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1.0 Introduction

This report sets out the findings of a study of the economic and social impacts to date of Norfolk Heritage Park, Sheffield. The research was commissioned by the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) in January 2006 as one of a series of ten case studies exploring the impacts of heritage projects, which is in turn part of a wider rolling research programme.
1.1 Norfolk Heritage Park

1.1.1 Background

One of the earliest public parks of the 19th century, Norfolk Heritage Park dates from the 1840s, is Grade II listed and lies adjacent to the Norfolk Road Conservation Area. The park is owned by Sheffield City Council.
Before the 1600s, Norfolk Park was part of a park that stretched from Sheffield Town Hall to Arbourthorne. This land was a deer park for Sheffield Manor and grazed by around 1,000 fallow deer which were hunted by the local gentry. 

Over the 17th century, most of the land was sold for mining and farm land. The area of parkland was slowly reduced until only 70 acres were left. In the 1840s, the Duke of Norfolk initiated plans for the layout of the park in the style fashionable during the Victorian era and in 1848 Norfolk Park was one of the first parks in Britain to be opened free to the general public. The park was even visited by Queen Victoria when she visited Sheffield in 1897 to open the new Town Hall. 
In May 1909, the 15th Duke of Norfolk announced that he would give Norfolk Park to the City of Sheffield, to hold in trust. To commemorate the event a refreshment pavilion was built in 1910 and a stone entrance arch was carved with the Duke of Norfolk's image. The bowling greens and tennis courts were established between 1930 and 1950; the bowling greens are still used by one of Sheffield oldest bowling clubs. 
In the 1960s, the area surrounding the park, previously grazing land, was redeveloped as a modern high-rise estate and the population of the area increased dramatically. 
In recent years, Norfolk Heritage Park declined as resources to care for the park became increasingly limited. In the 1990s, Sheffield City Council and the local community decided they wanted to restore the park. A plan was developed and funding was sought in order to enable the restoration to go ahead. 
1.1.2 About the Site

The park consists of 28 hectares of parkland including an ancient woodland area, five Grade II listed buildings or structures, and a range of sports facilities.

The main building is the 'Centre in the Park' which is open to the general public seven days a week from 10 am to 4 pm. In addition, rooms in the Centre are available for hire from 8.00 am until 9.30 pm, including weekends. The Centre is within walking distance of both the local tram stop and bus routes, and has a dedicated car park. 
A café is located in the Centre which is run by Norfolk Park Catering Ltd (formerly Norfolk Park Food Enterprise Development, a local community project). A community-run crèche is also based at the Centre with places available for weekday morning sessions and a two hour session on Saturdays and Sundays. The local community forum has use of one room and has used it to run training courses, including those on basic skills and IT.

In the area of the park close to the Centre there are two new playgrounds which cater for children under and over eight years old. Youth clubs run by Connexions are currently operating in the Centre on Monday to Thursday evenings. The park also has two bowling greens, a tarmac multi-use games area and a number of football pitches.

1.1.3 Site Redevelopment

The restoration of the park was influenced by a number of events which took place during the 1990s:

· The park was identified in Sheffield's Parks Regeneration Strategy as being of significant value to the city. This document was also instrumental in listing around 80 percent of the park area as Grade II on English Heritage's Register of Parks and Gardens.

· The formation of the Friends of Norfolk Park group.
· The HLF Urban Parks Programme was established.

· The park's existing refreshment pavilion/café was badly damaged by an arson attack in 1995 and was subsequently demolished.

· During the early stages of SRB consultations relating to the surrounding Norfolk Park estate, local people identified that the revitalisation of the park was pivotal to the social regeneration of the area.

During the 1990s the park had deteriorated badly and had become a 'no go' area due to problems with drugs, safety, crime and the lack of lighting. Sheffield City Council's parks strategy identified Norfolk Park as being a priority for development and the park had an active friends group which lobbied on its behalf. The decision was therefore taken to submit a bid into the first tranche of HLF funding for parks.

