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[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11189_242901083]Background to this report
The pandemic prompted has caused Trustees to investigate the finances of the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House in 7 Victoria TerraceMeeting House. In January 2023 Trustees agreed that “David Sterratt and Neil Turner will lead the establishment of a small short-term group to take other questions forward, including questions around operation without resident staff, reduced staff hours, how we will communicate with staff, and timelines.” This small group – referred to as the Victoria Terrace Affordability Group has investigated the finances of the Meeting House and potential changes to its use to make it more affordable, while still supporting Quaker worship and witness in South East Scotland and beyondgroup – has met 8 times since the start of March 2023 and has investigated various aspects of meeting house operation.

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc2058_3780408635]Summary report
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc2060_3780408635]Purpose of the meeting house
DespiteAlthough the group’s focus on financesremit is to determine how the meeting house can be made more affordable and this report is therefore focused on the financial aspects, we are mindful that the Meeting House’s purposeraison d’etre is to be a place of Quaker worship and witness.
In 2020, Trustees agreed with the following vision proposed by a subgroup of Management Committee:
The Meeting House is the home to the worshipping Quaker community in the centre of Edinburgh and South East Scotland. We would like the meeting house to be:
· An excellent place for meetings, both by Quakers and other groups, which reflects and proclaims our Quaker values.
· A more comfortable and sustainable place, a model for what can be done with a Victorian building.
· Economically viable in the longer term.
Area Meeting on 11 March 2023 heard of the value of the Meeting House to young Friends in building community, and the interest from Woodbrooke in adopting the meeting house as a ‘Woodbrooke place’ for regular learning events. Area Meeting encouraged Friends to bring ideas of potential like-minded partners to the Affordability Group and we were reminded of the need to locate our decisions in the context of the climate emergency, and that they should be rooted in building a community space to which that people can relate to.
Both the vision and the views of Area Meeting might be summarised as the Meeting House being a “Quaker home in the city”.
The third desire (economic sustainability) has been at the forefront of our minds in the last two years, but we consider 1 and 2 to be central too.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc2062_3780408635]Financial summary
The Meeting House running costs of the meeting house vary considerably from year to year, especially the fabric and maintenance costs, such as replacing the windows and replacing the roof. We estimated have therefore tried to estimate how much we spend on fabric and maintenance in an average year and we use these annualised figures for figures whenever talking about fabric and maintenance (F&M) in this report. Apart from during the pandemic, other Meeting Housethe other meeting house costs are much less variable. We have adjusted all costs for inflation using the CPI-H index so that figures relate to 2023. 
Figure 1 shows the historic meeting house income and expenditure in the top row, and projected expenditure under various scenarios in the bottom row. We can see that:
There are number of points to note:
· In an average year (which never actually exists!), we would expect to spend about £60,000 on F&M, but get back £20,000 in grants, so about £40,000 net on F&M. 
· Before the pandemic, in an average good year (such as the period between 2016 to 2019), excluding F&M, Meeting House income balanced its running costsFabric and Maintenance, the income from the meeting house balanced the cost of running it, including the AM Insurance policy which also covers Kelso and general Quaker activities in South East Scotland.
· The 2020 and 2021 figures are notaren't shown, because of the anomaly of the pandemic.
· The 2022 and 2023 figures show a recovery in lettings and catering, though we are not yet to at the pre-pandemic levels. Energy prices have risen, and staffing has risen due to the recovery in lettings and catering (though it is still below its historic high value in 2019).
· Future scenarios assume rental income of £10,000 from flat 3F2 Upper Bow (formerly occupied by a residential assistant warden), though it will be 2025 before upfront costs are paid off.
· In the future scenarios we are assuming rental income from 3F2 of £10,000.
· In 2024, assuming a return if we can get back to 2016-2019 levels of lettings catering, and assuming we assume the current energy prices (the 2024 high projection scenario), we would be can get to a position where we are close to covering day-to-day expenditure from income. Management committee is experimenting with increasinga pricing structure to increase prices on busy days of the week, which may help.
· However, we are still looking at needing to raise, on average, around £45,000 a year to be good stewards of the building fabric, and to make the Meeting Housemeeting house “an excellent place for meetings”. Money for larger repair and enhancement work would come from applying for grants and fund-raising, e.g. special appeals. We assume that local Friends would be responsible for this work, but professional fundraisers could be employed at some costAs well as grants, some of this money, for larger repair and enhancement work, might come from special appeals.
· If we did not own and maintain the Meeting House, we would Some of this required fund-raising could be offset against what we'd have to spend money on hiring premises for Meetings for Worship and other Quaker activities. Ourif we didn't have a meeting house – our estimates vary between £10,000 and £25,000, depending on how much Quaker use we assume.
· We’ve also included a more pessimisticpesimistic 2024 low projection scenario.
· The Community venue scenario assumes that community groups could access the meeting house as keyholders, without paid staff on duty. The figures in thisfigures for the Community venue scenario assume we have approximately one paid member of staff, that we have no catering income and the lettings income goes down significantly (assuming little use of the building in the daytime by community groups). There would also be the problem of emergency lift operation.

 [bookmark: Ref_Figure0_label_and_number][image: ]Figure 1: Historic meeting house income and expenditure (top row) and projections (bottom row).

