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1 Purpose of this Audit and Review

The intention of undertaking this audit and review of the Project is to provide a concise documentation of recent history for future reference and to offer lessons and help to others who may be embarking on a similar undertaking.

This is not a financial audit, although finances will inevitably be discussed, but it is a critical evaluation and commentary of how this project started, the course it took, the events that influenced it and the conclusions reached. The intention is to make it readable, and hopefully enjoyable, so that future generations will be able to recall what happened.

Furthermore we hope that by making it available to all, those who are faced with a similar challenge can learn from our story, including its mistakes and successes.

It is prepared in the knowledge that as a group we helped St George’s, through faith and community, to meet a huge challenge and succeed. 

2 Summary

The St George’s Development Project was conceived in 1993 as a means of the church on Wash Common meeting the challenges presented by the needs of the local community and using the space available to it within its available land.

A community needs survey had identified the requirement for a variety of meeting spaces to satisfy the many groups and societies that could and would be supported by the local community, both within and outside the church. 

The whole project included:

· a new hall – to replace an existing prefabricated building (the old hall) that was rapidly reaching the end of its life 

· additional meeting rooms and a new Church Office in an annex to the church

· enclosing the north side cloisters to provide further internal space for choir robing and a new main entrance

· re-ordering of the church interior to accommodate a new forward altar, provision of a new sound system and new lighting.

· Interior and exterior redecoration and repair and resurfacing of the car parking on both the north and south sides of the church.

This scope of work encompassed all the identified needs as well as including elements of work associated with the church building already identified in Diocesan quinquennial reports.

3 History – The Early Years

Original brief 

The PCC, led by the vicar at the time (Rev Malcolm Strange), developed its thinking about what was required. This had followed a review of the needs of the whole community of Wash Common and the opportunities that new and existing facilities at St George’s might be able to provide. The document resulting from this review formed a useful basis for development of the proposals in the subsequent years.  At an early stage in the process it was decided that professional advice was needed. This was inevitable when proposals involving the Church building itself were included. In Appendix 1, Peter Skeldon outlines his recollections of this early period. As with many things, the actual start is never clearly discernible and therefore there may be others who recall slightly different beginnings.

The PMG

After the PCC decided to pursue the ideas for the Project a small working party was drawn from PCC members and others in the worshipping and wider communities. After initially having two groups (Project and Finance) they were re-organised into the Project Management Group (the PMG) under the chairmanship of Peter Skeldon. This group developed the ideas for the project into concrete proposals and reported regularly to the PCC. 

The PMG was given the responsibility of developing the designs and specifications for each element, setting budgets and reporting contract costs, and recommending the appointment of main contractors for each phase of the Project.  The Chairman of PMG reported to PCC and obtained instruction and guidance as necessary.

The change to the structure in 1995, illustrated below, created separate teams to deal with specific topics and each team leader attended PMG meetings and reported progress and actions/decisions required. 
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This structure enabled many more people to be involved in a more formal way, particularly those with specific skills but limited spare time. This was the structure for the rest of the Project with members and leaders of various teams changing to suit the particular circumstances of the Project and skills available. 

Development of the plans

Once the initial working group had distilled the ideas of what was required, an Architect was appointed to undertake feasibility studies and, following broad acceptance at an open meeting, draft initial proposals to meet the needs of the brief. 

After consideration of various options the full proposals were prepared for discussion with the parish as a whole at another open meeting. At this stage, particular emphasis was laid on the design of the Hall and comments were sought from all quarters. 

Important questions were raised about these proposals at this meeting, to the extent that the Architect was asked to redraw the scheme taking account of the suggestions made. There were two fundamental questions that changed the layout completely.  Firstly, whether the orientation of the Hall would enable simple extension if capacity needed to be increased in the future and secondly, whether the kitchen could be accessed easily for delivery of goods (food and drink), a fundamental function of community halls.  After the plans were redrawn, they were accepted in principle and the scheme moved forward.  The practical operational issues are vital to the success of any design and the professionals do not always know best when considering the detail.

Defining the budget 

When the scheme was finalised the Architect in conjunction with a professional Quantity Surveyor prepared an overall budget. The appointment of a Quantity Surveyor, although adding to the costs, was deemed to be a necessity. It gave some comfort to the PMG in assessing the potential costs as well as likely areas of savings if necessary. 

The Quantity Surveyor reviewed the provisional specifications and scope of works and produced a full assessment of the costs for each major element. This was considered by the PMG, who identified cost savings that would need to be made and was then revised.

The finally agreed budget for the project was £500,000 (incl all fees, VAT etc). As any church community knows, the task of raising money for the daily life of the church is endless. Almost every church community at some time also has to face some substantial building or repair project not of their choosing (usually the roof or the organ). Until this development project, St George’s had been fairly fortunate in this regard and so any extraordinary sums above the nominal £50,000 annual running costs had been limited. So to face a challenge of raising ten times this amount as well as keeping the church running was enormous.

Embarking on the road

The first steps were to obtain formal approval of the plans, first from the PCC, then from the Diocese (“Faculty”) and finally from the local planning authority. Fortunately, the church is not listed and is not in a conservation area and therefore we did not need to obtain approvals from bodies such as English Heritage.

Faculty and planning approvals were run in parallel in order to reduce time delays. However we still had significant fundraising to do before any start could be made. Once the scheme had been finalised we could embark on the process of selling the whole project to the church congregation, as well as to the wider community in Wash Common. There was great enthusiasm from many quarters and a tremendous amount of energy was expended. Robert Bigg controlled the publicity and Terry Rayson was part of the early fundraising events. Tom Linley embarked on his challenge to tackle Charitable Trusts. 

At this stage PMG also realised that many people could not read design drawings or visualise the proposals properly. It was decided that a scale model should be made and Tony Calvert undertook the task. This proved an exceedingly useful aid as it not only brought the scheme alive but it also highlighted an element of the design that was unacceptable – a storeroom in the Hall required a flat roof. This was to be avoided, as the long-term maintenance of such a feature is always problematic. The Architect was instructed to change the design to remove the problem. If this had not been discovered at such an early stage (before submission for planning approval) the costs of alteration at a later date would have been considerable.

As well as the physical activities, the challenge set before us was also founded on prayer. Helen Burch and Elizabeth Pook took leading roles in developing our prayer life to underpin the work on the project. Appendix 8 contains a useful summary of the lessons to be learnt from the Book of Nehemiah. This was drafted completely independently by Terry Winrow near the end of the Project. When we read it we were amazed at how closely it followed our own experiences during the whole process, and is a useful guide based on the teachings of the Bible. That great builder of the walls of Jerusalem experienced much of what is recounted in this review.