The total cost of redevelopment was £3.6 million, with £2.3 million contributed by HLF and match funding provided by ERDF, SRB, Landfill Tax Credits and the Council. The project was planned as a seven year development programme which was split into four phases;

· Phase 1 – Restoration of the Grade II entrance lodges. These were built in the 1870s and are located on Granville Road and Norfolk Park Road. This phase was completed in 1999.

·  Phase 2 - Construction of the 'Centre in the Park' community building, two new playgrounds, a car park and landscaping around the old café site. This was completed in 2000.

·  Phase 3 – New park infrastructure e.g. bins, benches, dog waste bins, resurfacing the carriageway, tree planting and lighting.  Restoration of the Grade II listed 'stone entrance screens' and the park entrance gates.  This was completed in 2004.

·  Phase 4 – Improvements to the sports facilities including demolition of derelict facilities, construction of a new sports pavilion, a small car park and associated landscaping.  This was completed in 2005.
Since the restoration work was undertaken there has been much less anti-social behaviour; new security features and the presence of a site ranger and dedicated gardener have helped to prevent crime. Also, many young people use the building and the park and so have respect for the facilities which have been provided. 

Recently work has been undertaken to upgrade the multi-use games area. Future plans for the park include further development of the sports facilities including improving the plateau area to bring the football pitches up to a useable standard. It is likely that these developments will be funded by planning gains from the large scale housing regeneration programme in the surrounding estate.
1.2 Study Terms of Reference and Methodology

This study is part of a series which has involved the undertaking of 10 case studies of HLF funded projects, as part of a wider rolling research programme. The case study subjects were selected from a list containing projects which were recorded by HLF as having been fully completed in 2005. 
The objectives of each case study were to:

· Analyse the extent to which project capital expenditure was of benefit to the local economies;

· Analyse the net economic benefits associated with the direct operation of the funded asset (including revenue, employment and any new value added that has been created on site);

· Assess the further economic benefits for local businesses; and,

· Review the social, regenerative and community development impacts connected to the project.

The methodology used for the case studies mirrors that used in earlier work, commissioned by HLF in 2004 and 2005. 
The model for the assessment of economic benefits is based around an income expenditure framework which focuses upon a combination of:

· The various expenditure flows which are generated within the local economy and their associated impacts on employment and incomes; and,

· The local regeneration and development related effects of the project itself.
However, the precise details of the methodology are adjusted to reflect the specifics of the project concerned – and therefore the particular mechanisms through which its effects are expected to feed through to the local economy – as well as the practical constraints of data availability.  The key elements of the analysis are:

· The impacts of project-related spend;

· Employment and incomes generated within the development itself; 

· The additional expenditure within the local economy by visitors – particularly by those who visit the area or extend their stay in order to encompass a visit;

· Employment and incomes generated in the non-visitor related developments which have been undertaken;

· Indirect effects down the supply chain associated with the procurement spend of the site and purchases from other businesses by the firms which also benefit from this;

· Induced effects associated with the local spend of all of those which derive additional incomes from the project through the other mechanisms; and

· The wider impacts of the redevelopment of the site on the local community and economy. 
Impacts have been assessed at both the local and sub-regional level. The analysis also seeks to separate out additional expenditure from ‘deadweight’ expenditure and activity which would have taken place even in the absence of the development.

This case study has been based around:
· Discussions with staff at the park;
· Data from the site relating to employment, income, and procurement spend;

· Analysis of available data on use of the park; 

· Analysis of a range of secondary source local economic and tourism data; 
· Collection of data relating to non-visitor impacts and related developments; and

· Discussions with key stakeholders. 
1.3 Structure of the Report

The remainder of the report is structured as follows:

· Section 2 sets out a review of key features and trends within the local economy, considering in particular the roles of tourism and visitor activity;
· Section 3 presents the core analysis of site-related impacts;

· Section 4 considers the actual and potential effects related to the development; and

· Section 5 provides concluding comments.