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc2064_3780408635]Options considered
In summary, the group considered the following options:
This is a summary of the options that we have considered:
Selling or letting our property. Discussion with Friends in South East Scotland and more widely suggestedsuggests that sale of Edinburgh Meeting House (7 Victoria Terrace) should be a last resort. We own two flats at 6 Upper Bow. Letting of 3F2, formerly used for a resident assistant warden, is going ahead, with adjustments having been made to out of hours call arrangements. 
Heating costs and sustainability. We would like to reduce our energy consumption, and to improve the warmth and ventilation of the meeting house. Grants may be available that could partially cover improvements, but our analysis suggestedanalysis suggests that long term financial savings will be small, so it wouldand that it will take a considerablelong time to recover costs of the work. However we probably still want to do this, and are investigatingwill investigate the options and costs further.
Festival income. Letting out the whole building to the Fringe Society in 2023 was less work for Friends than running Venue 40. While it reduced our outreach, it was financially significantly more beneficial. It may be possible to repeat and possibly extend this.	Comment by David Steratt: Need to check Venue 40 donations.
Long-term letting of parts of the meeting house. Other than possibly (re-)letting the Bow Room (as happened up to the early 2000s), the scope appears small, without substantially impairing Quaker use of the building.
Quaker use only: No lettings. While this would substantially reduce the need for staff, modelling suggests that income could fall by more than we save, increasing the funding gap for the meeting house.
Same lettings, fewer staff. Could some users run events without staff on premises? This is certainly not possible for the more profitable ones that require catering. Due to needing trained staff to operate the lift in case of emergency, it would not be possible for the meeting house to remain a fully accessible venue for community groups, whichthe community groups that tend to use the building in the evenings. There does not seem to be a way to make substantial savings here.
Other savings. We have looked Looking at items beyond staff, repairs and maintenance, and energy costs, but we have not identified opportunities for substantial savings.
More and/or more valuable lettings. Pre-COVID we were approaching maximum manageable numbers of lettings. While we should increase charges at least in line with costs, significant further increases may require active marketing to more profitable users, coupled with upgrading parts of the premises. We would still want to offer good rates for groups we want to support. We are considering further options.Options are being considered further.	Comment by David Steratt: Delete?
Adaptability for the future. Options such as an adaptable area that could be used as office space for Quaker work or as ‘hot desk’ space during the week, and for children on Sundays, have been mooted.
Reconfiguration, particularly of the 1st floor kitchen, study (formerly Creche), toilet and kitchen store in order to make more space, either for ad hoc lets or long term tenants. However, it is difficult to let these spaces independently because the access from the rest of the meeting house is via the Library.
A ‘home’ for Quakers. We have started to explore changes to the ground floor layoutGround floor revisions to make the Meeting Housemeeting house more welcoming to Quakers whether local or visiting, and also , local and visiting. Also for non-Quaker visitors, for outreach, and as part of work to make the premises more attractivewelcoming to those hiring rooms.
A café. We have consideredThe suggestion of a café on the ground floor has come up recurrently, possibly as a further usable space in the evenings when the café itself is closed. We would envisage renting that we rented part of the foyer and possibly other parts of the ground floor to an external operator. 
· If carefully integrated with the Quaker presence on the ground floor, the café could act as an outreach space, and make the ground floor more welcoming. Our valuation suggestssuggest that the rental might be in the region of £20,000-£27,000 for the whole of the ground floor, but it would be considerably less for a fraction of the ground floor.	Comment by David Steratt: Do we want this sort if information in the public realm, e.g. in a Sesame article? It should remain in the report for Trustees.
· HoweverOn the other hand, depending on how much of the ground floor we devoted to the café, we might lose the current office and Bow Room space, and we do not currently have a plan for where they might be re-sited. The ground floor can be cold; improvements would need to consider that. It is likely that we would want such work to be part of general improvements. This scale of project would require significant fund-raising. The café could limit future use of the building by Fringe companies.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc8161_3780408635]Recommendations
Recommendations of the affordability group might be:
· We believe it’s important to keep and develop the meeting house as a Quaker home in the city.
· We should invest in any remaining easy environmental upgrades, in particular energy-efficient lighting. upstairs
· We should continue to investigate incremental improvements to insulation and upgrading the heating system.
· We should investigate the café suggestion further, in particular two options:
1. A pop-up café in the existing Foyer space, requiring minimal reconfiguration of the building
2. A café occupying more of the ground floor (including perhaps the Bow Room and Office), and which would also require reconfiguration upstairs, most likely in the kitchen and study area
· Both options should be evaluated on income generation, benefits to Quakers,of outreach and capital costs, as well as the lost utility to Quakers and the lost lettings income.

Questions from AM

From here on is effectively the appendix...
Questions from AM – this section is mostly notes
Area Meeting on 11 March 2023 heard of the remit of the group. Excerpts from minute 2023/03/04 include: 
· We have heard in the meeting of possible options such as building partnerships with other like-minded bodies, and we encourage Friends to bring such ideas to the working group.
· We have heard of the value of 7 Victoria Terrace to young Friends in building community. We have heard of interest from Woodbrooke in adopting the meeting house as a ‘Woodbrooke place’ for regular learning events.
· We are reminded of the need to locate our decisions in the context of the climate emergency, and that they should be rooted in building a community space that people can relate to.
Area Meeting in November 2023
Future of 7 Victoria Terrace (2023/03/04 refers)
At our March meeting, we heard from AM Trustees about plans for 7 Victoria Terrace and asked for a report at this meeting. Work is continuing and Trustees now expect to be able to report with proposals at our meeting in January 2024.
An update paper has been published in Sesame; David Sterratt, on behalf of the group, has outlined the key points of the approach.
Questions have addressed the impact of recovery from Covid, and the potential for joint work with the Edinburgh Community Climate Network, among others; also the potential for reconfiguring under-used space in the building. The group is taking these into account; it continues to be open to new ideas.
We endorse the approach outlined; we look forward to receiving the final report in January.
Responses:
· Recovery from Covid – see graphs
· Climate Network – basically, we’ve rather shied away from hot-desking. From an income perspective, the Climate Network wouldn’t be able contribute much (I suppose) but we might be able to give them good room hire rates or (perhaps) use the study as hot-desking space for a fee. We should probably make contact with them and see what they are actually needing.
	Comment by David Steratt: I’ve not yet done this.

