COMMUNITY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL
WEDNESDAY 14 OCTOBER 2009 AT 10.00AM
PRESENT:

Councillor Mrs Clarke (Chairman) Councillors Mrs Bradley, Farmer P (until 11.00am), Glover, Hendry (as substitute for Cllr McDevitt), Mrs Mallinson (until 1.05pm), Mrs Parsons and Mrs Riddle.

ALSO

PRESENT:

Councillor Mrs Luckley – Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder


Councillor Ellis – Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder 

Councillor Allison – as a representative of the resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel

COSP.24/09
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
An apology for absence was submitted on behalf of Councillor McDevitt.
COSP.25/09
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillor Mrs Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda items A.5 Update on Housing Strategy Action Plan and A.6 Housing Capital Budget – Resource Centre.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that she was the Carlisle City Council representative on the Riverside Carlisle Board.

Councillor Mrs Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda item A.4 Tullie House – Future Governance.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that she was the Carlisle City Council representative on Friends of Tullie House.

Councillor Mrs Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of any items which related to Cumbria County Council.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that she was a Member of Cumbria County Council.

Councillor Mrs Mallinson declared a personal and prejudicial interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of discussion around backlog of payments of housing benefits to tenants.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that she was a landlord who had tenants who were in receipt of housing benefits.

Councillor Hendry declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda items A.5 Update on Housing Strategy Action Plan and A.6 Housing Capital Budget – Resource Centre.  He stated that his interest was in respect of the fact that he was the Carlisle City Council representative on the Riverside Carlisle Board.

Councillor Glover declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda item A.5 Update on Partnership Agreement with Riverside Carlisle.  He stated that his interest was in respect of his employment.

Councillor Mrs Riddle declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda item A.4 Tullie House – Future Governance.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that she was a member of Friends of Tullie House.

COSP.26/09
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
RESOLVED – 1) That the Minutes of the meetings held on the 6 July and 9 July 2009 be agreed as a correct record of the meetings and signed by the Chairman.

2) That the minutes of the meeting held on 27 August 2009 be noted.
COSP.27/09
OVERVIEW REPORT AND WORK PROGRAMME
The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) presented report OS.20/09 which provided an overview of matters relating to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel’s work and included the latest version of the work programme and Forward Plan items which related to the Panel.
Dr Taylor reported:

· That, due to limited capacity and leave, there had been no progress on the possible review of Older People or the consideration of the Arts Centre;
· A meeting of the Scrutiny Chairs group had been scheduled to take place on 28 October 2009 and Members were asked to give the Chairman or the Vice Chairman had any issues for discussion;

· Eden District Council had nominated three scrutiny Members to take part in the Join CDRP workshop which would take place towards the end of October/beginning of November 2009;
· The Environment and Economy Overview and Scrutiny Committee had organised a workshop on the Local Strategic Partnership, the Local Area Agreements and the Comprehensive Area Assessment to take place on 29 October 2009.  The Workshop was open to all Scrutiny Members.

· The Health and Safety Protocol had been available for scrutiny but the Chairman took the decision, following circulation of details to other Panel Members, not to have the item on the agenda;
· The Affordable Warmth and Fuel Poverty item had been delayed and was not available for scrutiny at this meeting.

RESOLVED – 1) That, subject to the issues raised above, the Overview Report incorporating the Work Programme and Forward Plan items relevant to this Panel be noted.

2) That the Play Area and Play Strategy report would be brought to the next meeting of the Panel.
3) That the Panel will not consider the Health and Safety Protocol;

COSP.28/09
CARLISLE AND EDEN CRIME AND DISORDER 
REDUCTION PARTNERSHIP - STRATEGIC 
ASSESSMENT
The Head of Policy and Performance Services (Ms Curr) submitted Report PPP.50/09 presenting the 2009 Strategic Assessment for Carlisle and Eden Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership (CDRP).
Ms Curr reported that the Strategic Assessment had been developed by Cumbria Partnership Support (CuPS) and would inform the Partnership Plan which was about to begin.  The Assessment enabled the Council to determine its impact on the priorities so far and to identify any new, emerging issues that should become priorities for the CDRP in the future.
She added that the full Strategic Assessment was very detailed, and although it would be used when developing the Partnership Plan, a more accessible document had been produced for consultation.

