COMMUNITY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITEE

THURSDAY 6 NOVEMBER 2008 AT 2.00PM

PRESENT:
Councillor P Farmer (Chairman), Councillors Mrs Bradley,  Hendry, Mrs Mallinson, Mrs Riddle and Mrs Robson.

ALSO

PRESENT:
Councillor Mrs Luckley (Health and Communities Portfolio Holder)

COS.111/08
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Mrs Fisher and Harid

COS.112/08
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Mrs Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of Agenda item B.1.  The interest is with regard to Stanwix Community Centre.  

COS.113/08
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENT REVIEW

The Head of Culture and Community Services (Mr Beveridge) presented report CS.79/08 on the Community Development Improvement Review which had been undertaken to consider the existing services provided in light of recent changes in: partnership working, legislation, customer expectations and priorities; and the savings target set by the Council of £153,000 over the following two years.  He added that a copy of the Report, commissioned for the service review of Community Support and produced by SOLACE had been circulated to Members.  He outlined the main points and recommendations from the report.

The Executive had considered the document on 22 September 2008 (EX.241/08) and they decided:

“That the Executive 

1. Receive the SOLACE proposals and 

2. Refer the report to the Community Overview & Scrutiny Committee for consideration.”

Discussion arose, during which Members raised the following questions and observations:

(a)  Were there still inaccuracies in the SOLACE report and if so would they affect the scrutiny by the Committee?

Mr Beveridge responded that there were some minor inaccuracies in the report but he hoped they would not affect the scrutiny of the document and the inaccuracies were to be amended.

(b) Serious concerns were raised that the long standing relationship between the Community Support Unit and the Voluntary Sector was not recognised in the report.  Some of the inaccuracies in the report gave a very misleading picture of the Voluntary Sector and needed to be corrected immediately.  The inter-dependency and co-dependency that the Community Support Unit had with the Voluntary Sector had not been not acknowledged at all.

A Member supported the comments and added that the consultant appeared not to understand the relationship between the Council and the Voluntary Sector.

(c)  In response to Members questions Mr Beveridge stated that the process for the production of the report had begun in June and the final version of the report had been produced in August.

(d)  Had the report been circulated to all consultees?

Mr Beveridge reported that the full report had not been circulated but all consultees were advised that it was available on the website.

(e)  There was no mention of the County Council and the joint community working that had taken place.  There was some duplication of community work in the Carlisle area which would need to be looked at but it was important to acknowledge what the County Council helped the City Council to deliver.

(f)  There was concern regarding the work of the LSP on the Safer Stronger element.  It was felt that the City should challenge the fact that sole responsibility lay with the Local Strategic Partnership.  It was felt that the City Council had an important role especially under the stronger element.

(g)  Members expressed considerable concern at the quality of the work presented to them by SOLACE and the apparent lack of care and attention given to finalising the document.

After further discussion the Committee agreed to consider each of the recommendations set out in the report individually.

Recommendation 1

Members were happy with recommendation 1 and felt it confirmed the importance of community development in everything the Council did but felt that the LSP should not have complete control.

Recommendation 2

Members did not support the recommendation.  They felt that there was a need to find a better way of working to enhance the delivery to the community, such as the joint working on the ‘Harraby – Together we can’ empowerment pilot project.

They felt that the recommendation was not practical, but that it would be beneficial to formalise some of the relationships that existed between agencies, in order to make it clearer that there was a significant amount of successful joint working already happening.

Recommendation 3

Members felt that the recommendation was not practical due to space issues but felt that it would be useful to formalise relationships that existed to enhance working together.

The Community Support Manager (Mr Burns) explained that there were already internal working groups where officers from various service teams met regularly to share information and ensure co-operation in delivering services.

Recommendation 4

Mr Burns explained that the principal of the recommendation was correct, every employee should be aware of the benefits of a community development approach to service delivery.  He explained that the Unit did not have the capacity to deliver training to the extent set out, but an alternative would be to include an introduction to the principles of community development in the Council’s corporate training programme.

Recommendation 5

Mr Beveridge explained that the recommendation came at the outset of the review because it was the perception that some Members had difficulty in understanding what the section did.  Equally, officers often felt isolated because there was no structure which encouraged dialogue between officers and Members on local issues.

A Member commented that it was essential to have a link between officers and Members and at present the link did not exist.  There needed to be closer liaison so Members understood how they could help.  Developing an action plan with the opportunity for scrutiny of the outcomes would held achieve the recommendation.

Recommendation 6

A Member stated that all new Members were given an information and training pack when they were elected.

A Member commented that the Government White Paper suggested the Councillor Compact as a way forward but felt this was not a necessity at this time for the Authority.

Recommendation 7

Members were happy with recommendation 7.