2.0 Local Economic Profile
2.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this section is to provide a brief overview of trends in the local economy and labour market, including a discussion on the contribution of the tourism sector. 
Norfolk Heritage Park is located in the City of Sheffield, and is contained within the Yorkshire and the Humber region. Sheffield's traditional industrial base was focused on metal industries and steel-making, and it was this that established it as one of England’s key industrial cities during the 18th, 19th and 20th centuries. However, due to increasing competition from imports, manufacturing has been in decline since the 1960s, forcing the major industrial sites to streamline operations and reduce staff. 
The M1 motorway connects Sheffield to the rest of the country via its north-south routes. Sheffield is adjacent to the Peak District, an area of outstanding natural beauty that draws in visitors from across the country and beyond.

2.2 Overview of the Local Economy

The NUTS III area of Sheffield lags behind Great Britain in terms of GDP per capita, but not to the degree of some other cities traditionally centred on manufacturing. In 1998, GDP per capita stood at 89 percent of the Great Britain average at £11,171, higher than the average for Yorkshire and the Humber of £10,980. In 2002, GVA was also just above the regional average at £13,835, equivalent to 91 percent of the UK average. Household income averaged 91 percent of national level between 1997 and 1999
. 

Employment growth in Sheffield outpaced the national average from 1998 to 2004, growing by 9.9 percent over the period, in comparison to 6.9 percent across the country as a whole, and keeping pace with the regional employment growth of 9.8 percent. This suggests that the local economy has been reasonably buoyant in recent years, and that it is showing signs of adapting to the shift in industrial structure being experienced across the UK since the 1970s. 

Hospital related activities and higher education are the largest employers in Sheffield, accounting for 9 percent (22,100 jobs) and 4.7 percent (11,600 jobs) of employment respectively. The high levels of employment in higher education will largely be fuelled by the presence of two universities in the city. Leisure activities also feature prominently with over 10,000 jobs provided by bars and restaurants. 

Despite the decline of its traditional industries, Sheffield continues to display high location quotients in metal related sectors such as the forging, pressing, stamping and roll forming of metal, as well as the manufacture of tools, iron and steel and various other metal and tool related production activities
.

2.3 Labour Market

Unemployment in Sheffield has steadily fallen over the last decade, dropping at a faster rate than that observed across the region as a whole. This brought the Job Seekers Allowance claimant count in line with the regional average of 3 percent during March 2006
. However, economic activity rates were comparatively low, having been recorded at 74.5 percent in 2004, with rates of 78.2 percent and 78.7 percent recorded for Yorkshire and the Humber and Great Britain respectively
. This may be influenced by the presence of a large number of students resident in the city who are considered to be economically inactive.

Educational attainment in Sheffield is low at GCSE level with 46.8 percent of pupils achieving 5 or more A*-C grades compared with 57.1 across Great Britain (2005 figures) 
. However, workforce qualifications in Sheffield present a more positive picture. Some 26 percent of Sheffield's workers have NVQ level 4 and above qualifications, equivalent to the national average and outperforming the regional rate of 22 percent. Similarly, NVQ level 3 and above qualified workers make up 46 percent of workers, comparing well to a national average of 45 percent
. This may suggest that a proportion of graduates from Sheffield's universities are able to find attractive local employment, thus being retained in the area.

Average resident earnings are relatively low in Sheffield, the mean weekly pay being £447 in 2005, compared to £468 across the region and £520 across the country as a whole. Workplace based earnings in Sheffield are slightly higher at £457
.
2.4 Deprivation and Regeneration

The 2004 Index of Multiple Deprivation placed Sheffield as the 60th most deprived local authority in the country, ranked from a total of 354. This places the city within the top 20 percent most deprived authorities based on an average deprivation score. A more detailed deprivation analysis reveals that 23 percent of Sheffield's neighbourhoods (Super Output Areas) were within the top ten percent most deprived. Sheffield performed particularly poorly in relation to indicators of education, skills and training, employment and income.