Ms Curr explained that from the information collated and analysed within the Assessment, a number of recommendations had been made.  Four priorities had been proposed for 2010/11 which would be addressed within the existing task group structure:

· Violent crime including alcohol related violent crime

· Antis-social behaviour including youth disorder

· Criminal damage

· Domestic violence

She added that Prolific and Priority Offenders would remain a priority for the Partnership, addressed through the Scafell Project and substance and alcohol misuse would be tackled though closer working with the Cumbria Drug and Alcohol Action Team (DAAT).
Ms Curr explained that acquisitive crime had not been proposed as one of the Partnership’s main priorities, there was much evidence to link that type of crime to substance misuse and prolific offenders and so it would continue to be addressed through other areas of work.  It was recommended that the Partnership continued to provide preventative measurers and respond to known seasonal trends to ensure this crime type continues to fall.

Ms Curr reported that lack of reference within the Strategic Assessment to the stronger element of safer, stronger communities had been highlighted during the consultation process.  This would be taken into account when developing the Partnership Plan and performance framework.

Mr Curr added that the Assessment would be presented to the Safer and Stronger Thematic Partnership on 20 October and would be considered alongside other Cumbria CDRP Assessments as part of the budget process of the Cumbria Strategic Partnership and Cumbria County Council.

In scrutinising the Strategic Assessment Members raised the following questions and concerns:

(a) During discussion the Panel agreed that they would like to see the following information:

· More detail on the rise of drug offences in Carlisle
· How much of the violent crime and domestic violence was related to drug and alcohol problems
· The Strategic Assessment should include projects which had been implemented and how successful they had been
· More information on how the Cumbria Drug and Alcohol Action Team (DAAT) worked.  The information should also include how DAAT was meeting the LAA targets.

· More details on the affect 24 hour licences had on crime levels.  The statistics should include figures for crime levels before the new Licensing Act came in, during the time and the figures for the current time.

· All figures for Carlisle should be presented separately from Eden.

· Detailed information on the type of drug offences in Carlisle that had resulted in the increase of 31%.

(b) Members requested that a Member of DAAT be invited to speak to the Panel about successes and issues in the Team and provide some background to the figures which had been included in the report.

(c) How were the Treatment Centres being funded and what percentage of people had been offered the services at the Treatment Centres through the Criminal Justices Act?

(d) Had there been any work carried out on the effect the concentration of establishments where people could drink had on crime and disorder?
The Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder responded that projects such as the Best Bar None scheme had helped the local area as part of a package of schemes.  The Best Bar None scheme had been successful and Licensees had approached the Council to be part of the Scheme this had led to a reduction in the crime figures.
(e) The Let Go project had proven to be very successful but the funding was due to end in June 2010, what would happen to the project?
Ms Curr responded that there had been some high level discussion with regard to the project and the outcome was not yet know.  The Leadership Group was confident that funding would be secured.
(f) Members had concerns that the Scafell project had not been explained well in the report.  The project had been successful and received awards for the work carried out but the report had not portrayed this.
(g) There was a large student population in Carlisle and it was important to provide the right level of support to students to ensure that they did not become involved with drugs.  Was there any evidence to show if the increase in drug offences was linked to the increase in the student population? The information would help ensure support and resources were being used in the right places.

(h) The report showed that the number of anti-social behaviour incidents had fallen in Carlisle but residents still felt that anti-social behaviour was a problem.  Could the information on anti social behaviour be broken down into ward information to identify hotspots?
Ms Curr responded that the role of the CDRP task groups was to look at local level data and focus their work on areas that needed it.

A Member further commented that Ward Members felt excluded from the work being undertaken by the CDRP in their wards and hoped that this could be rectified in the future.
(i) A Member commented that Operation Roman Candle had been successful in previous years but highlighted a problem in certain wards where Riverside Carlisle had cleared properties but left the furniture etc in front of the house.  He had concerns that, particularly at this time of the year, this would lead to bonfires in housing estates.  He requested that Riverside Carlisle set a target for the removal of furniture which had been cleared from properties.

(j) In relation to youth disorder, was there any proposed links between the work of the CDRP and the proposed Youth Zone or with Riverside Carlisle?  Members felt that more joined up work with partners would give more satisfactory provision.
The Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder confirmed that Riverside Carlisle sat on the Leadership Group.

Ms Curr added that the Chair of the Leadership Group was directly involved in the Youth Zone and a member of the Youth Zone project had been invited to attend a meeting of the Leadership Group.

RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel agree that Violent Crime including alcohol related violent crime, Anti-social behaviour including youth disorder, Criminal Damage and Domestic Violence be priorities for year 3 of the Carlisle and Eden 3 year rolling Partnership Plan to be addressed within the existing task group structure;
2) That Prolific and Priority Offenders remain a priority for the Partnership, addressed through the Scafell Project;

3) That substance and alcohol misuse be a Partnership Priority, tackled through close working with the Cumbria Drug and Alcohol Action Team;
4) That although acquisitive crime is not one the Partnerships main priorities with its own task group, the evidenced links between this crime type, substance misuse and prolific offenders, means this crime type will continue to be addressed via these areas of work.  However, it is also recommended that the Partnership continue to provide preventative measures and respond to known seasonal trends to ensure this crime type continues to fall;
5) That the figures and information as outlined above be included in the next report to the Panel. The Panel is concerned that the Strategic Assessment as presented does not adequately explain why the changes in crime levels have occurred

6) That a draft of the Partnership Plan be submitted to the Panel for scrutiny at its next meeting. The Panel asks that the Plan includes a full review of the effectiveness of the CDRP’s projects within last year’s Partnership Plan;

7) That a Member of the Cumbria Drug and Alcohol Action Team (DAAT) be invited to attend the Panel for an informal session to discuss the work of DAAT including its successes and provide background information to the figures in Report PPP.50/09. To aid discussion on this, it would be helpful if representatives of the CDRP are also invited to this session.

8) That Riverside Carlisle be requested to set a target for the removal of items cleared from empty properties.

COSP.29/09
TULLIE HOUSE – FUTURE GOVERNANCE
The Head of Culture and Community Services (Mr Beveridge) presented Report CS.48/09 which provided an update on the project to prepare the Museum Service for becoming a Trust, including the Risk Register and Timetable for the work.
Mr Beveridge reminded the Panel that the Council had agreed, on 14 July 2009, that work could be undertaken to develop a Trust for the future service delivery of the Museum Service at Tullie House and Guild Hall.  A final decision on whether a Trust was actually created and thereby given the service to manage was subject to a further Council decision in the summer of 2010, once a partnership agreement had been produced in collaboration with the Shadow Trust Board.
Mr Beveridge explained that an outline timetable had been attached to the report and it showed the various stages and scope of work that had to be carried out prior to a final decision being taken.  At the present time it was proposed to aim for a 1 October 2010 starting date for a new Trust, although that date was to provide a baseline which works packages could be planned for and so was subject to change.
He explained that the recruitment of a Chair and trustees was a key aspect of the project which had to be undertaken early in the process as the Chair would lead the Shadow Board in discussions with the Council.  Interviews with suitable Recruitment Specialist had been held on 8 October 2009 so that their expertise and additional capacity could be used to help find the best candidates for the roles.  He added that the proposed draft job descriptions and person specifications had been appended to the report.  If suitable candidates were found, the actual appointments would take place before the end of 2009 with a panel of Members making the decision.  He further added that other than reasonable expenses the position of Chair and trustees were voluntary posts with no other remuneration.

Mr Beveridge reported that a risk register had been compiled for the identified risks at this stage and that it was dynamic document subject to change over time as new risks appeared and mitigation reduced others currently identified.
He explained that to ensure there was clear communication on all developments there would be regular staff meetings, an internal project group had been established at Tullie House and the Friends of Tullie House Group had also been involved. 

In scrutinising the report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

(a) There was some concern that the job description for the Chair did not make the required impact to encourage motivated people to apply for such an important position.
Mr Beveridge agreed that the job description was not suitable in the current form and explained that it had been drafted as an example of the information that would be used to attract suitable candidates but it would be amended before if was sent out in conjunction with the recruitment company.
(b) There was concern that the job description did not mention the future challenges for the Trust or Carlisle City Council’s involvement.

Mr Beveridge responded that Carlisle City Council’s involvement was fundamental and the partnership agreement would be the core of the relationship between the Trust and Carlisle City Council.  The partnership agreement would be to the satisfaction of both the Trust and the Council and would need to set out what the Council would expect of the Trust and what the Trust would expect of the Council. 
(c) The Panel would like more information on the governing document and on Members involvement in preparing the document.
Mr Beveridge stated that he had understood that the Panel would be fully involved in the whole process to provide comments and feedback and would meet the Chair of the Board, once that document began to take shape it would be available for Members to consider.  He reaffirmed the importance of the Chair and that the Trust would be independent and would be able to seek charitable status.

(d) Which Members would be involved in the Panel that would appoint the Chair and would the Panel be cross party and involve Scrutiny?

The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder responded that the Executive would determine the mix of Officers and Members that would serve on the Panel.

(e) What was the outcome of the interviews with Recruitment Specialists which had been held on 8 October 2009?