4 Stages of the Project

The original design. The plans as accepted by the PCC, and approved by the Diocese and Planning Authority, provided all the facilities that we could want in the church plant as we saw it at the time. One important aspect of the scheme and a reason for discounting some of the options in the early stages was to keep everything on one level to allow easy access for all. Access and toilet facilities for the disabled would be provided in the Annex and Hall. 

It is important, however, that plans are not followed slavishly over a long period otherwise you might not end up with what you really need, expending a great deal of effort in the process. It is also important that, where possible, flexibility is maintained in each phase to accommodate changes in need over time. The PMG kept all aspects of the project under review until construction contracts were awarded and then any changes were only made if absolutely necessary.  This is an essential rule if costs are to be kept under control.

Phasing.  The task of raising the staggering sum of £500,000 seemed impossible. The worshipping community had attempted nothing like it before. Previous development, the building of the church itself, had been achieved with substantial assistance from bequests and the sale of land. It was clear from the beginning that such a major sum of money would take some time to be raised and to wait till this had been achieved would take too long. It was important to show that progress was being made so a strategy was developed to enable work to start very quickly. 

The project was therefore divided into phases. These were chosen on practical grounds (physically linked elements of work avoiding waste) as well as on psychological grounds (showing progress and providing benefits to the most number of interested people). The original phasing therefore comprised:

Preliminary phase: 
Internal reordering including the forward moveable altar, repositioned communion rail and improved sound system.

Phase 1:
Annex and North Entrance– to provide alternative meeting space to meet the needs of some of the existing Hall users, provide the new office enabling more effective organisation and enclosure of the north cloisters providing robing rooms and a warmer welcoming entrance. This element had a mix of church and community benefits.

Phase 2:
New Hall and south side car park – replace the existing hall thus providing improved community facilities.

Phase 3:
New lighting for the church and interior and exterior decoration, together with repairs to existing north side car park. 

This phasing arrangement was not widely published outside the PMG and PCC so that changes could be made without requiring major explanation. This proved to be a sensible strategy. The basic scheme is shown in Appendix 2 – Illustrative Drawings.

Programme and Timing. The programme for the works was clearly predominated by the availability of funds. The brief to the PMG was to complete the project in five years and debt-free. The phasing of the work meant the timetable could be achieved but all depended on the rate at which funds were raised. 

In simple terms we only had to wait till there was sufficient in the bank before committing to expenditure. However, with a range of tasks and differing scales of cost spread over at least five years, we realised early on that it was cash flow that was most important.  If we had waited till all the money was in the bank we would only be starting now (2001), rather than celebrating completion. At each stage, therefore, the PMG reviewed the cash flow to determine whether sufficient funds would be available before asking the PCC to commit to a further phase of work.

The timing of the work was not entirely driven by absolute certainty of funding.  As a Christian group we did put our faith in the Lord to provide. And He provided the whole community with the strength and resolve to achieve the goal He had set us. We were able to commit to expenditure with sure knowledge that ultimately the funds would be secured, even though some were only scheduled to be paid two or three years hence.  

5 Financial control

Budgeting. Having set an overall budget for the project, it was then divided into the various phases. It was thus feasible to keep track of the costs for each phase and maintain awareness of the consequences of budgets being exceeded. In this way decisions could be made in the context of the whole, without detracting from the needs of any particular element under review. In retrospect, we did not keep strictly to the £500,000 total budget. Each element was considered on its own merits within its own budget. 

Cash flow forecasting. This became an essential tool for maintaining awareness of our potential to undertake any particular element whilst also ensuring we had sufficient funds to meet any contractural commitment. 

Committing to expenditure. As each element came forward for consideration the PMG reviewed the funds available and those already committed. We made it a clear premise that no commitment would be made unless we had the funds secured.  Whilst each element was considered on its own we made sure, through the cash flow forecasts, that any committed expenditure was not compromised. In the construction business it is easy to lose track of sums of money that are owing some time after the work has been committed or, indeed, completed. Simple issues such as 52 week maintenance periods and payment of retention money can easily lead to unexpected cash flow problems unless they are properly tracked.

Glenn Wycherley describes the financial control tools we used in more detail in Appendix 3.
6 Drivers 

Making a start. The phasing arrangements had put the emphasis on an early start with a relatively inexpensive element. This would show immediate commitment to the whole whilst also bringing early benefits. We recognised that the Preliminary Phase would primarily benefit  the worshipping community and this is where the major appeal for funds was targeted. 

This was successful and within a short time a contract was awarded to D&J Cole and work commenced. At the same time Peter Burch undertook the installation of the new sound system (which he had designed). So, 9 months after the Development Project was accepted, the first element was completed. This was an important milestone for the worshipping community as it demonstrated that through concerted action things could be made to happen.

Condition of the old hall.  Soon after completion of the Preliminary Phase (described earlier) the conditions in the existing (old) hall had deteriorated to such an extent that it was deemed to be unsafe and had to be closed. This changed the emphasis on the phasing and it was decided to proceed as soon as funds allowed with Phase 2 (now Phase 1).  

Achievable goals. Having decided on construction of the Hall fundraising was stepped up to enable a quick start to be made. There was a delay of about 6 months before work actually started but the clear need for the facility made publicity and fundraising appeals very effective. This was a huge target to aim for at such an early stage. However, because of the desperate need it could not be allowed to fail. 

The new hall was completed within 2 years of closure of the old hall and both the church and wider communities could see what could be achieved. The change to the original phasing also made us look at the work elements more closely. The costs for the Hall had been more than expected and a number of features had been removed to bring this element closer to the original budget and the contract was retendered. This made us more cautious about the future costs as well as the potential for completion of some elements. The completion of the Hall was a major milestone, an achievement in its own right as well as being the most significant element of the project. 

It was expected that we would find such enthusiasm after this huge goal had been reached that within a year we would have sufficient funds to be able to move on to the construction of the Annexe and the interior lighting and decoration.

However, project fatigue gripped the community and delayed real effort for a whole year. This also made us reconsider the overall project content if we were to have any chance of claiming completion in a reasonable timescale.  In adopting this cautious approach we identified that we should reduce the scale of the project and proposed to the PCC that the works to the north entrance and cloisters should be deleted completely. It was not a vital element and could be undertaken at some future date if it was necessary. This was agreed and in so doing the completion of the project became much more likely.

7 Communication and publicity

Project identity. After the first few fundraising activities it became clear that our work needed to be easily and consistently identified to avoid confusion with other work and activity in the community. A project style and logo was developed and used consistently in all communications. This proved very successful and helped in keeping the message loud clear.