Sheffield has received significant funding for a number of regeneration activities. This includes £21.4 million between 2006 and 2008 as a part of ongoing monies for the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF), targeted at improving conditions in some of the poorest areas of the country. Sheffield also contains a New Deal for Communities (NDC) partnership area which will receive a total of over £50 million over a ten year period. The city has also benefited from monies for a number of Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) programmes, and has received support through Objective 1 of the European Structural Funds, assisting economies in their transition out of traditional manufacturing
.

2.5 Tourism

Tourist visits to the South Yorkshire sub-region have declined in recent years, although this is roughly in line with national and regional trends.
· Tourist numbers both to the region as a whole and to the South Yorkshire sub-region dropped by 24 percent between 2000 and 2004. Within South Yorkshire visits by UK residents declined from 2.1 million to 1.6 million. Domestic tourism across the Yorkshire and the Humber region as a whole declined at a similar rate, from 13.1 million to 10 million visits.

· The number of nights spent in the South Yorkshire sub-region has also declined, with the area experiencing a considerable 51 percent reduction between 2000 and 2004 from 6.1 million nights spent to 3 million. Across the region as a whole the drop in nights stayed was 36 percent. 

· The fall in visitor numbers and nights spent had relatively little impact on the tourist economy, with only a 1 percent fall in visitor spending in the South Yorkshire sub region from £194 million to £192 million. The regional decline in spending was 6 percent for the same 2000 to 2004 period
.

· The number of international trips to the Yorkshire region has also been falling. Between 2000 and 2002 the number of trips dropped by 7 percent to 860,000. However, the number of nights spent rose by 17 percent (1.1 million additional nights), as did expenditure which climbed to £303 million
. 

Sheffield is home to some key visitor attractions in particular the Sheffield Botanical Gardens which featured in the top 10 most visited free attractions in the region during 2003, attracting around 100,000 visitors. Slightly further away the Cannon Hall Open Farm was the third most visited paid attraction in the region with an estimated 400,000 visitors. Sheffield is adjacent to the Peak District, the first and largest of Britain's National Parks, a place of outstanding natural beauty. A number of towns considered to be of interest are located in the Peak District including the ancient spa town of Buxton and Derbyshire’s only surviving Norman Keep, Peveril Castle, in Castleton
.

Employment in the tourism sector (as defined by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport) grew in Sheffield between 1998 and 2004 by 10 percent or 2,600 jobs
. This was in line with the overall employment growth across the city, but below the regional and national tourism sector employment growth rates of 22 and 16 percent respectively.  Jobs in specialised retail stores experienced the greatest rise in employment whilst numbers in employed in bars fell by over 1,400, although continue to amount to around 2 percent of total employment
.

2.6 Summary

Hospital and educational activities provide a major source of employment in Sheffield, with the two universities in particular providing a major source of jobs. Retaining elements of its manufacturing legacy, Sheffield continues to display strengths in metals sectors such as tool manufacture and processing of iron and steel. Work in bars and restaurants also contribute significantly to employment in the city.

The city's economy displays signs of improving economic performance, with recent increases in jobs supported by rising income and productivity rates, although economic activity remains below the regional average. GCSE attainment rates are low however, workforce qualification levels at NVQ level 3 and 4 are above the national average, suggesting retaining and attracting graduates has not been a major problem in the city. 
Sheffield suffers from high levels of deprivation with a quarter of the city's neighbourhoods in the country's top ten percent most deprived. As a result, the city has received an array of funding packages for regeneration activities, including NRF and NDC support.

Tourism in both the local sub-region and wider Yorkshire and the Humber area has suffered considerably since 2000 with a drop in domestic visits of around one quarter, and domestic spending remaining relatively static. International tourism visits to Sheffield have not risen but spending has increased making a significant contribution to the local economy. Sheffield retains visitor popularity with its Botanical Gardens and the nearby Peak District recognised as significant attractions. 
3.0 Site-Related Impacts
3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this section is to highlight the economic and social impacts which have resulted from the restoration of Norfolk Heritage Park. 
Economic impacts are estimated through a micro-level analysis which primarily considers the direct ongoing effects in terms of the provision of employment and generation of local incomes, the impacts associated with the generation of additional visitors to the area, and indirect/supply linkage and induced effects. 
The section then considers social impacts in terms of educational and volunteering opportunities, and the involvement of the local community. 
3.2 Project Delivery

The total cost of the redevelopment was £3.6 million. Previous experience indicates that around one person year of employment is created for every £80,000 of capital spend
 indicating that the work would have created around 45 person years of employment. 