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11193_242901083]Financial summary
Before the pandemic, lettings and catering income was roughly covering recurrent costs (staffing, utilities etc) but not upgrading and major repairslarge repair jobs.
In order to determine the future financial sustainability of the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House, we start by analysing past data. The analysis comprises three elements:
1. Expected building costs per year. 
2. Expected income and expenditure on operating the Meeting House as a place of Workshop and room hire to external groups.
3. Financial benefit to the Area Meeting – i.e. what we might be paying if we didn’t own the meeting house.
We will combine these elements to give an overall scale of the deficit. There is considerable uncertainty in this analysis, but it indicates the magnitude of the challenge. Finally, we summarise the capitalcaptical valuation of our property in Central Edinburgh and the potential earning potential.

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11195_242901083]Building costs (not inflation-adjusted)
[bookmark: Ref_Table6_label_and_number]Table 1: Building costs of the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House (EQMH), the 2 flats in 6 Upper Bow (6UB) and Kelso Meeting House, 2013-2022 (to date). Costs have not been adjusted for inflation.
[1] Windows in 2013/14 (£118,168); Kitchen upgrading in 2014 (£9,633); Roof works in 2017 (£102,989); Damp-proofing in 2017 (£2,636).
	
	EQMH
	6UB
	Kelso
	Total
	EQMH+6UB

	Property Improvements [1]
	233,426
	
	
	233,426
	233,426

	Fixtures & Fittings additions
	45,947
	19,125
	34,540
	99,612
	65,072

	Building Upgrades
	47,668
	614
	4,519
	52,801
	48,282

	Repairs & Maintenance
	94,859
	4,727
	13,128
	112,714
	99,586

	Total
	421,900
	24,467
	52,188
	498,554
	446,367

	Mean average per year
	42,190
	2,447
	5,219
	49,855
	44,637



SESAM owns:
· the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House in 7 Victoria Terrace, Edinburgh;
· two flats in 6 Upper Bow, Edinburgh, which are in the same tenement as the Meeting House Library and Kitchen;
· the Kelso Quaker Meeting House.
Flat 4, 6 Upper Bow is a 2-bedroom flat, currently occupied by the resident Meeting House Manager, who is on a 2-year contract ending in February 2025. Flat 3F2, 6 Upper Bow is a 1-bedroom flat, currently occupied by the resident assistant warden, whose contract ended on 31ends at the end of July 2023.
Over the past ten years spending on maintenance and major repairslarge repair jobs has averaged about £45,000 a year for the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House and flats, and about £5,000 a year on Kelso Meeting House (Table 1).
Almost half the total cost (£233,000) is due to two very large property upgrades: the installation of new windows in the Meeting Room and Hall in 2013/14 and the replacement of the roof in 2017. At least £100,000 of these costs was offset by grants applied for by John Phillips, with the assistance of our architect.[footnoteRef:2] If we could assume that future repairs would be grant-funded, we could assume that the cost per year is £35,000. However, it is not clear that there will be Friends with the experience and time to undertake this work, so Trustees may feel it prudent to work with the larger figure of £45,000.
 [2: 	Windows: Edinburgh World Heritage £32,400, Places of Worship £18,233 = £50,633. Roof repair: The Listed Places of Worship Roof Repair Fund contributed £47,100, and more was contributed by the Edinburgh World Heritage Trust.] 

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11197_242901083]Operational income and expenditure
[bookmark: Ref_Table1_label_and_number]Table 2: Income and expenditure analysis of the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House. Building costs include flats in 6 Upper Bow.
	Period
	2013-2015
	2016-2019
	2013-2021

	Mean income from operation
	69,845
	97,885
	70,555

	Mean expenditure on operation
	75,184
	88,002
	84,265

	Mean surplus/deficit on operation
	-5,339
	9,883
	-13,710

	Mean building costs
	45,000
	45,000
	45,000

	Mean surplus/deficit on operation and building
	-50,339
	-35,117
	-58,710

	Mean building costs minus grants
	35,000
	35,000
	35,000

	Mean surplus/deficit on operation and building minus grants
	-40,339
	-25,117
	-48,710



Operational income and expenditure is generally less variable than building costs, but still varies from year to year, and changed hugely during the pandemic restrictions. Table 2 summarises the data for three periods:
· 2013-2015, the last three years in which Anthony and Sue Buxton were managers;
· 2016-2019, the first four “normal” years in which Sue Proudlove and Tony Wilkes were managers; and
· 2013-2021, the full period of the data, including the 2 years affected by the pandemic (2020 and 2021).
In the normal period (2013-2019) the meeting house operations were, overall, doing a bit better than breaking even, though even here the position changed from a deficit of about £5,000 per year (2013-2015) to a surplus of £10,000 per year (2016-2019). However, even in the best years, there was still a deficit of around £35,000 not taking into account grants, or £25,000, taking into account grants.
The number of bookings has still not stabilised since the pandemic. However, in 2022, expenditure was £117,000 and income around £62,000 making the deficit on operations about £55,000 (all figures rounded to nearest £1,000). If the mean building costs with no grant reduction are added, this is a deficit of about £100,000, or £90,000 if we assume capacity to obtain grants for large repairs.