Church and wider communities. Using the logo, it was easy to immediately attract attention to any notice, article or newsletter about the project.  The church community was kept informed through the monthly Parish Magazine as well as notices on church notice boards and handouts. The wider community received newsletters on a quarterly basis advertising progress and forthcoming events. The logo was also used for direct appeals as a means of identifying the work requiring support. 

Press, Radio and Television. Regular contact was made with the local press and broadcast media with varying degrees of response. Coverage was erratic but generally good prior to or after key fundraising events.

Robert Bigg describes the publicity aspects in more detail in Appendix 5.
8 Fundraising

Congregation. The congregation were clearly to be major contributors to the financing of the scheme. We also recognised that it would be necessary to obtain genuine commitment over a long period in the form of covenanted giving specifically for the project in order to maximise returns from the Inland Revenue.  In 1993 a direct appeal was made to the congregation as well as to the wider community. This was targeted at Phase 1 – the new Hall and was very successful, generating nearly £20,000 over four years, predominantly from the congregation although a significant amount came from the wider community. 

Events. Fundraising events are excellent at raising spirits, enthusiasm and publicity but they do not generate large sums in comparison to the effort involved. However, they must be arranged and are almost always good fun. Terry Rayson describes some of the successes and failures over the period in Appendix 4.
External fundraising. It was recognised at an early stage that in order to meet our target our fundraising net had to be spread as wide as possible. I have mentioned the wider community already and they were also drawn into as many of the events as possible. 

We also determined that we needed to obtain a good proportion of our funds from Charitable Trusts. This is a major task, not to be tackled lightly or without a strong will. The same efforts were used to apply for grant funding from the local authorities and the National Lottery, all with good success after considerable effort.

We also believed there should be a reasonable chance of success from appeals to local businesses. This proved to be much harder than expected and also required unstinting effort which over the five or six year period we were not able to sustain and had only limited although important success. 

Tom Linley describes the highs and lows and some of the lessons in Appendix 6.
9 Outsider’s Perspective

The project could not have been the success it was without the involvement and support of the local community. It was always the intention that this would be a Community Project and it was essential that the local community was part of the whole process. We were lucky to have the early support of our community policeman Dave Stubbs. A well known figure in the area he helped in the communication to this wider audience. Dave gives an overview of his input and the results of the involvement of the wider community in Appendix 7. His thoughts are summarised in the following extract from Appendix 7: 

It has been a great privilege to have played a small part in helping to bring the involvement of the wider community into play.  So satisfying to hear a fairly hard nosed and cynical colleague remark with some pleasure as we drove past in a police car one day “Do you know Dave, there’s a couple of bricks in there with my name on them!”.   Such a pleasure to see the long history of Wash Common come to life in the ‘October Revolution’ and to know that we have been a part of this unfolding story of local people working together, contributing ‘talents’ as appropriate, to make our community a better place.   So rewarding to hear passers by comment on how much they admire the new building and how sympathetically it matches the vision of the original architecture.

But, best of all, to see the diverse range and age of people coming and going, enjoying activities and socialising in such an excellent environment, and even if the group or activity has no direct connection with the church, knowing that they have come to the church for what it can offer them without realising it, and that this is now a very special place to many more local people as result.

10 Worshipping Community View

Over the period of the Development Project the congregation never really gave up on their faith in the goal. Having this single goal acted as a great unifier for a congregation that had in the past seen its fair share of arguments over courses of action and community outreach strategies. It is essential, however, that the vast majority is in agreement with the scheme. This could be seen when the proposals were brought forward for the new lighting in the church. 

The church is a public space that has deeply personal attachments. Individuals all have their own view of how they want it to be. The new lighting was a means for them to achieve their heartfelt desires. The proposals evoked a huge array of differing views. In the end a compromise is inevitable and the final scheme goes a long way to meeting everyone’s aspirations.

The saga of the project, its ups and downs, its plans and strategies and its successes and failures are captured very well in the summary of points from the Book of Nehemiah in Appendix 8. 

11 Brief Summary

After all this review the basic message can be summarised in this series of points provided by Peter Skeldon, first Chairman of PMG.

1. Start with a clear objective which is understood and supported by vast majority

2. Set up an appropriate team with clear responsibilities

3. Select professionals with care – you may be working with them for a long time

4. Be realistic with fund-raising expectations and time scales

5. Tackle large projects in small phases if possible so that early phases can help the fundraising of later phases

6. Keep details of design as broad as possible – catering for minority interests or “possible” needs can be costly. Don’t forget peoples ideas and needs change – several aspects of our project have never been used as was originally envisaged.

7. Set up management of facilities at an early stage – don’t wait until completion.

8. Be realistic about running costs of facility and the contribution it is expected to make to overall finances. Allow for maintenance costs from day one.

9. Be business-like at all times, accepting that the PCC may not always be.

10. God has given us intelligence, ability, energy and time. Use them and don’t rely on Faith alone. 
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APPENDIX 1 - Development Project – the Early Years

When the project was first contemplated, several architects were approached to produce a feasibility study on the basis of a very general brief. All except Ian Fewtrell-Smith of Gotelee Orchard-Lisle required a fee for this. He would absorb the cost into his overall percentage fee for the project.  As funds were limited and, as he was the appointed Quinquennial Architect, his was the only feasibility study produced.

In the autumn of 1993, the feasibility study was presented to an open meeting and received broad approval. The Architects fees were agreed subsequent to this meeting.

In early 1994, the current incumbent, Fr Malcolm Strange, set up a working party, including community representatives, to produce a specification for the new facilities, for approval by the PCC. When that had been achieved the Project Management Group (PMG) was formed to begin the various stages of the development of the project. At the same time a Project Finance group was considering a fundraising aspects as wells as marketing and publicity. Although both comprising enthusiastic members, it soon became clear there was lack of co-ordination and communication between the two groups, and in early 1995 they were reorganised to form the full PMG. This comprised the leaders of the teams considered necessary to cover all the aspects of the project, namely:


Development and Implementation (D&I)


Publicity


Marketing


Wider Community


Events 

as well as Treasurer, Secretary and Chairman

The original feasibility study had shown all the new facilities as an extension of the church with a common entrance. Whilst this was a very desirable and preferred option, the practicality of achieving it, and meeting the specification was impossible. It was considered more important to achieve the specification, and so it was agreed that the Hall would be a separate building albeit aligned to the other facilities.  There was a further, financial benefit in separating the Hall from the remainder of the works. At the time, new building did not attract VAT, whilst alterations and extensions did. This ruling was later relaxed further to allow the Annex to be “zero-rated”, as it did not form the primary entrance to the current building. Meeting the requirements of these two rules saved a considerable sum of money. 

