electricity & Gas 7500 

     

7500 
 Rates (incl water & 

sewerage) 1000 
  

200 
  

1200 
 Maintenance & Repairs 5000 

  

16000 
  

21000 
 Car Parking costs 

   

2000 
  

2000 
 

 
13500 45.4 

 
18200 54.3 

 
31700 50.1 

         Capital/Maint Investment 
Fund 0   

 
15000 44.8 

 
15000 23.7 

         

         Total Expenditure 29700 99.8 
 

35700 106.5 
 

65400 103.4 

         Surplus/Deficit 50 0.2 
 

-2185 -6.5 
 

-2135 -3.4 

 

Observations  

1. Achieving a balanced programming mix is essential to the success of a community driven 

model. Research undertaken for the market assessment and case study review illustrates 

that demand for wedding space is high in Somerset, however it is considered to be 

important to temper the demand for weekend weddings by restricting the number that can 

be booked per year. The model above has restricted the number of weddings to six per year. 

Experience will determine if this is too many, or if the operating model can accommodate 
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one or two more. The priority is to enable community usage at a competitive rate, and to 

foster good community relations (i.e. with residents local to the barn). Getting the balance 

right will the responsibility of the committee members who sit as trustees, who may elect to 

delegate that responsibility to a management group, or similar. 

2. An increase in the current number of car parking spaces, plus an increase in the 

proportion of income received for each space are essential elements for a robust financial 

model. Should additional car parking spaces and hence revenue not be feasible, then some 

other form of subsidy, such as a local precept, will be necessary to look after the Recreation 

Ground.  There clearly is no scope within the Barn’s net revenue situation. 

3. Earned income for the Barn and curtilage grounds (excluding car parking and interest) at 

£26500 (note 2 above) are slightly ahead of the B2B cluster of earnings figures, the broad 

equivalent of which totals £23130.  

4. Barn premises costs at 48.6% are higher than those of Nailsea and Dunster in the 

‘comparables’ exercise in section 3.4. It may transpire that energy costs can be reduced, but 

the main factor relates to revenue. This would suggest that the building has capacity for 

additional earned income.  Taking the comparative premises costs for Nailsea and Dunster in 

section 3.4 these costs equate to approximately 30% of total income.  In this proposed 

model assuming premises costs are fixed, 30% would gross up to a hypothetical income of 

£45000 against the current projected sum for the building of £29750. 

Addendum from the existing Trust 

The table below is a recalculation of the above table.  Whilst the overall impact is small, it 

does reflect the latest information available.  There are five explanatory notes: 

Note A:   SER funding for play equipment maintenance would continue as an income. 

Note B:   A contribution towards the maintenance of the toilet block is currently provided by 

Wells City Council; this is agreed on an annual basis and is not guaranteed. 

Note C:   A rebate on the business rates has been agreed to 2020 saving £930/year. 

Note D:  This is a recalculation resulting in £1,000 more expense.  The costs are: £7,200 for 

ground care + £5,800 for toilet maintenance + £4,000 from point 14.2 of the B2 

Report (listed as ‘Recreation Ground Repairs’ and ‘Arboricultural Work’). 

Note E:   Play inspection and minor maintenance of the play equipment will be on-going and 

the intention is that the cost is covered by SER funding income. 
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Bishop's Barn and Wells Recreation Ground 

 

Comparison exercise: Summary of Information 
                   
   Estimated year 3 or 4 when established   
 

  Building     
Recreation 
Grounds Total   

 

         £ 
       
%          £ 

       
%          £ 

       
% 

                   
 Income                 
 Weddings and similar etc 9000 30.3         9000 13.1 
 Other private hires 6500 21.8         6500 9.5 
 Community events 8000 26.9   1000 2.5   9000 13.1 
 Concessions       1500 4   1500 2.2 
 Activities: hourly charged 2000 6.7         2000 2.9 
 Club leases       270 0.7   270 0.4 
 Fundraising, Donations etc 1500 5   300 0.8   1800 2.6 
 Meeting room hire 1000 3.4         1000 1.5 
 Car Parking: existing       3375 8.7   3375 4.9 
 Other subsidy       26320 67.8   26320 38.4 
 Interest 1750 5.9   750 1.9   2500 3.6 
 SER funding       1530 3.9   1530 2.2 Note A 

Toilet contribution       3800 9.7   3800 5.6 Note B 

 Total income 29750 100   38845 100   68595 100 
                   
 Expenditure                 
 Staffing 10000 34.6   0 0   10000 14.6 
                   
 Admin costs                 
 Audit/legal 1000     500     1500   
 Insurance 1750     750     2500   
 Licence fees 950     250     1200   
 Marketing/advertising 1500     500     2000   
 Printing & Stat, Telephone 

etc 1000     500     1500   
   6200 21.4   2500 6.5   8700 12.7 
                   
 Premises costs                 
 Electricity & Gas 7500           7500   
 Rates (incl water & 

sewerage) 220     50     270   Note C 
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Maintenance & Repairs 5000     17000     22000   Note D 

Play inspection costs       2000     2000   Note E 

Car Parking costs       2000     2000   
   12720 44   21050 54.6   33770 49.2 
                   
 Capital/Maint Investment 

Fund 0 0   15000 38.9   15000 21.9 
                   
                   
 Total Expenditure 28920 100   38550 100   67470 98.4 
                   
 Surplus/Deficit 830 0   295 0   1125 1.6 
 

 

4.3 Marketing Plan 

The brief calls for an outline Marketing Plan. This is presented in Appendix 1. 

4.4 Project Development Manager 

Copies of Project Development Manager Job Descriptions are presented in Appendix 2.  

 

 

 


