COMMUNITY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL
THURSDAY 9 JULY 2009 AT 10.00AM
PRESENT:

Councillor Mrs Clarke (Chairman) Councillors Mrs Bradley, Cape (substitute for Cllr Glover), Farmer P,  Hendry (substitute for Cllr McDevitt), Layden (substitute for Cllr Mrs Parsons), Mrs Mallinson and Mrs Riddle.

ALSO

PRESENT:
Gwen Dumpleton – Representative of CALC and Secretary of the Carlisle Parish Councils Association


Councillor Mrs Luckley – Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder


Councillor Mrs Bowman – Economy Portfolio Holder
COSP.05/09
APLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillor Glover, Councillor McDevitt and Councillor Mrs Parsons.
COSP.06/09
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillor Mrs Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of agenda item A.5 Overview and Scrutiny Procedures for dealing with Councillor Calls for Action and arrangements for scrutiny of the Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that her husband was a Board Member of the Police Authority.
COSP.07/09
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
RESOLVED - That the Minutes of the meetings held on 12 February 2009, 26 march 2009, 14 May 2009, 18 May 2009 and 28 May 2009 be agreed as a correct record of the meetings and signed by the Chairman.
COSP.08/09
FORWARD PLAN

(a) Monitoring of items relevant to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee

The Overview and Scrutiny Manager (Dr. Taylor) presented report LDS.57/09 highlighting the Forward Plan (1 July to 31 October 2009) issues which come under the remit of this Committee.

The revised format split the issues between:

· Appendix (i) - Budget and Policy Framework Matters; and

· Appendix (ii) – Non-Budget and Policy Framework Matters

The Head of Housing and Planning Services (Mr Eales) explained to Members of the Panel that the Second Homes Council Tax Income had been scheduled in the Forward Plan to be considered by this Panel.  The report had been considered by the Executive on 1 June 2009 and due to an oversight in the recommendations of the report it had not been referred to Overview and Scrutiny.  The report had been referred to Council on 14 July 2009 and had been circulated to Members of this Panel for information only.
With regard to the Second Homes report Members requested that the following information be circulated to all Members of the Panel:

· If the scheme was means tested;

· Further information on the process for the Empty Dwelling Management Order;

· How many of the properties that had fallen into disrepair were due to the owners being in care.

RESOLVED –  That the Forward Plan (1 June 2009 to 30 September 2009) issues within the remit of this Committee be noted.
COSP.09/09
WORK PROGRAMME

The Overview and Scrutiny Manager (Dr. Taylor) presented the work programme for the Committee for 2009/10.  

Dr Taylor reminded Members that a Development Session had been planned for the morning of 28 July.  The session would allow Members to look at the work of the Panel in the previous year and map ideas for subject review work and other issues.
Dr Taylor reminded Members of the agreed protocol for the scrutiny of Carlisle Renaissance.  He stated that the Chair of the Panel and one other Member was requested to attend the six monthly special meetings of the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel which would consider the Carlisle Renaissance Action Plan.

In response to a Member’s question Dr Taylor explained that the first budget reports would come to this Panel for consideration on 1 December 2009.  He added that the work of the Budget Task and Finish Group would be fed into next years budget process.

Members further commented that the working group for Community Centres should be discussed, including the terms of reference, at the Development session.

RESOLVED – 1) That the work programme be noted;
2) That Councillors Mrs Clarke (as Chairman) and Mrs Bradley be nominated to attend the Special Meetings of the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel to scrutinise the Carlisle Renaissance Action Plan as representatives of this Panel.

3)  That arrangements be made for the Panel to attend a site visit to Tullie House with regard to the Tullie House Governance Options and Development Plan Proposals

4)  That the terms of reference for the Community Centres Working Group be circulated to Members of the Panel before the Development Session on 28 July 2009.

COSP.10/09
CORPORATE PERFORMANCE MONITORING REPORT FOR 2008/09
The Head of Policy and Performance Services (Ms Curr) presented report PPP.30/09 on the performance of the City Council for the year 2008/09.  
Ms Curr informed Members that the report marked the final transition from the Best value Performance framework to a new and evolving performance framework for Carlisle City Council and its key partnerships.  She added that this was the first year that performance against that new National Indicator Set had been reported and that much of the current data would provide a base line for future years.  She further added that the Place Survey data had been delayed and would now appear in detail in the first quarter Performance Monitoring Report for 2009/10.