APPENDIX 2  - Illustrative drawings
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APPENDIX 3 - Financial Control

Tight financial control is vital to any project, and from the outset we developed cash flow projections summarising all expected income and expenditure.

3.1. Income
In our income projections we listed guaranteed income only, and never included income which was uncertain.

Examples of guaranteed income (or at least as far as it can be) would be :


- covenants


- tax rebates associated with covenants 


- gift aid donations


- income backed by firm letters


- firm commitments from charitable institutions, Lottery Funding and 
  
  other similar groups

Examples of uncertain income would be :


- bazaars


- jumble sales


- all social events

These latter types of activities did in fact generate a lot of money for the project, but the income was never certain. The money generated was always a bonus, but some events were cancelled and others generated little or no income, despite contrary expectations.

3.2. Expenditure
Expenditure was only committed when there was sufficient cash to support the full value of the expenditure.

However, if sufficient future guaranteed income was available to cover short/medium term expenditure, then low interest loans were negotiated via the Oxford Diocesan Board of Finance (ODBF).

The use of loans (even at low interest) added additional costs to the project, and this needed to be included in the cash flow forecast.

During the life of the project, two loans were negotiated with the ODBF; the first for £70,000 and the second for £30,000. For both loans, the interest rate was 5% and the term was 4 years.

3.3. Cash flow forecasts
This was split into a number of main sections :

· Income

· Expenditure

· Loans

· Loan repayments

· Bank balance

We developed a cash flow forecast covering the future 4 years, with the current year being monthly and the subsequent years as annual forecasts. 

Towards the end of each year, we expanded the monthly forecast to include the last few months of the current year and the following twelve months of the following year.

The cash flow forecast also incorporated historic income and expenditure, together with the sources of income and type of expenditure.

3.4. Project Management Group (PMG)
The PMG met regularly and the expected income, the planned expenditure and the subsequent cash flow forecast was discussed at length at each meeting. 

Spending decisions were made by the group, based on the agreed cash flow forecast. The major spending decisions for appointing contractors were then referred to the PCC for ratification.

An accurate, up-to-date cash flow forecast is the cornerstone of the successful financial control of a project. This was certainly the case with St George’s Development Project.

Attached is the spreadsheet format which we used throughout the project to summarise our cash flow forecasts.

Glenn Wycherley

PMG Treasurer

Tel

01635.580115

E-mail
glenn.wycherley.gw@bayer.co.uk
APPENDIX 4 - Events

Strategy

From its inception in late 1993 the Events Team set out to raise funds by providing a broad range of entertainment (at a rate of five/six functions per year) aimed at involving as many people as possible from outside the St. George’s congregation.  This primary outreach approach provided not only our best method of telling and showing what we were doing, but also facilitated fundraising away from the thirty or so families already bearing the brunt of covenanted giving to the Project.

In addition to the staging of events the Team actively encouraged individuals and organisations wishing to stage their own fundraising efforts.  A most successful example of this was the Spiers’ “First Friday” dinners, which were enthusiastically organised each month for over four years.

Later in the project it became very apparent that there was no longer the level of interest needed for five/six events per year, but that there was more to be gained by concentrating energy on three/four major events per annum.  In addition we were more able, based upon past experience, to select functions giving the best fundraising return i.e. we had by then discovered what we could do best!

Novelty can prove to be a great asset in Project fundraising.  There is much to be gained from a new idea provided that it is developed to the extent of its potential and then sold hard to the widest possible audience.  “Revolution” was a good example - three vastly differing pieces of entertainment staged in adjoining venues with the audience moving between them.

Building The Team

The ideal events sub-committee (Team) size for St.George’s proved to be between eight and ten people.  Members were sought to provide a range of skills - “doers” were as essential as “thinkers”.  The chairman/person had a key role in encouraging all to put forward their ideas on a topic and then attempting to define a workable plan using available resource - this was not always as simple as it might have seemed!

Team meetings were held at regular 4/5 week intervals, with the number of attendees varying between two and over a dozen.  A large number of individuals have been involved from 1993 to date.

Over the years practice evolved to each event being overseen by an individual member of the Team as organiser/“owner” with other members assisting as requested.

Major events, such as Music Festivals and “Revolution” were, on occasions, 

co-ordinated from outside the Team but utilised its members in playing key roles.

Highlights

The first major fundraiser took place in February 1994 when Logos – the church Youth Group (led and inspired by Carole Cook) organised “Berkshire Takes a Bow”, a full-blown fashion show, which raised over £ 5000 and set an example for all that followed events-wise.

Around the same time the word “MegaBreakfast” came into existence - a special Saturday morning breakfast feast - there have been numerous MegaBreakfasts since!

In 1995 a “Talents” initiative was held from Pentecost to Harvest Festival - a staggering £ 6500 was raised from £ 750 taken as primary funds through a wide range of handicraft and other fundraising activities.  Interestingly enough (and referring to “Novelty” above) when the idea was repeated the funding return was much smaller.

Rob Whiting organised two terrific (and profitable) Music Festivals in 1994 and 1995.

The first St. George’s Ball took place at St. Gabriel’s School in October 1996.  This was followed by two further Balls at Newbury Racecourse (a huge thank you being due to Billy Drummond).

Very successful Art Exhibitions were held in 1998, 1999 and 2001.  These, in particular, led to a large influx of visitors to the Church and St. George’s Centre.

Other music-making for fundraising events has been provided by Cecilia Consort, Watership Cantabile, Eltham College Concert Band (Australia), Grantham College Choir (USA), Messiah College Choir (USA) and our own St. George’s Church Choir.

In April 1999 the St. George’s Challenge (Millennium Yomp) took place, when over 2000 Km was walked in 48 hours as a sponsored event.  This was the longest continuous event attempted and was extraordinarily successful as a one-off spectacular.

“Revolution” in October 1999 was a totally homegrown event, which was aimed at taking the Project further into the community.  Feedback from attendees was extremely positive and there was welcome publicity from local newspapers.

There have been so many other events that space precludes their listing.

Lowlights

There were some failures as well as successes.

In summer 1997 we hit our lowest point with three events being cancelled in four months - it was at this point that a “back to basics” approach had to be adopted whilst the (exhausted) Team regrouped.

We decided that we were trying to organise too many events too close to one another whilst always relying on the same group of diehards for core support.  It became essential to find a slightly less dead horse to flog!

Team analysis of  our sudden failure revealed pointers, specifically in St.George’s terms, for non-success.  These were :-

1. Never attempt to organise a “Race Night” in a Church community.

2. Fêtes can raise a lot of money, but the number of helpers needed is vast       and all is weather-dependent.

3. Never try to organise a dance or ball in June, July or August!

4. Do not organise events, even seemingly totally differing events, too close together - two months seems to be the absolute minimum gap.

