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1. Executive Summary  
 
 

1.1 Background to the project and the evaluation process 
 

1.1.2 The Murrays’ Mill complex is unique and recognised across Europe as one of the most 
important Grade 2* early industrial structures in the UK. The Murrays’ Mills ‘shell repair’ 
project brought together national and regional partners and funders with a local Trust, 
Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust (ABPT)1, to facilitate a significant project that 
provided gains to both the built heritage of Manchester and the overall regeneration of 
the Ancoats area.  
 

1.1.3 The Evaluation of the Murrays’ Mills project was carried out between May and September 
2009. The primary purpose of the evaluation was, in one document, to draw together and 
review all of the reporting, monitoring, evaluation and other information relating to the 
project and include review of any participation within Area based Regeneration or 
strategic frameworks. The evaluation included the project 'Skills Schools and Stories’, 
which was delivered by the Trust during that same period.2  

 
1.1.4 This Executive Summary is intended to provide a ‘snapshot’ and overview of the more 

detailed Murrays’ Mills Evaluation Report and Summary of Findings. 
 
 

                 
 Image: Scaffolding being erected in 2005 - Courtesy of BDP    
 

 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
1 Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust. A Company Ltd by Guarantee and a Registered Charity was established in 1995  
2 The Trust also simultaneously delivered a project of repair and restoration for St Peter's Church in Ancoats. 
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1.1.5 The evaluation process sought to bring together the many areas of recording and 
monitoring that had been gathered during and after the project and to report and review: 

 
· Relevant statistics  
· 'Good news' stories  
· Training, education and learning outcomes   
· Achievements, awards etc as part of above  
· Project development, delivered to timescale budget etc.  
· Evaluation of performance to target, outcomes and outputs  

 
1.1.6 The process used several areas of enquiry to build a comprehensive review of the 

project. It allowed a period of reflection that offered valuable positive and negative 
observations and organisational learning points for all of those concerned. Participants 
included Trustees, volunteers, relevant external organisations and individuals, staff team, 
funders, partners, contractors and members of the professional teams.  
 

1.1.7 Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust, now known as Heritage Works, carried out a major 
shell repair beginning on site in September 2004. The repairs were completed in July 
2006. At the same time the capital works were being completed there were also 
constituent elements and projects delivered, such as Skills Schools and Stories (SSS). 
The Trust was also delivering concurrently another restoration project at the nearby St 
Peter’s Church.  The time elapse since the completion of the project has made evaluation 
contact difficult. However, best use was made of several methods of enquiry including: 
 
· Desk research on past reports, evaluation, monitoring, financial records any relevant 

area or heritage based information and financial information relating to the project 
strands and funders  

· Postal questionnaires(freepost reply)  
· A sample of telephone interviews with relevant individuals, funders and heritage 

bodies and other interested organisations  
· A small number of ‘face to face’ interviews with partners, participants and key 

personnel( past and present) 
· A full documentation review  

 
1.2 Recording Successes of the Murrays’ Mill Project 

  
1.2.2 The evaluation has found significant evidence of high levels of delivery, achievement and 

success, across all the main project areas. 
 

1.2.3 Above all the recorded outputs and outcomes, there is no doubt that the project saved 
and repaired a unique and ‘at risk’ 18th Century Mill complex. Murray’s Mills would likely 
not have survived the onslaught of dereliction without that timely intervention. The project 
was delivered on time, to plan and to budget . Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust 
was pivotal in campaigning for the local built heritage. The Trust developed plans with 
local agencies in Ancoats over a number of years and then built and sustained a unique 
working partnership to deliver the project. Without this joint approach and co-operation 
the substantial conservation deficit would not have been bridged. 
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1.2.4 English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) and North West Regional Development 
Agency (NWDA) made valuable and essential contributions either through the substantial 
provision of main project funding or advice and officer support. The North West Regional 
Development Agency took a brave and controversial step in an area based compulsory 
purchase programme in Ancoats. However, it enabled significant focus and gains for the 
area and the project.   

 
1.2.5 The project delivered a difficult but credible solution to dereliction and neglect in an area 

that has struggled for many years to receive some priority and resonance. Gains and 
outcomes included: 

 
· Opening up access to a heritage asset  
· Regeneration – through the promotion of economic development  
· Contributing to the urban renaissance in Manchester  
· Acting as a catalyst for the development of derelict building and the associated 
       public realm works associated with area based regeneration in Ancoats  
· Reclamation of ‘Brownfield’ land  
· Improved and refurbished floor space  
· Securing and developing an Important historic building  
· Harnessing significant public and private ‘ match’ funding  

 
1.2.6 Murrays’ Mills and the project team also collected a string of high profile awards. 

Although it had taken many years for the importance of the Ancoats area’s rich industrial 
heritage to be recognised, this was demonstrated through eventual designation as a 
Conservation Area. 
  

1.2.7 The strategic and international importance of the Ancoats area was further recognised 
when it was ‘short listed’ for designation by UNESCO as a World Heritage Site.  
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1.2.8 The complimentary activity within the project ‘Skills Schools and Stories’ offered and 
encouraged participation by schools and youth groups in its workshops, training and skills 
taster courses and education programme and also provided and supported: 
 
· Heritage Open Days 2003  
· Primary school education and teachers resources pack  
· Published materials including ‘Ancoats- All Work and No Play?’  
· A significant  archive of oral histories  
· Development and training opportunities for volunteers and professionals 
· The development of  links with local communities  
· Internet access to the Skills, Schools and Stories Website  
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1.3 Learning Points  

 
1.3.1 In the time that has elapsed since the project’s completion, other issues have taken 

priority. These technical issues have perhaps ‘diluted’ the successes of the project and 
marginalised the role of the Trust in that delivery. The difficulties relating to minor 
technical areas and therefore the final contract sums are insignificant compared to the 
monumental achievement of delivering this project. They represent only a tiny percentage 
of the overall scheme costs.  
 

1.3.2 Findings of the evaluation do not only have resonance and relevance for the Trust, but 
also for other partners and funders involved in the project. 

 
1.3.3 The evaluation has offered important organisational learning points including those 

relating to risk management, partnership and funding, legacy of the project, promotion 
and publicity, future evaluation, sustainability and conflicts of interest.  
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1.3.4 Ensuring that the ‘enduring message’ of the importance of the Ancoats area and 
regeneration through heritage is not lost, as other areas take priority.  The transient 
outputs and gains of major projects can soon be lost if they are not capitalised on. 
 

1.3.5 Building ongoing local benefits and protection and maintenance of the complex should be 
a concern for all parties, partners and funders. Long term development and maintenance 
issues remain. For the Trust the underpinning contribution of the Trust in delivering this 
major project has been underplayed. However, loss of organisational knowledge and the  
‘value’ of partnership as officers have ‘moved on’, has affected the ability of the Trust  to 
influence partners and control management of contractual issues; at a time when it has 
also lost  ‘in-house’ resources to deal with post completion issues. 

 
1.3.6 The evaluation has identified, and the Trust has already noted, that their inability to 

influence the subsequent development phase has restricted their intention to play a major 
part in the outcomes of the project relating to overall sustainability. ‘Future proofing’ of 
projects considered may include ‘agreement in advance’ of a maintenance programme. 

 
1.3.7 As a Charity, Heritage Works duties lie with its stated objects and beneficiaries. A more 

‘equitable’ balance of project management ’fees’ for delivery and a potential ‘profit share’ 
from subsequent development to the benefit of the Trust, should be negotiated in the 
future. Other findings have led to recommendations that will ensure that outcomes or 
outputs are deliverable and ‘owned’ by the Trust and establish a ‘starting point’, to which 
as set of quantitative and qualitative measures can be applied and overall impact 
measured. This should commence at the ‘options’ testing stage.  

 

 
             ��	
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1.3.8 The Murrays’ Mill project repaired, restored and ultimately saved, an important and iconic 
industrial listed building that was ‘at risk’. This has been a successful project. It has 
delivered a significant quality exemplar of a historic building shell repair, on time, to plan 
and to budget. 
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2. Evaluation Report Summary 
 
2.1 Summary of Evaluation Findings  

 
2.1.1 The Murrays’ Mill project repaired, restored and ultimately saved, an important and 

iconic industrial listed building that was ‘at risk’. Areas of the mill complex were at an 
almost imminent point of collapse, or in danger of being ‘lost’ by other means such 
as vandalism and fire. 
 

                          “Every other week we were out in the street watching another mill burning down”3 
 

2.1.2 The Mill complex is unique and is recognised by funders and historic bodies alike, as 
one of the most important Grade 2* early industrial structures in the UK. The project 
brought together national and regional partners and funders with a local Trust, 
Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust (ABPT)4, to facilitate a significant project that 
provided gains to both the built heritage of Manchester and the overall regeneration 
of the Ancoats area. English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) and North West 
Regional Development Agency (NWDA) made valuable and essential contributions 
either through the substantial provision of main project funding or advice and officer 
support.   

 
2.1.3 The Trust5, its project and professional team and Trust Director are to be 

congratulated on delivering a technically difficult project that faced many challenges 
and was delivered on time, to plan, and to budget . The funders and stakeholders 
too, should be recognised for their support to this project.  

 
2.1.4 The Murrays’ Mill Project took the Trust on a “vertical learning curve”6 from targeting 

smaller buildings within the Ancoats area, to undertaking a major shell repair project 
of £11.8 million. The project was planned and executed at a time when a unique set 
of opportunities where present, to support purchase7, funding, co-operation and 
partnership agreement. In the current financial and economic climate8 and with 
changes in the provision of funds and requirements for sustainability9 for historic 
buildings, these unique circumstances would be unlikely to be present now for this 
type of ‘shell repair ‘to a historic building in the UK. 

 
2.1.5 The ‘prime’ objective of the Murrays’ Mills project was not to re-generate the Ancoats 

area. Although it would have a significant part to play in both the economic gains and 
confidence in the area, its primary purpose was to ‘shell repair’ a historically 
significant and listed Grade 2* industrial building and make it capable of economic 
re-use. 

