
COMMUNITY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITEE

THURSDAY 17 JANUARY 2008 AT 10.00AM
PRESENT:
Councillor Mrs Luckley (Chairman), Councillors Bainbridge,  Mrs Bradley, Earp, Mrs Fisher, Hendry and Mrs Riddle (as substitute for Cllr Harid)

ALSO

PRESENT:
Mr M Fox – Carlisle Lonsdale Arts Centre Trust


Ms E Croft and Ms F Robson as representatives of Save Our Lonsdale


Inspector A Shaddock, Cumbria Constabulary


Mr Clark and Mr Williams, DCA Consultants


Councillor Knapton - Community Engagement Portfolio Holder


Holder


Councillor Prest – Health and Wellbeing Portfolio Holder

COS.04/08
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Boaden and Harid.

COS.05/08
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillors Bainbridge, Mrs Fisher, Mrs Luckley and Mrs Riddle declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of Agenda item A12 – Theatre/Performing Arts Centre – Lonsdale Building.  They stated their interest was in respect of the fact they knew members of the Save Our Lonsdale Group.

Councillor Mrs Luckley declared a personal and prejudicial interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of Agenda item A.10 – Closer to Home.  She stated that her interest was in respect of the fact that her daughter worked in the County Council's Adult Social Care.
Councillor Hendry declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of Agenda item B.1 – Partnership Agreement between Carlisle Housing Association and Carlisle City Council.  He stated that his interest was in respect of the fact that he was Carlisle City Council nominated member of the Carlisle Housing Association Board.    

COS.06/08
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meetings held on 7 November 2007, 22 November 2007 and 3 December 2007 be signed by the Chairman as a correct record of the meeting.

COS.07/08
CALL-IN OF DECISIONS

There were no items which had been the subject of call-in.

COS.08/09
AGENDA

RESOLVED – That agenda item A.9 – Local Area Agreement be taken after agenda item A.6 and agenda item A.12 be taken after item A.9.

COS.09/08
WORK PROGRAMME

The Overview and Scrutiny Support Officer (Dr Taylor) presented the work programme for the Committee for 2007/08.  

Dr Taylor reported that the Museum and Arts Governance Options would be considered by the Committee on 27 March 2008.

In response to a Member’s question Dr Taylor explained that the missing dates in the work programme would be investigated and included as soon as possible.

RESOLVED – That, subject to the issues identified above, the work programme be noted.

COS.10/08
FORWARD PLAN

Monitoring of items relevant to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee

The Overview and Scrutiny Support Officer (Dr Taylor) presented report LDS.103/07 highlighting the Forward Plan (1 January 2008 to 30 April 2008) issues under the remit of this Committee.

RESOLVED – 1) That the Forward Plan (1 January 2008 to 30 April 2008) issues within the remit of this Committee be noted.

(b) RESOLVED – That it be noted that the following item scheduled in the Forward Plan for consideration at this meeting had not been included on the Agenda for the reasons stated –

Sheepmount Cycle Track – This had been deferred as the officers were awaiting the outcome of the bid British Cycling had made to Sport England for the funding for the project.

COS.11/08
REFERENCES/RESPONSES FROM THE EXECUTIVE

(a) EX.270/07 – Growing Carlisle – An Economic Strategy for the Carlisle City Region
There was submitted Minute Excerpt EX.270/07 setting out the decision of the Executive on 19 November 2007 in response to the comments of this Committee on the draft Economic Strategy for the Carlisle City Region.

The decision of the Executive was –

“1.
That the report be noted.

2.
That the Overview and Scrutiny Committees be thanked for their comments which would be forwarded to the Carlisle Partnership Economy and Enterprise Group for consideration with the other consultation responses, before it is considered by the Carlisle Partnership and reported back to the City Council.

3. 
That it be noted that the Action Plan would be worked on by the Task and Finish Group on the Carlisle Renaissance Delivery Vehicle.  The Delivery Vehicle would be the subject of an internal briefing to all Council members on 27 November 2007.

4. That the role of Overview and Scrutiny in monitoring and providing direction to the Economic Strategy should be developed.”

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be noted.

(b) EX.270/07 – Local Air Quality Management: Final Draft Air Quality Action Plan
There was submitted Minute Excerpt EX.270/07 setting out the decision of the Executive on 19 November 2007 in response to the comments of this Committee on the Draft Air Quality Action Plan.

