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Summary:

This report outlines the progress to-date with this project and the involvement of the City Council in the future development of the project.

Recommendations:

The Executive is recommended to:

1. Authorise the TC&CE to sign the lottery application on behalf of the Council.

2. Agree for the Council to be the accountable body for the project subject to the limit of £40,000 agreed in the capital programme. 

Contact Officer:
MARK BEVERIDGE
Ext:
7350

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1
The proposal to renovate and refurbish Chances Park in Morton was considered approximately 3 years ago.  At that time Council agreed to put aside £40,000 as the Council contribution to a scheme which would restore the park.  This budget is currently in the Council’s capital programme.

1.2
The lottery bid was originally going to be submitted by the Council but changes to the lottery scheme resulted in the Friends Group submitting it, with the help and support from Council officers.

1.3
The bid to Heritage Lottery was made in 2006 and a grant made earlier this year.  This development grant was given to the Friends of Chances Park to enable the substantive capital bid to be developed and submitted.  The actual budget was held and administered by the Morton Community Centre, because the Friends Group did not have the financial set up to accommodate such a sum.

1.4
A local architectural practice was appointed to carry out the background work to enable the main lottery bid to the Parks for People fund to be made.

2. PROJECT

2.1 The Chances Park was gifted to the City by the Chances family.  It has considerable historical significance and if successful the lottery grant would help restore the ha-ha, improve lighting, open up views from the road into the park, together with other hard and soft landscaping work.

2.2
The value of the scheme currently is £1.1m.

3. FINANCE/FUNDING

3.1 According to lottery rules, schemes for less than £1m require minimum match funding at 15%, for schemes in excess of £1m this minimum is 25%.  The match funding can be a combination of cash or in kind support.  The stipulation for the cash sum is 5% of the total project sum is to be in cash.

3.2 Therefore with a current project value of £1.1m the match funding total is £275,000 and the cash amount of that total is £55,000.

3.3 The balance of match funding over and above that determined by officer and volunteer time will have to be found by the community groups involved making applications to the various grant making organisations which exist, e.g. Northern Rock Foundation, Children in Need etc.

3.4 Approximately £150k of the current project estimate is for VAT, which may not be payable if the Council were to be the accountable body for the project.  That would enable the project to be reduced to below £1m immediately but may have implications in terms of the Council’s overall VAT position.

3.5 The project consultants have been tasked with a value engineering exercise to examine the current cost base to seek reductions to enable the match funding implications to be minimised.

4. CURRENT POSITION

4.1 If the project is to be considered as a Parks for People bid it has to be submitted by the end of September 2007.  A decision on funding will be considered by the end of March 2008 and confirmation notified in April/May 2008.

4.2 The City Council has been asked to consider being the accountable body for the main delivery part of the project for the following reasons:

1. The lottery requires the owner of the asset to sign the grant application for the bid to be submitted in September 2007.

2. The cash flow required to manage a project of this size now envisaged is beyond that of the Friends or the Community Centre.

3. Recovery of VAT is easier for a local authority.

4.3 The Council has been and still is the accountable body for schemes/projects in the City and the risks in terms of Chances Park appear similar to those in that:

1. Acceptance of the lottery grant will require the Council to make good any funding shortfalls.  Although in match funding terms these would be known prior to grant acceptance and the Council could decide not to proceed unless all match funding was in place and agreed by the funding bodies.

2. If the Council were not the accountable body there does not appear to be another suitable organisation to act in such a capacity and the project will not progress.

3. Although no additional Council staff are envisaged to progress the project, the time of existing staff will be an opportunity cost.  However, fees are allowable in terms of the project cost and recovery would have to be sought from the grant allocation or alternatively used as match funding.

5.
CONCLUSION

5.1 This project is currently likely to be the only Parks for People bid submitted from Cumbria this year.  That does not guarantee success, but may be helpful to its chances.  The lottery case officer has been fulsome in her praise of the partnership approach taken by the Community and City Council to develop the project this far.  However, the Council has on occasion sought to help similar projects by taking accountable body status only to find this becoming more onerous than was originally envisaged.

5.2
Chances Park is a find example of its type and restoration would be in line with the Council’s Cleaner, Green and Safer priority, but members are reminded of the risks such projects carry.  Nonetheless if the community groups secure the additional match funding the potential risks to the Council are significantly reduced.