Ms Curr reported on a number of notable achievements during 2008/09 which included achievements for recycling, the cemetery, Investors in People and six Green Flag awards.  She added that the Council had achieved a level 3 in respect of use of resources for the first time ie that it performed consistently above the minimum requirements.  She added that many services that the Council had identified as priorities and that local people said were important to their local communities, demonstrated an excellent performance but there was a number of service areas where the City Council had not achieved its desired standard of performance.  A number of indicators that did not meet the desired standard may be linked to the current economic climate, particularly households in temporary accommodation.  The Council was monitoring this closely.
The Executive had on 1 June 2009 considered the monitoring report (EX.127/09 refers) and decided:

“1.
That the end of year performance of the City Council presented in the Report for Cleaner Greener Safer Carlisle, Learning City and Carlisle Renaissance be noted and considered, as part of the work on the Transformation Programme and Review of Priorities.

2.
That the Executive refer the relevant parts of the Report to Corporate Resources, Community and Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committees for their consideration.”
Ms Curr added that there was financial information missing from the appendices as it had not been received in time for inclusion in the report.

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

· It was unclear what the percentages meant with regard to NI 195a and NI 195b.
Ms Curr explained that the percentages for those indicators had been difficult to explain and that the issue had been raised before.  As a result the Performance Task and Finish were looking at a better way of reporting on those indicators.
A Member further commented that the report was a public document and should be easy to understand.
· The targets for NI 195a and b were low, was this good?
Ms Curr confirmed that the lower the target the better it was.  The target of 5% was an LAA target and contributed towards a County wide target.  She added that 2% and 3% was good performance.

· There was some concern that the figures for the street lights repaired with in seven days were inaccurate.  
Ms Curr responded that the figures were only for the street lighting that the City Council had responsibility for.  The reduction in the target at Christmas is because the staff that maintain the street lighting were also responsible for the Christmas Lighting in the Town Centre.
A Member raised serious concerns that the Christmas lighting in the town centre caused a drop in targets for the rest of the City.  It was important that people felt safe to leave their homes at night and she felt that the balance of the Community as a whole and the need for the Christmas lights should be investigated further.
· A Member asked for an update on Equality and Diversity
Ms Curr reported that the Council had not achieved the target of Level 3 of the Equality Standard for Local Government.  A new Equality framework had been launched, under which the Council would be classified as ‘developing.  The next level would be classified as ‘achieving’ and the target to achieve that level was March 2010.  She added that the City Council had been working with the Cumbria District Councils, Cumbria County Council and the Consortium to develop capacity to progress towards the target.

A Member raised concerns that the evidence required to achieve the next level was not in place. 
Ms Curr responded that two areas which needed more focus had been highlighted in the Annual Report, equality impact assessment and service monitoring and they were being built into the Covalent system.  There would be evidence provided for Members in the Annual Report and also at the development session that was planned.

In response to further questions Ms Curr stated that a large number of staff had been trained in equality impact assessments.  She added that the legislation required every policy function and service in the authority to be impact assessed.  Over the last year the policies had been grouped into themes and this had made the process more manageable and therefore more successful, and there would be evidence available. 
· Was there enough resources within the Authority to deal with Equality and Diversity?
The Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder reported that she was the Equality Champion and she felt that there had to be resources from both officers and Elected Members to make Equality and Diversity work.
Ms Curr added that she did not think more resources were needed but felt that there needed to be better use of the resources already available.  Every Member of the Panel could be an Equality Champion for example.
The Chairman reported that the dates of the Equality and Diversity meetings had been made available and any Members wishing to attend the meetings should contact Carolyn Curr or Steven O’Keeffe.
· The targets for LP4 were based on evidence being produced in Court.  Court cases were not the only form of evidence showing that the redeployable CCTV cameras were working.  Members could see a decrease in crime in their Wards and the Police could also report on the decrease.
Ms Curr agreed that the cameras were contributing to the wider reductions in crime and anti-social behaviour and that they also gave assurance to communities.