Mr Beveridge confirmed that the interviews had been completed and that the Council was in the process of agreeing a contract, he added that it was anticipated that the successful company would return to Carlisle in early November.
(f) The risk register identified the need for external resources to be bought in, had this been costed?

Mr Beveridge responded that it had not been costed as the work was part of the work packages for the project which would allocate the budget according to the need identified.
(g) Who would appoint the Chief Executive Officer?
Mr Beveridge explained that the Chair of the Shadow Board would usually appoint the Chief Executive or Manager.
(h) It was agreed that the words ‘in most circumstances’ would be replaced with ‘in all circumstances’ in the last line of the job description.

(i) The Chair of the Board was a key role and a voluntary position.  Was there any indication of the amount of time and commitment required for the post as this may affect the number of candidates who applied?
Mr Beveridge responded that there was no indication of the time required but it had been a question put to the recruitment companies and the responses had been encouraging.  They stated that a lot of working and non working people were prepared to put in time and commitment and the companies had been continuously surprised with the tremendous ability and talent of the people that came forward.
(j) The Corporate Risk Matrix showed a high risk resulting in high impact if the timetable slipped.  Why was the timetable set in such a way and would it be amended to avoid the risk?
Mr Beveridge responded that the timetable would be looked at for the next report.  He added that one matter out of the Council’s control with regard to the timetable, was the appointment of the Chair.  If the Chair was not appointed in the first round of interviews then the Recruitment Company would start the process again and this would change the timetable.
The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder explained that the October target date was not inflexible but it had been set to confirm that the Council was going to move Tullie House to a trust and to indicate that the work had begun.
(k) Local Council’s would soon have to consider what were statutory functions and it was possible that they would have to stop delivering non statutory functions.  The original report for Tullie House showed substantial upfront costs met by the Council and the Trust would have to raise funds. There was real concern that the risk scoring for the budget provision had been set too low.  
Mr Beveridge agreed that the current financial climate would affect work with Tullie House but added that it would also affect all arrangements with all partners.  He explained that there had to be an agreement at the beginning to show what the Council would provide and the new Chair would be made aware of the situation.

The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder added that the up front costs had been built into the agreed budget for the Trust and he was not aware of any requirements for further funding.

A Member asked if any work had been carried out on the impact of the Trust on Central Costs.
The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder responded that issues around central costs and proposed grants would be part of the negotiations with the Chair of the Shadow Board.

(l) There had been no risk included for the loss of senior members of staff from the Authority through the Transformation Programme.  Where would service level support come from?
The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder responded that the new Strategic Management Team for the Council had not been appointed yet but he had instructed the Chief Executive that the Future Governance of Tullie House was of the utmost priority.
A Member asked who would be the lead officer on the project as the Council would also be losing the officer with the most experience in drawing up legal documents.
The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder responded that the arrangements for a Trust required specialist legal advice and this would be separate to the Transformation Programme and not a consequence of it.

(m) What would happen if the Council rejected the proposals?

Mr Beveridge responded that in the event of that happening the current arrangements for service delivery would continue with the Council being directly responsible for it.
(n) The Panel had a tour of Tullie House following its last meeting and it was evident that space was limited and there was little room for expansion.  Was there scope in using the buildings on Paternoster Row if the University relocated?
Mr Beveridge stated that the buildings were the property of the Council and were leased to the University of Cumbria.  He stated that the buildings had been looked at in the past as potential space for Tullie House and if the University did relocate it would be an ideal opportunity to increase the street frontage of Tullie House and develop the area.

(o) Members felt that it was extremely important that Scrutiny was involved in the whole process and looked for Leadership and support from the Portfolio Holder.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel believed that the future Governance of Tullie House was extremely important and it was vital that Scrutiny was involved in each step of the process;

2) The panel urges the Portfolio Holder and Executive to ensure cross-party representation (including a scrutiny representative) on the panel appointing the Chair and Board members for the Shadow Trust.  

2) The panel urges that the Portfolio Holder for Culture and Community Services exercise some caution with regard to the timetable and the risk register to ensure that the process followed is a full one and can be properly monitored;

3) That the Panel will continue to encourage joint scrutiny of the Tullie House Governance options with the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel and will continue to invite two Members of the Panel to attend the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel when Tullie House proposals are being scrutinised;  

4) That the Chair of the Shadow Board be invited to attend the Panel at the first appropriate meeting.
COSP.30/09
AGENDA

RESOLVED – It was agreed that agenda item A.8 Learning City Activity Report would be considered before agenda item A.5.