 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
3 Source: Interview. 
4 Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust - A Company Ltd by Guarantee and a Registered Charity was established in 1995.  
5 The project was undertaken by Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust which became Heritage Works in January 2007. 
6 Source: Interviews. 
7 Purchase also included compulsory purchase orders (CPO). 
8 September 2009. 
9 Sustainability for historic buildings in this case refers primarily in relation to a sustainable end use and continued viability of a 
building. 
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2.1.6 The elements that led to the successes of the project’s capital works were identified 
by many of those interviewed as being due to the early commitment and support 
from key stakeholders. Those key ‘stakeholders’ included the North West 
Development Agency, Heritage Lottery Fund, Manchester City Council, Ancoats 
Urban Village Company and New East Manchester remained involved, helpful and 
proactive throughout. The Trust too was identified as having assembled a team of 
professionals committed to the successful completion of the project(s). 

  

                      
                                  Image; Murrays Courtyard - Courtesy of IFA©. 
  

2.1.7 The scale, investment, knowledge and necessary care required in the capital works 
elements of this project meant that it was not a routine or market led refurbishment. 
The projects funders and officers involved invested a great deal of time support and 
funding, in an area that was relatively unknown territory10 for all of them at that time. 

 
2.1.8 The purpose of the evaluation was, in one document, to draw together and review all 

of the reporting, monitoring, evaluation and other information relating to the project 
and include review any participation within Area based Regeneration or strategic 
frameworks. The reporting process has been tailored to take a ‘whole view’ of the 
project and all its constituent part and sub projects such as 'Skills Schools and 
Stories'. However, the value of this process is not just to report and provide a ‘rubber 
stamp’ on these areas which are a matter of record. It is to provide some valuable 
review and verification. ‘Hindsight is a wonderful thing’. However, this type of 
evaluation allows a period of reflection that offers valuable positive and negative 
observations and organisational learning points for all of those concerned. 

 
2.1.9 There have been difficulties faced in the evaluation process, caused primarily by the 

lack of original baseline data and the significant time elapse from project delivery to 
final evaluation. This is not a criticism, rather a reflection that at the time of this 
project, it was not routine to establish a baseline of data that could be re-visited and 
measured against.  

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
10 This was probably one of the first major shell repairs funded by HLF. 
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2.1.10 There are several national reports11 highlighting the need for measuring the impact 
of heritage led regeneration. Significantly, the sector and its funders are only now 
beginning to realise that in order to make these links and measure true impact of 
heritage led urban and rural regeneration, much more has to be done to establish a 
starting point to which a set of quantitative and qualitative measures can be applied. 

 
2.1.11 The Murrays’ Mills capital works programme and the ‘Skills Schools and Stories’ 

project have delivered significant outputs and outcomes including: 
 

· Reclamation of ‘Brownfield’ land 
· Improved and refurbished floor space 
· Securing and developing an Important historic building 
· Harnessing significant public and private ‘ match’ funding 
· Participation by Schools and youth groups in workshops, training and skills taster 

courses and education programme 
· Heritage Open Days 2003 
· Primary school education and teachers resources packs  
· Published materials including ‘Ancoats- All Work and No Play?’ 
· Provision of a significant  archive of oral histories  
· Development and training opportunities for volunteers and professionals 

 
2.1.12 In addition the projects have developed and contributed to strategic and area based 

outcomes through : 
 

· The development of  links with local communities  
· Opening up access12 to a heritage asset 
· Regeneration – through the promotion of economic development 13  
· Contributing to the urban  renaissance in Manchester 
· Acting as a catalyst for the development of derelict building and the associated 

public realm works associated with area based regeneration in Ancoats 
 

2.1.13 A more detailed overview of key outputs and outcomes is contained within section 4. 
 
2.1.14 The Murrays’ Mills site is large and covers some 0.185 hectares. In common with 

many construction sites that involve derelict buildings the site was very dangerous. 
However, the Trust’s Community Development Officer for Skills, Schools and 
Stories14 worked closely with the contractors Wates, to ensure the site visits, 
'classroom', education and training outcomes were maximised and of a high quality.  

 
 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
11 The Social Impacts of Heritage-led Regeneration (2008) Ela Palmer. 
12 Including internet aces to the Skills, Schools and Stories Website.  
13 The Ancoats area is within the 10% of most deprived wards in Manchester. 
14 The project was also evaluated and monitored in the Great Ancoats Report in 2006.  
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2.1.15  The “madness”15 of even thinking about bringing children into contact with these 
dangerous site elements, was made a significant success by the cooperation 
between Wates, at site level, and the project’s Community Development Officer. 
Both worked collaboratively to ensure that the safety and the experience of the 
children and trainees was not limited to simply ‘looking’, but had real and interesting 
activities and object for them to get involved in.  
 

2.1.16 Monitoring of the feedback from all of these sessions indicated that the experience 
had been enjoyed by the participants and valued by the schools and teaching staff. 

 
2.1.17 As a project element 'Skills Schools and Stories’ commenced quite late in to the 

projects capital works phase. This caused some issues working and arranging 
activities within school term times and developing links sufficiently quickly to produce 
and achieve all of its intended outputs, particularly those relating to the older age 
youth groups. However, the project still managed to deliver significant outputs and 
achieve high satisfaction levels amongst participants.16 There was some anecdotal 
evidence of progression for some of the youth participants on to other elements of 
construction training. 17 

 
2.1.18 The evaluation has looked at all the records and archive materials for the whole 

project and its constituent elements. Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust, later to 
become Heritage Works, has archived all documents and correspondence 
meticulously and we were able to easily access material, documents past monitoring 
reports and correspondence from the archiving boxes and other areas. This is 
indeed a rare occurrence in the world of evaluation and worthy of note. This also 
meant that we were able to access independently those documents and records 
which were required to carry out this evaluation effectively. 

 
2.1.19 The changing economic landscape and development led to a delay in the anticipated 

second stage development of Murrays’ Mills. The commercial developer did not 
move straight on to site upon completion of the shell repair and this has somewhat 
overshadowed the success of the project. The Trust had been involved in the 
appointment process for the developer. However, it was not party to any of the 
financial negotiations relating to the commercial developer and it was not within its 
remit to assist or influence any change or development in this unexpected outcome.   

 
2.1.20 It had taken many years for the importance of the Ancoats area’s rich industrial 

heritage to be recognised and demonstrated through eventual designation as a 
Conservation Area. The strategic and international importance of the Ancoats area 
was further recognised when it was ‘short listed’ for designation by UNESCO as a 
World Heritage Site.  

 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
15 Source: Interviews. 
16Source:’ Skills, Schools and Stories’ evaluation forms.  
17 Source: Interviews. 
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2.1.21 The success of the Murrays’ Mills project and its constituent projects such as ‘Skills 
Schools and Stories’ led to it being “showered”18 with awards including: 

· British Archaeological Award 2006, presented by The Association of Industrial 
Archaeology, for Murrays' Mills Permanent Repair Project  

· Bernard Talbot, as Construction Project Manager on Murrays' Mills won the silver 
award in the Chartered Institute of Building, Conservation Category, National Awards, 
2006 

· The Northwest Building Conservation Award 2007.The Royal Institution of Chartered 
Surveyors (RICS)  

· Northwest Insider Regeneration Award in the 2007 Property Awards 
· In the North West Regional Construction Awards 2007, Ancoats BPT, together with 

Wates Construction and BDP, won the Northwest Infrastructure Award for Murrays' 
Mills, jointly with New Islington 

· BDP won the Institution of Structural Engineers North West Region Award for Best 
Sustainable Project 2007 for their work on Murrays' Mills 

 
Image: Rebuilding lost upper storey of Murray Street North Block- Courtesy BDP 

 
2.1.22 Evidence from interviews with key partners, professionals and officers that were 

involved in the project at that time, identified that the project brought together a team 
who were prepared to put more effort in to making the project and its other elements 
a complete success. Wates in particular were mentioned in many interviews as 
having "been prepared to do that bit more." Others described the site as a “happy 
one.” Several of those interviewed marked this particular project out as unique and 
one respondent “one of the best that they had worked on.”  In this sense it has 
become for those involved, much more than a ‘shell repair’. 

�����������������������������������������������������������
18 Source: Trustee comment. 
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2.1.23 In the many interviews conducted we fully expected individuals to identify the ‘high 

point’ for them, as being in relation to financial milestones or technical achievement. 
The majority singled out the sense of achievement, either of being involved, having 
saved the building; or having had the opportunity to see parts of the building such as 
the roof that others would never see. Interview comments echoed this sense of 
achievement for the Trust and individuals, in having being part of this difficult yet 
successful project. In some interviews the project was identified as having provided 
individuals with personal and professional experiences that they had taken with them 
on to other projects and contracts.  

 

                                  
 

2.1.24 Unfortunately, the positive success has largely been diminished and forgotten in the 
protracted struggle to agree and settle post completion defects. The building still 
remains vacant and this has reflected quite wrongly on the achievements of the 
successful shell repair by the Trust. This is discussed in more detail in sections 1.2 
and 4 of the report. However, there is no doubt that some of the issues that have 
been placed firmly ‘at the door of the Trust’, may have been better placed and 
resolved through the use of powers afforded to the funders and future building 
owners within collateral warranties. 

   
2.1.25 The financial support provided by funding partners allowed the Trust to employ a 

professional Trust Director and administration and financial management support to 
the project. This allowed the Trust to develop and overall contributed significantly to 
building the longer term capacity of the Trust. The Trust has managed to retain and 
increase its staff team and this will ultimately support its targeting of historic buildings 
at risk. The successful completion of such a major shell repair at Murray's Mills 
concurrently with the St Peter's project clearly provides the Trust with an enviable 
track record and experience to take forward to other potential projects.   
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2.2 Issues & Learning points  
 

2.2.1 The requirement to evaluate the Murrays’ Mills Project was clearly stated in the 
earliest funding and partnership documentation. The evaluation has highlighted 
several areas that have significance either as outstanding issues or as important 
learning points that can be fed in to future projects and partnerships. These issues 
and learning points are not just for the attention of the Trust. They have relevance to 
all the audiences of this report including funders such as HLF, EH, NWDA and other 
partners. 