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11199_242901083]Estimated benefit of the meeting house
[bookmark: Ref_Table2_label_and_number][bookmark: Ref_Table0_label_and_number]Table 3: Estimated cost of Quaker use of the Edinburgh Quaker Meeting House in 2019.
	Body
	Hours
	Lower estimate
	Upper estimate

	Central Edinburgh LM & Midweek Meeting
	639
	£10,033
	£24,420

	SESAM
	109
	£2,143
	£3,072

	Subtotal
	748
	£12,176
	£27,492

	General Meeting
	37
	
	

	Other Quaker use
	146
	
	

	Total
	931
	
	



Table 3 gives estimates of the duration and monetary value of Quaker use. This is based on an analysis of bookings in 2019, combined with what we would have paid had we hired the Meeting House, on the assumption that we would hire a similarly-priced venue. For an upper estimate, we imagine trying to replicate the pattern of use exactly; for a lower estimate we assume that some activities (e.g. small committee meetings) would happen in Friends’ homes and Central Edinburgh would not use the meeting house for as long on a Sunday.
We have not included the use by General Meeting or other Quaker use into the costs, since SESAM would not have to pay for their room hire in the event of there being no Meeting House. More work may need to be done to check the figures and the assumptions, but the figures suggest that the value of the use of the Meeting House is still considerably less than the ongoing deficit of around £45K per annum. They also show that the meeting house is well-used by Quakers – around 18 hours per week on average.

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11201_242901083]The scale of the deficit
[bookmark: Ref_Table3_label_and_number]Table 4: The deficit under different scenarios
	Scenario
	No grants, break-even, low value of Quaker use
	Grants, break-even, high value of Quaker use
	Grants, £10K surplus on operations, high value of Quaker use
	No grants, things continue like 2022, low value of Quaker use

	Building costs
	-45,000
	-35,000
	-35,000
	-45,000

	Surplus/deficit on operations
	0
	0
	10,000
	-55,000

	Surplus/Deficit
	-45,000
	-35,000
	-25,000
	-100,000

	Value of Quaker use
	10,000
	25,000
	25,000
	10,000

	Effective Surplus/Deficit
	-35,000
	-10,000
	0
	-90,000



Table 4 shows what we might regard the deficit as under different scenarios and sets of assumptions. Under the most optimistic scenario (3rd, column, the situation from 2016-2019) the deficit was £25,000, which we might have had to pay had we tried to use other premises to the same extent, giving an effective deficit of £0. However, we would like to be in a position where the meeting house was self-funding, meaning that donations from Friends could go towards other Quaker work. We would therefore like to aim to find how we can raise £35,000-£45,0000 a year from the meeting house and 6 Upper Bow.


[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc10721_242901083]Valuation
[bookmark: Ref_Table4_label_and_number]Table 5: Valuation of SESAM properties in Central Edinburgh as at March 2023
	Meeting House
	£1,000,000

	4F, 6 Upper Bow (2 bedroom flat)
	£385,000

	3F2, 6 Uppper Bow (1 bedroom flat)
	£210,000



Table 5 shows our surveyors’ estimates of the market value of our properties. They have also estimated the rental value of the meeting house, in this key passage in their valuation report of the meeting house:
The key question would be – what use(s) could theoretically be accommodated within the building whilst allowing the client to retain enough space for their own exclusive use as required? Would those uses be acceptable and compatible with the beliefs and aims of the client organisation and could they live with a relative loss of control?
And, following on from that, would it stack up in terms of the benefit (say rent) relative to the costs for the likely works required (e.g. the cost of building / reconfiguration works, meeting statutory requirements and planning and professional fees, etc)?
...
Ground floor – if we assume that it might be possible to create a floor area of say c. 675 sq ft through sub- division works for exclusive use, and that appropriate provision of toilets and WC’s etc are added, and an assumption is made that a notional tenant might be willing to pay say c. £30-40 psf then that suggests that a headline rent of £20,250 to £27,000 pa might be possible. That rate is discounted to the rates typically being paid on the Royal Mile and Victoria Street.
First floor – if a rate of say £15.00 psf is applied to the NIA of the hall and library (1,497 sq ft) with lower rates of say £10.00 psf applied to the NIA of the kitchen (219 sq ft) and with say £5.00 psf applied to the rear ancillary rooms (219 sq ft) then this results in a notional headline sum of approximately £25,500 pa.
Second floor – if a rate of say £17.50 psf is applied to the NIA of the hall (953 sq ft) then that suggests a rent of approximately £16,675 pa

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11203_242901083]Staffing summary
[bookmark: Ref_Table5_label_and_number]Table 6: Staffing summary
	Position
	Person
	Weekly Hours
	Notes

	Resident Meeting House Manager
	Miranda Girdlestone
	37.5
	Occupies 4F, 6 Upper Bow, contract ends at February 2025

	Non-resident Assistant Manager
	Majk Stokes
	27.0
	Open-ended contract

	Non-resident Meeting House Assistant
	Ken Latham
	15.0
	Open-ended contract

	Non-resident Meeting House Assistant
	 Eliza Giles
	16.0
	Open-ended contract

	5 Casual staff
	
	As required
	


	Position
	Person
	Weekly Hours
	Notes

	Resident Meeting House Manager
	Miranda Girdlestone
	37.5
	Occupies 4F, 6 Upper Bow, contract ends at February 2025

	Non-resident Assistant Manager
	Majk Stokes
	27.0
	Open-ended contract

	Non-resident Meeting House Assistant
	Ken Latham
	15.0
	Open-ended contract

	Resident Assistant Warden
	Richard West
	10.0
	Occupies 3F2, 6 Upper Bow, contract ends July 2023

	5 Casual staff
	
	As required
	



Table 6 shows a summary of staffing. The Meeting House is open for up to 6 hours on a Sunday for Central Edinburgh 9.30am and 11am Meeting for Worship, weekdays from 9 to 5, and on weekday evenings until 9 or 10 and Saturdays as required.