COSP.31/09
LEARNING RELATED ACTIVITY REPORT
The Learning City Manager (Ms Titley) presented report PPP.47/09 which showed the wide range of learning related activity Carlisle City Council was involved in and the partners it was working with.

Ms Titley reported that, for the purpose of the report, learning related activity referred to all activities delivered or supported by Carlisle City Council staff which aimed to inform, teach or demonstrate ideas and information.  Many of the activities were for children and young people and supported both formal learning programmes as well as informal play and youth activities, however,  the support for learning also extended to adults and the Council had championed lifelong learning, volunteering and community action through an information event as part of Adult Learners’ Week.  

Ms Titley outlined a number of programmes, advice sessions and community initiatives that the Council provided.
Ms Titley added that the Council had worked in partnership with Cumbria County Council, the University of Cumbria, Carlisle College and the Richard Rose Foundation to sponsor the monthly Learning Supplement in the Cumberland News.  The City Council was involved in this as part of the Learning City priority and to highlight the wide range of learning activity it supports.

In scrutinising the activity report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

(a) Members agreed that the information provided in the report had been very useful and they welcomed the layout and detail of the report.
(b) How was the work of the Learning City Manager directed?
Ms Titley responded that there was a huge range of activities being carried out and she was not directly involved in the majority of them.  She added that she had regular meetings with her manager and with the Chief Executive to discuss projects and what the Council would like to be involved in.  A lot of work came from existing projects with partners and by talking to people about activities in the City.

(c) How had the Celebrating Learning event progressed?
Ms Titley reported that the next Celebrating Learning event would take place on 1 December at Tullie House.  She added that a number of staff were taking level 2 and level 3 qualifications and it was hoped that there would be same success when the programme was rolled out in the Civic Centre.

(d) Was Learning City involved in the new centre of excellence?
Ms Titley confirmed that the report highlighted a number of projects that would be linked to the new centre of excellence and added that she was keen to continue to develop links with the centre.
(e) Had there been any contact with the Opening Doors project at the Croftlands Trust?
Ms Titley responded that she had had some contact with the project and was aware of the work they carried out.  She added that a member of the project sat on the PCDL Steering Group and that she was the Carlisle representative on the Group.  The Portfolio Holder for Health and Community Development also added that the Croftlands Trust had been invited to sit on the Healthy Communities and Older People Group.

RESOLVED –  That the Learning Related Activity report be welcomed.

COSP.32/09
UPDATE ON HOUSING STRATEGY ACTION PLAN
The Housing Services and Health Partnerships Manager (Mr Taylor) presented report DS.83/09 which provided an update on the Housing Strategy Action Plan.

Mr Taylor reported that a number of the older completed actions had been removed and the Action Plan had a stronger emphasis on key projects then previously.

He added that the Housing and Health Service had been working with the Housing Quality Network on the development of its strategic housing services over the past four months.  The work had included looking at the strategic action plan, the requirements for a strategic housing service through the Audit Commission (self assessment through Key Lines of Enquiry) and the development of future working in Carlisle.  This would be essential in developing the type of integrated working between agencies locally that would meet the demands that would be upon agencies within an overall environment where resources would be reducing.
Mr Taylor outlined the progress in the action plan which related to three themes of Supporting Vulnerable People, Decent Homes including Empty Properties and Affordability and Balancing the Housing Market.

In scrutinising the action plan Members raised the following questions and concerns:

(a) There was a continuous problem with the funding for Disabled Facilities Grants (DFG), had there been any consideration on how it could be financed in the future? Other Authorities had looked at producing a priority list for the DFGs and some had introduced a low cost loan system.
Mr Taylor responded that the DFGs were a statutory function and that the Council had no option but to find the resources to fund them.  He stated that it would be illegal to have a waiting list for the DFGs and would not suit the customers who were often vulnerable people.  He added that the low cost loans would not be for DFGs but would be for renovation grants, which the Council had to stop due to lack of funds.  There was a North West Group which had been trying to encourage regional Councils to take up the loans systems.
Mr Taylor added that the annual budget was £1.2m but there was a very high demand due to an ageing population and the emphasis on keeping people in their own homes for longer.  Riverside Carlisle had given the Council £60,000 towards the DFGs but it was felt that the amount set in the Business Plan should be increased.  The Government had provided £300,000 per year for DFGs in Riverside properties but this would end in 2010 so the cost would fall back to the Council and would leave £780,000 for all the DFGs in Carlisle including the Riverside tenants.  He agreed that the only way forward to have discussions with Riverside Carlisle and other partners.
The Health and community Development Portfolio Holder added that the funding for DFGs was a high priority and that the Council had carried out a great deal of good work in that area.  She commented that an external company, Anchor, had been used to process DFG applications but the process was brought in house because it took Anchor 44 weeks to process the applications.  The Council now processed the applications in 17 weeks.  She agreed that there was sever financial problems and reported that the Council had begun a lobbying campaign to get Government support for the Council’s statutory obligation to provide DFGs.  The lobbying group was made up of all district Councils and was lead by the City Council.  The Leader of the Council and the County MP were due to meet the Government Minister to discuss the problems and issues.