 
2.2.2 Areas discussed in the following Sections 2.2.3 to 2.2.8 include: 

 
· Risk management 
· Partnership and funding 
· Legacy 
· Promotion and publicity 
· Future evaluation 
· Sustainability 
· Conflicts of interest 

 
2.2.3 Risk Management   

 
2.2.4 The management of risk within the project related primarily to risks identified within 

the professional areas and by the professional team. These areas would routinely 
have contingency or costs associated to them. This may also include the 
Construction Design Management (CDM) and associated planning and supervisory 
roles. Funders such as HLF expect identification of ‘risk’ as part of the application 
process. When this project was planned and delivered it sought to identify to funders 
the anticipated risks relating to project delivery or failure, rather than those of 
significance to the Trust that would require ongoing review post project. 

 
2.2.5 The most significant risk has ‘translated’ into delay of the financial completion of the 

shell repair project.  However, this ‘unregistered’ risk was less tangible because it 
had little to do with the projects fulfilment. It had more relevance to the unexpected 
and ongoing financial risks being faced by the Trust, as a result of the planned 
second phase of commercial development not taking place. In this sense the risk 
has been devolved to the Trust, when it should have remained with the NWDA or the 
Commercial Developer.    

 
2.2.6 Inevitably, in any project where there are distinct phases, each party will seek to 

mitigate and devolve their risk, or elements of it to another. In this project, although 
the shell repair project was completed and 'signed off' with funders, doubt cast 
because of defects seem to have unnecessarily prevented the normal progression 
and completion and transfer at the end of a contract. The inevitable and 
understandable actions of both the NWDA and the Commercial Developer to place 
that risk firmly at the door of the Trust rather than in relation to their proper place of 
collateral warranties has led to the protracted level of negotiations that has ensued. 
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2.2.7 The ‘risk’ for the Trust has been increased significantly because it is financially 

disadvantaged,  both in receiving payment of project management and final costs, 
but also unavoidably, in a weaker position. As a small voluntary sector organisation it 
is unable to resolve this without the understanding, pragmatism and agreement of all 
the parties concerned. 

 
2.2.8 Identifying risk is often ‘stating the obvious’. However, some of the ‘softer’, less 

tangible risks that have come into play in the delivery of the project, would not 
necessarily 'trip off the pen' or keyboard onto the risk assessment. Experience on 
this project has offered some unique issues that may never arise again (and would 
therefore be of low risk and liability) but should be considered. If it has not already 
done so, the Trust should, when considering projects at options or appraisal stage, 
produce a risk assessment that indicates and reviews19 the necessary risk in the 
following areas: 

 
· Loss of ‘in-house’ resources to deal with post completion issues 
· Ability to influence partners and control management of contractual issues  
· Ability to influence overall and subsequent development phase 
· Changes in  lead personnel both with partners and funding bodies 
· Ability to play a major part in the outcomes of the project relating to overall 

sustainability  
 

2.2.9 Partnership & Funding 
 

2.2.10 The initial partnership that sought to bring together several interested parties and 
funders with the Trust was a credible solution to the problems of dereliction and 
increasing neglect that faced the Ancoats area. The North West Development 
Agency took a bold and considered by some, a controversial step in realising a 
vision for the area and developing a strategy that used powers available placed 
Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPO) on the key areas of development land and 
property in the area. The whole vision, which has significant potential, still has to be 
realised, as has the intended sustainable ‘end use’ for Murrays' Mills. However, 
without this longer term view and joint approach and co-operation the shell repair for 
Murrays Mills would not have been realised. The massive conservation deficit20 
involved would not have enabled another developer to move in to carry out an 
economic shell repair and refurbishment. 

 
2.2.11 Officers from HLF, NWDA, MCC, EH and AUVC involved at the beginning of the 

project would have been aware of the additional value gained by working with a BPT 
in harnessing additional historic and conservation funding not normally available to 
statutory bodies. However, interviews indicated that with changes in contact and 
officers involved, some of the context and organisational knowledge and the value 
for the partnership had been lost. 

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
19 An outline Risk Management Register is provided in the Annexes. 
20 Conservation Deficit: Where the costs of the restoration project, purchase, repair and bringing it back in to sustainable use, 
exceeds the market value.  
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                                      “The Trust and the Ancoats area have lost many of their original champions”21 
 
 

2.2.12 There is a danger that because the original commercial developer’s ‘fit out’ scheme 
for the building has currently stalled, that the whole project has been demoted to an 
‘estates management’ exercise and commercially sensitive negotiations and ledger 
entries where potential gains and losses may be offset. Future development may not 
treat the building as sensitively and although its listing offers some protection and 
English Heritage’s (EH) involvement is still required, the Trust has no knowledge, 
influence or input to what happens next. 
 

2.2.13 There has been a concern expressed by many of those interviewed that the delay in 
further development of Murrays’ Mills may move both the area and the building in to 
further decline. It is not thought that there are any cyclical or long-term maintenance 
plans being considered by NWDA. The Trust and its advisers have a unique 
knowledge of the building and conservation issues. It is a missed opportunity that 
they are not being called upon to assist with the future development and advise on 
the ongoing care and maintenance of Murrays’ Mills until a sustainable solution can 
be found. 

 
               The Trust “......may now be considered (by some) as a rather aged,  
               demanding and ungrateful auntie.........rather than the dynamic,  
               knowledgeable and cooperative partner it has been and still is”22 

  
2.2.14 Working in co-operation and partnership in this case saved the building. However, 

the Trust will have to work hard to remind parties involved that their role was not 
solely one of a delivery vehicle;  but one of an instrumental party that allowed the 
HLF and other charitable ‘match’ funds to be drawn down to the benefit of this 
project; and as a long time campaigner to save Ancoats buildings.  The contractual 
element remaining means that the balance of power remains firmly with others. The 
Trust has no on-going involvement or influence in the project development and its 
focus may have moved wider than Ancoats. However, Heritage Works potential to 
engage in ensuring that this important building is still sensitively developed (and in 
line with its original founding objects) may still remain. 
 

2.2.15 The Trust would not be unique in finding some of the management issues within the 
shell repair and post completion phases more challenging than the technical 
aspects. The project management group worked effectively at solving issues and 
problems. However, beyond the completion of the capital project and outside the 
remit of that group, the management of the interface between the competing 
agendas and activities has caused some issues. The Trust may wish to consider in 
the future development of a clear strategy to ensure that the subsequent conversion 
phase begins earlier on and that a clear strategy is in place to prevent potential 
conflict and aid decision making. However, with changes to funding and priorities of 
access and sustainability, the factors that allowed the ‘shell repair’ of Murrays’ Mills 
are unlikely to present similar high value heritage projects again.     

�����������������������������������������������������������
21 Source: Face to Face Interview. 
22 Source: Telephone Interview. 
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                       Image: Site notice board at New Mill stair tower as scaffolding is dismantled. Courtesy BDP. 
 

2.2.16 Legacy 
 

2.2.17 The ‘Skills Schools and Stories’ project in particular raises the issues of legacy. The 
project sought to promote web based access and maintain a website and other 
published materials. However, these transient outputs and gains of this can soon be 
lost if they are not capitalised on. It is not routinely the domain of the Building 
Preservation Trust to ensure the legacy to all of what it has done. Primarily because 
a revolving trust23 in particular tends to acquire, restore and refurbish and then sell or 
dispose of properties moving any surplus on into other projects, their legacy can be 
fleeting. However, if the Trust chooses24 to look beyond Ancoats and therefore has 
less connection with local ‘communities of interest’, it may then begin to behave 
more as Charity Developer. Heritage Works may have to look at additional ways that 
it can enhance these objects and ensure ongoing local benefits. This may be a 
matter for much broader discussion with the Trustees. 

 
2.2.18 It was noted that in earlier area plans a Heritage Resource Centre was planned in 

another building nearby to provide some ‘legacy’ for the Ancoats area. However, it 
was thought that the initial proposals for such a centre have been abandoned in 
favour of a programme of ‘heritage engagement’ opportunities.  

 
2.2.19 The Ancoats area and Murrays’ Mills has struggled for many year to receive some 

priority and resonance as anything other than ‘problem’ buildings. It is, and should 
be still, a priority for those engaged in the regeneration of this area to ensure that its 
legacy is not lost and that the enduring message of the historic environment,  is 
much more than ‘bricks and mortar’ and about the environment in which 
communities will continue to live and work in.  

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
23 Single Project Trusts tend to focus on one project. Revolving Fund Trusts acquire, restore and then re-invest any gain in to other 
projects. 
24 Charity Developers – Building Preservation Trusts are often referred to as being able to act like Charity Developers. 
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2.2.20 Promotion and Publicity 
 

2.2.21 While the project was being delivered and afterwards for a time, cuttings and 
materials produced by the Trust indicated that it was trying to maximise its profile 
within this project. However, in other external material reviewed25 with the exception 
of one report, the underpinning contribution of the Trust in delivering this major 
project has been underplayed. It should be noted that it is absolutely natural for 
major bodies, both statutory and private, to make the most of their publicity 
opportunities to increase their organisational profile. 

 
2.2.22 Material reviewed 26and interviews with key individuals identified that the Trust was 

unaware or not acknowledged in some of the publicity and reporting until it was 
published( or appeared on an advertising hoarding) and therefore had absolutely no 
editorial or other influence over what was said and done with the name of the Trust 
on it. Material reviewed was positive. However, it did lead to a feeling within the 
Trust that the Trust’s role into development and success had been somewhat 
marginalised. 

 
2.2.23 One interviewee who was not a member of the Trust identified that they had seen a 

report that they felt had excluded their contribution to the project. However, they had 
not perhaps realised that the Trust had not produced the information. 

 
2.2.24 Funders and major scheme partners are increasingly prescriptive about the use of 

both their logos and publicity. However,  this should serve as reminder to them also 
that material published should routinely be ‘passed by’ the projects, if only to verify 
the content and acknowledge properly their contribution. 