· What would the future be for Learning City when it was removed from the Council’s priorities?
Ms Curr responded that there had been some discussions regarding the future of Learning City.  There had been some good practices and projects developed which were appropriate and could be taken forward by the Carlisle Partnership. 

In response to a further question Ms Curr stated that organisation development and improvement would be included in the Policy Service area in the new management structure, which reported directly to the Town Clerk and Chief Executive.
In response to a question Ms Curr stated that NVF on page 5 of the report should have read National Qualifications Framework, which included the whole range of qualifications possible, right up to masters level.

The Head of Culture and Community Services (Mr Beveridge) explained that the Council had been successful in helping staff attain Level 1 NVQ and as result there was less staff that needed Level 1 and so the target had dropped.

A Member commented that the explanation for the NVQ’s should have been in the document.  The report was a public document and should be accurate and easy to understand.
· Why did the BV119 indicators all show downward arrows for the short term trend?
Mr Beveridge responded that it was difficult to explain because all other aspects of the indicator had improved.
Ms Curr added that the Place Survey satisfaction had also dropped and it was part of the national trend.

A Member commented that the public were disillusioned with politicians and the recession and could be using the Place Survey and local surveys to vent their frustrations.
· Members felt, from experience in their own Wards, that the assessment of tackling fly tipping as ‘very effective’ was not accurate.
Mr Beveridge commented that the assessment had been based on areas of land within the Council’s control.  There had been issues with fly tipping on private land and there was a need for joint working with other organisations and partners to improve this.

RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel sought assurance from the Executive that adequate resources would be made available to ensure that the Equality Standard target of ‘achieving’ be delivered by 2010;
2) That the Place Survey be circulated to Members of the Panel as soon as possible to inform discussion at the Development Session on 28 July 2009;

3) That the importance of Equality Training for Members be highlighted;

4) That the Panel ask the Executive to investigate the balance of the City Centre Christmas Lights and the safety of the local Community during the winter months;

5)  That the number of street lights that are the responsibility of the City Council and other organisations and developers be circulated to all Members of the Panel. 
6)  That the comments and observations of the Panel with regard to Street Lighting be referred to the Environment and Economy Overview and Scrutiny Panel for their consideration.

COSP.11/09
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PROCEDURES FOR 
DEALING WITH COUNCILLOR CALLS FOR ACTION AND 
ARRANGEMENTS FOR SCRUTINY OF THE CRIME AND 
DISORDER REDUCTION PARTNERSHIP
The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) presented report OS.08/09 which provided an overview of the Overview and Scrutiny Procedures for dealing with Councillor Calls for Action and arrangements for scrutiny of the Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership.
Dr Taylor reported that the Councillor Call for Action (CCfA) was a development from the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.  The CCfA provided Elected Members with a mechanism to formally request a relevant scrutiny committee to consider an issue in their Ward for further investigations, if all other actions had failed.  The CCfA provisions had been introduced on 1 April 2009 and may have significant impact on the work of the scrutiny committees.

Dr Taylor added that the legislation extended the rights of Members to refer a local government matter not just to the Committees of their own Authority, but in the case of two-tier areas such as Cumbria, to the Committees of the relevant District/Borough or County scrutiny committee, irrespective of whether they are a Member of that authority.

Dr Taylor explained that the Cumbria County Joint Scrutiny Overview Group had developed joint guidance to help Members decide whether they have a valid CCfA, and details of how to lodge a CCfA at any of the seven Local Authorities in Cumbria.  This common approach would minimise confusion for Members and provide a joined-up support mechanism for them. 

Dr Taylor asked Members to give consideration to the proposed process for consideration of a CCfA and to the comments from the Director of Legal and Democratic Services as set out in the report.  
Dr Taylor further reported that the Home Office had issued guidance on the implementation of Sections 19 and 20 of the Police and Justice Act 2006.  The Sections of the Act dealt with the scrutiny of Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership.  Dr Taylor explained that the legislation introduced the requirement for a Crime and Disorder Scrutiny Committee; the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel would be designated as Carlisle City Council’s Crime and Disorder Scrutiny Committee.  Dr Taylor outlined the role of the Scrutiny Committee and highlighted the opportunities for co-option and joint working.  He also added that there was an emphasis on the role that the Committee could play in representation the community and playing a role in community engagement.

