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MP4 WP4.1 Retroactive evaluation of on-the-ground benefits

Introduction to the pilot project

The city of Sheffield is located in the county of South Yorkshire with a population of
approximately 555,500 (Office for National Statistics, 2010). Since the beginning of the 21st
Century there has been extensive redevelopment in Sheffield. As a result, the city's GVA
(gross value added) has increased 60 per cent and in 2006 reached £8.7 billion®. The
overall economy experienced steady growth averaging around five per cent annually, and
has been growing at a higher rate than has been experienced across the rest of the
Yorkshire and the Humber region.

The city is geographically diverse, located at the confluence of five rivers, with much of the
urban form built on hillsides with views into the city centre or out to the countryside. With an
estimated total of over two million trees, Sheffield has more trees per person than any other
city in Europe! and 61% of the city is designated green space. Sheffield is governed by the
elected Sheffield City Council (SCC). For most of the council's history it has been controlled
by the Labour Party, and has historically been noted for its leftist sympathies.

Sheaf Valley Park is located on the periphery of Sheffield City Centre. It is a high profile site,
visible from much of the central Sheffield area. It lies immediately behind Sheffield Train
Station and is a steeply sloping park currently, which until its recent redevelopment was
managed to a minimal level by SCC. The park suffers from a lack of connection with the

main city centre and itd s recently regenerated areas.

predominantly negative percepti on theyTrain Statianl
and an area of older housing and dilapidated council owned flats (Park Hill Flats). Park Hill
Flats are currently undergoing a programme of large-scale regeneration, led by private
developer Urban Splash. The regeneration of Sheaf Valley Park is intended to be
implemented in parallel and will include links to the city centre area and adjacent open
spaces, leading to the outskirts of Sheffield and open countryside beyond. The Sheaf Valley
Park project has been implemented in several stages, of which the MP4 investment is Phase
1 of a potential five stage phasing.

The site was identified for redevelopment as it lies at the centre of the key green
infrastructure network that traverses the city (Figure 1). At this point the landform splits the
city into two poorly connected districts, with the major modes of transport located in this
valley. The area suffers from a lack of standard pedestrian and Disability Discrimination Act
(DDA 1995) compliant routes between the city centre, Train Station, Park Hill Flats and the
Manor and Castle neighbourhoods. The main existing bridge linkage between Sheaf Valley
Park and the city centre is safe and attractive but is threatened with closure to non train
station users the remaining routes are of poor quality and potentially areas of anti social
behaviour (Figure 2). As such the site, and access through and to it, is seen as a key piece in
Sheffiel dbés o p eonnecting éhe ety gertrg t® éhevurban fringe and a natural
complement to the successful regeneration of the Train Station area.
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Context and the aim of the project

Plans for the regeneration of Sheaf Valley Park began when the site was identified as a part
of the City Centre Regeneration Strategy (1994) as it lies at the centre of the open network
in Sheffield. Following the creation of the Sheffield City Centre Masterplan (2000) funding
for improvements to the site were sought as part of a Big Lottery bid in 2006. Whilst this was
unsuccessful a new opportunity was identified when private developer Urban Splash won the
contract to renovate the adjacent Park Hill Flats. This led to formation of the Sheaf Valley
Park Steering Group, led by SCC, comprising members of the SCC Development Division,
Parks and Countryside, Planning Department, Highways and local interest groups. Capital
works over all phases are expected to be in the region of £14 million including major
infrastructure and access works to key access links. Phase 1 costs are estimated at £1.1
million. Current maintenance on the site will cost £23,000 per annum just for a basic litter
picking and mowing regime. The long-term higher specification for the site, once all
implementation phases have been completed and including security/ambassadors, is
expected to be approximately £200,000 per annum.

Project plan:

MP4 investment in Sheaf Valley Park focused on the creation of a direct stepped path
from South Street to the Railway Station tram stop (Figures 3-4). While this was being
created, earth would be moved to form a level space for events, with a series of seating
terraces above where people could enjoy views of Sheffield City Centre and beyond. The
counci |l 6s0f oc mis&muuslli beneficial site. To make it a valuable space and
tok eep ac c eRamlgeoNoweh, 8CC Project officer, March 2012). This resulted in the
following aims and objectives:

Project aims:

1. Regenerate open area into a well-u s e d saffer 6@l dde with activit

events space;
2. Improve pedestrian and disabled access to site and its connection to city centre/other
neighbourhoods;

3. Enhhance the biodiversity of the area and si

habitat importance;
4. Create a space that people wildl use and
perceptions of the site, increasing its accessibility and the potential for activity.