 

    
Image: Downpipes ABPT logo 2005- Courtesy Heritage Works  

�����������������������������������������������������������
25 Source : Proeject archives and material selected from funders and partners. 
26 A full list of documents reviewed is provided in the Annexes. 
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2.2.25 Future Evaluation  
 

2.2.26 Evaluation can take various forms and be carried out at various project stages 
including: 

 
· Pre- project  
· Mid- term   
· Post project 
· Continuous 

 
2.2.27 All forms of evaluation have been routinely carried out within regeneration projects 

and schemes since the early days of the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB).  
However, these processes do not routinely lend themselves to historic building 
conservation. 
 

2.2.28 The Murrays’ Mills shell repair has been carefully monitored and reported at all 
stages. However, other than some basic indicators of area deprivation there was no 
clear baseline research or data that could be re-visited and measured against. Much 
more has to be done to establish a starting point to which as set of quantitative and 
qualitative measures can be applied and overall impact measured. The Trust may 
wish to consider its evaluation planning in much more detail commencing at the 
‘options’ testing stage. This will be particularly important in areas where funding 
bodies are working towards strategic objectives. 

 
2.2.29 Sustainability  

 
2.2.30 The Murrays’ Mills project was completed at a time when the market was buoyant to 

expect that the developer chosen would move straight into phase two of completing 
the project.  In many respects the Trust was working with a 'guestimate' of what 
would be required until the developer came on board. For many reasons the 
developer did not move straight on to site. This has led the building being 
‘mothballed’ and remaining empty.  There may be plans to progress the buildings 
development further. This would be pure speculation on our part. However, given the 
economic climate it would probably be desirable to provide a second phase of 
infrastructure development to facilitate the potential phased development that is 
economically viable. 

 
2.2.31 It should be noted that if the developer had moved on to site immediately after 

project completion, many of the issues that are now under dispute would have been 
dealt with as a matter of routine. Primarily, because there would have been a 
measure of time and cost, and the cost of the delay would overtake the cost of 
dealing with it immediately.  

 
2.2.32 The Trust had little influence over the end use here and unlike many BPT projects an 

opportunity to influence the development beyond assisting in the process for choice 
of the Developer. 
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2.2.33 Interviews with Trustees and others indicated that in any future projects they thought 
that the Trust should ensure that it had more control over 'end use' and its 
relationship in becoming lease holder or purchaser for a property ‘at risk’. Future 
projects considered may include ‘agreement in advance’ of a maintenance 
programme, should the shell repair lead to ‘mothballing’ of the building or structure. 
The Trust should also consider an equitable balance of project management ’fees’ 
for delivery and a potential ‘profit share’ from subsequent development to the benefit 
of the Trust. As a charity its duties are to its stated objects and beneficiaries. It would 
not be unreasonable to expect and negotiate this consideration from any future 
partner or funder.   

 
2.2.34  Potential ‘Conflicts of Interest’ 

 
2.2.35 Our investigation and review of documentation and letters27 revealed that at the 

latter stages and at a crucial point in the project, the Trust’s project management 
consultants had ended up working for the Trust as one client and for the developer 
as another. It is often possible to develop some distance or ‘Chinese walls’ for 
projects within larger multi-site organisations. However, in this case the Trust and 
other members of the professional team, or funders were not immediately aware that 
a member of the team was working for both clients (albeit through different lead 
individuals).28 Neither, it seemed, had the project’s main client, Heritage Works, 
been informed this was the case. 

 
2.2.36 This unusual situation led to the Architects responding to questions and queries, 

possibly believing that they was responding to a member of their client's professional 
team; when in fact queries had been made on behalf of a different client, who had  a 
different agenda, the developer. At this point in the project there were clearly issues 
with which the developer was not entirely content. The confusion and lack of 
explanation and communication that followed placed the Trust at a distinct 
commercial disadvantage.  

 
2.2.37 It is around this time that the ’tipping’ in the balance of both partnership support and 

‘risk’ as described in Section 1.2.1 is evident. This issue therefore links back in to the 
need for a comprehensive risk register. However, it also highlights the need for 
professional courtesy and an expectation that may need to be re-enforced either by 
contractual reminder or a 'Register of Interest' at all levels in the future. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
�����������������������������������������������������������
27 Source: Copies of communications between parties held in archives. 
28 Source: Interviews and copy communications. 
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3 Limitations and Acknowledgements 

 
3.1 We would like to acknowledge the assistance of Kate Dickson, Trust Director, Lorna Tittle 

Administrator, and Patrick Hurst at Heritage Works, Trustees, employees, volunteers and 
past employees29  who have all contributed to this evaluation exercise. 
 

3.2 We would also like to thank the many individuals, advisers, members of the professional 
project team and external bodies, funders and partners that have contributed through 
interviews and questionnaires. 

 
3.3 The timescale of this study has meant that inevitably some of the groups and individuals 

identified to us have not all been successfully contacted. In these cases information provided 
in the report relates more to known research and information in the public domain, rather than 
specific contact with an individual, group or officer.  

 
3.4 The opinions and conclusions expressed in this report are based solely on the evidence 

derived from or reviewed during the research and evaluation exercise.30 Issues, 
recommendations and action points are for discussion, agreement or disagreement by 
Heritage Works, partners and funders and no responsibility is accepted by the author for any 
consequential liability.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
29 Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust changed its name to Heritage Works in January2007. 
30 Evidence has also been derived from reports, monitoring and evaluation documents, individual monitoring forms, ‘face to face’ 
interviews, meetings and feedback from Trust funders, employees, volunteers, and professional teams. 
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4 Introduction 
 

4.1 Context 
 

4.1.1 Murrays’ Mills is the name given to an early listed Grade 2*31 industrial group of mills 
in the Ancoats area of Manchester. Ancoats is located on the edge of Manchester 
City Centre. As the textile industries declined in Manchester, so too did the Ancoats 
area and after a programme of slum clearances in the 1960s the area slipped into a 
spiral of decline, deterioration and dereliction. Murrays Mills became a victim of this 
decline; and even though some areas were in use for light industry the buildings 
were in a dangerous and fragile state.  

 
4.1.2 The Murrays Mills complex had been the subject of concern for many years. Options 

appraisals and proposals started to come to the fore in 1995 with a report by 
Cambria Housing Ltd.32In October and November 1998 Ancoats Buildings 
Preservation Trust commissioned two reports to look at the feasibility options for the 
Murrays’ Mills complex and a later report on Murrays' Mills, St Peter's Church and 
the Ice Plant building. These reports formed the basis of an approach to the newly 
established Heritage Lottery Fund. 

 
4.1.3 In 1996 the Ancoats Urban Village Company33 was established to lead the strategic 

regeneration of the area. The establishment of the NWDA in 1999 led to the 
formation of New East Manchester Ltd and the subsequent use of extensive 
compulsory purchase orders in the area (probably the first time these powers were 
used in the UK) allowed the public realm works and other initiatives to be promoted. 
In 2007 New East Manchester and the NWDA secured approval for further cost to 
support works and the CPO. This meant that the CPO of the whole area (8.5ha site) 
accounted for £43.5 million of a total of £69.6 million.34 

  
4.1.4 Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust now known as Heritage Works, carried out a 

major shell repair beginning on site in September 2004. The repairs were completed 
in July 2006. At the same time the capital works were being completed there were 
also constituent elements and projects delivered, such as Skills Schools and Stories 
(SSS). The Trust was also delivering concurrently another restoration project on the 
nearby St Peter’s Church.   

 
4.1.5 Within the funding and project profile it had always been anticipated by the Trust, 

that an evaluation would be carried out. However, this had been delayed by the 
outstanding issues of settlement of the final financial payments relating to the capital 
works.  

 
4.1.6 Between January and May 2009 Heritage Works considered commissioning an 

external evaluation of the Murray’s Mills Project and all its constituent activities It 
was felt that this would not only ‘round off’ the completed project, but also provide a 
useful record of achievement success and learning points that could be used by the 
Trust and forwarded to the project’s funders. 

 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
31 Murrays’ Mills dating from 1798. 
32 Source: Restoration, Conversion and Partial Re-development and Subsequent Sale of the Murrays’ Mills complex. Manchester – 
Cambria Housing in conjunction with G&J Seddon Building Contractors 1995. 
33 IN 2005 Ancoats Urban Village Company was incorporated within New East Manchester Ltd. 
34 Source: Ancoats Regeneration Programme Interim Evaluation- URS On behalf of the NWDA May 2008. 
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4.1.7 It was accepted, that there had been a significant time elapse since the practical 

completion of the project. However, the evaluation study would still need to meet 
evaluation requirements expected by all relevant funders and would normally include 
a review of the capital works, project revenue and other outcomes and outputs 
required. However, it should also offer opportunities for including a mix of qualitative 
and quantitative data.  

 
4.1.8 Any comprehensive evaluation process flags up success and develops a range of 

diverse stories that may be more closely allied to qualitative and 'softer' outcomes for 
project participants. It routinely looks at 'lessons learned' as opposed to any negative 
areas being expressed as 'failings'. It should therefore inform future projects and 
become an ‘active’ document rather than a static record of past activity.  The Trust 
agreed to a reporting format that includes lessons learned as ‘learning points’ with 
room for Trustees’ feedback and responses and have accepted the principle of this 
iterative and continuous process. 

 
4.1.9 In late May 2009 Heritage & Regeneration UK were appointed to carry out the 

evaluation, consultation and reporting required. 
 