5. An “Auction of Promises” can be a great fundraiser, but requires 
        considerable organisation and it is debatable whether a Church is the ideal scene for such an event – our attempt was unsupported

Looking Towards Completion

We are now able to see the finish line in terms of fundraising.  With work being complete we can expect very little in the way of donations and events have figured strongly in meeting the goal during this final year.

Even at this late stage thought must be given to coming up with new ideas as …. the fundraising process never stops!
APPENDIX 5 - Publicity & Communications

5.1
Introduction

There are essentially three target groups for communications about the project.

· The congregation (and the wider Church – deanery, archdeaconry, diocese etc.)

· The wider community (the Parish, town, county etc.)

· Potential external donors (charitable trusts, local businesses, local authorities, other grant making bodies etc.)

The first group needs to be enthused about the project to provide the basic commitment to see the project through; they will be the bedrock of support in both people and prayer. They will also be the most consistent supporters of events and probably the single largest source of finance.

The second group need to be informed about the project and specific events to encourage them to support these fund-raising events (and to make contributions in other ways). They need to be able to see that the project will deliver them tangible benefits and that it is making progress.

The third group is the most difficult – as different grant-making bodies will have varying priorities and criteria: each will require a tailored approach which general communications may not match. Nonetheless they are most similar to the second group, and successful communication to the second group (through the media for example) can be used to support any application for funding and helps raise the profile of the project to locally based businesses and the local authorities and councillors.

Communication to the first group is not only from the pulpit but also through regular bulletins in the Parish Magazine, reports to the PCC and APCM, Sunday notices, information and displays (pictures and plans) on notice boards, and just talking to people.

Reaching the second group is largely by means of newsletters, the media (local newspapers, radio and TV), posters, and, of course, the fund-raising events themselves. There is also word of mouth as the first group tell their neighbours and friends about what is going on.

5.2
Posters

Local shops were generally very willing to display posters for specific events. Some such as Tesco had specific A4 sized community panels – it was never clear where Sainsburys displayed the material they took if you tried hard enough to give it to them. Budgens had a more limited display area better suited to postcard sized adverts (or double postcard size set across two rows which proved more effective), displaying A4 notices was harder and were often relegated to obscure positions. The local pharmacy and Post Office were very good at displaying items in their windows, the newsagent more variable.  The local dentist’s surgery refused to take a poster despite the fact that the senior partner made high profile contributions. Church members with prominent trees, gates and windows were always happy to display any posters.

5.3
Newsletters

One of the great successes of the project was the newsletter/drop style of communication with the parish. Once started it is not something we want to stop – but there are logistical problems in getting 1700 to 2000 newsletters printed and distributed – especially for A3 or multiple page items. Finding an efficient and cheap printer who could deal with material directly from a word processor file was a great help (although simpler two page mostly text newsletters could be dealt with from the Church Office photocopier if the original was of high enough quality).

A5 drops for specific events were also successful.

This style of communication is effective, although often by the ‘drip feed’ type of process rather than huge numbers of responses (why do political parties keep dropping newsletters through people’s doors), but does require a sufficient team of distributors.  We are fortunate in having such a set of people with sets of roads that they deliver to, without this we would have struggled (see Parish Distribution below) – and relying on the local free newspaper distribution can be very patchy.

5.4
Newspapers

‘Selling’ a story to a paper is easier in the early stages of a project, when there are drawings and plans or when there is work underway that will create a photo opportunity. Big size cheques are fine, but make a much better picture when there is an audience… our Thursday afternoon congregation was regularly roped in for this, particularly with the backdrop of work in progress.  One local paper was always eager for stories and could be more or less relied on to make something of almost any press release. The other, more established, paper was much snootier and would generally disregard anything that looked as though it was plugging an event in the future (advertorials were a source of revenue for them).

Ongoing stories – the slimming vicar – appeal at the start and end to the local press – even the national press, but also may have a serial appeal to the local Diocesan paper or even the Church Times.

The local press was quite often the spur for interest from the national press and other media – the sponsored hair and beard cut by the vicar, the busking vicar etc.

5.5
Radio & TV

The local BBC Radio station could be relied on to publish what’s on type details if you gave them sufficient notice.  The Sunday religious slots were also reasonable grounds for getting the vicar (or prominent others) to say something about the project or other events if handled by direct contact with the journalists/producers involved.  TV interest was generally much less predictable, of course there has to be something worth filming, something visual. We had successes with the setting out of a sponsored pilgrimage with vicar and local schoolmaster (good cross interest of school and church), the busking vicar (church and pub), the relighting/redecoration (new light at Easter) and the Bishop at Easter.  The key elements here are probably (a) unlikely or cross interest items – combining the church with something else and (b) the need for an interesting ‘religious’ story at key Christian festivals and holidays.

5.6
Parish Distribution

As mentioned above we were fortunate in having a Parish Distribution system already in place, this was essential for the effective distribution of newsletters and other flyers.

The houses in the parish are divided into ‘rounds’ of between 20 and 40 (although there are some as few as 4 and others as many as 70) based mainly on roads or blocks of flats (large roads being broken down into many smaller rounds). Members of the congregation are responsible for a round, often the road in which they live.  Each round has a numbered document wallet folder with details of the houses covered and the total number of leaflets etc required.

The rounds are divided into three sets, and each set has one person responsible for delivering the folders to the round distributors.  The printed newsletters or other leaflets are first counted into the distribution folders (any folding required is done by the round distributor) and these are then parcelled up into the three sets for the first stage of the distribution.  The three ‘wholesalers’ are given their set of folders to give to the round distributors together with a list of the folders and the normal distributor. Should a normal distributor be away or otherwise unable to deliver the leaflets then they will find an alternate distributor.

We have generally allowed about 1 week for the collation and distribution to ‘wholesalers’ and then a 2-week period for the onward distribution.  The completed (and thus empty) folders are returned by the ‘round’ distributors to the church. Any changes to the number of leaflets required can be noted on the folder itself and thus amended for the next distribution. The same system is used for the sending of a parish-wide card for both Christmas and Easter, making three or four distributions a year.

5.7
Events

At the time, from a communications perspective, we were mainly concerned with publicising events to encourage good attendance (e.g. through posters, flyers, radio and newspaper adverts). In retrospect we should have also put up more displays or other material about the project and its progress to better inform the people we attracted in to these events from the wider community.