“That the final draft Air Quality Action Plan be referred to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 22 November 2007 and the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 29 November 2007 for consideration and comment.” 

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be noted.

EX.331/07 – Local Air Quality Management: Final Draft Air Quality Action Plan
There was submitted Minute Excerpt EX.331/07 setting out the decision of the Executive on 17 December 2007 in response to the comments of this Committee on the Draft Air Quality Action Plan.

The decision of the Executive was –

“That the comments of the Overview and Scrutiny Committees be taken on board and the final Air Quality Action Plan be endorsed and recommended to the City Council on 15 January 2008 for approval.”

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be noted.

(c) EX.286/07 – Monitoring Rural Policy
There was submitted Minute Excerpt EX.286/07 setting out the decision of the Executive on 19 November 2007 in response to the comments of this Committee on the Monitoring Rural Policy.

The decision of the Executive was –

“1.  
That the Executive welcomes the identification of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee as the monitoring and review body for ensuring the effectiveness of the Parish Charter.

2. That the Executive welcomes scrutiny involvement with the Hadrian's Wall Management Plan and suggests that the relevant Parish Councils could be involved.”

RESOLVED – That the decision of the Executive be noted.

COS.12/08
DRAFT CRIME AND DISORDER REDUCTION PARTNERSHIP STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT
The Community Safety Co-ordinator (Mr O’Keeffe) submitted report PPP.07/08 enclosing a final draft of the Strategic Assessment and giving an update on the development of the CDRP Strategic Assessment and the key decisions made by the Leadership Group.

Mr O’Keeffe reported that the first Carlisle and Eden Strategic Assessment had reached a stage from which the Leadership Group had agreed a ‘draft set of priorities’.  Their next stage was to put the draft priorities out for consultation across a wide range of communities, groups and organisations.  When an agreed set of priorities had been set the Support Team could begin to draft a Partnership Plan for 2008/09.

Mr O’Keeffe explained the changes made to the draft Strategic Assessment and highlighted the substantial changes made by the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee.

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

(a) In response to a question Mr O’Keeffe explained that the media strategy had been prepared last year and would be refreshed when the Strategic Assessment was complete.

(b) A Member thanked Mr O’Keeffe for the inclusion of the air rifle information.

(c) How would Parishes be engaged? There was concern that information from rural wards was not being fed in to the report.

Mr O’Keeffe responded that it was important that rural wards were involved with the process and said that all Parishes would be contacted.

(d) In response to a Member’s question Mr O’Keeffe explained that the recommendations in the report was the result of a thematic approach rather than a geographical one

He added that the Leadership Group meeting on 23 January would be used to shape the structure of partnership.  He would circulate a copy of the document about the structure of the CDRP to all Members of the Committee and to all groups involved in process to ensure they know what the priorities were, why they were priorities and how they would be tackled.

(e) There were a large number of priorities for Safer and Stronger Communities, did this put pressure on the group?

Mr O’Keeffe explained that the priorities were set as a result of what local communities had said were their greatest concerns.

(f) Did consultation take place with people other than statutory organisations?  Was there opportunity for people who would be affected by the partnership to give feedback on how the development plan was working?

Mr O’Keeffe responded that his priority was to take the development plan to as much of the local community as possible.  A team of people would be briefed on the plan and then they would go out to Neighbourhood Forms and local community groups to get feedback.  He explained he had been in touch with tenants groups to discuss taking the plan to them and meetings with rural groups had been organised to discuss the best way to reach rural communities.

Mr O’Keeffe added that he relied on the support of local Councillors to communicate with the public to ensure as many responses as possible to ensure the best possible performance plan.  He explained the plan had to be ready by March 2008.

A Member explained that he was the Chair on a School Governors board and would be happy to take the plan to a board meeting so it could be presented to staff, parents and pupils.

(g) Page 62, recommendation 6 – The balance of support for drug and alcohol related incidents tipped more towards drug abuse, was there a way of changing the balance to assist with the rise in alcohol related incidents?

Mr O’Keeffe explained that the Carlisle Drug and Alcohol team determined the local resource balance.  The team worked to strict guidelines and funding and most of the people they were dealing with were being treated for heroin addiction but cocaine and alcohol were emerging issues with violent crime.