The Council's in-house architects and quantity surveyors worked up the original design and maintained a role in the project. The work was split into phases (as detailed in section 1.1.3) and contracts for each phase were awarded by a tendering process. Phase one was undertaken by Sheffield Direct Services (the Council's in-house works department), phases two and three were undertaken by Bluestone (previously Wheatleys, a company based in the East Midlands) and phase four was undertaken by Bodills (also East Midlands based). However, despite the fact that the bulk of work was undertaken by companies which are based outside of the region it is likely that local sub-contractors were used. A conservative assumption is that around 35 percent of the labour inputs were provided by South Yorkshire residents, meaning that the project created an estimated 15 person years of direct employment for people living within the sub-region
.  
3.3 Direct Employment and Income Effects

A number of jobs have been created as a result of the restoration project; this includes the park manager, dedicated ranger and 'Centre in the Park' staff - 5.5 full-time equivalent (FTE) posts in total. The park also has a dedicated gardener, although this was an existing post and benefits from the support of the wider East Ranger Team. All staff are thought to live in the Sheffield area. 
A key area of expenditure for the park is wages and salaries. The staff budget for the Centre is almost £150,000, but does not include costs associated with both the dedicated ranger and gardener which would result in a total cost approaching £200,000. Even after allowing for Income Tax, National Insurance and pension contributions, this expenditure will generate a significant amount of net disposable income, accruing to residents of the city. 
3.4 Visitor-Related Impacts

An annual survey is undertaken by the parks service each summer which is focused on collecting visitor feedback. The survey for 2006 revealed a number of positive comments about the standard of facilities and well maintained nature of the park, along with suggested improvements. 

There are no known counts or other surveys of general park visitors. Obtaining general use data is difficult given that there are multiple entrances to the park and it is open access at all times. However, there is some information on use of the 'Centre in the Park' (presented in section 3.5). In 2006, the park hosted the Sheffield Fayre for the fourth time. This is a free event which attracts an estimated 20,000 people over two days and attractions include a horticultural show, craft stalls, community marquee, re-enactments and a fun fair. 
It is estimated that park users are mainly drawn from the local area, although the fact that rooms are available for hire in the Centre means that the park is being brought to the attention of a wider audience (for example, people from other parts of the city or sub-region who attend conferences/events then visit at a later date with family/friends). Therefore the building of the Centre, and the publicity surrounding the restoration, is likely to have resulted in a greater variety of users. However, it is considered unlikely that the park would be a significant influencing factor behind any additional expenditure in the local area being made by visitors. Therefore, in the absence of any further evidence, it has been conservatively assumed that visitors to the park do not support any additional (off-site
) employment in the local economy.

3.5 Indirect and Induced Impacts

Two types of downstream effects need to be brought into the analysis:

· ‘Indirect’ effects down the supply chain associated with both the procurement and visitor spend;
· ‘Induced’ effects associated with the local spend of those who derive incomes through the other mechanisms.

3.5.1 Indirect Effects
The 'Centre in the Park' contains a number of rooms which are available for hire (including the 100 person capacity community hall which also has a stage). These facilities have proved very popular and annual booking numbers are illustrated by the following chart. 
Figure 3.1  Bookings at the 'Centre in the Park' 
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Source: Sheffield City Council

Hire rates vary by type of room and type of organisation - there are four charging bands ranging from voluntary/community organisation through to commercial/private function. The income earned from hires helps to support the sustainability of the Centre, and the facilities it provides.  