Project objectives:

1. To create a new purpose built 40metre diameter events space with seating for 1000
people on natural stone and grass terraces

2. To build a 163 step new key access from the top of the hill to the tram and railway station

3. To create DDA compliant new access from the tram to the events space and further up to
the adjacent Shrewsbury Road

4. To build a new cycle access to the Tram and railway station

5. To upgrade 2 hectares of land from neglected incidental space to one with activity and
attractive naturalistic planting.

want

t e

t
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Figure 3: The new park entrance from Sheffield Train Station and stepped access
through Sheaf Valley Park (2011).

Figure 4: The view from above the Sheaf Valley Park amphitheatre to the Train Station
and city centre beyond (2012).
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The specific place-keeping approach

As with most current UK green and open space projects, the funding focus on capital
improvements rather than revenue support has resulted in the Sheaf Valley Park project
being place-making dominant with the approach to, and future support of, place-keeping less
securely defined. The long-term picture of place-keeping at Sheaf Valley Park is therefore
very much one of evolution.

Sheaf Valley Park is a public open space and as such place-keeping will primarily remain the
responsibility of the public landowner (SCC), undertaken by the SCC Park Management
Team and Events Team. Demonstrating the strategic value of the project and ensuring a
sustained public profile is therefore paramount to ensuring political support to resource
place-keeping at Sheaf Valley Park. Central to this has been the prominent success of the
events space, which has generated interest from a wide range of potential partners from
across the city and beyond. In times of economic constraint, building this external support
network is particularly important to sustaining the future of Sheaf Valley Park, when due to
public funding cuts the capacity of SCC to carry out place-keeping in isolation is greatly
reduced.

Whilst still in its infancy, the future focus of place-keeping is set to evolve around use of the
events space, with new partners from the community, public and private sectors engaged to
facilitate this. Like place-making, place-keeping at Sheaf Valley Park will (at its centre)
involve a cross-sector partnership with continued involvement of community groups,
particularly the Friends of Sheaf Valley Park. There is a long established tradition in Sheffield
of working in partnership with Friends groups to deliver a range of place-keeping activities in
parks and open spaces across the city. Friends groups associated with green spaces in
Sheffield are usually made up from residents with a particular interest in a specific site and
their main aim is usually to support the improvement and promotion of that place. Depending
on the type of green space and location there may be a focus on natural or built heritage.
Sheffield boasts one of the largest numbers of Friends groups in the UK in comparison to
other major cities (over 80 in 2011).

Having now entered the place-keeping phase, the role of the Friends of Sheaf Valley Park is
also evolving. With events identified as the main use of the site, a new Chair of the Friends
has emerged with connection to organisations and private businesses across the city. Many
of these are identified as potential clients and users of the event space. Again in its infancy
these new partnerships provide the opportunity to generate additional financial support for
place-keeping through hire of the events space. The considerable interest in (and number of
bookings of) the events space since the project launch in 2011, suggests it has the capacity
to be a considerable financial generator. However, this also implies that it will require a high
level of long-term management due to high levels of use. To support this, SCC is exploring
precedent examples of sites across the city that host events and retain the income generated
by these, such as Sheffield Botanical Gardens.
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Place-keeping: looked at from five dimensions

1. Partnerships

The Partners: Sheffield City Council (public, local land owner and manager), Urban Splash
(private developer), Friends of Sheaf Valley Park (community), Yorkshire Forward (public,
regional), Residents Against Station Closure (RASC) (community). At the core of the project
partnership is a cross directorate client team of local council departments (including Parks
and Countryside, Housing Regeneration, City Centre Regeneration, Events and Health and
Safety). Within the wider partnership, public (SCC) and private (Urban Splash) relations are
formalised through a written commitment to the design of, financial contribution to and
delivery of certain physical aspects and stages of the Sheaf Valley Park regeneration.

Creating and sustaining a strong partnership to steer the project has not been an easy task
due to a number of factors. Firstly, the character of the site, a large landscape attribute
(feature) rather than traditional park, does not lend itself easily to community involvement.
Secondly, previous misuse of the space (i.e. antisocial behaviour such as drug taking) does
not encourage a sense of community ownership. Finally, changes in the wider economic
climate (recession) have affected the input of the developer (Urban Splash) and public
resources (SCC) available to support community involvement.