5.8
Project Identity – ‘Branding’

Both internally and externally there was an original attempt to ‘Brand’ the project – there was a specific logo and a specified colour (cream) for project communications.  It is not clear whether this was successful.  Very few people in general congregation ever noticed when internal communications were on the ‘wrong’ colour paper.  The outside media never really distinguished between the ‘Project’ and the ‘Church’ even though there were very aware of the specific project details.  For them, and I suspect the general population, this was something the ‘Church’ was doing.  Indeed some of the most successful newsletters, from a community aspect, were those that included details of other Church activities – the general sense that there was something happening here that was more than just a building scheme. The logo was a variant on the main Church logo, not so easy to see an immediate difference – was that a good thing or a bad idea?

A totally separate identity would risk losing the essential connection of Christian witness with the work – too close an identity loses the ‘marketing’ brand power.

There was a clear aspect that some external funding sources would react against an overtly evangelical approach – indeed would react negatively to the idea of funding ‘The Church’ doing this (despite the well publicised problems of the Church Commissioners at the time).  There is, perhaps, a problem of ‘The Church’ being seen as historically wealthy which is out of tune with the reality of many cash-strapped parishes struggling to raise funds for both forward-looking projects and dire immediate repairs.

There is the potential to create two sorts of ‘marketing’ material: that aimed at strengthening the Church’s links with the wider community by being seen to involve that community and meet its needs both spiritual and physical; and that aimed at the outside funding sources.

And from the internal side, does the marketing and impetus of a major project such as this, including the wish of a committed congregation to see it succeed, create problems on completion?  Does the church become so focussed on some concrete goals, both physical and financial, that it is hard to return to the original wider spiritual goals of the project?  It is necessary to think beyond such a huge project, which is just as an enormous undertaking in itself!

APPENDIX 6 – External Fundraising

6.1
Seeking Advice                                   

From the start it was realised that there was a need to talk to those who had been involved in a similar project or to read what they had written.  Unfortunately we could not locate these people and very little of relevance was found.

The most useful book discovered was “The Church in the Market”, written by George Carey in the early 1980s, when he was Rector of a city centre church in the city of Durham.  The church had a widely scattered congregation and the city centre project was not a close match to that at St George the Martyr, located on the outskirts of a small country town in the south of England.  However the book was worth reading and useful background information was gained from it.  

It was learnt that a large development project was in progress at a church in Sevenoaks, Kent and a visit to it was recommended.  So a group of five from St Georges drove down to receive a presentation from the Rector and to view the work in progress.  Their project planning and execution had been of a high professional standard and what was seen and heard was most impressive. The church was in the town centre and had a wealthy congregation.  At the first gift day over a million pounds was secured of the three million pound required. The breadth and depth of available professional skills in the congregation was greater than at St Georges.  The community content of the project was low.  So again it was not a close match to the St Georges project. 

During the chat on the drive home to Newbury it became evident that we all realised we were unlikely to match the Sevenoaks achievements in total but we knew that we had to improve on their performance in one area.  Their fund raising from outside the parish, which we have called external fund raising, had secured only one per cent of the total. If we were to complete our project then our external fund raising had to do better than that.
6.2
Slow Start

External fund raising made a slow start.  One of the reasons for this was the unavailability of relevant advice and absence of a suitable project role model, as explained above.  Another reason was that not enough time was spent in planning the fund raising and ensuring that enough people with the right skills were involved.    There was a great desire to get moving quickly, to start on 23 January 1994 which was an anniversary date and then learn from experience.

A further reason for poor initial progress was the lack of focus of our applications.  We started by asking for contributions to a half million pound project which was a mixture of community and church elements.  We soon learnt that the project had to be broken down into separate community and church grant components and each component had to be treated separately, with community grant applications going to community oriented organisations and church grant applications going to church oriented organisations.  To do otherwise was a waste of time and postage stamps.    

With the community grant applications the more specific the request the greater was its chance of success.  The result was that much of the funding secured was “ring fenced” for a specified part of the community project.  This was not always to the liking of the PCC which preferred to treat the total amount unspent as funding that, within the project boundaries, could be spent at their discretion without regard to what the funding had been specifically given for – but they learnt to live with it.

The community oriented funding organisations not infrequently were more than a little suspicious that the community parts of the project might be just church requirements in disguise.  Fortunately PCC had made it clear from the outset that the Community Hall and the Community Annexe were for the whole community and not totally or even primarily for church use.  Consequently the church did not have any automatic priority over bookings and like other users, the church paid for its useage.  This PCC position was vital in obtaining funding from the community oriented funding organisations. 

6.3
Newbury Businesses 

There were two main obstacles to obtaining funding from Newbury Businesses.  The first was an appeal for money for the building of a local children’s hospice and this would be near the top of most people’s priority list.  The second was the continuing appeal for money from the Berkshire Community Trust.  This is an organisation that receives money from organisations Berkshire wide and distributes grants over the same geographic area.  This is convenient for companies who receive great publicity for their contributions and are also relieved of the effort of having to assess applications and make and defend grant decisions themselves.  Newbury companies suggested we approach Berkshire Community Trust and this we did, but the Reading area received the bulk of their funding and our award was small. 

We also made things difficult for ourselves by not developing and implementing a coherent plan for developing contacts with the Newbury businesses.  It was an unpopular fund raising area and for a long time we had no one working at it, despite frequent appeals.  There was no real belief that we could succeed in this area and the result was that we did not succeed.  Over the six years of fund raising we raised £36,000 and £24,000 of that came from one company, which for a key period fortunately had a Christian as its Chief Executive.

6.4
Local Councils

It could reasonably be argued that, our project was putting in place community facilities that were mainly the responsibility of the local councils and that we were therefore entitled to their strong support.  Certainly we had good support from many of our local district and town councillors and one of the Town Mayors was inspirational in his support for our project.

The hesitancy in putting our funding case to businesses was reflected in our attitude to the local councils.  Some thought it wrong to ask them for money as their budgets were already stretched, others thought it wrong to ask for serious amounts of money and yet others thought that as we were attempting to meet real community needs it was appropriate to approach local councils and ask for their meaningful support.  The latter view prevailed and it was agreed to submit a grant application for £50,000 to the District Council.

At the first attempt we received £30,000 towards a Community Hall costing £230,000.  Later applications secured £15,000 towards a Community Annexe costing £130,000; £10,000 towards Community Car Parks and £3,600 towards a Community Arts Centre facility.  Recently the Town Council has started awarding capital grants and we have received £3,700.

So we obtained contributions of £63,300 against a target of £50,000 and I suppose we should be pleased.  However you sometimes wonder how it happened.  There was one grant award meeting, which are always open to the public, at which the main basis for deciding on the size of awards was to divide the total amount of money available by the total number of applications and give the same amount to each.  This, despite huge differences in the cost of projects, their management, the number of people that would benefit and the amount of money that had been raised by the applying organisations.  Generally too little attention was paid to the quality assessment of individual cases and often there was a desire to spread the available money as far as possible.  This might be good politics but it does not always represent the best use public money.

