
 
 

Heritage Lottery Bid for Grosvenor and Hilbert Park Royal Tunbridge 
Wells 
 
To: Cabinet  
 
Date: 20 September 2012   
 
Main Portfolio Area: Tourism, Leisure and Economic Development  
 
Author of report: Mel Henley, Contract Services Manager 
 
Classification: Non-Exempt  
 
Ward: St James, St John’s and Sherwood 
  
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Grosvenor and Hilbert Park renovation and enhancement programme is one of the key 
projects identified in the Council’s Strategic Plan. 
 
Members of the Cabinet were advised in June 2011 regarding the rationale and funding of a 
Heritage Lottery bid that utilised the Planning Section106 (S106) funding agreement of 
£340,000 from the old Medway depot development to match fund a bid to redevelop the entire 
park rather than just a section of it.   
 
The bid is in 2 stages.  The first stage is to secure funding to develop detailed proposals for the 
parks development this was formally agreed by the Heritage Lottery Fund on 26 June 2012.  
  
This report contains a summary of the progress with the bid, and the route to it being finalised.  
Cabinet are requested to note and comment on the progress and plans for implementation. 
 
LINK TO STRATEGIC COMPASS 
 
The submission of a HLF bid will contribute to the corporate priorities as summarised below:  
 
Value  The existing funds will be greatly enhanced if the bid is successful  
  therefore maximising the impact of the existing resources secured. 
 
Community The community particularly in the wards specified above will benefit from better 

facilities and a range of activities and events that will enhance community 
cohesion. 
 

 
Customers Our customers will have a greatly enhanced service if the bid succeeds.  The 

process has and will continue to involve significant consultation. 
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People  Staff motivation within the service particularly as they are able to provide 
enhanced services and facilities.  The bid included proposals for apprenticeships 
(via our contractor) and other developmental opportunities 

 
The project is identified as a key project in the corporate plan within the Tourism, Leisure and 
Economic Development Portfolio. 
 
Report status 
For decision with regards to the spend of the developer contribution.  
 
Route to Implementation/Timetable:  
The work programme demonstrating the key actions and deadlines from stage 1 to stage 2 is 
shown in 3.1. 
 
 
Portfolio Holder Decisions  
I confirm that I have read the report and approve the recommendations 

 ************************************* 
Signed           Dated: 6 September 2012 
 
 
1. BACKGROUND/INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Subsequent to the decision by Cabinet to approve a Heritage Lottery Fund bid, the 

application was submitted on 19 August 2011.  This initial application was not successful 
due to the limitations in funding at the time with Heritage Lottery. 
 

1.2 Case Officers and the Head of the Heritage Lottery Fund (who contacted us personally) 
provided very positive feedback on the bid encouraging us to re-submit in the round on 
28th February 2012.  
 

1.3 They noted many areas of strength including: 
 

• The way the bid would engage local communities to revitalise the park and 
community. 

• The project management and experience of those in our team of both submitting 
bids and managing the capital and revenue projects successfully.  This included 
our acknowledgement of the capacity of our team and where we would require 
assistance and how we would procure this. 

• The community and political support that the bid has. 
• The consultation completed to date and how this was weaved into the bid. 
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• The improvements to bio diversity balanced with historic elements, interpretation 
and activities. 

• The high heritage value of the site. 
 

1.4 They requested one minor change that they felt would enhance the potential of the bid to 
succeed in a future submission, this was: 

 
• The inclusion of more maps, particular to demonstrate areas close to the park that 

had higher levels of depravation in a number of categories. 
 
1.5 Since this Officers from the Council and the HLF have met including on the site to make 

some preliminary assessments of how the project may meet (or not) the HLF criteria. 
 

1.6 The bid was resubmitted on 23 February 2012 this time around it was successful. 
 

1.7 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council has been awarded. £148,800 to develop the project 
outline submitted at stage 1 into a detailed scheme that fully identifies costs, how the 
project will be managed and exactly what we will be doing. 
 

1.8 Officers from the Council met with our appointed HLF Case Officers to discuss and 
agree what is required to make the 2nd round bid as competitive as possible.  (Please 
note that the 2nd round bidding process is also competitive). 
 