Recommendation 8

In response to a Member’s question Mr Beveridge stated that the review of Neighbourhood Forums had not been carried out as part of this piece of work, but agreed that the Forums were useful to the local community to air specific issues.  He added that there was room to grow the Forums to make them even more useful both for local people and organisations such as the City and County Councils, Police, Fire and the 3rd sector.

A Member responded that different methods to encourage people to attend the Forums had been tried but ultimately people would only attend if there was something on the agenda that concerned or interested them.

Recommendation 9

In response to a Member’s question Mr Beveridge explained that the specific project work was integrated in the report.

Recommendation 10

Mr Beveridge explained that work was already being carried out and that pilot projects in Harraby and Longtown had started.

Recommendation 11

A Member commented that the first sentence of the recommendation was a good idea but added that the Community Support Unit already liaise with several organisations for each event they organised.

Recommendation 12

A Member commented that the recommendation should be asking how the Council was going to engage in the Sustainable Communities Act.

Recommendation 13

Mr Beveridge explained that there was a need to have a better method for consultation.  People in the community were becoming tired of constantly being asked questions for various consultations from a range of different bodes.  Yet at the same time getting views from local groups was essential in order that services were provided that met their requirements.

Mr Burns added that amongst community groups, the Council was perceived to be good at consulting but not good at conveying or explaining the results.

Recommendation 14

Mr Burns explained that VISIBLE standards was a ‘quality mark’ for Community Centres and meeting the criteria would enhance the work they carried out.  Work was already underway to support centres to sign up to the VISIBLE standards.

RESOLVED – That the Committee’s comments and suggestions for the recommendations in the report be forwarded to the Executive for consideration;

The Committees suggestions and comments were:

(i) Recommendation 1 – Agreed but the Committee felt that the LSP should not have complete control of the Stronger Communities/Community Empowerment Action Plan;

(ii) Recommendation 2 – Reject because the Committee felt the recommendation should be to further the partnership work that already existed.  Shared resources should also be investigated further;

(iii) Recommendation 3 – Reject because the recommendation should be for further exploration of partnership working;

(iv) Recommendation 4 – Reject because there was no internal capacity to deliver the programme.  The recommendation should be to investigate ways in which community development could be included in the corporate training programme;

(v) Recommendation 5 – The Committee felt the recommendation should finish after the word strengthened;

(vi) Recommendation 6 – The recommendation should be to ensure the Council’s training package reflected the needs of Members new roles as Community Leaders;

(vii) Recommendation 7 – Agreed;

(viii) Recommendation 8 – The recommendation should be rewritten in view of the Governments plans for locality working;

(ix) Recommendation 9 – The Committee felt they needed more detailed information but were happy to encourage further partnership working;

(x) Recommendation 10 – Underway

(xi) Recommendation 11 – The recommendation should be to have a more co-ordinated internal approach to the organising and planning of events;

(xii) Recommendation 12 – The Executive be asked to consider how and when the Council could be engaging in the Sustainable Communities Act 2007;

(xiii) Recommendation 13 – That confirmation is sought that this work is already being co-ordinated;

(xiv) Recommendation 14 – Underway.

COS.114/08
PUBLIC AND PRESS

RESOLVED - That in accordance with Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the Public and Press were excluded from the meeting during consideration of the following item of business on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information, as defined in the Paragraph Number (as indicated in brackets against the Minute) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the 1972 Local Government Act.  

COS.115/08
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENT REVIEW


(Public and Press excluded by virtue of paragraph 3 of Part 1, 2, 3 & 4 of Schedule 12A of the 1972 Local Government Act)

The Head of Culture & Community Services (Mr Beveridge) presented report CS.78/08 on the Community Development Improvement Review.  He highlighted the options considered to achieve the savings from the 2008/09 and the 2009/10 budgets, and outlined for Members the details of the saving options, proposed by the SOLACE report to achieve the budget target of identified in for 2008/09 and 2009/10.

The Executive had considered the document on 22 September 2008 (EX.254/08) and they decided:

“That the Executive 

1. Receive the proposals contained in the SOLACE report and 

2.
Refer the report to the Community Overview & Scrutiny for consideration.”

Members gave serious consideration to the options in the SOLACE report.  They agreed that is was essential that a new funding formula for community centres be devised and that any community centres not funded by the City Council should also be included.

Mr Beveridge added that other authorities had been contacted to find out what formula they used but no one had a simple method.  

Mr Beveridge explained that a post had been kept vacant because of the review and it had been vacant for a year, the post did not fall under Vacancy Management because of the review.

RESOLVED – 1) That the Executive consider the funding and support for all Community Centres in Carlisle;

2)  That a project group consisting of officers and members be set up to take forward those recommendations which are approved from the main report in the form of an action plan which itself is reported back to the committee for scrutiny on a regular basis in the future outlining progress on outcomes.

(The meeting ended at 4.20pm)