(h) Page 62, recommendation 13 – What work was happening to ensure anti social behaviour was being looked at?

Inspector Shaddock explained that work was on going as anti social behaviour was a key community issue, he explained that partnerships such as the Play Partnership helped with anti social behaviour as it had given people new opportunities.

(i) Would it be worthwhile having Police Officers involved in the development of the Carlisle Academy to ensure relevant policies and structures were built in from the beginning?

Inspector Shaddock responded that there had been Police resource allocated to the development of the Carlisle Academy and if Police involvement proved successful there could be involvement with other Academies.

(k) Information regarding drug related deaths was included in the document, was alcohol related deaths included in the figure and if not could it be added?

Mr O’Keeffe responded that he would check if alcohol related deaths were included and he would circulate information regarding alcohol related mortality rates to all Members.

(l) In response to a Member’s question Mr O’Keeffe stated that there was a commitment in the Partnership to maintain the amount of information that was currently in the document.  He also explained that he would have information regarding funding at the next meeting of the Committee.

RESOLVED – 1) That Inspector Shaddock be thanked for his attendance at the meeting;

2) That Report PPP.07/08 be welcomed;

3) That the Committee welcomed being part of the process and looked forward to its monitoring role.

COS.13/08
INTRODUCTION TO THE “NEW STYLE” LOCAL AREA AGREEMENT (LAA) FOR 2008-2011

The Carlisle Partnership Manager (Mr Kemp) submitted report PPP.04/08 introducing Members to the layout and implications of the “new style” Local Area Agreement (LAA) which would come into effect in April 2008.  He further tabled a copy of the complete first LAA 2008-2011 (including draft priorities and indicators) that had been submitted to the Government Office for the North West on 15 January 2008.

Mr Kemp then gave a presentation on the 2008 Cumbria Agreement including an overview, details of the new style LAAs, the structure, targets, timeline for LAA 2008, decisions on what should be included, emerging priorities, issues for consideration, the policy context, governance, funding routes, the five broad themes and the next steps.  

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

(a) When would targets be included in the Agreement?

Mr Kemp responded that he expected numerical targets would be included by March 2008.  He explained that in addition to indicators from the National set, that locally devised targets could be included in the agreement.  He drew Members attention to the increased commitment to disagregate targets down to District level at least as directed by the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007. 

(b) Members raised concerns regarding the lack of detail and indicators on affordable housing in the document and did not agree that the term ‘affordable housing’ was the most appropriate term.  Members suggested that ‘Balanced Housing Markets’ would be more appropriate.

Mr Kemp responded that the guidelines for the agreement only allowed up to 35 indicators, and that housing had two specific indicators which had been selected to reflect the requirement to improve balance in the market and supply of housing.

(c) A Member raised concerns regarding the need for more social housing in Carlisle and the need for the problem to be highlighted.

Mr Kemp reported that there was no indicator relating to Balanced Housing Markets in the National Indicator set but that an indicator relating to Social Housing would be a strong candidate for inclusion as a local indicator.  Mr Kemp undertook to bring this issue to the attention of the appropriate Carlisle Representative on the Cumbria Strategic Partnership thematic group (Planning Transport and Housing).

(d) Members expressed concern regarding the Governance and oversight of the development and delivery of the Agreement and its targets.

Mr Kemp explained that governance and oversight arrangements for the existing LAA (2007) were in their first year of operation and “developmental” but would form the basis for interim arrangements for the 2008-2011 agreement. 

Mr Kemp further stressed that delivery, supervision and governance arrangements on a county-wide basis were likely to be very significantly altered in the near future but that the detail of these arrangements was beyond the scope of the present paper.

(e) How would the scrutiny and monitoring of the agreement take place in the future?

Mr Kemp explained that under current arrangements, the Cumbria Strategic Partnership (CSP) would monitor performance and reports would be brought to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee for scrutiny purposes by the Carlisle Partnership Priority Group Chairs at 6 monthly intervals.  Performance statistics would be collated from the whole County report which would go to the CSP on a quarterly basis.  The statistics could be broken down to show local figures for each thematic group in so far as possible and reported to the appropriate Overview and Scrutiny Committee.