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11205_242901083]Comparison with Augustine United Church 
It has been very helpful to have Rachel Fitzgerald’s insights on how Augustine United Church compares with the Meeting House. Augustine is less than 5 minutes’ walk from the Meeting House, and a considerably bigger building than 7 Victoria Terrace. The value of ad hoc lets (around £60K) is lower than the Meeting House pre-Covid (around £100K in the best years). However, Augustine brings in another £60K a year from long-term tenants (including the let to Paradise Green for the Fringe), which require much less staff time than room hire. The tenants are aligned with the values of Augustine, and there are compromises about the spaces; for example all tenants move out of at least part of their office space during the Festival when Paradise Green take over the building. Augustine generally finds the presence of long term tenants to be an addition to their ‘ministry of hospitality’ and values the relationships forged with other like-minded organisations over many years. 
Long term tenants and some very established room hirers hold keys to the building, as do some members of the church, who open and close the building on Sundays – with no need for paid staff at those times. Those with keys can access the building at any time they wish but it is extremely rare that the building is fully operational without a paid member of staff on duty (Sunday mornings are the exception here).   
The building is technically wheelchair accessible, but one of the downstairs rooms is only accessible through another room used for ad-hoc hire. If the lift broke down on a Sunday or at other times when the building is not staffed, the people stuck would need to wait for assistance. However, It is worth saying though that there is very little use of the lift on a Sunday as the main worship space at Augustine is on the George IV Bridge level of the building. In contrast, in the Meeting House, the Meeting Room is on the 2nd floor and refreshments are served on the 1st floor.

Analysis of meeting house energy consumption
Average pre-pandemic gas and electricity consumption and CO2 emissions
From 2010 to 2019 David Sterratt (with the help of the children) took more-or less regular readings of the Meeting House gas, water and electricity (day-time and off-peak) consumption. The data is limited because of the irregularity of the readings and because of an electricity meter fault from August 2013 to June 2015, which meant that all electricity was measured by the daytime meter. Nevertheless, the data allows a number of trends to be seen.
Table 7: Annual electricity and gas consumption and CO2 emissions in 7 Victoria Terrace.
	Mean annual consumption  or emissions from
	Energy (kWh)
	Energy per unit floor area (kWh/m2)
	CO2 (kg)
	CO2 per unit floor area (kg/m2)

	Electricity
	70,500
	195
	27,010
	74.8

	Gas
	1,300
	4
	260
	0.7

	Total
	71,800
	199
	27,260
	75.5



Table 3 shows that average annual electricity consumption far outweighs gas consumption, measured either as energy (electricity over 50 times greater than gas) or as CO2 emissions (CO2e, electricity about 100 times greater than gas). This pattern is to be expected as gas is used only for cooking and heating water in the kitchen. Electricity is used for everything else, including storage and convector heaters, the only built-in form of heating in the Meeting House.
To put the energy consumption into a familiar (domestic) context, the area of the Meeting House is estimated to be 361 m2 (valuation report). This gives an energy consumption per unit floor area of almost 200 kWh/m2 each year. For comparison, David's house (a 1900 main door tenement) has a consumption of about 135 kWh/m2. In 2015-2017, new build houses[footnoteRef:3] in England and Wales used about 125 kWh/m2. [3: 	https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/853067/energy-consumption-new-domestic-buildings-2015-2017-england-wales.pdf] 

To put the annual CO2e emissions per unit floor area in a non-domestic perspective, our value of 75 kgCO2/m2/year is 68% of the average of 111 kgCO2/m2/year estimated from Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs) from all types of non-domestic buildings in Scotland in a similar period to our data, and 51% of the value of 147 kgCO2/m2/year for “public assembly” buildings[footnoteRef:4]. Although EPCs are widely regarded as an problematic measure, this suggests that, despite the energy efficiency shortcomings we know about in the Meeting House, we are not having as great an impact in terms of our CO2 emissions as we might be. [4: 	https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-non-domestic-energy-efficiency-baseline/. Data “based on 29,956 non-domestic EPCs issued between 29 January 2013 and 31 July 2017”. EPCs are an estimate of energy use for “heating, cooling, hot water ventilation, lighting and auxiliary systems such as pumps and circulators”.] 

Electricity over time

[bookmark: Ref_Figure1_label_and_number][image: ]Figure 2: Annual Electricity Consumption, 2010-2019

Figure 2 shows the annual electricity consumption 2010-2019, including the subtotals for the off-peak (“low”) and daytime (“normal”) consumption. The total consumption (blue bars) was fairly steady in the years, mostly varying within ±10% of the mean consumption. In the years excluding 2013-2015, when there was the meter fault, the Low (off-peak) use exceeds the Normal (daytime) use.
Figure 3 shows the CO2 emissions due to electricity that the Meeting House is responsible for from 2010-2019. The trend has been downwards, principally because the CO2 per unit of electricity has reduced as electricity decarbonises (UK Government conversion factor). We have purchased electricity from Ecotricity, supporting the development of renewable energy.
[bookmark: Ref_Figure2_label_and_number][image: ]Figure 3: Annual CO2e emissions due to fuel consumption in the Meeting House 2010-2019