4.2 Methodology 
 

4.2.1 All enquiries have been competed between July and September 2009. Discussions 
with Kate Dickson, Trust Director at Heritage Works identified the different forms of 
evaluation that could be employed to facilitate a comprehensive review process and 
included: 

 
· Relevant statistics 
· 'Good news' stories 
· Training, education and learning outcomes  
· Achievements, awards etc as part of above 
· Project development, delivered to timescale budget etc.  
· Evaluation of performance to target, outcomes and outputs 

 
4.2.2 Interviews were sought to provide a relevant cross section of opinion to inform the 

report. All potential participants were written to by Heritage Works to inform them 
that they may be contacted. In some cases a topic guide was provided and a copy of 
this is attached in Annexes. Consultation with the following groups was agreed: 

 
· Trustees 
· Volunteers 
· Relevant external organisations and individuals 
· Staff Team( past and present) 
· Funders  
· Partners 
· Contractors and members of professional teams 
 

4.2.3 Typically, involvement in an evaluation process can be developed though public 
meetings and events, or through consultations and questionnaires. However, with 
this particular project there was a requirement to review past activity and establish a 
body of evidence to better reflect the requirements of reporting.  
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4.2.4 It was also agreed that in addition to independent information gathering enquiry 

would include: 
 

· Desk research on past reports, evaluation, monitoring, financial records any 
relevant area or heritage based information and financial information relating to 
the project strands and funders 

 
· Postal questionnaires(freepost reply) 

 
· A sample of telephone interviews with relevant individuals, funders and heritage 

bodies and other interested organisations 
 

· A small number of ‘face to face’ interviews with partners, participants and key 
personnel 

 
· A full documentation review 

 
4.2.5 A number of telephone interviews and meetings were carried out and contact is 

outlined in Table 1 below. A list of organisations contacted is contained in the 
Annexes. 

      
Type of contact  Numbers contacted  

Meetings and visits35                          3 
Interviews ‘face to face’                         9 
Telephone Interviews                       19 
Questionnaires                         3 
E-mail responses                         5 
Total                       39 

 
                              Table 1 – Meetings, Questionnaires and Interview s 
 
 

4.2.6 Heritage works provided contact details of individuals, key personnel and some 
further contacts were provided within interviews and calls.36 It was realised quite 
early on that although a questionnaire had been developed and agreed, there would 
not be a sufficiently large sample to warrant statistical analysis or graphical 
representation.37  Eight individuals were sent questionnaires and three responses 
were received. The comments from these questionnaires have also been 
incorporated in to the information provided in interviews and feedback, reviewed in 
this section. 

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
35 Meetings with the Project Director and two days reviewing documents. 43 documents and reports were also brought away for 
review.  
36 Heritage & Regeneration UK is registered as a ‘Data Handler.’ 
37 There are different levels of statistic relevance applied to questionnaires and other forms of statistical research. Although the 
numbers in this case were small using this as a statistically robust statement of opinion would not have been justified and it was 
agreed better to include this opinion in the main report. 
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4.2.7 Following initial telephone contact a number of individuals and organisations were 
also contacted by e-mail. Information derived from their responses is also contained 
within the Report. 

 
4.2.8 As the project is considered as ‘completed’, a large number of archived documents 

were also reviewed as part of this evaluation. This has required the detailed review 
of around 80 documents and perhaps more 'desk research' than was desired or 
intended. However, the excellent archiving of material available at the offices of 
Heritage Works and documents loaned to us during this exercise has proved a 
valuable source of background data. 

 
5 The Evaluation  

 
5.1 Murrays Mills 

 
5.1.1 Financial 

 
5.1.2 It is not the remit of this evaluation process, nor would it be deemed necessary, to 

audit the finances of the organisation. Information reviewed seeks primarily to 
identify and verify process and outcome. 

 
5.1.3 The projects bankers38were very supportive and this support was essential, as there 

was no financial or working capital ‘cushion’. Although the project had received 
support from the Architectural Heritage Fund (AHF), they were unable to secure low 
interest working capital loans from the AHF39 because the lease offered to them was 
less than 25 years, which is considered the minimum for AHF purposes. This meant 
that there was insufficient lease security to borrow against. The idea that the Trust 
would lease short term (for the period of capital works) and then return the building 
to its owner is not one they (AHF) view as eligible. However, as the project has had 
delays on the final programme payments then this would perhaps have left the Trust 
with a significant and ongoing liability. Therefore, in retrospect, one of the reasons 
for not accessing an AHF loan (lease term) has some validity. 

 
5.1.4 The working capital requirements of the project (capital works) would clearly have 

had an impact on ABPTs financial position and they decided to secure an overdraft 
facility with their Bankers for £25,000 to ensure that they could honour financial 
commitments as payments, although paid promptly, were paid in arrears. 

 
5.1.5 A strict system of financial controls was implemented and there were three key 

financial streams recognised as providing the funding. These streams comprised the 
NWDA the Heritage Lottery Fund and VAT reclaimed.  

 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
38 Co-operative Bank. 
39 The Architectural Heritage fund can offer funding support and grants to charities targeting built heritage. Loans can be up to 
£250,000 at 4% simple interest and usually for a period of 2 years.  
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5.1.6 The employment of a Finance Manager to the Trust was a HLF recommended 
requirement to assist the management and delivery of this large capital project and 
together with Monitoring Officer support from the HLF, the Trust was able to 
complete all of their monitoring and claims to a high standard.  

 
5.1.7 A strict programme of reporting was followed that commenced with a site meeting, 

design team meeting, Project Managers meeting and then Project Management 
Working Group. These meetings usually took place sequentially and on the same 
day. For capital works, parallel claims were made to all funders and the Project 
Manager’s monthly report appended to each claim. All claims were audited.  

 
5.1.8 The project Business Plan, submitted with the HLF Stage 2 bid in August 2002, did 

not anticipate the retention of funding as a problem or ‘risk’ and it related more to 
earlier stages and correctly identified the ‘mothballing’ of the project as an option 
once completed. The risk was identified, but it didn’t follow through the implications 
to management arrangements and the Trust that the ‘mothballing’ would have. 

 
5.1.9 Capital construction and refurbishment projects often maintain a 'risk register' to flag 

up and manage potential risks. For the professional team this is often reviewed and 
quantified in terms of financial risk and contingency before the programme starts. It 
is not thought that the project produced a risk register that has been maintained 
since practical completion, where the NWDA retained funds have become 
increasingly significant.  

 
5.1.10 There were two areas of the financial recording and planning reviewed during the 

evaluation. One being the work being carried out for SSS and the other in direct 
relation to support for the Trust posts and capital works. 

 
5.1.11 The preparation of the bids to funders requires a good deal of estimation on a project 

of this size. The HLF major grant bid sought to establish a conservation deficit and a 
‘best estimate’ of what market process etc would be at the end of the project to 
establish the correct deficit. For their portion of this project the estimate was as good 
as it could have been.40 It was noted that while all negotiations with funders at the 
HLF were open, the Trust has had to operate with the NWDA on what was 
effectively a ‘closed book’. Therefore any differences between the end value for this 
project and the other costs related to purchase or that paid by the developer are not 
known and outside of the Trust’s control. It is not therefore an area we can 
appropriately review.  

 
5.1.12 All partners indicated that this was a unique partnership and project model, but it 

would be unlikely to happen again primarily because of changes in funding streams 
and eligibility within the current economic climate. 

 
 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
40 Market appraisal and valuation report was provided by DTZ Pieda Consulting in May 2002 of approx £14,748,000 total sales 
value. 
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5.2 Capital Works & Contract 
  

5.2.1 The scope of the works41 was to cover the restoration of all the buildings making up 
the Murrays’ Mills complex: 

 
· Old/Decker Mill 
· New Mill 
· The Murray Street Block 
· Old Mill Engine House 
· New Mill Engine House 
· Canteen and Blowing House 
· The chimney at the Murrays’ Mills site had been repaired previously and was not 

included in the scope of works 
              

              
             Image: Typical interior of Old Mill, following initial clearance- Courtesy BDP. 
 
 

5.2.2 The Project Team included: 
 

· Wates  
· Building Design Partnership – BDP Architects and Structural Engineers 
· Gardiner Theobald LLP – Project Manager 
· Oxford Archaeology North  
· Officers for NWDA, HLF ABPT( Kate Dickson) 

 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
41 Source: Funding  Agreement  NWDA – Ancoats BPT ( 18/07/05) 



���������	
���� � 
��������
��������
�������������
�� ���
���

�+�
 
Prepared by Heritage& Regeneration UK November 2009 

5.2.3 A ‘tripartite’ contract was agreed 19th of October 2004 between Ancoats Buildings 
Preservation Trust, NWDA and HLF. A lease between ABPT and NWDA agreed 
18th of July 2005 with an operative date of 5years from the 12th of November 2004. 
Funding agreement was finalised with NWDA on the 18th July 2005; and the 
maximum funding set from NWDA at £4,723,901.42 This was later recorded in the 
Ancoats Annual Review (2007/2008) as £4.8 million.43 
 

5.2.4 The procurement for the capital works project complied with all European Union 
Procurement legislation and that requested by both NWDA and the HLF. The project 
also complied with audit and inspection requests.  

 

                                   
                                  Image: Murrays’ Mills from Courtyard – Courtesy IFA© 

 
5.2.5 The HLF contract also had to be delivered within the stated areas set out in the 

Conservation Strategy.44These were summarised in contract as follows: 
 

· Retain the maximum amount of historic fabric 
· Repair primary structures so that each element serves its designated function 

and original load paths are followed where possible 
· Repair building fabric on a like for like basis using matching material and 

techniques, amplified where necessary with modern techniques to achieve the 
necessary performance requirements 

· Reinstate missing elements where this can be done without conjecture within the 
cost restraints set down by available funding 

· Provide appropriate new elements where retention or reinstatement of the 
original would be incompatible with securing a long term viable future for the 
complex 

· Retain all fixtures and fittings and artefacts of archaeological significance as 
defined by the Conservation Plan 

�����������������������������������������������������������
42 NWDA Project No: N0000824. 
43 Ancoats Annual Review- New East Manchester and North West Development Agency 2008. 
44 A Conservation Plan for Murrays’ Mill was prepared by Donald Insall Associates in January 2002. 
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5.2.6 The monitoring and evaluation plan45set out in the HLF Funding Agreement  
Annexes set clear report progress update requirements  to submit :  

 
· Annual year- end report and delivery plan 
· Claim form incorporating all spend and NWDA output monitoring report 
· A narrative monitoring report that would capture progress against outputs  

 
5.2.7 It should be noted that the circumstances and funding available to this project and 

monitored at that time, would not now fit in to new HLF monitoring process which 
over time has identified different programme priorities.   
 