1.9 In doing this we will require the following services: 
 

• A Project Manager 
• A Landscape Architect 
• A number of specialists to complete surveys 

 
1.10 A strength of our bid was that we had identified the areas that we could  

complete ourselves and acknowledged where we would need to purchase professional 
services.  This has led to the HLF approving the funding we requested at stage 1 to 
enable the services we require. 

 
1.11 Given this our work programme concentrates on the client role that we will take in order 

to procure, manage and bring together the various elements of the 2nd round bid 
requirements.  As a part of the procurement process potential consultants will need to 
demonstrate their skills and experience and show how they will meet the elements of the 
bid that they will take responsibility for. 
 

1.12 As such the procurement process will need to concentrate equally on quality, experience 
and skills as to the price.  This is an approach endorsed by HLF and complies with our 
financial rules and procurement guide. 
 

1.13 At our meeting with the HLF Case Officers, they suggested that we aim for a stage 2 
submission on 31 August 2013.   
 

1.14 This is 6 months later that what we had originally scheduled.  We had put a demanding 
schedule together in order to comply with the timescales for the spending of the 
developer contribution, however with stage 1 not being approved at its original 
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submission, this has added 6 months to the schedule.  Our Case Officers are advising 
that we don not try to “catch this time up” but add it to the programme, given the work 
involved. 
 

1.15 At the time of writing this report the Contract Services Manager is liaising with Planners 
to determine the impact of a 6 month delay being built in to the programme.  Clearly we 
cannot run the risk of not being able to utilise the developer funding as match funding.  
Given this we are seeking to: 
 

• Utilise part of the developer contribution at stage 1 
• Stage the payment of the HLF grant at stage 2 so that the developer 

contributions can be used first (HLF have agreed to this subject to stage 2 being 
successful) 

 
1.16 The work programme in appendix A includes the 6 month delay that HLF are advising.  

The Officer presenting this report will advise Members of the outcome of our meeting 
with Planners and the impact on the use of the developer’s contributions. 
 

1.17 It should be noted that even if the stage 2 bid is not successful the detailed planning 
work to develop a programme of works for the area that is funded by the developers 
contributions would still be required, as such use of the developer contributions at stage 
1 was always planned and in fact the costs incurred in this process from these 
contributions will now be less than if the bid had not succeeded at stage 1. 
 

1.18 Ultimately should a stage 2 bid not succeed the planning work that was required for the 
original refurbishment scheme will be completed at a lower cost and the original scheme 
will then be delivered. 

 
2.  WHAT IS THE ISSUE THAT REQUIRES A DECISION AND WHAT DOES THIS MEAN 
FOR THE PEOPLE OF TUNBRIDGE WELLS? 
 
2.1 A summary of the bid 
 
 For ease of reference the main elements of the bid are summarised below: 

 
• Dredging and repairs to the lake and dripping wells 
• General infrastructure repairs including paths, edging, steps etc. 
• Interpretation boards and signage 
• Bio diversity and habitat improvements 
• Restoration of archaeological features 
• Landscaping 
• Entrance refurbishment and access improvements 
• New park furniture 
• Lighting improvements 
• Play area improvements 
• Wetland viewing area and boardwalk 
• New bridge over stream 
• Covered space by the side of the cafe and minor works to the pavilion 
• The employment of a Parks Ranger over a 5 year period 
• An events and volunteer activities programme 
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2.2  Key milestones 
 
 This is shown below.  This programme is subject to change in consultation  
 with HLF in order to meet their requirements: 
 
Milestone Responsibility Deadline Progress 
Approval of stage 1 HLF  Completed 
Initial site meeting 
with HLF 

HLF/Pete Every 
(PE)/Mel Henley 
(MH) 

 Completed 

Completion of 
Landscape 
Architects (LA) 
Brief 

PE/David Sculley 
(DS) 

 Completed 

Completion of 
Project Managers 
(PM) Brief 

MH 31ST August 2012.  

Completion of brief 
for surveys 

PE/DS  Completed 
Procurement of LA PE/MH  End September 

2012 
 

Procurement of PM PE/MH End September 
2012 

 
Procurement of 
Surveys 

DS End September 
2012 

 
Setting up of 
Project Board 

MH 5 October 2012  
Review meeting  
 with HLF project 
monitor 

 15th October 2012  

Completion of 
Surveys. 