She explained that some lobbying work had also been undertaken with Riverside Carlisle.  Some time ago the Council asked Riverside for a list of all properties that had aids or adaptations but Riverside had been unable to provide the list.  There had also been discussions with Riverside about their co-operation with regard the DFGs and it had been agreed that they would make a contribution next year and the amount had yet to be agreed.
A Member commented that the Panel had previously looked at how the pressure on DFGs could be alleviated and the Panel thought it would be useful for all Registered Social Landlords (RSL) to produce a list of all properties that had aids, adaptations and modifications to allow for the relevant people to be re-homed in properties suitable for them. It would also be useful if the Council could get Estate Agents and Letting Agents to sign up to a voluntary agreement to highlight adapted homes so they could be included on Council or RSL lists.

A Member added that the Council should be lobbying Government to request that Planning Departments be given the authorisation to request that all new builds were built to ‘Lifetime Homes’ Standards.  It was felt that everyone had a right to be able to live their homes for their whole life if they wished to.
(b) Had there been any progress with regard to the Fuel Poverty Officer?
Mr Taylor responded that the Executive would consider a report on the Fuel Poverty Officer post on 26 October 2009.
A Member hoped that the work carried out by the Fuel Poverty Officer would be in conjunction with other districts and other partners to avoid duplication in work.
Mr Taylor explained that under the Local Area Agreement (LAA) the work was the responsibility of all authorities in Cumbria.  The post was externally funded and would compliment the work being carried out across Cumbria.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Housing Officers investigate the possibility of producing a register of all adapted and modified properties in Carlisle in partnership with all Registered Social Landlords, Estate Agents and Letting Agents;
2) That the Executive be encourage to lobby the Government to request that Planning Departments be given the authorisation to request that all new builds are built to ‘Lifetime Homes’ Standards;
3) That the Panel be provided with further details of the Fuel Poverty officer post;
4) That the Panel be provided with more information on homelessness in Carlisle included the number of people being re-housed and statistics on how the Homelessness Section is performing;

5) That the Panel be provided with the statistics for the number of homes which had been repossessed in Carlisle.

COSP.33/09
HOUSING CAPITAL BUDGET – RESOURCE CENTRE
The Housing and Health Partnerships Manager (Mr Taylor) introduced Tammie Welsh, the Principal Housing Officer, and Peter Rhodes, the Manager of John St Hostel, to the Panel.

Mr Taylor played a short film of comments made by clients of the Hostel Services of their experiences of homelessness.

Mr Taylor reported DS.81/09 on progress with the Resource Centre (Centre of Excellence) and outlined the budgetary provision and the consultation process which had been undertaken for the project.  

Mr Taylor reminded Members that in July 2008 the City Council had confirmed a budget for the creation of a Centre of Excellence.  The Centre had also been awarded a grant by the Government through the Places of Change Programme.  Following objections by the Police the Planning Application for the original scheme had been withdrawn.  Mr Taylor added that the plans had been reviewed and following discussions with the Department of Community and Local Government a number of issues had been identified and criteria set for retaining the grant award.  The various requirements had been met and the revised plans for the Resource Centre had been submitted and it was expected that these would be considered by the Development Control Committee in October 2009.  If permission was obtained it was envisaged that the construction could start on site by April 2010 and the Centre could be open in the summer of 2011.  He added that the Home and Community Agency (previously DCLG) were content with the revised plans and agreed that the funding which had not been drawn down in 2008/09 should be allocated to the City Council.

Mr Taylor set out details of the Resource and Training Centre which would provide support and opportunities for the homeless and people within the local community ensuring equal access to the most appropriate services and resources to meet the needs of all.  He added that the project was more than a new building as it represented a change in culture and would revolutionise homeless services and how those services were perceived and delivered in Carlisle.  He set out details as to the changes which would be delivered by the project.

Mr Taylor added that an important element of the development of the revised plans had been a consultation carried out with key partners and stakeholders, including the Police, Health Support Agencies, Voluntary Sector and Housing Associations and he detailed the consultation which had been carried out to date.