[image: ]Estimate of how much electricity is used for heating[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc8832_3780408635][bookmark: Ref_Figure3_label_and_number][image: ]Figure 4: Pattern of electricity consumption through year

Figure 4 shows the pattern of consumption throughout the year from readings that varied in frequency from every week (at times) to less than once a month. There is a clear annual cycle, with the highest total consumption of about 400 kWh/day in the winter, and the lowest consumption in summer. There seems to be a baseline of about 50 kWh/day, evident at points in the summer. Although not clear in these plots, the Festival was associated with a rise in consumption. 
Table 8: Average electricity consumption per day on the daytime ("normal") and off-peak ("low") meters.
	
	kWh per day

	Daytime
	73

	Off-peak
	120

	Total
	193



Table 2 shows the average off-peak ("low") and daytime ("normal") usage, for years in which reliable data was available. Assuming no heating was used when consumption was at the baseline of 50 kWh/day in the summer, we can estimate that, on average, at most 193 - 50 = 143 kWh/day is used for heating. Almost certainly it will be somewhat less, as there will be more energy used for lighting in the winter. Theoretically almost all the off-peak energy is used for heating, though even in the summer there is about 10 kWh/day of "low" energy, so the very minimum we use for heating is about 110 kWh/day. Estimating a figure of 120-125 kWh/day on heating seems reasonable, meaning that 62-65% of our electricity is used for heating.
Potential cost savings from energy efficiency improvements
In 2022 we spent £11,000 on heat and light, so with the estimate of 65% of our energy on heating, about £7000 on heating. Clearly, heating will still be required, and we have no estimates for how much energy a new system might save. However, for every 10% reduction in energy required for heating, we will reduce the bill by about £700. 
The savings of course increase with rising energy prices - as do the total energy costs. Although we should consider energy efficiency improvements as a contribution to addressing the climate emergency, in terms of the overall finances of the Meeting House, energy efficiency changes could lead to welcome but relatively small savings of a few £1,000s at most.
Nevertheless, it seems likely that we could reduce our energy consumption by replacing our electrical storage and convector heaters with a more efficient form of heating, which might also be integrated with ventilation in the Meeting Room and Hall. The storage heaters are difficult to control, meaning that rooms are sometimes over- or under-heated. 
At present much of our lighting is using fluorescent tubes. LED tubes use somewhere between 33-50% less power, and require replacing less often[footnoteRef:5]. Supposing that 20% of our energy is used on lighting with fluorescent tubes, we could therefore save up to 10% of our energy costs per year by switching to LED tubes – a saving of about £700 a year. [5: 	https://uk.rs-online.com/web/content/discovery/ideas-and-advice/led-tube-lights-guide] 



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11207_242901083]Investigation of options
We have been identifying and assessing a number of options for:
· making the current format of meeting house operations more affordable by efficiency savings and increasing our income
· changing how we use the meeting house.
Changes under (1) should have little or no impact on Quaker use of the building; changes under (2) could have moderate impact on Quaker use of the building. For each option we are assessing:
· Feasibility: Implications for staffing, compliance with Insurance, H&S
· Regular income generated/savings made
· Regular costs incurred
· One-off costs incurred
· Amount of volunteer time saved or required
· Effect on Quaker use of meeting house
· Risk

[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11209_242901083]Option 1. Ending the residential assistant warden post and renting 3F2
We would cease to have a residential assistant warden (RAW), and rent out 3F2 commercially, either a as a full time rental, or perhaps with an annual contract from September until June/July, with a Festival let in August. In view of the housing issues Edinburgh and the amenity of other flats on the stair, which are all occupied by employees or Friends, or owned by individual Friends, we feel it would be inappropriate to consider turning 3F2 into a short term let.
	Effect on Quaker use of meeting house
	None

	Feasibility: Implications for staffing, compliance with Insurance, H&S
	· We would replace the current alarm on the stair with a “GSM dialer” to alert the manager and/or staff and volunteers off-site on a rota to the intruder alarm.
· We have checked that the statutory concession that means that the manager’s flat is not treated as a benefit in kind still applies.
· We will need a new contract to cover staffing on Saturdays.

	Regular income generated/savings made
	£10,000-£12,000 per year, if we were to appoint a lettings agent  to manage the 3F2 and keep the current configuration of 3F2. This figure allows for management fees. One letting agent believes that with a substantial reconfiguration to create a 2-bedroom flat, £15,000 per year would be possible.
GSM dialer: £6 a month for a SIM card.

	One-off costs incurred
	Flat refurbishment: £5,000-£15,000 (without reconfiguration). £22,000-£28,000 with reconfiguration.
GSM dialer: £500 for installation.

	Amount of volunteer time saved or required
	We suspect that 3F2 has taken days of Jackie Notlingk’s and David Sterratt’s time over the past year or so. A small amount of volunteer time may be required for call-outs.

	Amount of staff time saved or required
	Probably neutral.

	Risk
	We accept that alternative arrangements might not be as secure, but we feel that we can tolerate a higher level of risk than we do currently. Local churches, albeit with perhaps intrinsically more secure buildings, do not have the level of security we do.