5.2.8 The HLF project monitoring plan for the shell repair also outlined when all future 
quarterly monitoring reports should be submitted from 15th of May 2005 until 15th of 
July 2006, covering period to June 2006. Practical completion was to have been 
reported within 6 months of ‘practical completion on site’ in Qtr 5 (April to June 06). 
Interim elevation for the project was to be submitted 13 months following practical 
completion and final evaluation report to completed development, effectiveness 
outputs and outcomes to be submitted by 2 years after practical completion. 

 
5.2.9 It is important to note that the ‘tripartite’ agreement and the HLF contract provided for 

the shell repair of the building. HLF did not (and would not) provide for ‘betterment’ 
of the building. Clearly there were some instances where a pragmatic approach was 
taken. For example, ensuring that roof insulation was installed while the roof works 
were undertaken and installing ‘high performance’ windows. However, post 
completion although there have been some valid defects, some issues have clearly 
arisen out of ‘expectation’ rather than defect. 

 
5.2.10 Project Management papers, minutes and reports clearly flag up issues and changes 

and approvals during the shell repair process. These papers were circulated to the 
commercial developer and although they became involved at a later date it was not 
thought that any objections were raised at that time.  However, it was known that the 
windows were a contentious area (to the developer, not the historical shell repair). 
The developer requested that the internal courtyard areas were not completed and 
the windows have remained the centre of remaining issues.  

 
5.2.11 Each phase has different objectives. The first phase shell repair required attention to 

archaeology and sensitive repairs that required listed building consents and 
approval. It took account of the importance of these buildings set within a shortlisted 
World Heritage Site and a Conservation Area. It sought to repair, not ‘new build’ the 
historic structures. The project was expected and legally bound to retain many 
features and artefacts within the building. Inevitably the 2nd development phase has 
a different more commercially driven approach and would sit at odds with some of 
these repairs. 

�����������������������������������������������������������
45 A Monitoring and Evaluation Plan Version 3 March 2003- NWDA ABPT Contract Agreement. 
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                                Image: Scaffolding being erected 2005- Courtesy BDP 
 

5.2.12 Outcomes were described as within NWDA Tier 2 and Tier 3 outputs. Tier 2 outputs 
highlighting the relationship between project objectives and anticipated outcomes: 

 
· Regeneration – promotion of economic development in the Ancoats area as one 

of the 10% of most deprived wards 
· Urban- development to be encouraged in line with Urban White Paper objectives 

for the renaissance of town and cities  
· Physical development –reclamation of Brownfield land through re-development of 

derelict buildings  and site public realm works and environmental improvements 
 

5.2.13 The project has excelled at making local connections and in opening up access and 
understanding of the heritage merit through the medium of a major repair and 
restoration project. As part of the overall improvements to the area the project has 
played a substantial role in development of the Ancoats area by setting an agenda 
for improvement and contributing to the confidence in the areas development. There 
was a considerable body of opinion46 that felt that the Murrays' Mills project had 
been a catalyst for some of the adjacent developments. 
 

5.2.14 Tier 3 outputs 47were described as: 
 
· 0.48ha of land reclaimed ( apportioned to 0.185ha) 
· 15,234 sq mtrs of refurbished floor space( apportioned at 6001sq mtrs) 
· Lever in circa £20Million of private sector investment (apportioned to £7.716Million) 

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
46 Source: From interviews and written responses. 
47 A Monitoring and Evaluation Plan Version 3 March 2003- NWDA ABPT Contract Agreement. 
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5.2.15 Outputs have been met in terms of the ‘refurbishment’ of the project to deliver the 
shell repair. However, although the Trust was involved in the process for the 
selection of a developer, it was not in a position to deliver the total refurbishment 
outcomes. This was part of separate agreement with the Developer’s input, pricing 
and contract with the NWDA. The Murrays’ Mill shell repair involved a separate 
tripartite agreement between the Trust, HLF and the NWDA. Under this agreement 
the NWDA had a responsibility to ensure delivery. However, ABPT’s role was to 
finish at practical completion. 
 

5.2.16 The environmental, economic and social impact cannot yet be fully determined until 
the next phase of development is established and completed. However, the ongoing 
efforts between the developer and NWDA to secure further development on the site 
continue. There have been significant improvements to the locality with public realm 
works. This high profile award winning 'shell repair' project has played a significant 
part in boosting the confidence in the area and as a project with such a high 
conservation deficit( in relation to market costs) awaits either a phased 'enabling' 
approach or an upturn in the economic climate. However, any deficit that may exist 
no longer relates to the heritage. Murrays’ Mills may require further investment into 
infrastructure to ensure that when the economic climate improves the complex of 
buildings will be more economically attractive either as a group or phased 
development.  

 
5.2.17 The project reclaimed a 'Brownfield 'site and made significant improvements to 

previously derelict and dangerous buildings. 

                     
                         Image: Inside New Mill attic Space: Historic ironwork structure has been ‘red leaded’ - Courtesy BDP. 
 

5.2.18 Murrays' Mills has not been totally refurbished being taken instead to a shell repair 
and ‘stable’ phase. However the buildings in a much improved state, offer more 
opportunity for realistic and longer-term development in the future. The complex has 
been safeguarded and the scheme did envisage ‘mothballing’ of all or part to permit 
phased development. 
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5.2.19 The Heritage Lottery applications have developed through various phases between 
March 2000 and Stage 2 applications in August 2002. The Murrays' Mills project 
offered ‘project related’ milestones beginning in July 2002 and ending in December 
2004 with anticipated practical completion. Total project costs for HLF were recorded 
at £7,164,000. 

 
5.2.20 The Trust identified its own outcomes for the project as being: 

· To complete the permanent repair of the Murrays' Mills complex as part of the 
wider urban regeneration of the Ancoats area 

· To enable full appreciation of the significance and architecture of these important 
mill buildings 

· To create flexible internal volumes that could be further converted by others for a 
wide range of possible uses, including residential properties on upper floors and 
a mix of commercial, cultural and leisure uses at lower and upper ground floors 

· To encourage sympathetic conversion work of a quality appropriate for such 
important structures( as an exemplar) 

· To encourage cultural and community uses in parts of the buildings and leisure 
use of the courtyard area, to provide physical and intellectual access for all 

5.2.21 The project has achieved all of the above outcomes to the full extent possible within 
the adopted delivery mechanism. The model it used to manage the project was 
accepted by the parties involved as one that worked well and allowed decisions to 
be made quickly.  It was where all the decisions were made and was an appropriate 
model that worked. 
 

                                 “Our project management working group model was very good. All   
        parties were really part of the key decision making process and it  
        really worked well.” 
 

                            
                           Image: Re-slating Old Mill, laying slated in random widths and diminishing courses- Courtesy BDP 
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5.2.22 The Trust Director and others were unanimous in stating that they would do the 

project again. However, perhaps a little wiser they would have made sure that as 
Charity and essentially 'not for profit organisation' they would not be left so 
vulnerable at the end of the project. 

 
                                                 “There was no ‘us and them’ we worked as a team” 
 

5.2.23 Issues that came to our attention during the evaluation included the potential conflict 
of interest through GTMs appointment by Inpartnership and the Burrell Company to 
provide project management and other services for the Murrays' Mills Project. This is 
addressed in more detail in and earlier Section 1.29.  

 
5.3 Archaeology  

 
5.3.1 As part of the report programme, a programme of detailed historical research 

surveys and excavations were carried out to produce a comprehensive record of the 
Mill complex. This was completed by Oxford Archaeology North.48  
 

5.3.2 Archaeological excavations were carried out in the courtyard and building recording 
between 2003 and 2006. The was reviewed in detail in the book  A & G Murray and 
The Cotton Mills of Ancoats,  by I Miller, C Wild and with contributions by S Little, R 
McNeil and K Moth.  

 
5.3.3 The book covers every aspect of the archaeology and historical development of the 

mills and the area. This was published in 2007 by Lancaster Imprints.  It includes a 
later review and conservation statement by Ken Moth, the Projects Architect. The 
publication acknowledges Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust, North West 
Development Agency, Heritage Lottery Fund and Oxford Archaeology North. 

 
5.3.4 Oxford Archaeology also provided valuable ongoing advice throughout the project 

process including a Conservation Plan Review carried out by BDP and Oxford 
Archaeology North in April 2007.49 

 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
48 Source: Ancoats an Archaeological Perspective. 
49 Source: Murrays’ Mills, Ancoats- Conservation Plan Review April 2007 - Oxford Archaeology North and BDP.  
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                         Image: Excavation of the three boilers – Courtesy BDP 

 

5.4 Project Completion 
 
5.4.1 The Development Brief was progressed and text agreed by ABPT. It was issued by 

Ancoats Urban village Company on behalf of the NWDA; with expression of interest 
to be submitted no later than the 16th of February 2004. A competitive selection 
process was followed and selection was anticipated by July 2004. However, this was 
later modified to September 2004.50 
 

5.4.2 The selected 'preferred developer' was a consortium comprising Inpartnership and 
the Burrell Company, both from Edinburgh. The highly acclaimed practice of Richard 
Murphy Architects was appointed by the developer to design the conversion 
proposals.  

 
5.4.3 The Practical completion date was July 2006. Final completion date was September 

2007.After that date the NWDA effectively took control of the site and are providing 
24 hour security and insurance51. Issues that arose later related to the canal basin 
which had filled with water and while there are some leakage problems these are not 
thought to be serious. Again, this highlights that not all factors and technical issues 
are known at the beginning of a major restoration project. 

 
                                              “The building is still standing and has been saved and  
                                               Heritage Works has been seen as a credible organisation that 
                                               can deliver projects on time and to budget.”52 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
50 Source: Murrays’ Mills Progress Report No 14 prepared by Gardiner and Theobald LLP. 28th Sept 2004. 
51 HLF Agreement. 
52 Source: Interveiws with ABPT Trustees. 
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5.4.4 However, in the period that has followed since completion, the issues of payment 
have continued for the Trust.  Finance, defects and maintenance issues have been 
subjected to perhaps a higher level of scrutiny than would normally be expected for 
this type of repair. This scrutiny would be less likely to have been an issue if the 
developer had moved in to complete the next phase of the project when anticipated. 
 