Key factors affecting the role and responsibility of the public sector (SCC) are:

1. The current localism drive in England. This has devolved budgets to Community
Assemblies (CA), where CAs represent the lowest level of local government. CAs
now wield demonstrable influence on non statutory service spending such as budgets
for parks.

2. Local government restructuring. For example, where previously the Development
Officer for Sheaf Valley Park would have worked in partnership with a Ranger or
Development Assistant through the transfer of responsibility for a site (from place-
making to place-keeping), this transferral system no longer exists. Restructuring also
creates issues for the council and community regarding project officer continuity in
terms of information and trust transferral.

3. Devolution benefits. There has been closer involvement of the Parks Development
Officer with the CAs, which whilst not necessarily ensuring delivery does provide an
obvious point of contact for local people.

Community involvement in the Sheaf Valley Park project was instigated by SCC during
the application for a Lottery Living Landmarks bid in 2005, leading to the formation of the
Friends of Sheaf Valley Park. Early community interest in the project was high with 40 - 50
attendees at Friends group meetings, however as time passed membership declined to
approximately six individuals and became more localised (primarily Norfolk Park residents).
This was a result of: little obvious progress on site; a shrinking of community representation
from across the city (outside the local ward/neighbourhood); and a breakdown in
communication channels between the Friends and individuals from the public (SCC) and
private (Urban Splash) partnership who were involved at that time (Chair of the Friends of
Sheaf Valley Park, 2011).
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Maintaining community involvement and managing expectations throughout the
project required considerable support from the SCC Project Officer. The Friends were a
vulnerable group, due to changes in leadership, frustrations with project process, access to
information and difficulties in widening participation. However, the project greatly benefited
from their involvement and site user knowledge i.e. ensuring consideration was given to DDA
accessible routes, safety and lighting (Figure 5). More recently, the Friends have been
significantly strengthened through their association, and network development, with the
visible Residents Against Station Closure (RASC) group. The RASC group formed in
reaction to the proposed introduction of barriers (by East Midland Trains) within Sheffield
Train Station. This planned development would close another access route to residents and
workers between the city centre and the Manor and castle neighbourhoods. This issue
received (and continues to receive) citywide support and attention, and as a natural
extension of this link, access through Sheaf Valley Park was supported by RASC. By working
together, due to mutually compatible aims, both the Friends of Sheaf Valley Park and RASC
have benefited. Their individual interests have received greater attention, communication and
development of a more powerful support network.

Now the first phase of the place-making is complete at Sheaf Valley Park, it is the
| andowner 6 s ( SC@lace-keepiny partieeship musteevolve to involve new
stakeholders with an interest in events, which will form the main use of the site. Interest has
been shown from a number of third sector and private organisations located in the adjacent
Cultural Industries Quarter including an independent cinema (The Showroom), annual music
festival (Tramlines), a Sheffield university (Sheffield Hallam) and local and national theatre
groups. With a new, younger Chair of the Friends now in place and the original Chair staying
on in the role of Treasurer and membership growing, it is seen that the Friends will continue
to play a role within the evolving partnership i.e. organising events, providing SCC with
information on site use and any antisocial behaviour such as littering. As such a new Project
Officer (SCC) will be employed to support them. However, the Friends still remain
vulnerable to collapse if membership numbers are not sustained, a formal agreement with
SCC is not created, if there are delays (as anticipated) until the next phase of the project (no
evidence of action) and if Project Officer support is reduced (as a result of further Local
authority restructuring and cuts).

This new place-keeping phase, is therefore one of evolving partnership. To demonstrate
this, Figure 6 illustrates the changing nature of the Sheaf Valley Park stakeholder network
from the perspective of the Friends of Sheaf Valley Park. At the centre of the network is the
site of Sheaf Valley Park (outlined in green), the place-keeping potential of which benefits
from the combined partnership capacity (capital, commitment, skill base, motivation, political
influence and communication) of the identified stakeholders.