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11211_242901083]Option 2. Keyholder/staff-less operation of the meeting house
As things stand, 7 VT is not accessed by any groups or individuals without the presence of paid staff in the building. Very few non-staff members have keys to the building which means that we pay staff to be in attendance at every event and meeting, including for Quaker meetings and events.
This means there is a very high level of security and reassurance both for groups using the building but also for the management team. Queries from groups can be dealt with quickly and easily, the management know the building will be left in a clean and tidy state with items stored away correctly and the building will be secured at the end of the day.
We could decide to allow the building to be used by Friends and/or regular groups without staff present, as a cost-saving measure. It is important to state that this shouldn’t be considered for any or all groups but only for local Friends and possibly longstanding/regular hirers who have a degree of familiarity with the building and its systems. 
	Effect on Quaker use of meeting house
	Depends on how many Quaker meetings would occur without staff present.

	Feasibility: Implications for staffing, compliance with Insurance, H&S
	· The current key access to the building would need to be upgraded to a programmable electronic access system, which would allow access to certain cards for a specific time period and allowing access to be revoked swiftly and easily as needed.
· Groups would need to be trained in the intruder alarm and fire procedures.
· Groups would either not have access to the lift or would need to be trained in the emergency use of the l
· Emergency ‘on call’ contacts from within the staff would also be needed in the event of urgent queries arising or emergencies.
· More staff time spent on liaising with groups, making sure rooms left as intended.

	Regular income generated/savings made
	Staffing costs of ~£4,000 per year for Central Edinburgh LM and AM might be saved. But Central Edinburgh might feel that its contribution of ~£6,000 should be reduced somewhat.
However, keyholder operation would allow Quaker groups to meet on the ground floor on evenings when the meeting house isn’t open. A saving of about £50 per evening on staffing?

	One-off costs incurred
	About £5,000 for a quote from Safe Simple Secure Ltd for a system that would enable access by programmable key fobs, and which replaces the video entry monitors. The cost is £4,793+VAT for a standalone system, or £5,209+VAT for a networked system.

	Amount of volunteer time saved or required
	To do this would require a considerable amount of volunteer time from Friends in Central Edinburgh.  All volunteer keyholders would need to be trained.

	Amount of staff time saved or required
	See above.

	Risk
	We accept that alternative arrangements might not be as secure, but we feel that we can tolerate a higher level of risk than we do currently. Local churches, albeit with perhaps intrinsically more secure buildings, do not have the level of security we do.


	Effect on Quaker use of meeting house
	Depends on how many Quaker meetings would occur without staff present.

	Feasibility: Implications for staffing, compliance with Insurance, H&S
	· The current key access to the building would need to be upgraded to a programmable electronic access system, which would allow access to certain cards for a specific time period and allowing access to be revoked swiftly and easily as needed.
· Groups would need to be trained in the intruder alarm and fire procedures.
· Groups would either not have access to the lift or would need to be trained in the emergency use of the l
· Emergency ‘on call’ contacts from within the staff would also be needed in the event of urgent queries arising or emergencies.
· More staff time spent on liaising with groups, making sure rooms left as intended.

	Regular income generated/savings made
	Staffing costs of ~£4,000 per year for Central Edinburgh LM and AM might be saved. But Central Edinburgh might feel that its contribution of ~£6,000 should be reduced somewhat.
However, keyholder operation would allow Quaker groups to meet on the ground floor on evenings when the meeting house isn’t open. A saving of about £30 per evening on staffing?

	One-off costs incurred
	About £5,000 for a quote from Safe Simple Secure Ltd for a system that would enable access by programmable key fobs, and which replaces the video entry monitors. The cost is £4,793+VAT for a standalone system, or £5,209+VAT for a networked system.

	Amount of volunteer time saved or required
	Considerable amounts by Friends in Central Edinburgh would be required.

	Amount of staff time saved or required
	See above.

	Risk
	We accept that alternative arrangements might not be as secure, but we feel that we can tolerate a higher level of risk than we do currently. Local churches, albeit with perhaps intrinsically more secure buildings, do not have the level of security we do.



[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11213_242901083]Option 3. Change staffing structure
We are in discussion with Miranda and Management Committee about Miranda has presented an outline proposal for increasing staffing with a view to improving efficiency and giving Miranda time to develop the Meeting House offering to hirers, thereby bringing in more incomemore in. We will be considering how this proposal could be developed.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11215_242901083]Option 4. Long-term tenants
We could have long-term tenants in part of the building, for example as the International Voluntary Service (IVS) used to be in the Bow Room. There seems to be demand for long-term hire, either hot-desking, or small charity office space, for example the Melting Pot in Calton Road, and Thorn House in Rose Street, though we have not tried to quantify demand.
The total income estimated (Section 5.5) for renting the whole building (circa £65,000) is a little less than the mean income from ad-hoc hire pre-pandemic (£70,000 in 2013-2022, including Covid) and significantly lessbest than the income in the best years (£100,000 in 2016-2019, Section 5.2). In particular, Particularly letting out the first and second floor reduces the possibility of Quaker use of the building, and we do not see long term tenants in the meeting room as an option. The meeting house is of possible significance for Quakers in Scotland, given status of other meeting houses in Scotland. It could act as an office space, if this were requireddesired. 
The table below summaries the possibilities for long term letting of parts of the building.
	Option
	Effect on Quaker use
	Regular income
	Regular costs
	One-off costs
	Volunteer and staff effect
	Risk

	Bow room
	Children’s meeting and storage of children’s meeting things.
Small committee meetings.
	£3.5K p.a.?
	Minimal
	Furnishings?
	?
	

	Study (Crèche)
	Library committee and storage of books.
	£2K p.a.?
	Minimal
	Furnishings?
	?
	

	Meeting room
	Not an option
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Hall
	Large
	?
	?
	?
	?
	