The Executive had given consideration to the matter on 1 September 2009 and decided (EX.175/09):

“1.
That, following consideration by the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel, the City Council be recommended to approve the following in relation to the budgetary provision for the Resource Centre (Centre of Excellence Scheme).

(a)
That the projected underspend of £690,000 within the current project budget of £3.89 million be returned to the Capital Programme.

(b) 
That savings and contingencies not used in the scheme be returned to the Capital Budget.

(c) 
That recommendations 1(a) and 1(b) be approved pending a report on the Families Hostel Replacement Scheme being brought to Executive.

2.
That the report be available for consideration by the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel on 8 October 2009.”
In scrutinising the report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

(a) The film was a celebration of the work the Hostel Services team carried out and showed the dedication of the staff.
Ms Welsh explained that the film only showed five people but the Hostel Services accommodate over 200 people per year and a large amount of people use the advice services.
Mr Rhodes added that the film had been made in one day and a number of the people had been re-housed or moved to other accommodation.  He explained that the Resource Centre was essential in providing much needed accommodation and also support and training, both of which would reduce the number of people that needed hostel accommodation.

(b) What was the difficulty at John Street Hostel with purchasing equipment?
Mr Rhodes explained that the Hostel could only purchase equipment through Council orders and there was only one store left that accepted the orders.  He added that they were extremely limited to what they could purchase and they had to purchase furniture from Liverpool.  Problems arose when items such as bedding or towels were needed at short notice.
Members agreed that this was a serious problem as the Hostel often needed equipment in emergency situations.  The Panel would support the Portfolio Holder in making the appropriate representation to Executive with regard to the serious problems with procurement at the hostel.
(c) The film highlighted the fact that people became homeless for a number of reasons and that people should not be labelled or categorised because of their situation.  It also highlighted the lack of understanding between homelessness and rooflessness, people were homeless and sleeping on couches or floors.  There was still a stigma attached to hostels and the film clearly showed that hostels were the first step to finding accommodation and support.
(d)  The Resources Centre was a step forward for Carlisle and would lead to positive culture change, the Centre was extremely important.
Having declared a Personal and Prejudicial interest Mrs Mallinson left the room during consideration of the following matter.
(e) There was a backlog in the processing of benefits applications, had this affected the hostel service?
Ms Welsh explained that the main problem was that housing benefit would only be paid to the tenant and not directly to the landlord, this had led to a reduction in the number of landlords willing to take people in receipt of housing benefit.  There had also been a delay in housing benefits payment when people worked part time.  They often had to produce pay slips and by the time they had the slips they were in arrears with the rent.  There was also a lack of understanding with regard to the forms and letters and the Resource Centre would be available for people to receive advice on matters such as these.
Mrs Mallinson returned to the room.
(f) Who provided counselling and support for staff?
Ms Welsh explained that support was provided by line managers and specialist support was brought in when necessary.

RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel fully support the Resource Centre and the recommendations set out in Report DS.81/09;
2) That a list of approved suppliers and contractors be produced for the hostel service as soon as possible;

3) That the Executive look at giving the Hostel Service authorisation to purchase supplies in emergency situations from the appropriate businesses without the need for the agreed procurement practice.
COSP.34/09
COMMUNITY SUPPORT PROJECT GROUP
The Head of Culture and Community Services (Mr Beveridge) presented report CS.43/09 which outlined the findings from Members Working Group discussions with Community Centre Management Committees.
Mr Beveridge reminded the Panel that the on 6 November 2008 the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee had considered a report which had outlined the recommendations from the Community Support Review which had been carried out by Solace Independent Consultants.  The Review had included a series of recommendations and a number of proposed savings options to achieve a target of £153,000.

He added that the Committee had put forward 3 Members to join a small working group of officers and Members to consider the action plan proposed by Solace.  The working group determined that the most effective approach to the work was to consider aspects of the service in turn and Community Centres were chosen first because they were a distinct area of service to which the Council contributed a substantial annual sum.
Mr Beveridge outlined the Community buildings situation and the purpose of the centres.  He explained that the way the City Council grant had been allocated to the centres had only changed slightly since ownership was assumed by the City Council in the 1980s.  He added that the amount of grant to each centre had changed by the need to make savings and he outlined the funding to the centres.
Mr Beveridge stated that the Members Working Group met collectively with representatives from the Centres’ Management Committees and visited each centre independently with a view to familiarising themselves with the general tenets of community centres’ operation.  Following the visits the Members concluded:
· That the buildings were very important not only to the people who use them but also as a catalyst for community involvement and engagement and as a bedrock for the development of participative democracy and empowerment;