8
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Figure 5: Handrail detail and stepped events space at Sheaf Valley Park
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Figure 6: Sheaf Valley Park network®*

! Figure 6, the Sheaf Valley Park network diagram, was produced following two interviews with the
Friends in 2011 (prior to completion of works of site) and 2012 (post site launch). It identifies current
vulnerabilities within the partnership and future opportunities for greater stakeholder collaboration.
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Lessons learnt?

e Collaborating with those who have mutually beneficial agendas strengthens
partnerships. For the Friends of Sheaf Valley Park, joining forces with RASC resulted
in increased community momentum and project visibility, and positively benefited the
communicative capacity of the group.

e Community partnerships require considerable resourcing and support. In certain
instances where the community group is very small, vulnerable or unrepresentative,
public officer time may be more productively employed supporting other groups or
progressing work directly.

e Partnerships should evolve in response to project phasing. As projects are completed
and move into the place-keeping phase it is important to identify and involve new
partners who may have a more relevant and vested interest at this stage. Early
identification and interest from event-focused stakeholders at Sheaf Valley Park could
extend the partnership network to include a diversity of public, private and third sector
stakeholders (see Figure 6).

e Project officer continuity is important. Changes in officer, officer role, remit and
communication greatly affects the stability of the community partnership. Partnerships
can take a long time to develop and changes in political agendas that do not account
for this can be counterproductive to project progress.

e Launch events provide the means to catalyse new partnerships and celebrate the
achievements of existing ones. Events provide the opportunity for community groups
to take a |l eading, effective and visible roc
demonstrate how the site can be used positively.

e Employing and valuing knowledge from across the partnership: by working together
professionals (public and private) and communities can combine their capacity for
involvement to create a more successful design (place-making) and to deliver
effective management in the long-term (place-keeping).

2. Governance

Governance of Sheaf Valley Park was planned to through a combination of user-centred,
market-centred and state-centred models. However, unforeseen changes in the
economic climate and difficulties in communication between some partners have
resulted in a predominantly state-centred approach. Whilst the site is publicly owned and
managed by (SCC), its development has been driven by cross sector steering group, with
representation from public (SCC), private (Urban Splash) and community (Friends of Sheaf
Valley Park) sectors. Whilst the public-private partnership has been formalised, through
written commitment to joint and individual delivery of site design, the remit of the
community role and responsibility is less clear ( see al so OPartnershipsb®o

% Lessons learnt for each key theme (partnerships, governance, finance, policy and evaluation) are
drawn from a three sources: interviews with the Friends of Sheaf Valley Park, interviews and a site
evaluation visit with the SCC Project Officer and observations made by the University of Sheffield in
the role of evaluator.
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Friends have been encouraged by SCC to provide feedback and suggestions regarding the
evolving site plan, they do not have constituted power to pass or halt final design or
management decisions.

Interviews undertaken by the University of Sheffield in 2011, with the Friends of Sheaf Valley
Park and SCC Project Officer, identified the importance of individuals from the public
(SCCQ), private (Urban Splash) and community (Friends of Sheaf Valley Park) organisations
to sustaining project momentum. Where communication between individual contacts for the
partnership has been positive, collective support for the project has thrived. Where
communication has been limited (for example between the Friends and Urban Splash)
project momentum and support has been constrained. Therefore the Sheaf Valley Park
model of involvement is one of undulation, peaks and troughs of interest and commitment
driven by a variety of external factors, now described.

As the private developer, Urban Splash has a vested interest in the design and financing
of the site to add value to their redevelopment of the neighbouring Park Hill Flats. In
addition the redevelopment of Park Hill came with the condition (from SCC) of a financial and
design contribution from Urban Splash to the regeneration of Sheaf Valley Park. Original
designs drawn up by Urban Splash for the site were not well received by community
representatives as they were difficult to interpret and did not appear site specific
(Friends of Sheaf Valley Park, 2011). Since these early stages communication with the local

11

community by Urban Splash has been | imited.

engagement in the project has diminished as the impact of the current economic recession
upon their involvement has became clear (SCC, 2012). This has left the public partner (SCC)
to direct and ensure sustained momentum of the project through a more traditional state-
centred approach.

Participation and engagement of the community (predominately the Friends of Sheaf
Valley Park) throughout the project has been variably successful. Central to this has
been SCC public spending cuts, which have affected the amount of public officer support.
This has associated implications for the amount of officer time and resources available to:
support of Friends groups citywide, produce publicity materials and information, and ensure
effective internal/ external communication between departments and wider organisations.
The capacity of the Friends to engage has also been limited as a result of small group
size, skill base and sphere of communicative and political influence until they joined with
RASC midway through project delivery. However, engagement of the Friends by SCC has
been successful when there have been opportunities for the community to participate
in actively (i.e. through information sharing, events on site, tree planting) and by the actions
of committed individual project officers to sustain involvement.