Dr Taylor added that although implementing the guidance would not necessarily make much difference to the scrutiny arrangements of the Carlisle and Eden CDRP, it had been suggested that it would provide an opportunity to review the scrutiny arrangements of the CDRP.  Given the emphasis on joint working in the guidance and the pressure to set up a joint CDRP committee with Eden District Council, it may be most appropriate to have a joint workshop alongside scrutiny Members from Eden District Council with CDRP officers and representatives from the Police Authority.  The workshop could consider the guidance and attempt to start mapping out the future approach to CDRP scrutiny.
In considering the report Members raised the following questions and concerns:

· Members agreed there should be a joint workshop.
· If the scrutiny of CDRP was to be done effectively Members must have more detail than had been provided.  It was essential that Members received more detail on what was happening in Carlisle, what policies existed and what the results were.
Dr Taylor responded that the proposed protocol would be useful in defining the information Members required in their reports.  The Police and representatives of the CDRP would be invited to the workshop and it was a good opportunity to clearly define all the information required.

· It was important that the County Council was involved in the process for CCfAs and the scrutiny of the CDRP to ensure work was not being duplicated.
Dr Taylor stated that, with regard to the CCfA, the Officer responsible for the Joint Area Committee at the County Council also had responsibility for picking up functions for both the City Council and County Council and ensuring that there was no duplicate work being carried out.  With regard to the scrutiny of CDRP, Members of the County Council’s relevant Scrutiny Committee would be invited to the joint workshop.

A Member further commented that Members of the Area Committee should also be invited to the workshop.
· Who would fund the CCfA and CDRP scrutiny?
Dr Taylor responded that the CCfA would be Scrutiny Officer time and they would be added to normal Overview and Scrutiny Agendas.  If a large number of CCfAs were received then the protocol would have to be looked at further.
RESOLVED – 1) That the arrangements and guidance that are in place to assist a Councillor in submitting a Councillor Call for Action (CCfA) are noted;

2) That the process for the Scrutiny Team and the Overview and Scrutiny Panels to deal with any CCfAs are noted;

3) That the Director of Legal and Democratic Services be asked to make the necessary changes to the constitution to reflect the introduction of the Councillor Call for Actions provisions and the implementation of sections 19 and 20 of the Police and Justice Act 2006, including changes necessary  to enable  the Community Overview and Scrutiny  Panel to assume responsibility for the new crime and disorder functions as the authority’s designated crime and disorder committee.
4) That the Chairman and Members of the Eden Housing and Communities Scrutiny Panel, Members of the relevant County Council Scrutiny Committee and Members of the Area Committee be invited to hold a joint workshop with CDRP representatives and representatives of the Police Authority to discuss the Home Office guidance and to consider future arrangements for scrutiny of the CDRP.

COSP.12/09
CRIME AND DISORDER REDUCTION PARTNERSHIP 
UPDATE
The Head of Policy and Performance Services (Ms Curr) presented report PPP.29/09 which provided an update of the CDRP activity and performance.
Ms Curr reminded Members that the Carlisle and Eden CDRP were working to address four main priorities through three task groups:

· Criminal Damage and Anti Social Behaviour

· Domestic Abuse

· Violent Crime

Ms Curr explained that although these were the headline priorities, the Partnership was also looking towards alcohol and drug misuse and serious acquisitive crime through the groups.  As drug and alcohol misuse could often lead to crime and anti-social behaviour, the groups tackled the issues as part of their overall action plans to address the main priorities.

Ms Curr explained the three levels of the Partnership and gave a brief summary of the areas that each task group was concentrating on in their current action plans.  
In discussing the report Members raised the following questions and observations:

· The report had very little information contained in it and had poor spelling and grammar.  More care must be taken with public documents.
· The report outlined the City Council’s financial input but not other partners input, was this information available?
Ms Curr responded that Eden District Council provided officer time but did not make a financial contribution.

A Member further commented that it was important to know if the City Council had value for money from the input into the CDRP and that other partners were making the right input for their return.  It was also very important for Members to know what work was being carried out in Carlisle and that the Community Safety element of the CDRP was achieved.  There was not enough feedback from the CDRP to Members.
· Members were disappointed with the lack of detail in the report and requested that future reports contain more detail that can be passed on to their local wards.
The Communications Officer (Mr Stephenson) stated that a CDRP newsletter had been produced and he would ensure Members were added to its circulation list.
Ms Curr also added that she would make the minutes of the Task groups available for Members.
· Was there any assessment on how effective the Mosquito Deployment had been?
Ms Curr responded that there was a very strict protocol for the Mosquito Deployment.