The funding for maintenance of the park and its facilities is taken from city-wide budgets and the majority of work is undertaken by Council staff, although a proportion of this budget would be expected to be used to source goods from other suppliers. A dedicated gardener and ranger have been allocated to the site although these posts have been included within the direct employment calculation (see section 3.3). The café within the Centre is run as a social enterprise and provides employment for local people. Overall, the procurement impact of the site would be expected to support at best 2 FTE within the local area. 
3.5.2 Induced Effects

We are not aware of any specific research on supply linkage multipliers in the area but, based on our wider experience and available guidance
, it seems reasonable to use figures of 0.1 for the local area and 0.15 for the sub-region in order to calculate induced impacts based on employment estimates from sections 3.3 and 3.5.1.  
On this basis the induced employment impacts will be as follows:
Table 3.1  Induced Effects
	
	Local
	Sub-regional

	Direct
	0.5
	1

	Indirect-Related
	-
	-

	Total 
	0.5
	1


Source: ECOTEC Analysis
3.6 Social Impacts

Since the redevelopment the park has benefited from a dedicated ranger. This is a varied role which differs according to the time of year - for example, summer is busier in terms of educational visits and events, while in winter there is more administration work to be done. The role also involves patrolling, dealing with incidents (such as fly tipping) and some practical work (including installing woodland benches). 
The ranger helps to organise events, including securing a package of funding (through applications to charitable trusts and the Council's small grants fund) and arranging publicity. She also works to secure funding for further development of the park - for example, a nature trail project which will include sculptures, updating the map of the park, producing a leaflet and developing a wildlife garden in woodland margin area of the park. The Council's area panel sometimes provide funding for small pieces of work if it can be demonstrated that they will benefit the local community or environment.
School groups often visit the park for environmental education sessions. Groups are mostly from local primary schools and the 'Centre in the Park' building provides an indoor venue in the event of bad weather. Bookings are made through the ranger service and demand depends on the time of year and weather, with more visits being booked in the spring/summer term. Activities can be tailored based on requirements and cover a range of curriculum topics such as habitats. Also, school groups often visit to undertake outdoor activities such as orienteering or sometimes to hold sports days if school grounds are not big enough. Formal sessions are led by the ranger but in the case of sports activities groups are generally not supervised by park staff. Every year around 1,500-2,000 children take part in formal educational sessions with the ranger, mostly 6-9 year olds but visits are also made by nursery school groups and secondary schools. It is planned that sessions will also be made available on environmental topics such as energy and climate change in the near future. 
There are no volunteers allocated to the park, although there are opportunities for placements through the ranger service; these are mostly filled by students on environment-related courses who help out during the holidays. The ranger also meets regularly with members of the friends group and they provide help with administration work such as funding applications. 
The Friends of Norfolk Park was set up originally as an action group and provides help with promotion and fundraising, and members also undertake some practical work such as litter picking. The group has around 60 members, although there is a core of 10 who meet regularly.

The park has strong links with the surrounding community and the ongoing restoration and development work has a steering group which involves members of the local community. The 'Centre in the Park' has proved extremely popular and exceeded expectations in terms of bookings as there has been nearly 100 percent take-up of rooms to hire. The Centre is also well-used by the local youth service and has an IT room available to provide education and training opportunities. It was consultation with the community which led to the inclusion of a crèche and space for the youth service in the Centre. Previous facilities were minimal and run down. The new café and crèche are both community run and have provided employment for local people. 
3.7 Overview
The results of the economic impact assessment show that the park makes a small but valuable contribution to the local area in terms of additional employment. In addition, we have also estimated short-term direct construction impacts with an indication of what this would rise to when accounting for multiplier effects. The findings of this analysis are summarised in Table 3.2.
Table 3.2  Overview of Impacts
	
	Local
	Sub-regional

	Short-term (person years)
	
	

	Direct
	n/a – unrealistic to provide such a detailed level of analysis given the information available. 
	15

	Indirect
	
	2

	Induced
	
	2

	Total
	
	20

	Ongoing (FTE)
	
	

	Direct
	6.5
	6.5

	Indirect
	2
	2

	Induced
	0.5
	1

	Total
	9
	9.5


Source: ECOTEC Analysis NB: Totals may not sum due to rounding.
The above figures have been estimated on the basis of the park's total impact. 