Duetothenatur e of the sitebds development (i.e.

Mo r

ar ge

and the Friendsd | imited capacity for bensi te

community to be onsite and be actively involved during construction phases, although this
has created feelings of community exclusion from the process. Where the Friends have
played a key role has been in reporting changes in levels of onsite maintenance (i.e.
grass cutting, benches, litter, dog waste/dog bins), assisting in site development towards
achieving Green Flag status, tree planting and organisation (in association with RASC) of the
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Sheaf Valley Park Launch event on September 17th 2011 (attended by over 500 people).
This event aptly demonstrates the capacity of community groups to garner positive public
support for such projects, a role that has the potential to be further developed.

Governance in place-keeping of the site is envisaged to alter after place-making. The

Friends motivation to stay involved in the process has been as a result of personal desire to

see the space become a positive and safe place. Now construction is complete the Friends

have stated (2012) that reasons to engage may diminish, especially if antisocial behaviour on

the site also declines and stays low. If there is to be further community involvement in
place-keeping, through a focus on event organisation, this will require further

resourcing and training by SCC. Once all stages of site construction are complete, Urban

Spl ashdéds role wildl al so be over; therefore gove
state-centred model led by SCC. Traditionally, long-term open space responsibility by SCCo s

Parks Department was delivered through a number of different teams: the Development

Team (place-making), Parks Management (place-keeping), and the Rangers and Trees and

Woodlands Teams (place-keeping and community involvement i.e. working with Friends

Groups). However, these roles and responsibilities have now altered, and continue to alter,

as a result of changes in political will. With SCC taking a lead on place-keeping, central
responsibility for the siteds future i dweenxpect e
the Events Team and Parks Management, resolution of this shared responsibility is at

present under discussion.

Lessons learnt / implemented

e The nature and scale of projects greatly affects the model of governance: a very large
scale, feature site, with no immediate community surrounding it, such as Sheaf Valley
Park, may not be best suited to a user-centred approach to governance.

¢ Individuals are central to successful governance: the involvement or otherwise of
committed and dedicated individuals can propel a project forward, or halt progress
entirely. Get the right people involved from the start!

e Sustaining involvement means adapting to change: this is a recommendation for both
communities and public bodies. Key individuals may move away (as in the case of
the original Chair of the Friends), no longer wish to continue (as in the case of the
previous Chair of the Friends who is now in her eighties) or may leave the project due
to changes in employment (fixed term contracts and spending cuts). Governance of
such projects must be able to adjust to this shift, looking to new stakeholders,
individual and models of involvement.

e Developing trust and engagement takes time: at Sheaf Valley Park the Friends felt
they were not always as involved throughout the process as they might have been,
and therefore community representation was small. Change occurred when motivated
Local authority officers became involved and the community felt included and valued.

e Transparent communication is key to ensuring engagement: in communication
between Friends and the private developer (Urban Splash) and Local authority
(SCCQ), the Friends did not always (at the beginning) feel listened to. At these early
stages getting communication right - visual (plans and designs), verbal (meetings)
and written (actions and minutes) - can facilitate a sense of ownership, commitment
and motivation.
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3. Finance

The origins of Sheaf \aréfoumgin Plottekyd wing Largdmarlesr at i on
bid, which facilitated early design work and consultation. The Living Landmarks call was

launched by the Big Lottery fund June 2005 (closing in 2006) to fund @najor projects that will

have a real impact on communities. Across the UK, woodlands, waterways, cycle bridges,

parks, buildings, open public spaces - projects that enhance the natural and built
environments-ar e s et (Liginglhandmarks, 20G@b).

Through a funding agreement with the Homes and Communities Agency?®, Sheaf Valley
Park was identified as a key space in supporting the renovation of Park Hill Flats, with the
potential to draw in extra resources to the area, should it become a Green Flag Park. At this
early stage, SCC Parks and Countryside were identified as the body responsible for
financing the development and management of the site.