A Member commented that there was two in his Ward and they had been successful but they were only used when necessary, they were not switched on at all times.
RESOLVED – 1) That the ongoing activity developed and delivered by the Partnership be noted;
2) That the performance relating to crime and disorder be noted;
3)  That further discussion with regard to the required content of future CDRP reports be discussed at the Joint Workshop.
COSP.13/09
SCRUTINY ARRANGMENTS: CHAIRS GROUP AND 



AGREEING THE SCRUTINY ANNUAL REPORT
The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) presented report OS.07/09 which provided an overview of possible changes to the way that the Scrutiny Chairs Group operated.  It also detailed options for the method used to draft and approve the Scrutiny Annual Report in this and future years.
Dr Taylor reminded Members that at the special Overview & Scrutiny Meetings to discuss the Scrutiny Annual Report in May 2009, Members discussed what the most appropriate mechanism would be for providing the over-arching direction for scrutiny work; this direction was provided by the Scrutiny Chairs Group.  Some Members suggested that the Overview & Scrutiny Management Committee should be reinstated. The report looked to lay out the options for Members to consider.

Dr Taylor added that following the problems of agreeing the Scrutiny Annual Report, report OS.07/09 also puts forward a possible route for agreeing the annual report in future years for Members to consider.

Dr Taylor explained that report OS.07/09 would be considered by each of the three subject-based Panels for comments before going to the Scrutiny Chairs Group (at a minuted meeting) for them to take a view and refer the report on to Council for consideration.  Depending on Council’s view, limited changes to the Constitution may be required to reflect the amended practices.

Dr Taylor outlined the working practices for Overview and Scrutiny and reminded Members that the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee had been disbanded in April 2008 by full Council on the understanding that informal arrangements would be put in place to enable matters that related to the proper management of the scrutiny process to be discussed by the Panel Chairs and a representative number of other Panel Members.
Dr Taylor outlined the options open to Members.

In considering the report Members raised the following questions and comments:

· Members felt that it would not be of benefit to Scrutiny to reintroduce the Management Committee; it had not fulfilled its role.
· It was suggested that the Scrutiny Chairs Group should have 6 Members made up of the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the three Overview and Scrutiny Panels.
· Members agreed that the proposed process for agreeing the Scrutiny Annual Report should, for transparency, be considered by all three Overview and Scrutiny Panels.

· Concern was raised that, if the Chairs Group was not properly constituted, then it would not be able to make decisions only recommendations.  This then meant that the meetings should be minuted to have those recommendations recorded.
Dr Taylor responded that if there were items on the agenda that looked like there would be a recommendation then a Clerk would be requested to minute the meeting.  If its not clear on the agenda then Members approval or agreement would be sought via email so there would still be a record of the recommendation.  Dr Taylor agreed to check this suggestion with Legal and Democratic Services.

RESOLVED – That the following views be put to the meeting of the three scrutiny chairs for them to take a decision as to the best way forward with regard to the Scrutiny Chairs Group and agreeing the Scrutiny Annual Report.  The Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel recommends:

1) That the workings of the existing Scrutiny Chairs group be refined so that minutes are taken at some meetings;
2) That the number of Members on the Scrutiny Chairs Group be increased to 6 and be made up of the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the three subject based Overview and Scrutiny Panels;
3) That the proposed process for agreeing the Scrutiny Annual Report be agreed with the report being formally considered by each of the three subject based Overview and Scrutiny Panels.

COSP.14/09
MONITORING RURAL POLICY
The External Funding Officer (Mr Griffiths) submitted report DS.52/09 which provided an update on the implementation of rural policy and programmes in the rural area.

Mr Griffiths introduced Mrs Dumpleton, a representative of Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) and the secretary to the Carlisle Parish Councils Association.

Mr Griffiths stated that the report was part of the regular periodic reporting arrangements for Monitoring Rural Policy.
Mr Griffiths outlined the Rural Policy background and development which included the Community Empowerment Rural Pilot in Longtown, the Joint Asset Reviews in Longtown and Brampton and the Carlisle Parish Charter.