The council staff handling the grant applications were always most helpful and considerate.  Time spent discussing a proposed grant application with council staff pre-submission is time well spent. 

6.5
National Lottery Charities Board 

A number of members of the congregation had reservations about accepting National Lottery money.  So a Committee was formed to consider all aspects of gambling as it affected our church. As a result we were authorised to make a grant application. 

Our first two applications to the National Lottery Charities Board were not successful.  We were then advised that to be successful applications must stress a tight management system, both generally and financially.  We acted on that advice and for that or other reasons we were successful at the third attempt and were awarded the full £46,000 that we had requested as a contribution to our Community Annexe.

When making the third application we unwisely decided to make two grant applications at about the same time to the National Lottery, with our funding requirement divided between them.  The application to the National Lottery Charities Board was successful and the other failed.  The tandem applications were made due to shortage of time but it was an expensive mistake.

We found the National Lottery Charities Board a very easy organisation to work with.  Their literature is clear and their staff  are helpful and courteous both in the processing of applications and the  payment of grant monies.   

6.6
Charitable Trusts

The biggest contributors to external fund raising were the Charitable Trusts and over the six years of the project they provided £85,000.  In the first year progress was slow with only £5,000 secured but then we became aware of a two volume publication called the the Directory of Grant Making Trusts, published by the Charities Aid Foundation, and with its use progress improved considerably.  In one volume, all the Charitable Trusts are listed alphabetically each with its funding priorities, beneficial area, annual grant amount, type of application wanted, names of trustees and name and address to write to.  The other volume listed the Charitable Trusts by beneficial area, eg Berkshire and by the field of interest eg Religious Building or Community Facility.  Most public libraries keep a copy in their reference section but our use of the Newbury Library copy was so frequent that we eventually decided to spend £70 and have our own copy.  Having done so we then received free Grantseeker Newsletters from the Charities Aid Foundation that updated information on the Charitable Trusts and how to approach them – a useful bonus.

The Berkshire based Charitable Trusts were the most supportive, probably due to knowing a trustee or some one else involved with the operation of the trust.  However no little success was achieved by writing cold to trusts found in the pages of the Directory of Grant Making Trusts.  One surprise positive response was from Scotland.  Reaction from trusts that were unable to contribute varied greatly.  Some trusts were warm and reassuring and encouraged you to keep on trying.  Some were curt and often discouraging and some did not reply at all, even when provided with a stamped addressed envelope. With a success strike rate of less than one in twenty it is very easy to consider giving up and uncaring responses to carefully prepared grant applications do not help.  Dealing with Charitable Trusts is often frustrating but the rewards are considerable, especially in terms of pounds raised  per man/hour used. 

Success required careful planning, keeping of good records and no little determination.  Applications had to be tailored to individual charitable trusts – a standard application for general use did not work.  A positive response to a first application was very rare.  Usually a grant was awarded only after several letters and telephone calls.  If the trust was still interested after receiving your second letter that was a good sign.  If we were able to persuade a trust to make a site visit we were very pleased as our success rate in converting visits into grants was one hundred per cent.  

6.7
Landfill Tax

Landfill operators have to pay a tax on the waste they receive in their sites.  They are able to put tax credits from this process towards community environmental projects that fall within the guidelines established by ENTRUST, the regulatory body set up to oversee this government initiative.  Two of the eligibility criteria are repair and restoration of historic buildings or places of worship and creation or improvement of public amenities.  Your project also has to be within ten miles of a landfill site. We met the criteria.  Being new to this funding source we decided to use the Arthur Rank Centre Environment Trust as our agent in dealing with ENTRUST and in due course they succeeded in obtaining ENTRUST’s approval of parts of our project.  Subsequently they were unable to produce any funding for us and this was probably due to their inadequate resourcing of this work.  This was unforeseen and disappointing and much time was wasted in trying unsuccessfully to make the system work.

We then tried making a direct approach to the Environmental Trust for Berkshire which handles most of the landfill money for Berkshire projects.  This was equally unproductive and again very frustrating as they did not have the staff to properly administer the scheme.  Again much time was wasted in trying unsuccessfully to make the system work.  I understand that the Berkshire Churches Trust are seeking to have an influence on the decision making process, regarding church based applications, so that hopefully things will improve.

In total contrast we found the Hanson Environment Fund, based at Newark well resourced and a joy to deal with.  We secured the maximum grant of £2,000 from their small grant scheme but nothing from their large grant scheme because of our ineligibility due to the Hanson contribution to the Environment Trust for Berkshire.

We are well aware that similar projects to ours, outside Berkshire, have received large amounts of landfill funding and we know of one county where there is so much funding not applied for, that organisations are being contacted to ask if they would like to make an application. 

In hindsight we would probably have fared better if we had not used an agent but dealt with ENTRUST direct.  We are grateful to Hanson for providing us with some reward in an area that we found very difficult.  

6.9
Church Organisations

We were pleasantly surprised by the responses we received to our funding requests to the Archdeaconry of Berkshire, the Diocese of Oxford and the Central Church Fund.  In total they contributed £32,000.

Church organisations could also provide some much needed advice.  We and I think other churches would have benefited from local, one or half day seminars on project running or fund raising.

6.10
Summary

The fund raising from outside the parish, or what has been called external fund raising, has secured the following sums-

Newbury Businesses




£36,000

Local Councils





£63,000

National Lottery Charities Board



£46,000

Charitable Trusts





£86,000

Landfill Tax






£  2,000

Archdeaconry, Diocese and Central church Fund
£32,000

Total






          £265,000

The total project cost drifted to £607,000.  So the external £265,000 of external fund raising is 44% of the total.  This is a satisfactory percentage and more than budget.

6.11
Personal Thoughts

I started off just as Project Secretary and later was asked, a bit at a time, to take on all aspects of external fund raising.  I was happy to do so as my last job had been running an industry education and training organisation with one responsibility being to raise funds for an educational centre

I decided to raise funds as a one man band rather than by forming a team.  Time permitting this is better as then  I was spared the team meetings which were the lot of the Development and Implementation Team and the Events Team etc.  It is also easier to achieve a focussed approach.

My problems came at Project Management Group meetings where there were sharply divided views on many things but especially on how fund raising should be planned and executed.  I also had a few problems with some members of the congregation not making good use of their external contacts at a reasonable speed.  So it was not all sweetness and light but hopefully time will heal the wounds!