6.     CONSULTATION

6.1     Consultation to Date.


SMT, PFH’s, Chances Project Group.

6.2      Consultation proposed.

7. RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1      The Executive is recommended to:

1.
Authorise the TC&CE to sign the lottery application on behalf of the Council.


2.
Agree for the Council to be the accountable body for the project subject to the limit of the match funding agreed in the capital programme.

8. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1
To enable the project to be able to proceed to the next stage of consideration by the Heritage Lottery, who will advise the project group after March 08 if the scheme has received financial support from the lottery. In the intervening period the project group will have to prepare and submit funding bids to secure the match funding from other sources which will be necessary to enable the scheme to proceed.

9. IMPLICATIONS

· Staffing/Resources –  The support for the scheme will be within existing resources in terms of staff time to assist the community groups which are involved and helping to procure external specialist resources as necessary which would be funded using lottery grants.

· Financial - Should the Council agree to become the Accountable Body, as the service is in respect of a non-business activity, (as no charge is made) the expenditure will not count against the exempt limit and therefore not cause any deficit in respect of the total VAT claimed.

The cost of the cashflow involved would be dependent on the programming of the expenditure and the timing of both the grant receipts and match funding receipts.  This will need to be calculated as part of the detailed costings of the project.  

There is a risk set out clearly as part of the legal comments that if overbudget or failure to secure external match funding, the Council will be required to meet any deficit caused.

If agreed to become Accountable Body the programme will need to be included in the Capital Programme, and therefore prior to this a Capital Appraisal/Business Case should be presented.  

The project would then also be required to comply with the Corporate Grants/External Funding Procedure.  As with all grant/externally funded projects, performance in terms of outcomes and expenditure requires close monitoring and timely reporting and claiming to extinguish the threat of clawback due to the conditions not being met.

· Legal – The Council has power under Section 2 of the Local Government Act 2000 to do anything which it considers likely to achieve the promotion or improvement of the social, environmental or economic well being of its area or part of it, subject to it having regard to its Community Strategy prior to exercising such powers.  The powers, therefore, are sufficiently wide to enable the Council to resolve to become the Accountable Body in circumstances referred to in the report if it considers that this will facilitate the achievement of one or all of the above objectives.  However, the Executive should be aware of the following in respect of assuming Accountable Body status in respect of a Heritage Lottery Grant:-

· The detailed agreement with Heritage Lottery has not yet been provided but it is assumed that it will follow the usual format.  It is, therefore, likely to impose on the Council, as Accountable Body, responsibility for making sure that all matched funding from third parties is in place and that the scheme is completed fully in accordance with the agreed plans and specifications and within budget.  This means that, if for any reason the matched funding does not materialise or the cost of the project over-runs, the risk for this will potentially fall on the Council in terms of making up any shortfall to ensure that the project is completed as per the agreement with Heritage Lottery.

· To alleviate some of this risk, no agreement should be signed until there is as much certainty as reasonably obtainable that the matched funding has been irrevocably committed by external third parties.  This will not, however, remove the risk of budget overspends which are inherent in any large scale project of this nature and so tight project management and financial monitoring arrangements will need to be put in place from the outset if the Council accepts Accountable Body status and the project will need to be accurately and fully costed prior to any bid being submitted to make sure that no unforeseen costs emerge later which are unfunded.

· The final agreement with Heritage Lottery will need to be carefully considered prior to signature to make sure that it does not contain any additional onerous terms which would fall on the Council other than those set out above.

· Corporate – The development of the park as a Council asset would contribute to corporate priorities in the City

· Risk Management – Acceptance of a grant award by the Council on behalf of the community will be subject to the corporate risk procedures and approval by the capital projects board

· Equality and Disability – All aspects of the improvements to the park would be fully compliant with current legislation and council policies

· Environmental – The improvements would take account of council policies and strategies

· Crime and Disorder – Improving the park through additional lighting and reducing the amount of planted areas will help to improve access for all groups and the activities which would be a part of the scheme would involve local schools and young people to minimise future anti social behaviour

· Impact on Customers – The park is a major asset in the Morton area and improvements will enhance its value to the local community and the wider population of the city
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