Appointed 
Surveyors 

30th April 2013  
Completion of draft 
Landscape plans 
and all technical 
data for the bid 
(Building plans etc) 

 30th April 2013  

Completion of draft 
Management and 
Maintenance Plan 

 30th April 2013  

2nd Round 
Consultation 

 9th 10th 11th May 
2013 

 

Review results of 
consultation and 
update plans 

 30th June 2013  

Co-ordination of in 
kind volunteer 
contributions 

KHWP/PE 30th June 2013  

Submission of 
second round bid. 

 23rd  August 2013  
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2.3 Implementation of the programme as shown in 2.1 will provide major improvements to the 
park and engage the local community in activities. 
 
3. WHO HAVE WE CONSULTED AND HOW? (OR WHO WILL WE CONSULT  
FOLLOWING THE DECISION?) 
 
3.1 The process to complete the bid has involved the setting up of a Friends Group to bring 

together the varied interest groups for the park.  This will enhance community cohesion.  
The bid itself if successful will further enhance security in the park and bring the diverse 
communities together through events and activities. 

 
3.2 Significant consultation has been undertaken via the Friends Group, Open Days and the 

wider community via questionnaires.  The bid has incorporated the feedback from this 
consultation and has been well received and supported. 

 
3.3 Further consultation as shown in 2.2. 
 
4. HOW WILL THE DECISION BE COMMUNICATED? 
 
 The bid will be submitted in August 2013 and the decision from the HLF will be published 

in the press, the park and via Council publications, the web and the Friends Group after 
the press embargo applied by HLF. 

 
5. WHAT ALTERNATIVE ACTION COULD WE TAKE?  
 
5. 1 As shown above in 1.17 and 1.18. 
. 
6. RECOMMENDATION FROM CABINET ADVISORY BOARD: 
 
The Communities Cabinet Advisory Board considered this report on the 29th Aug and formed 
the consensus view that: 
 
The Cabinet Advisory Board supports the recommendations, subject to the issues it has 
identified being taken into account by the Cabinet: 
 
   
7. REASONS FOR THE CABINET ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION 
 
In coming to their view, the Cabinet Advisory Board expressed the following reasons: 
  

1. The Board were supportive of the plans to refurbish the park, engage the community 
and maximise our resources.  They asked if the HLF could claw back any funding at 
stage 1.  The response to this was that provided we meet their requirements, namely 
that we submit a stage 2 bid and follow their financial rules (these match ours) then 
this would not happen. 
 

2. The Board requested clarification as to the costs of the Ranger within the bid and 
how this could be sustained when other parks do not have this.  The response was 
that the post was not full time over the 5 years and that the hours would be reduced.  
Also the purpose of the post was to support the Friends Group and train them to 
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enable them to organise and complete community projects and events, as such there 
was a clear exit strategy for a temporary post.  

 

3. The Board acknowledged and wished to thank the Friends Group for the work they 
have completed supporting Officers to enable a high quality bid to succeed. 

 

4. Finally the Board noted that the S106  of £39,500 reference Connaught Park, Gas 
Works 04/01948, was thus far unallocated and as such they instructed the 
recommendation to be amended to gain Cabinet approval for the spend of £28,106. 

 
8. CONCLUSIONS   
 
Officers are pleased to report that a stage 1 bid has been agreed for Grosvenor and Hilbert  
Park, we have now met with the HLF Case Officers and started to agree a work programme to 
 meet their requirements at stage 2 and wish to inform Cabinet, and request that they comment 
 and note the progress. 
 
It is clear that the implementation of this work programme will require external support and this  
has been factored in to both the programme and the funding in a way that protects the  
developer contributions and enables an alternative scheme to be delivered should the stage 2  
bid not succeed. 
 
9. RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 

1 That Cabinet comment on the progress and plans for the submission of a stage 2 bid 
to the Heritage Lottery Fund for the Grosvenor and Hilbert Park project and note our    

         progress to date. 
 
2 That Cabinet approve the spend of £28,186 required for match funding the stage 2 

HLF bid from the S106 of £39,500 reference Connaught Park, Gas Works 04/01948. 
 
10. REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION(S):  
 
 A stage 2 bid if successful will maximise the current resources available to refurbish the 

park and develop and deliver a programme of events and activities that will promote 
community cohesion and individual development, helping to deliver the Council’s strategic 
objectives. 