In conclusion I think our project was necessary and the outcomes are all good.  We learnt much during the project and if starting now would probably do it in about half the time.

If you would like to learn from my mistakes and experience I can be contacted as follows –

Tom Linley, Windwhistle, Garden Close Lane, Newbury, Berkshire, RG14 6PR

Tel No: 01635 45585.  Email: tom.linley@ukgateway.net 

APPENDIX 7 – An outsider’s perspective

St. George’s Development Project - Reflections
Now that that the original concept of the development project is drawing to a close, I pen these retrospective observations from the perspective of involvement from the community rather than those concerned from the church’s point of view. 

I can well remember being invited to Alan Pook’s house and on being asked if I would be interested in giving some support to the project, thinking that it would be a golden opportunity for the church to make some practical outreach to the Wash Common community if its vision was wider than merely extending the ‘church’ fabric.

I said I would be pleased to give whatever help I could, but on the basis that the new hall (as the project was at that stage) was viewed as a community resource and was not to be considered or called St. George’s Church Hall, which I felt would not only deter many of the secular locals and organisations which might otherwise give practical or financial help, but would also be a significant disincentive for use by many sections of the community – especially the ‘youth’ of the area, who were in need of improved facilities and who the church wanted to reach out to in some way. 

I was pleased to be assured that this was exactly the format that was being proposed and that the project would be seen in the widest sense as a ‘community’ collaboration, with involvement from all sections of the locality and the widest range of community uses envisaged for the completed buildings.

The practical side of support was also to prove fulfilling in many personal ways, starting with the physical, spiritual and social self awareness of my first pilgrimage, from St. George’s to Winchester and thence along the ancient Pilgrim’s Way to Canterbury.  This moving and enjoyable experience gave much insight into my own motivation and generated a real sense of connectivity with the church and the power of belief in previous generations to achieve a difficult goal in complete faith that God would see it through, which we were echoing in our own way as we approached the end of the 20th century.  

The numerous illustrated talks which flowed from the pilgrimage were both useful as fund raisers in themselves and as further ways of spreading publicity and encouraging interest in the project from a far wider audience than had the scheme just been perceived as having a purely church or religious based outcome. 

Many other innovative techniques for fund raising and generating interest and support from the wider community gave opportunities to involve numerous people who would never have been ‘lured’ by an invitation to ‘give a donation towards the new church hall’, but who saw the obvious benefits in assisting towards a facility which might benefit their children,  result in improved medical facilities or help for the elderly or lonely or even simply to gain some vicarious pleasure from association with the most innovative development on Wash Common – probably since the concept and realisation of the original church building in the 1930s.

It has been a great privilege to have played a small part in helping to bring the involvement of the wider community into play.  So satisfying to hear a fairly hard nosed and cynical colleague remark with some pleasure as we drove past in a police car one day “Do you know Dave, there’s a couple of bricks in there with my name on them !”.   Such a pleasure to see the long history of Wash Common come to life in the ‘October Revolution’ and to know that we have been a part of this unfolding story of local people working together, contributing ‘talents’ as appropriate, to make our community a better place.   So rewarding to hear passers by comment on how much they admire the new building and how sympathetically it matches the vision of the original architecture.

But, best of all, to see the diverse range and age of people coming and going, enjoying activities and socialising in such an excellent environment, and even if the group or activity has no direct connection with the church, knowing that they have come to the church for what it can offer them without realising it, and that this is now a very special place to many more local people as result.

A great credit to the many dedicated people who steered and drove the project, and a source of pride, pleasure and involvement to the many who contributed in any way to such a visible, practical and inspiring improvement to our community. 

Dave STUBBS

September 2001  
APPENDIX 8 – The Worshipping Community

Guidance from the Book of Nehemiah (Drafted near the end of the Project)

NEHEMIAH CHAPTERS 1-5

WORK CONTEXT:
MAJOR CHANGE PROJECT

Ch. 1
CONCERN FOR THE PEOPLE (v6)


IDENTIFICATION WITH FAULT (v6)


GIVING OVER SUCCESS TO GOD (v11)

Ch. 2
HIGH LEVEL SPONSORS (v4-6)


SET DEADLINE (v6)


PROJECT POSITIONING (v7-8)


SOURCING FINANCIAL SUPPORT (v7-8)


RUMBLINGS OF DISCONTENT (v10)


PROJECT SCOPING BEFORE OPEN DISCLOSURE (v11-16)


CHANGE STRATEGY – 

PARTNERSHIP/ PARTICIPATION (v16)



ACCEPTANCE OF DIS-SATISFACTION WITH CURRENT (v17)



SET A VISION (v17)



ASSURANCE OF SUPPORT (v18)



COMMITMENT FROM THOSE AFFECTED (v18)



IDENTIFIES AS A PARTNER IN THE VENTURE (v20)

Ch. 3
ALLOCATION OF SPECIFIC TASKS


AUTONOMOUS WORK GROUPS


ORGANISATION


CO-OPERATION


PARTICIPATION


TEAMWORK


DELEGATED ACCOUNTABILITIES

Ch. 4
OPPOSITION / RIDICULE (v1-3) leading to


STRESS / FEAR (v4)


DISSIPATION OF TEAM ENERGY (v10)


LOW MORALE (v10)


INSECURITY (v11-12)


COMMITMENT / ENERGY (v6)


IDENTIFICATION OF BARRIERS TO SUCCESS (v8-9)


CONTINGENCY PLANNING & ACTION (v9)


LISTENING TO CONCERNS & RESPONDING (v13)


PROJECT REVIEW (v14)


MOTIVATION OF TEAM (v14)


RESTATEMENT OF VISION & SUPPORT (v14)


REDEFINITION OF ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES (v16)


SWOT ANALYSIS (v19) (Strengths/Weaknesses/Opportunities/Threats)


DISCIPLINED PROCEDURES (v21-23)

Ch. 5
SOCIAL CONCERN  - HYGIENE FACTORS


UPWARD COMMUNICATION (v1-3)


CAREFUL CONSIDERATION OF OPTIONS (v7)


INTERNAL POLITICS (v7)


SINGLENESS OF PURPOSE (v7)


CLEAR PRESENTATION OF FACTS (v8)


REMOVES BARRIERS TO SUCCESS (v9-13)


CONTRACTUAL TIE IN (v12)


NO ADVANTAGE OF POSITION (v14)


MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT (v16)


RECOGNITION OF WORK DEMANDS (v18)

TERRY WINROW

PMG





EVENTS





CHARITABLE TRUSTS





DESIGN & IMPLEMENTATION





PUBLICITY





WIDER COMMUNITY





NEWBURY BUSINESSES








PAGE  
16

_1012569139