	Ground floor (or west part of ground floor) as a café, upstairs as meeting space.
	Loss of space to gather before meetings, and informal meeting space.
	? - depends on business model
	?
	Would we need to create a kitchen downstairs? If so, plumbing would be an issue.
	Office and/or front desk would need to be relocated.
	



We feel the cafe option could be compatible with our Quaker work and the concept of being a “Quaker home in the city”. We have approached a number of contacts informally to assess interest and feasibility. We have had interest from the proprietors of the Hideout Cafe in 5 Upper Bow. Based on this interest we are continuing to explore the idea of a Cafe. The Grassmarket Community Project, a social enterprise who have recently opened a cafe, appear not to be interested. 
So far a number of points have emerged:
· For a cafe area on the office side of the Foyer, the Hideout Cafe proprietors feel that plumbing is essential. Drainage would also be an issue. We are not aware of suitable drainage in the Foyer area, but a pumped system could surmount this difficulty.
· If the cafe were only going to be operating in the daytime, it might be possible to use the Cafe area in the evening for Quaker or other groups.
· A Cafe might be able to offer breakfast pastries for groups, which could be an extra source of revenue.
· We would be an accessible venue, unlike many cafes in the Old Town. 
· We considered how Area Meeting might feel about a cafe. It would be important that the Cafe is aligned with Quaker principles, which would have implications for operation, such as using Fair Trade products and paying the Real Living wage. 
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11217_242901083]Option 5. Increasing Income
We could continue the work started before the pandemic on increasing income from the current model of room hire by measures including improved marketing, investment in the appearance of the building and changes in pricing structures.
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11219_242901083]Option 6. Reducing costs
There should be a line-by-line examination of the budget to see what savings might be possible. We are doubtful this is much scope for savings, but it may be that investment in more efficient heating and lighting systems could reduce energy costs.
Table 9: Overhead costs in 2022
	Overhead costs
	Total £
	Budget £
	Note

	Staffing costs
	62,515
	62,350
	See other option

	Council tax & rates
	3,506
	4,210
	No control

	Heat & Light
	11,801
	14,000
	Some possibility to reduce

	Repairs & cleaning
	19,878
	19,200
	Bringing cleaning in house was considered

	Building Upgrades
	0
	0
	

	Office & admin costs
	3,902
	3,800
	Not much scope here?

	Equipment
	1,132
	2,400
	Not much scope here?

	Insurance
	5,651
	5,429
	No control

	Accountancy fees
	0
	0
	

	Other professional fees
	40
	0
	

	Investment management costs
	0
	0
	

	Depreciation
	0
	0
	

	Misc costs
	530
	160
	

	Total
	108,955
	111,549
	



There seem to be a few areas where we could invest to save:
· Replace fluorescent tubes with LED lights – we have been trying to get quotes
· Upgrade heating system in Meeting Room and Hall (See John Phillips paper from 2018)
· Insulate cold bridges identified in infrared survey from thermal image survey of June 2019
· Secondary glazing in rooms apart from the Hall and Meeting Room

	Effect on Quaker use of meeting house
	A heating system that also incorporated ventilation in the Meeting Room and Hall would make it a more comfortable and healthy place to meet.

	Feasibility: Implications for staffing, compliance with Insurance, H&S
	Lighting changes have very little disruption.
Installing insulation would be disruptive.
Heating changes need thorough investigation.

	Regular income generated/savings made
	Section 8.4 contains explanations for these very rough order-of -magnitude estimates:
· LED lights: £700 a year in energy (based on 2022 prices), theoretically more in the longer term due to longer life of LED lights
· Heating: Order of £1,000 a year (based on 2022 prices)

	Regular costs incurred
	· LED Lighting: none
· Heating: air-source heat pump and ventilation might have higher maintenance costs than storage heaters? On the other hand storage heaters fail and need replaced from time to time.

	One-off costs incurred
	· Lighting: still awaiting quote
· Heating: ??? We may also be able to get grant funding from the The Scottish Government’s Community and Renewable Energy Scheme (CARES) “Let’s Do Net Zero” Community Buildings Fund. See attached file 2022-06-13-cares-lets-do-net-zero.pdf (paper shared with Management Committee last year) and  

	Amount of volunteer time saved or required
	Investigating heating systems and getting grant funding would be time-consuming.

	Amount of staff time saved or required
	See above.

	Risk
	There seems to be considerable uncertainty in specifying systems, and there is the risk of noise from ventilation pipes (see John’s paper from 2018). However, there’s lots of noise already coming up from Victoria Terrace.




[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc11232_242901083]Timeline in 2023/24
· Meetings on 10 March, 30 March, 25 April and 30 May
· 15 June: Interim report to Trustees (AM 1 July)
· 31 July: end of extended RAW contract
· July/August: Fringe Society take over building for 6 weeks around the Fringe; reduced staffing needs
· 29 August: Update to Trustees (AM 6 Sep)
· 30 September: intended date of final report to trustees with recommendations
· October/November: Update to Trustees and AM
· 10 October: Trustees (AM 25 Nov)
· January: Final report


[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc15273_3439262082]Membership of the group
David Sterratt (Convener, and former convener of Management Committee)
Miranda Girdlestone (Meeting House Manager)
Henry Thompson (Convener of Management Committee)
Rachel Fitzgerald (Portobello & Musselburgh LM, Manager of Augustine United Church)
Phil Lucas (Former Meeting House Manager, Trustee (until 31 March 2023) and member of Management Committee (until 31 March 2023))
Neil Turner (Clerk to Trustees)
Jacqueline Noltingk (SESAM Treasurer, ex officio member of Management Committee)
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