 
Contact Officer: Mel Henley, Contract Services Manager, ext. 3109 
 
 

Name of Director/Head of Service 
 

Jonathan MacDonald, Director of Regeneration and Sustainability  
Background Papers 
 
Cabinet Report from June 2011, the HLF stage 1 bid and working papers and drafts. 
 

 

APPENDICES TO REPORT 
APPENDIX A Cross Cutting Issues. 
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Appendix A:  Cross Cutting issues 
 
1.1 Legal  
 

The Legal team will be involved as required when agreements with HLF need to signed 
 

1.2 Finance and other resources, including ICT  
 
 The funding from the Council is agreed and in place.  The bid costs have been 

independently audited and assessed to ensure they are robust and within the guidelines 
from the HLF.   

 
1.3 The S106 funding will not be put at risk at stage 1 as the bid has been prepared by an in 

house team supported by consultants.  The consultancy costs have been funded from 
the parks initiatives budget.   

 
1.4 At stage 2, 10% of costs will have to be funded by the council, this equates to £28,161.   
 
1.5 Members were previously advised as to the costs to the Council including up to the end 

of the stage 1 bid.  These costs have been contained within the budgets agreed. 
 
1.6 Stage 2 will as stated above require £28,161 from the S106 contribution.  That said this 

is still less than the anticipated costs of the planning stages for a lesser programme that 
would have been implemented with the S106 contribution as a stand alone project.  

 
1.7  This effectively means that greater value for money on the planning stages will be 

achieved as a result of the successful stage 1 HLF bid.  Should the stage 2 bid not 
succeed then we will be ready to implement a simplified programme achievable from the 
S106 contribution. 

  
1.8 Staffing  
 
 The bid team consists of:  Mel Henley, Contract Services Manager, Pete Every, Parks 

and Sports Team Leader assisted by appointed consultants 
 
1.9. Value for money  
 
 The proposals contained within this report will maximise the impact of the existing funds 

to refurbish the park. 
 
1.10. Risk Management 
 
 The Bid Team has significant experience of success with HLF bids, this together with a 

detailed action plan and the assistance of case officers at the HLF means that the 
prospects for the bid to succeed are good.  Whilst there cannot be a guarantee of this 

Appendix A

Page 73



the resources expended to submit the bid have been minimised through an effective 
process and partnership working.  The S106 funding will not be put at risk, as such 
should the bid not succeed then a refurbishment programme for the lake area can still 
proceed, albeit confined to this area and not as extensive. 

 
1.11.  Equalities 
 
  None of any significance identified at this stage. 

 
Screening for equality impacts 

Question Answers/Notes 
Does the activity have the 
potential to cause adverse 
impact or discriminate 
against different groups in 
the community? 

Yes  
 

Please explain: 
 
 

No   
X  

Please explain: 
There are no equalities issues identified at 
this stage.  The Corporate Equalities officer 
will be consulted at the stage 2 (detailed) 
application 
 

Note: if the answer is ‘yes’ then a full equality impact 
assessment is required 

Does the activity make a 
positive contribution to 
promoting equality? 

Yes  
 

 
Please explain: 
 

No   
X  

Please explain: 
As above 

Note: if the answer is ‘yes’ then a full equality impact 
assessment is required 

When a full impact assessment is required: 
Summary of the impacts  i.e. your responses to  questions 13 – 16 in the 

Equality Impact Assessment Template 
What weight do the 
equality impacts have with 
regard to other factors 
relating to the decision? 

I.e. what reasonable adjustments can be made to 
address any impacts within other constraints e.g. 
budget? 

 
1.12 Safer & Stronger Communities  
 
  The process to complete the bid has involved the setting up of a Friends Group to bring 

together the varied interest groups for the park.  This will enhance community cohesion.  
The bid itself if successful will further enhance security in the park and bring the diverse 
communities together through events and activities 

 
1.13 Health and Wellbeing 
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The enhanced facilities will encourage people to use the park with the  
Corresponding positive impact on their health 

 
1.14  Environment / Sustainability  
 

 The bid includes many proposals to enhance biodiversity and the environment in 
general.  Sustainable products and activities will also be key at the delivery stage. 

 
1.15  Human Rights Act  
 
 None specifically identified 
 
1.16  Communication and Consultation   
 

Significant consultation has already been undertaken, this will continue in  
    order to develop the details of the bid at stage 2 should stage 1 succeed 
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