5.4.5 Issues raised included the need to ‘factor in the unknown’, which in this case was 
referred to as the failure of the Developer to move on to the site after the Trust had 
completed. The Trust expected that their responsibilities as client would end with 
final completion. 

 
5.4.6 After completion date the Trust's activities have continued with education and 

training visits being organised to Murrays Mills. Access has to be agreed and 
arranged with NWDA Estates Department and disclaimers and certificates of 
indemnity supplied and witnessed. 

 
5.4.7 The interest in the Murrays’ Mills project continues and the Trust Director has been 

invited to speak about the project many times.   
 

5.4.8 Table 2 outlines some of that activity to April 2009. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                     Table 2 – Site visits since co mpletion 
 

 

Date  Purpose 
01/09/2009  Trust Visit 
07/05/2009 Monitoring Visit H&R 
24/04/2009 Merseyside Conservation Officers Group & Institute of Historic 

Building Conservators in the North West 
16/04/2009 Danish Building Heritage 
11/03/2009 Understanding Buildings for Designation course participants, 

organised by Julian Holder, English Heritage 
27/02/2009 Industrial Archaeology MA students group of 6 conservation 

students  
28/11/2008 Chinese Delegation 
12/11/2008  Trust Chair, Jenny Abramsky, HLF 
02/11/2008 Civic Trust Award judges 
21/05/2008 Buildings at Risk/IHBC conference x 2 walk/talks 
03/04/2008 Jamilla from Calderdale Council & skills training tutor 
11/03/ 2008 Georgian Group 
11/03/2008 Northern Architecture 
29 /02/2008 Ken Moth + 40 people  
27/02/2008 Industrial Archaeology Students Study Day 

 Ironbridge and  Birmingham University  
05/02/2008  HLF – 2 groups x 16 people 
25/10/ 2007 Georgian group judges 
11/03/ 2007  Georgian Group 
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5.5 Skills Schools and Stories  
 

                      “Brilliant 10/10”53 
  “The Drama and banners were amazing”   

 
5.5.1 The Trust’s bid to the Heritage Lottery Fund 54was submitted in 21st of December 

2004. However, the capital project did not contain any elements of outreach and 
training. The Trustees wanted to ensure that this essential provision and connection 
to the local communities was included. They submitted a successful bid to Your 
Heritage. The time lapse between the capital project and this successful bid is one of 
the reasons why the project started later than anticipated.  
 

5.5.2 Skills, Schools and Stories55 offered a range of approaches to develop education, 
training and access through the history and developing story emerging from the site: 

 
· Skills- A series of open days to enable participants(14-19)to try their hand at 
      construction skills and specialist conservation techniques 
· Schools – A Teachers’ resource pack free of charge to Primary School Teachers. 

To enable key stage 2 and 3 children to learn more about their Heritage in local 
areas, with cross curricular activities 

· A Series of workshops and visits were developed in support for the resource 
pack, together with an interactive website 

· Stories- a team of volunteers trained in interviewing technical, transcription and  
      photographic scanning to record the oral histories and memorabilia of former    
      residents and workers of Ancoats entitled ‘Ancoats- All Work and No Play?’  
 

5.5.3 The project aim was to foster and rekindle community spirit and culminated in an 
exhibition and publications. 
 

5.5.4 The idea that skills taster days for people of all ages could be provided on the site of 
a major construction site and approximately three hundred 7 and 8yr old children 
could be taken on to that site,  was ambitious for any construction project. However, 
for this project, Wates had noted that they considered it to be their “most dangerous 
building site”. Working together with the project team and members of the schools 
and colleges community it was made to happen. Bernard Talbot, who was Wates 
Project Manager on site, was particularly noted by many of those interviewed as 
having being "prepared to do that bit extra" to make sure that these activities 
happened and that the whole project (Capital and SSS) progressed satisfactorily. 

 
                 

�����������������������������������������������������������
53 Source: Young visitors comment form. 
54 HLF Grant Reference: HG-O4-51100- submitted 21st of December 2004. 
55 Source: Project Development Notes. 
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          Image: Construction Skills Day Taster Course – Courtesy Heritage Works. 

 
5.5.5 Several of those interviewed mentioned that the Trust’s Community Development 

Officer, Jennifer Gosling had done a wonderful job working with what was a limited 
set of resources.  

 
5.5.6 The total for the project costs was indentified at £145,119 and the project provided 

for several areas of development. The Trust set up an Education Projects 
Management Working Group that included other appropriate and Trust advisers. 
ABPTs ‘terms of reference’ for this group had had been established in January and 
amended in November 2004 to allow it to develop this project. 

 
5.5.7 The Ancoats Memories Project in 2003 had provided an important pilot for the 

recording element of this project. In May 2004 a report Skills Schools and Stories set 
the framework building on previous work and providing an education and outreach 
strategy that incorporated an Audience Development Plan.56 Outputs would 
concentrate on numbers attending but the outcomes and quality would have a much 
greater importance. 

 
· Schools participating  
· Developing resource packs 
· Number of young people participating  
· Number of workshops 
· Numbers of schools participating 
· Heritage open days  

�����������������������������������������������������������
56 Skills Schools and Stories. The Ancoats Buildings Preservation Trust – Education and Outreach Strategy Brian Holmshaw-May 
2004. 
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5.5.8 The project also developed and offered construction ‘taster’ days that offered young 

people the opportunity to experience different trades and explore the traditional craft 
skills. Other activities involved: 

 
· Art  
· Drama  
· Heritage trails 
· Volunteering 
· Oral history 

 
5.5.9 The projects finances were broken down as follows57: 

 
· HLF grants programme    £106,939 
· Noncash contributions      £  17,930 
· NWDA  58                           £  10,000 
· Local Charitable Trusts     £    2,500 
· Community Chest              £    1,000 
· Spend 12mths prior           £    6,750 

                                    £145,119 
 

5.5.10 The popular Artist in Residence programme worked to the following concepts: 
 

· Ancoats an Urban Diary 
· Zenith of Decline 
· Renovation - What changes does the building undertake during this process, 

what does it gain and what does it loose? 
 

5.5.11 The Website59 www.skills-schools-stories.org.uk is a valuable web based resource 
that remains and is the legacy of this project. However, it is perhaps no longer 
resourced and some of the content requires updating.  
 

5.5.12 Documents reviewed during this evaluation included data and monitoring collated 
after visits and other activities with the following schools: 

 
· St Marks 
· Nicholas Varley  
· St Agnes C of E Primary School 
· Seymour RC School 
· St Malachi’s RC Primary 
· St Edmund RC Primary 

 
 

 
�����������������������������������������������������������
57 Source: Heritage Lottery Fund – Heritage Grant Application 2004. 
58 Secured part of funding July – Murrays’ Mills project which included 63k for interpretation.10k was apportioned NWDA     
   contribution. 
59 Designed by Lorna Tittle of Simian Webworks. 
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5.5.13 For each workshop or visit it was noted that the following documents were prepared 
and retained: 

 
· Contracts  
· Booking Information 
· Meeting Notes 
· Correspondence  
· Lesson Plans 
· Risk Assessment  
· Transport 
· Disclosure forms  
· Pilot project  
· CRB policy 

 
5.5.14 It was also noted that detailed risk and site assessments were prepared with the 

assistance of the contractor. 
 

5.5.15 Skills taster days in May 2006 include tasks and activity based around Construction 
Industry Training Board (CITB) activities. 

 
                          “Today I have learnt the basics of bricklaying and roofing. I enjoyed  
                           brickwork more and it has helped me to decide what to do when I leave  
                           School”60 

 
5.5.16 The project was able, working with local primary and secondary schools, to develop 

education packs (for primary schools) and a series of workshops using the story of 
the mill complex; and develop oral and visual histories using the memories of 
workers and Ancoats residents .It also had the opportunity to work with young 
people and develop links with the Miles Platting Partnership and work with young 
people from youth groups and with Young Offenders Teams. 

 
5.5.17 A Heritage Resource Centre could be considered so that the legacy of the area can 

continue and not limited to the website and internet access.  
 
“The oral histories... when will they be heard.” 
 
“It was important to make the experience into something they would understand 
and could get involved in.” 
 
“Wates team were brilliant” 
 
“Working with challenging groups made it more worthwhile”  
 
“We didn’t take any risks but it had to be ambitious and interesting” 

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
60 Source: Evaluation Form -Training participant from North Manchester High School for Boys. 
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5.5.18 Difficulty in delivering later outputs of youth involvement was primarily because the 
contract works were complete and the project had started late. However, the project 
still recorded outputs in this area. 

 
5.5.19 Project Outputs included: 

 
· Site visit and workshops for 10 Primary Schools 
· Recording oral histories North West Sound Archive nws@ea.lancscc.gov.uk 
· Great Ancoats DVD- Distributed to all Manchester City Schools 
· Oral history projects  - 25-30 interviews  
· A&G Murray and The Cotton Mills of Ancoats 
· All Work and No Play?- An Ancoats scrapbook 
· English Heritage Publication- ABPT elements completed  

 
5.5.20 Interviewees considered  the following areas as being important for future projects: 

 
· More lead in time 
· Recognition that term times do not run alongside work times 
· More administration support  ( i.e. more than one person) 

 

           
          Image: Local residents visiting the Mills and providing ‘memories’ of the Ancoats Area – Courtesy Heritage Works. 
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6 Conclusions 
 

6.1  This has been a successful project. It has delivered a significant quality exemplar of a 
historic building shell repair, on time, to plan and to budget. Before the strategy for the 
buildings may be demoted to a balance sheet; a reminder of why this site and its buildings 
are of such importance and of iconic status within the UK. 

 
“The innovation that took place here, with the harnessing of steam power to drive 
spinning machinery, led to a step change in the manufacturing processes throughout the 
world. Manchester led the way and Murrays’ Mills stand as a symbol of the city’s 
entrepreneurship and confidence”61 
                                      

6.2 Murrays Mills has been described as the world’s first industrial hub and Ancoats became a 
thriving community as a result. However given that those thousands of families have now left; 
then the vision for the area remains and will require longer term commitment and 
development in order to ensure that the past can be given a sustainable future.  