· The range of services provided reflected the needs of the local communities and regular user and needs surveys were carried out by the Management Committees;
· The services provided benefit to the Council in terms of achievement of its Corporate Priorities and its contribution to the Comprehensive Area Assessment;

· There would be significant benefit from supporting the development of a Local federation of Community Organisations;

· It was felt that more challenging performance indicators could be set;

· Additional support could be made available to help centres develop business plans;

· It had been encouraging to note the increase in effectiveness of partnership working between major agencies and formal discussions were progressing with a view to developing the further potential that existed for providing more coherent and effective support to community groups through joint working;

· It was noted that a number of other organisations provided similar facilities for the community who operated outside of any Local Authority support.

Mr Beveridge summed up the conclusion and reminded the Panel that if it was felt that savings were to be made in this area of the Council’s business then the recommendations in the Solace report remained the most relevant options.
A Member of the Project Group reported that the work had been challenging but the scoping for the Group had not been carried out properly - it had not been carried out at the beginning of the piece of work - and so the work had not addressed long term issues.  There had been no outcome set for the Group and the Terms of Reference covered financial issues which were not in the remit for the Group.

It was felt that the Executive should look at Solace’s recommendations and then the Executive’s draft decision should be scrutinised by the Panel.
There was some concern that Community Centres only had one year Business Plans and they all had difficulty finding funding for more than 12 months and this had not been addressed in the report.

Mr Beveridge added that the Community Centres received an annual grant from the Council but it would be difficult for the Council to commit to a three year agreement.

In scrutinising the report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

(a) The report showed that the Community Centres clearly contributed to aspects of community engagement and empowerment.
A Member agreed that the work of the Community Centres had been excellent but felt that there was more scope for partnership work with some input from the LAA to bring aspirations forward.

(b) 5.6, 5.8 and 5.9 were all actions and the report should have had them listed in an action plan.  
(c) It was unclear what the Panel was expected to recommend.  The Panel would not take responsibility for cutting the funding to Community Centres, it had to be a decision of the Executive.  The Community Centres were very keen to find out how their budgets would be affected in money terms not in percentages.
The Community Support Manager (Mr Burns) responded there had been a service review and there was also a need for savings to be made and as a result it had made it very difficult to keep the two separate.  The decision to make the cuts had been taken and was in the budget for 2010/11.  The recommendation would be to support the Solace recommendations that included the recommendations that this Panel made in November 2008.

Mr Beveridge added that the savings did colour the work of the review.  The Community Support section had to make a £44,000 reduction last year and they had to find £12,000 this year and a further £93,000 next year.
(d) Members had appreciated what officers had showed them and they were made aware of how big this issue was but there were wider issues which surrounded the Centres such as the need for increased Community Engagement and how the Council utilise the Centres for this.
Mr Beveridge reminded Members that Parish/Village Halls did not receive any support from the Council and they could possibly ask the Council for it.

(e) The conclusions in the report were incorrect, the Group did not look at funding and it was felt that there should be more emphasis on what support the Community Centres needed.
(f) A Member highlighted the Harraby Pilot that had been very successful in getting 40 local people engaged and reminded Members that Community centres were needed to make this possible.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Executive look at all the information and recommendations in the Solace report and make a decision on how they wish to proceed taking into account the important role of Community Services in progressing many of the Council’s and the Governments key programmes.  The Panel’s views on the recommendations in the Solace report should also be taken into account and were detailed in the minutes of the meeting held on 6 November 2008.

2) The Panel recognises that the need to reduce spending comes at a time when there is growing importance of the processes of community empowerment and engagement, not only in achieving relevant outputs for citizens, but in the future of preserving local democracy itself and hopes that the Executive will be mindful of this when considering the funding and support for Community Centres.

3) The Panel is concerned that some community centres are extremely vulnerable to reductions in funding and, as such, that the Executive ensures that full impact assessments are carried out for all budget cuts made to Community Centres

4) If requested, the Panel is happy to assist the Executive further with the policy development elements of the Community Support review but does not consider its role to include the specifics of determining where funding cuts should be made.

COSP.35/09 SUSPENSION OF COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE
It was noted that, during consideration of the above item of business, the meeting had been in progress for three hours and it was moved and seconded, and

RESOLVED – That Council Procedure Rule 9 in relation to the duration of meetings be suspended in order that the meeting could continue over the time of three hours.

[The meeting ended at 1.25pm]