A more accurate estimation could have been produced if evidence was available relating to the number and profile of visitors who use the park. 

Of the 6.5 FTE posts directly attributable to the park it should be noted that 5.5 of these were created by the restoration project (the 'Centre in the Park' staff and dedicated ranger). 

The park also generates important social benefits as a result of the educational opportunities it provides for local children and the recreational resource which it provides for members of the local community, which may contribute to positive impacts in terms of health and wellbeing in an area of significant deprivation. In addition, the 'Centre in the Park' is a valuable addition to local facilities, providing a crèche, café and hire space.  
4.0 Wider Impacts
4.1 Introduction

This section aims to provide an overview of the wider impacts that Norfolk Heritage Park has on the local economy and community.
4.2 Regeneration of the Local Area
A masterplan for the redevelopment of the Norfolk Park Estate was produced in 2000 with the intention that it would be redeveloped to contain lower-rise housing and also to make full use of the (at that time) planned redevelopment of the heritage park by improving access for the community. 
The regeneration of the park and housing estate are linked and support each other as planning gain is being used to fund elements of the park such as the new bowler's pavilion. 
The intention was that work to the estate would have been completed by now but in reality the rebuilding work is less than half way through as clearance took longer than expected, plus there was a need to phase the release of new properties. Around 600 dwellings have been retained on the estate while 16 tower blocks and several hundred maisonettes and traditional timber framed housing units have been demolished and will be replaced with around 1,200 new build dwellings. 

Prior to the redevelopment the area was an unpopular council estate. The 1960s built tower blocks were impractical for families; the estate had become an area of high benefit dependence and acute poverty, then problems with drugs and other crime also began to emerge. 
The redevelopment will create a 50:50 split between housing for private sale and social rental (through Registered Social Landlords) which will change the socio-economic mix of the community. The estate has been divided into 11 sites and Gleeson Regeneration has been involved in residential development on five of these to date (of which two are complete, two are almost complete and one is about to start). There is a focus on high design quality for both housing and open space and the Council has accepted a lower capital receipt for the land in order to achieve this. A new school has been built (which replaced two existing but half empty primary schools nearby) and elderly persons accommodation consisting of flats and communal facilities as part of the Extra Care Scheme. In addition, there are plans for a new medical centre (providing an extended range of services) and retail facilities, and 47 green homes. 

The predicted sales values made at the time of the masterplan were thought by some to be too optimistic but actual sales have outperformed the city average by 11 percent (although this has been influenced by the property boom and other external factors).  Properties have sold well. Their popularity has come from the proximity to the city centre (which is only seven minutes away by tram) and the proximity to the park (which offers good facilities and views over the city). The park provides a good selling point and has been used in marketing materials for the development. The Council has also used the 'Centre in the Park' as a venue for consultation events and other functions. 
4.3 Community Impacts

Norfolk Park Community Forum was set up in 1993 by a group of community workers and residents. There has always been a high level of community involvement in the area and a tenants and residents association has been in place since the 1950s. 

The forum has always had a close involvement with the park and the work that goes on there. A community project runs the café as a social enterprise employing local people. Half of the 'Centre in the Park' building is devoted to youth services and young people from the estate use the youth club facilities. Community centre facilities on the estate have been demolished and so local groups now use the 'Centre in the Park.' The restoration has provided an improved park which is of immense value to people from the surrounding area. 