Primary funding for the redevelopment of Sheaf Valley Park came from a variety of sources:
Transform South Yorkshire*, Section 106 agreements®, Interreg IVB, Urban Splash and
SCC. Following completion of Phase 1 (which has been place-making dominant), minor
further works are dependent on an additional successful bid which in the current financial
climate has proven difficult to secure. Funding gaps have been bridged through
developer contributions, to be paid back at a later date when the funding is finalised (with
an estimate of late summer 2012). During the next period, the defects period will have
finished and the site will be under SCC responsibility. As the project enters this stage,
funding for place-keeping is unclear (bar that from MP4) leaving the future of the site
uncertain. The hope, and assumption, is that from initial interest and events such as the
launch, the unique and iconic nature of the events space will keep the site high profile high,
and in turn draw in resourcing for management. Little concrete evidence exists, as yet
(although the project is still in its infancy), to support this. The project has secured a small
amount of Section 106 for management, which may be pooled with other 106 agreements
across other sites to deliver a more efficient service.

The project was procured using standard SCC procurement guidelines, which closely
follow EU procurement rules. Full tendering was undertaken for the majority of works, as
they exceeded the £25,000 threshold. The tenders received for the project were very low, as
a result of the competitive market and a reduction in scheme scope. Therefore further
funding was not sought to support Phase 1, as all access and place-making elements could
be delivered within this budget. The low tenders allowed SCC to increase the number of

% The Homes and Communities Agency is a national UK government department set up to aid local
partnerships in the provision of affordable housing.

* Yorkshire Forward was the regional development agency (RDA) for the Yorkshire and the

Humber region of the United Kingdom. It supported the development of business in the region by
encouraging public and private investment in education, skills, environment and infrastructure. It was
abolished on 31 March 2012 following the public spending review announced in 2010.

® Section 106 (S106) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 allows a local planning authority
(LPA) to enter into a legally-binding agreement or planning obligation with a landowner in association
with the granting of planning permission. The obligation is termed a Section 106 Agreement.


http://www.biglotteryfund.org.uk/index
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planned terraces within the events space by nine, resulting in a design of twelve terraces
which could seat over 1000 people. The argument made by SCC to support this funding
decision, centred on the critical and strategic nature of the site, which warranted a
significant events area that would attract events on a city scale and bring long-term
socio-economic benefits. Implementation of the project by SCC appointed contractor was
monitored by the SCC Project Development Officer, in conjunction with officers from SCC
City Development Unit and Housing Regeneration team.

The dominant focus on place-making, and early, large losses from contingencies (due

to mistakes in the bildl of qguantities) resul tec
absorb unforeseen changes (SCC Project officer, 2012). However, issues regarding safety

as identified by SCC Health and Safety Officers, raised the need for supplementary
requirements associated with events management These unplanned for occurrences,

resulted in the contract running over budget requiring further finance, for which an additional

successful bid was placed allowing the work to be delivered and overspend accommodated.

Financial support for development of such a significant site has been predominately
drawn from city, regional, national and international sources. However the Friends, who
receive no financial support from SCC for their activities, have secured additional small scale
funding from local sources to support events on site such as from the Small Grants® scheme
to support the 2011 events space Launch Event. Applying for funding as a community
group, without professional skills to support development of applications, is a time-
consuming occupation. SCC project officers have provided some support in grant writing,
but due to over-stretched officer time this has been limited.

Financing of the place-keeping stage of the project has appeared to date uncertain. A
potential opportunity for generation of income for place-keeping lies with events held
with the new events space. However, at present any money generated by events is
expected to be absorbed within the wider Culture Directorate budget (within which Parks and
Countryside now sits). With the events space predicted (through current event booking
levels) to be a considerable financial generator but also to require high levels of long-term
management due to high levels of use, SCC is exploring precedent examples of sites across
the city that host events and retain the income generated by these, such as Sheffield
Botanical Gardens.

Lessons learnt / implemented
e Where possible al | ow Obreat hi ng : unioeseén casta anth thd get s
longitudinal nature of place-keeping are expensive. In some cases it might be better
not to stretch budgets to their limit at the start to ensure projects progress smoothly,
even if obstacles arise.
e Community groups can bring in external funding, but this is dependent on partner
capacity and motivation: providing Local authorityofficer support to enable community

® The Sheffield Small Grants scheme is a funding scheme run by SCC since 2003. It provides small
financial grants (typically £1,000 or less) to community organisations to help aid their activities. In the
current financial year, 2012-2013, the seven Sheffield Community Assemblies will play an active role
in distributing these grants within their area and setting individual grant levels.