 
                    “The idea and the vision is still there...That mixed use environment and  
                      creative industries can thrive and where the car is not king.”62 

 
6.3 The Murrays’ Mills project offered a timely lifeline to shell repair the buildings that would not 

have survived much longer and would certainly have been lost to dereliction. Many of those 
interviewed felt that Murrays' Mills acted as a catalyst that engendered confidence for the 
area. Developers nearby reacted to the shell repair, knowing that their development was 
going to be next to the refurbished building and not a derelict eyesore. 

   
6.4 Several identified that they felt that the repair of the mills showed people and investors that 

they could have the “confidence to invest” in the area. The Regional Development Agency’s 
strategic vision included the brave decision to compulsory purchase properties and land to 
support commercial development but with historic balance. Working with the Trust enabled 
this to happen. 

 
               “Overcoming numerous obstacles... financial, logistical and legal” 

 
6.5 The picture is not complete however, because the 2nd phase refurbishment has not taken 

place. This has caused great concern among many of those interviewed and perhaps taken 
some of the 'shine' off the success of actually completing a technically difficult and 
challenging shell repair. 

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
61 Ken Moth. Quote in Project Evaluation– April 2006 
62 Source: Interview with fomer Area Officer. 
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               Image: New Mill on Completion- Jersey Street Elevation – Courtesy BDP. 
 

6.6 The Trust and all those involved have all spoken of the importance of this group of buildings 
with many highlighting how special working on this project was. However, the Trust, which 
has always sought to maintain its good relationship with funders and partners, is increasingly 
concerned and isolated by its inability to settle the outstanding issues. Trustees remain 
positive to maintain that good relationship and finally find a way through these current issues. 

 
6.7 We were concerned that the time elapse has been so great that longer term maintenance 

and repair plans need to be put in place to avoid any deterioration of the work that has been 
done. 

 
6.8 Several of those interviewed (from both within and outside the Trust) identified that they felt 

that the part played in the development and delivery of this project was not properly 
acknowledged in published reports. Documents we reviewed confirmed this.  In one key 
evaluation document63 it is clear that the value of the historic buildings in relation to output 
achievement is secondary, with no mention of the leverage that these projects (because of 
their historic status) have brought. 

 
6.9 The management of the project by the Trust has been professional and the management 

model, reporting and administration all performed well. However, several thought that an 
issue to be carried over would be that of keeping some control of projects post-completion; 
rather than allowing them to be “handed on” with no further influence. 

 

�����������������������������������������������������������
63 NWDA – Ancoats Regeneration Programme. Interim Evaluation Report.URS.May 2008. 
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6.10 The Trust has been ‘enabled’ and their capacity, experience and reputation have been 
enhanced by having a professional and dedicated Director and support, to deliver this project.  

 
6.11 Interviews identified that in some cases it was thought that the support paid to the project 

administration or management side for the Trust was significant and that therefore they 
(being paid) should be treated as any other contractor. It is possible to see how this opinion 
may have developed and with it the absolute expectation that a job will be carried out to the 
same standard. However, we have found that the project was completed to a high standard 
and the Trust has acted professionally at all times. However, it should be noted that receiving 
funding to support those professional posts was at cost, the Trust is a Charity and a 'not for 
profit' organisation.  The funding apportioned paid for trusts project management and 
direction and equated to a fee percentage of 4.63%64 and they have not developed a profit 
‘cushion’ unlike the activity and professional fees of a private developer. The Trust was an 
essential ingredient to the project taking project delivery and financial risk and drawing down 
money that could not have been drawn down by statutory bodies, and without which the 
projects would not likely have gone ahead. 

 
6.12 The successes of the project were identified by many as the early commitment and 

support from key stakeholder (NWDA, HLF), whose officers remained involved helpful and 
proactive throughout; and the professional Trust that assembled a team committed to the 
successful completion of the project. 

 

        
        Image: Old and Decker Mill from Rochdale Canal towpath as scaffolding is dismantled in 2006- Courtesy BDP. 

�����������������������������������������������������������
64 Source: Project Finance Spreadsheet. 
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6.13 The evaluation process has offered a number of learning points or ‘lessons learned’. 
These are produced in section 1.2 However, some reports have offered useful insights from 
the Ancoats project with wider applications 65including: 

 
· BPTs have a role to play within large CPOs and taking disposal for the Local Authority  
· Local Authorities can dispose/sell off property to BPTs at less than the 'market value' 
· BPTs are voluntary but certainly not amateur 
· BPTs can lever in money that could not normally be accessed by statutory bodies 

 
6.14 The complementary ‘Skills, Schools and Stories’ project has assisted a group of 14-19yr 

olds and at least 300 other school children to develop an appreciation of heritage. The project 
has provided a powerful message to and from the local communities and legacy website. Its 
predecessor pilot project allowed some of the ground work of working with local schools and 
communities to be set. A number of people had been trained to ‘take’ oral histories and use 
the equipment and as a result a range of valuable skills have been gained. 

 
                             “Communities can be involved in such projects even during construction phases” 
 

          “Involve local people from the beginning”  66 
 

6.15 The success for this project can be measured in terms of its completion but also in the 
part it has to play in the continuing confidence in and regeneration plans of the Ancoats Area 
and adjacent areas. 

 
6.16 Overall, measuring the impact of the scheme will depend on where it develops from here. 

There is no doubt that the scheme has provided significant gains. However, it is difficult to 
chart these, against any improvement or otherwise in the indices of multiple deprivation67. 
Although the benefits of heritage led regeneration are being recognised and increasingly 
realised in sustainable projects. Future schemes need to start with baseline data against 
which real; impact can be measured.  The report 'Heritage Works' produced in 200468noted 
the value of such projects and the strong economic case for regenerating historic buildings. 
However, this is not new; the 'drivers' for restoring and bringing back in to use historic 
buildings has always been there. The acceptance that built heritage has a significant role to 
play in regenerating communities and areas and how this should be measured is only just 
attracting the serious economic and regeneration attention and value that these projects 
should have. 

 
                                    “It has acted as significant catalyst for other regeneration initiatives  
                                    in the Ancoats area” 

 
 
 
 

�����������������������������������������������������������
65 Ancoats and New Islington Graduate Visit - Lessons Learned Document. Aug 10th 2007. 
66 Source: From interviews. 
67 Indices of multiple deprivation 2004 and National statistics at http://www.statistics.gov.uk 
68 Heritage Works- Report for English Heritage, British Property Federation and RICS – Drivers Jonas 2006. 
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7 Heritage Works Response 
 
7.1 The Trustees were provided with copies of the draft report and at a presentation on the 23rd 

of September 2009. At the meeting Trustees asked questions about the process and the 
findings were discussed. Their responses within this meeting and comments made after the 
meeting and in later discussions are outlined below. 

 
7.2 Trustees felt that the key messages of the report need to be celebrated. The report has 

confirmed the major success of the Murrays’ Mills project and its outcomes.  
 

                             ‘ ..Delivered on time, to budget and to plan. ‘ 
 
7.3 The project was and still is held up as an ‘exemplar’. The achievement and partnership 

working that existed to make this project happen should not be negated. There is still 
enormous satisfaction and justifiable pride in a difficult project that had delivered all of its 
intended outputs and overcome significant obstacles to achieve completion.  

 
7.4 Many of the issues raised in the report particularly those relating to the management of ‘risk’ 

were accepted and had been ‘taken on board’. Some of the Trustees, who had joined 
Heritage Works post completion of the Murrays' Mills project, felt that the issues raised within 
the report had relevance to the projects now being developed. The Trust has already 
‘absorbed’ the best areas of practise, project development and management processes and 
is actively using these as management tools within its current portfolio of developing projects.   

 
7.5 Trustees felt that the issues and understanding that surround how a Building Preservation 

Trust works with clients particularly Regional Development Agencies and Local Authorities 
was often still difficult. In the case of Murrays’ Mills, it was clear that while the Trust played an 
essential role in the partnership and was instrumental in levering in the funding; its ability to 
influence the subsequent development phase and therefore the overall sustainability for the 
project was limited. The project had been a major success. However, a situation where the 
Trust was not in control of the development phase was unlikely to occur again. 

 
7.6 Trustees are still concerned that the evaluation has highlighted the fears of many, that 

without activity or the development phase being implemented soon, the longer term future of 
Murrays’ Mills could be at risk. They echoed the report’s concerns over the lack of a longer 
term maintenance plan. The Trust had campaigned for many years to protect the area. Like 
others the Trust is turning its attention to other areas. However, the issue of ‘turning the 
spotlight’ back on to Ancoats and Murrays’ Mills before it becomes peripheral to other 
development would need to be reviewed when current contract issues were concluded.  

 
7.7 Trustees felt strongly that the issues and the difficulties relating to minor technical areas and 

therefore the final contract sums, were insignificant compared to the monumental 
achievement of delivering this project and represented only a tiny percentage of the overall 
scheme costs. However, it was recognised that as a Building Preservation Trust this ‘tiny 
percentage’ had an inflated potential impact on the Trust's finances.  
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7.8 Building Preservation Trusts, however professional, are not the same as and should not be 
treated as ‘any other developer’. They do not have a ‘powerful voice’ or profit margin from 
which to derive comfort. They are voluntary organisations, charities and ‘not for profit’. 
However, their responsibility is still to charitable objects, which can bring difficulties with any 
issues or costly and protracted negotiations post project completion.  

 
7.9 Heritage Works like many Trusts continues to negotiate for recognition or fees for the areas 

of development work post options and post project that it undertakes as a charity, often at 
risk. However, the ‘vertical learning curve ‘ of the Murrays Mills project which was 
successfully delivery in tandem with the St Peter's project has taught them valuable lessons 
particularly in relation to the balance of power of ‘partners’ and the shifting perceptions within 
a complex project relationship. 

 
  Heritage Works  
  October 2009 

 
 
 

 