As indicated, the 'Centre in the Park' also contains an IT room and facilities which the forum used to provide basic skills and IT training. Unfortunately the forum went into liquidation in October 2006 because of funding problems however, IT training is now run by the Adult Community Learning Unit (part of Sheffield City Council) which supplies tutors and uses the facilities to continue to provide services for local people.
The park also benefits from the efforts of the Friends of Norfolk Park. The group started as a resident action group in 1994 due to concern about construction of new buildings adjacent to the park boundary and the effect of this on the park. They were successful in coming to a mutual agreement with the building developers but also became concerned about the park itself due to repeated cuts in funding by the Council (due to budgetary pressures) and subsequently decided to focus their efforts on the park. The group has around 60 members, although there is a core of 10 who meet regularly. The group began to work with organisations such as the Wildlife Trust and the Parks Service and were part of the partnership which were successful in getting the park Grade II listed by English Heritage. In light of this heritage status they then continued to work in partnership with the other organisations to apply to HLF for funding. 
The park is considered to be a safer place now as it is more well used. It cannot be locked so is available for use at all times and the group always run free events so as not to exclude anyone (e.g. Sheffield Fayre). The park is unique and something for local people to be proud of and the group encourage everyone to make use of it. The new playgrounds are extremely well-used and have received good feedback from parents and children. 

The park provides stability given the enormous change underway in the surrounding area. The restoration is seen as having given the park back to local people by removing the problem of anti-social behaviour (drinking, drug use and environmental crime) and it is a valuable resource for people who have little money, especially in the summer when there has been a noticeable increase in use of the park by families for games and picnics. The reputation of the park is spreading beyond the city with people increasingly visiting from outside of the area.

People who move into the new houses will benefit from the proximity of the park and the views. The park is useful for recreation and education and can also provide important health benefits (e.g. by providing a venue for walking and outdoor exercise). 
5.0 Conclusions

Norfolk Heritage Park provides an important recreational amenity for its local community. The park provides stability for residents given the enormous change underway in the surrounding estate. The restoration is seen as having given the park back to local people by removing the problems of crime and anti-social behaviour which had led to it becoming a 'no-go' area in the past. The park is also well-used by the city's schools and the dedicated ranger offers workshop sessions on a host of different topics. The new 'Centre in the Park' building (which formed part of the HLF funded project) provides community facilities such as a café, crèche and space for the local youth service to hold activities. 

The reputation of the park is spreading beyond the city with people increasingly visiting from outside of the area. The park is also used as the venue for events such as the Sheffield Fayre which is estimated to attract around 20,000 people over two days. 




































� Source: ONS Region in Figures, ONS GDP estimates


� Source: Annual Business Inquiry


� Source: Claimant Count Unemployment Rates, DWP


� Source: Labour Force Survey, ONS


� Source: DfES Performance Tables


� Source: Labour Force Survey, ONS


� Source: New Earnings Survey


� Source: ODPM, GOYH


� Source: StarUK


� Source: International Passenger Survey, Office for National Statistics, 2005


� Source: Survey of Visits to Visitor Attractions, Visitor Attraction Trends England 2004


� However, it should be noted that growth in this sector is driven by a combination of visitor activity and the expenditure of local people.


� Source: Annual Business Inquiry, Tourism defined as Department of Culture, Media and Sport  2004 'Evidence Toolkit' definition of tourism (excluding Audio-Visual and Books & Press)


� This is a conservative estimate based on English Partnerships guidance relating to the employment generating potential of construction projects. 


� An estimate was necessary given that no information was available on the place of residence of those who worked on the redevelopment. 


� Although it is recognised that visitors to the park (and Centre in the Park) do generate a demand for the services provided by the on-site café and crèche. 


� Previous guidance 'A Framework for the Evaluation of Regeneration Projects and Programmes' (commonly known as the EGRUP Guidance) (HM Treasury, 1995) was recently replaced by The 3Rs guidance (ODPM, 2004) which refers readers to the English Partnerships 'Additionality Guide' (2004) for estimates of multipliers. This document does not provide estimates for tourism projects therefore the multipliers adopted for this work provide a conservative estimate based on earlier work (EGRUP and Scottish Tourism Multipliers Study) and taking account of the composite estimates provided by English Partnerships. 
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