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Pump Room Gardens Restoration Project 

Report to Finance and Audit Scrutiny Committee, 26th September 2019 

1.0 Background  

1.1 The restoration of the Pump Room Gardens is a £1.4m Heritage Fund (HF 

– formerly Heritage Lottery Fund) Parks for People project funded through 

nearly £1m from HF, £200,000 from WDC, £100,000 from the Friends of 

the Pump Room Gardens (FoPRG) and the remainder from sponsorship 

and non-cash contributions.  The capital works were carried out by two 

contractors: idverde, for the main landscaping and works (contract value: 

£754,972) and Lost Art Limited, for the bandstand restoration (contract 

value: £254,238).  The landscaping works were largely completed in 

March 2019 and the recent Leamington in Bloom Gold Medal award 

specifically referenced the restored PRG as being “amongst the highlights 

of the tour”.  The bandstand is complete aside from external works to the 

plinth and undercroft opening.  This is alongside an ongoing Activity Plan 

complementing the physical work and focused on wider engagement and 

interpretation activities. 

1.2 The Committee requested a review of the project focusing upon three 

elements: governance and contract management, any costs of delays or 

additional works and lessons learned. These are addressed below.  

2.  Governance and contract management 

2.1 Governance structure – The two contractors reported directly to the 

Contract Administrator (Ashmead Price) alongside a dedicated Project 

Manager (Red Kite Network), both of whom are HF-funded posts.  A 

Project Steering / Delivery Group was established to oversee the delivery 

of the project (including the Activity Plan), which included the Friends of 

the Pump Room Gardens (FoPRG) and other stakeholders with a Project 

Board responsible for making key decisions, chaired by a senior WDC 

officer with representatives from the FoPRG and WDC. The Activity Plan is 

being delivered by WDC through the Community Engagement Officer 

(CEO), a WDC post, part-funded by HF. 

2.2 The main contractor, idverde, was procured via a full OJEU-compliant 

process and was judged to be the most economically advantageous tender 

whilst demonstrating that they had the requisite experience for a job of 

this nature.  Lost Art was procured as a separate contract and are 

probably the leading bandstand restoration specialists in the country. 

2.3 Contract administration was relatively straightforward with regular site 

and contract meetings and documenting of instructions and variations.  

The weaknesses centred more around quality control, particularly in the 

first phase of the project, with a combination of poor sub-contractors and 



Item 6 / Page 3 

insufficient onsite supervision.  To address this and in the absence of in-

house capacity, WDC appointed an external Clerk of Works (CoW) in 

September on a one-day a week basis and this worked well in supporting 

the Contract Administrator, overseeing the contractor and liaising with the 

FoPRG advisor.  Subsequently, the CoW used his report to highlight the 

areas that required remedial work and this was circulated to all parties 

and highlighted ownership of the various risks and actions.  This made the 

process of quality control much smoother. The cost was covered by the HF 

contingency budget. 

2.4 idverde responded to the quality issues by addressing the areas of 

concern and by providing additional onsite supervision.  Issues were 

raised at the highest level when necessary and a series of meetings were 

held with the FoPRG and senior management of idverde to address 

concerns.  Whilst there were clearly some issues, these have not impacted 

upon the final completion of the landscaping. 

2.5 Project Management support formed part of the project but didn’t really 

work very well, partly because the FoPRG didn’t follow the agreed process 

for raising issues and partly due to the limited onsite presence.  The 

project manager became engaged in additional work in supporting the 

original CEO and again during the period when the post was vacant (up to 

June 2018 when the current CEO was appointed) which limited the 

amount of time available to provide onsite supervision.  The appointment 

of the CoW largely resolved this problem.  

2.6 Difficulties also arose in relation to specific technical aspects of the 

project, due to various stakeholder viewpoints and desired outcomes.  

This meant spending a disproportionate amount of project time and 

resource on stakeholder management and trying to find resolutions that 

all parties were happy to accept.  The bandstand colour scheme and the 

design of the undercroft grille is a case in point.  

 

3. Costs – Impact of Delays / Changes 

3.1 Main contract – idverde 

The main works were completed in March 2019 and we are now in the 

defects rectification period which runs until March 2020.  Some remedial 

works are due to be completed in the Autumn (date to be confirmed), 

including some re-seeding of grassed areas, particularly around the 

central path, where the seeding failed and some tidying-up of the path 

edges where the soil levels are too high and have caused some ponding.  

None of these will be at a cost to the project.  Similarly, WDC is due to 

meet with idverde and their surfacing contractor to agree a programme to 
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address areas of the paths where the resin-bonded surface needs topping-

up and some cracking is visible.   

3.2 Additional works in the first phase, particularly around the path 

construction and planter wall were picked-up by the contractor at no cost 

to the project and this continued to be the case and was carefully 

monitored by the CoW.  Other delays were due to the need to co-ordinate 

works with the County Council for example over the approach to the 

central path (which is adopted), and the negotiations with Western Power 

Distribution (WPD) over problems with the electrical supply.  The latter 

has just been completed.  Other remediation works are seasonal and will 

be picked-up at the appropriate  time.  Similarly, the final surfacing of the 

paths was temperature- dependent and so could only take place at the 

appropriate time but this  did not impact on the project costs. 

3.2 The final cost of the works will be £796,269 (including 2.5% retention), 

which amounts to an additional £41,297 (5.5%) on the original contract 

value. This is covered within the overall HF budget, which includes 

contingency and inflationary elements. 