Mr Griffiths also outlined the current initiatives which were divided up by LAA themes.  The initiatives included alternative services to replace services which had been delivered by the Brampton Business Centre, the Brampton Economic Action Group, the Longtown and District Enterprise Trust, the Rural Development Programme for England, Carlisle Play Partnership and BIG lottery funded programmes, Parish/Community led Plans and Village Halls and Parish council Capital grants.
Mrs Dumpleton reported that there was wide coverage in the District of Parish/Community Plans and they had been successful in bringing forward issues from the local Communities.  She stated that she had asked the City Council for information on how the Plans were being used within the Authority but she had not yet received a full response.

Mrs Dumpleton commented that the Local Links facilities for Longtown, which were located in the Library, had proved excellent but the Parish Council had some concerns that they were isolated away from the service and worried that local issues would not be passed on to them.

Mrs Dumpleton further commented that CALC had drawn up a questionnaire to send to all Parish Councils regarding actions under the Carlisle Parish Charter commitments for monitoring purposes.  The response rate to the questionnaire would determine whether the survey would be conducted again.
The Economy Portfolio Holder added that she had requested that the information from the questionnaire be fed back to the Council at the next joint meeting between the Executive and the Parish Councils.
Mrs Dumpleton commented that details of the Carlisle Tourism Partnership had been circulated at the last Joint Meeting with Executive and, despite the effect this had on Parishes and the rural area, it had not been included in this report.
Mr Griffiths apologised for the omission and agreed to circulate the information to Members. 

In discussing the report Members raised the following questions and observations:

· Were Clubs in rural areas supportive of the Go4it Get Active programme?
Mr Beveridge confirmed that rural Clubs had been very involved in the programme and had encouraged more young people to participate.
· How would the Community Empowerment Pilot be assessed and would Scrutiny be involved in the monitoring process?  Member suggested that an action plan for the initiative would make it easier to monitor.
Ms Curr responded that the main objective of the Pilot was to determine how a model could be rolled out to other areas.  Scrutiny could be involved in monitoring the progress of the pilots and the conclusions/learning that would begin to be drawn.  The report contained a number of specific objectives for the pilot and progress against these could be assessed.

Mrs Dumpleton commented that there had been a meeting of the Parish Council Chairmen to discuss their views of what local empowerment should look like in the Carlisle area; they did not want a structure imposed that forced work in geographical clusters and would prefer an issue based system.
A Member added that if Parishes did not want geographical cluster working then now was the time to discuss what they did want for the future - It was important that all Members, rural or not, were engaged fully in the work being carried out by the rural team.
· Why had Brampton been chosen as the focus of the Economic Action Group under the Local Economy Strategy and not Longtown?
Mr Griffiths responded that Brampton had been the initial focus primarily because of the capacity of the Parish Council, local people and local organisation to absorb another initiative.  Longtown had been the focus of economic regeneration such as the Longtown Market Town Initiative.  There was also a resources issue, Carlisle City Council had one rural support officer and at times they could be stretched so they were only able to focus on one area, it was the intention to focus on Longtown at a future date.
A Member welcomed the comments and suggestions with regard to the Brampton Economic Action Group and queried how much of the work was dependant on the health provision in Brampton being finalised.
Mr Griffiths responded that there was some work that was dependant on the outcome so the focus would be directed to work that could be continued without knowing the outcome.

· What were the plans or aspirations for social housing in rural areas and in particular Brampton and Longtown?
Mr Griffiths responded that the report had been an economic exercise and it had not been intended to cover social housing.

Ms Curr added that there had been a Housing Needs Survey conducted by the Cumbria Rural Housing Trust but there had been a low response rate so further work was needed.  She further added that information on social housing needs could be reported back to the Panel as part of the Housing Strategy.

A Member further added that it was important that the issue came back to the Panel as social housing for young people in rural areas had become a real problem.
RESOLVED – 1) That Report DS.52/09 be noted.
2) That the Panel would like to see an Economic Action Plan for Longtown;
3)  That social housing issues are reported back to the Panel via the Housing Strategy.

[The meeting ended at 12.35pm]