3.3 This uplift comprises of £34,585 of additional materials and £7,714 

 from changes as a result of architect’s instructions.  Essentially these 

 covered the upgrading of the paths in terms of sub-base construction, 

 targeted drainage improvements to repair the existing system and a 

 number of other minor enhancements. This also included additional heras 

 fencing for example, to accommodate the Carnival and Funfair. 

3.4 Bandstand Restoration – Lost Art 

Whilst the bandstand restoration has generally been really positive, there 

are outstanding works to do with the re-opening of the access to the 

undercroft, additional stonework to the plinth, retrospective works to the 

main steps and the application of the final render, all linked.  The 

undercroft opening was closed for various reasons around access and 

technical issues and was referred to in the previous Scrutiny report in 

January.  Although HF were comfortable with this approach, the level of 

opposition and lack of consultation was acknowledged by WDC and it was 

agreed to re-open the undercroft and re-visit the design of the door and 

means of protecting the steps.  A problem with the height of the main 

steps only became apparent once it was in situ and now requires 

retrospective work, albeit at no additional cost to the project.  Agreeing 

the design and materials has proved to be unduly protracted, especially in 

the case of the protective grille where constant changes have caused 

problems.  Similarly, agreeing the colour scheme also proved to be 

extremely difficult.  Whilst this has delayed the finish, it has not added to 

costs as the contractor has not required a site presence and was due to 

come back to complete the works. A revised Listed Building Consent (LBC) 
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application has been submitted to take into account the changes in design 

and is scheduled to go to before November Planning Committee.  Some 

works will be done before this as allowed for by the existing LBC.  An 

additional risk assessment is planned around any potential use of the 

undercroft in the future and this will be reported to the meeting.  A 

meeting between the design team and the FoPRG is scheduled prior to this 

meeting to agree the final work schedule.   

3.5 The cost of the bandstand works currently stand at £228,722 (including 

2.5% retention) but with the outstanding works (some of which is still to 

be confirmed), this will take it beyond the original contract value but 

within a 5% uplift.  As well as addressing the entrance to the undercroft 

and the application of the final coat of render, substantial additional work 

came about because of the need to replace the decking which only 

became apparent once the work had commenced.  The unique nature of 

such structures meant that the contingency level was quite high and this 

will be taken up.  The final figure will be clearer once the design of the 

hatch has been agreed and this will be reported to this meeting. 

3.5 The final capital cost will be reported to the meeting and is still within the 

overall budget which allowed for additional works through contingency 

that was agreed with the HF.  A further meeting is planned with HF in the 

next few weeks.  

3.6 In terms of ongoing risks, an updated Management and Maintenance Plan 

for the site is currently being prepared and will incorporate the as-built 

plans and highlight where control is needed to ensure that damage is not 

done to the completed works.  This will particularly relate to events and 

maintenance vehicles and it will be made clear what mitigation measures 

are needed, such as protective matting.  Bollards at the main entrances 

will restrict general access and site management will cover the on-site 

issues. 

3.7 Activity Plan - This is designed to run before and after the main capital 

works but is viewed as equally important in ensuring the sustainability and 

success of the entire project.  Whilst it is due to end in 2020, we have 

been working closely with our HLF mentor to continue to develop the 

programme with a view to extending it beyond this period to allow for 

sufficient time post-completion to build up a range of activities. Examples 

of this are Eco Fest 2019 and the Big Victorian Picnic which were led 

through the HLF project, the latter attracting sponsorship from idverde. 

3.8   The FoPRG, whilst involved from the outset, made it clear that they did 

not want to get involved in the delivery of the AP, even though they were 

involved in developing it.  They were until recently, represented on the 

Delivery Group, which is the main mechanism for overseeing the AP. 
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4. Lessons Learned for Future Projects 

4.1 The bureaucratic and lengthy nature of funding projects of this nature and 

the amount of external interest in the project has made it clear that it 

requires a dedicated WDC project management resource to drive the 

project from the outset, not least for continuity but also to build 

relationships both external and internal and provide a more corporate 

approach to day-to-day issues.  Invariably more time is required than 

consultants can provide, though it may be that additional resources are 

brought in to manage the HLF processes for example. 

4.2 We would review the whole approach to project governance and 

communications, especially in relation to partnership working and 

stakeholder engagement.  A more robust agreement needs to be in place 

that sets out responsibilities, liabilities and lines of accountability.  In this 

case, a clear structure was put in place but was not adhered to.  Clearly 

some design decisions needed to be made on site and relatively quickly 

because of the need to direct resources and for budget purposes but this 

proved difficult given the extent of micro-management exerted by some 

stakeholders.  At the same time, it needs to be clear about the level of 

decision-making and consultation required to make the project work 

effectively with a reasonable level of scrutiny.  The issue of the undercroft 

is clearly an area which could have been handled better.  A Member 

Reference group would be helpful in keeping members informed of 

progress and any issues that may arise. 

4.3 Communication channels need to be agreed prior to any start on site and 

require a more visible presence from the contractors around dealings with 

the public and stakeholders and general information flows.  The main 

contractor would have benefitted from the inclusion of a communications 

role to ensure that information about progress (and/or delays) should 

have been better managed, rather than adopting a more reactive 

approach.  The project started later than planned at the onset of the 

events season and whilst flexibility of programming was built-in, this 

required much more intensive work than planned to mitigate the impact of 

the works on events. Ultimately, all events proceeded as planned with 

minimal disruption. 

4.4 There is also a need to build-in a Clerk of Works function to monitor the 

quality of work on an ongoing basis, independent of the project team.  

This role provided a bridge between the Landscape Architect, the 

contractor and the Friends group. This was an additional cost (albeit 

covered by the HF contingency budget) but proved to be invaluable role 

and helped to improve relationships between all parties and keep control 

of the quality aspect. 