(f) How was this of benefit to Carlisle?

Mr Kemp explained that the final annex of the agreement was the City Council’s connection to the thematic process at City level.  

(g) Page 26 – Enjoy and Achieve National Indicators – NI89 – How will this process help this indicator?

Mr Kemp explained that there was 16 targets relating to schools and Children and Young People which were mandatory.  At the time there was no intention to include NI89 in the Agreement as it was probably too specific to Carlisle.

The Member added that it would be of use to the Committee to know how many schools in Cumbria were in special measures and how the figure compared to the rest of the United Kingdom.

(h) There were several different thematic partnerships but some similar priorities. How was communication carried out?

Mr Kemp responded that there were persistent difficulties with  communication between County Groups and District groups but that he felt Carlisle was well served by its representatives who were quite good at communicating and this was reflected in the relevance of the selected indicators to the City.

RESOLVED – 1) That Report PPP.04/08 be welcomed;

2)  That the comments and concerns of the Committee be forwarded to the Executive for consideration, in particular, that the proposal for an indicator relating social housing be put forward.

COS.14/08
THEATRE/PERFORMING ARTS CENTRE – LONSDALE BUILDING
The Head of Culture and Community Services (Mr Beveridge) submitted Report CS.104/07 providing an update on the position regarding the Theatre/Performing Arts Centre, particularly in relation to the former Lonsdale Cinema building.  The matter had been considered by the Executive on 17 December 2007 (EX349/07)

The decision of the Executive was – 

“1.  
That the Executive notes the conclusions of the consultant's report.

2.  
That the report be referred to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee to consider at its meeting on 17 January 2008 at which the consultants would attend and present their findings.

2. That the Chairman of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee be asked to invite representatives of the Save the Lonsdale Group to give a presentation to a meeting of the Committee.”

The Chairman welcomed Mr Clark and Mr Williams of DCA Consultants, Mrs Robson and Mrs Croft of Save Our Lonsdale, Mr Fox of Carlisle Lonsdale Arts Centre Trust and all members of the public to the meeting.

Mr Beveridge reminded Members that the City Council on 28 June 2007 (C.127/07) had raised a motion on the outcome of the Theatre/Arts Centre feasibility study.

Mr Beveridge outlined the actions which had been taken in response to this motion including gaining access to the Lonsdale building for the Council appointed consultants to fully assess this option.  The consultants had produced a report on the suitability of the Lonsdale which was appended to the Director's report. 

Mr Clark gave a brief outline of the work carried out in the last 18 months including the following information:

· The Council asked for further work to be carried out on a feasibility study that had taken place after extensive consultation showed that local communities wanted more arts/theatre facilities in the City;

· They had looked into two existing sites within the City, the Methodist Hall on Fisher Street and the Lonsdale building and options for new build sites;

· DCA Consultants had agreed broadly with Roger Lancaster’s initial study but they had increased some provisions the main one being larger theatre space, from 400 seats to 500;

· There was some initial problems with the access to the Lonsdale and as a result the initial consultation on the Lonsdale was provisional. The Council then asked for a further more detailed report on the Lonsdale;

· There had been some changes since the first report in May, namely access to the Lonsdale had been granted and the building had been listed;

· It was difficult to give costs for potential work as it was difficult to predict the work required on heritage buildings, a lot depended on the condition of the building.  A full survey would be required for detailed costs;

· From experience on working on similar projects it was estimated that the costs/m² of putting the Theatre/Arts Centre in the Lonsdale would cost as much as a new build;

· It was difficult to convert old buildings because, over the years, the Government had increased the building regulation standards;

· The building had a small street frontage.

Mr Williams then added the following information:

· The new report had filled in some gaps from the initial report;

· It was important to remember the premise that defined the later report, the question that they were asked to investigate was “Could the accommodation envisaged for the Theatre/Arts Centre fit well into the Lonsdale building?”

· The Arts Centre brief included a theatre that would hold 400/500 people, the Lonsdale was currently divided but, as part of the listing schedule, the partitions were to be removed and the area would seat 1800 so there was a mismatch in numbers;

· The premise in the listed building schedule was primarily that the auditorium could be reinstated to its former glory on the basis that the division would be removed.  Because of this it would be difficult to argue a case for splitting the auditorium up for a small scale theatre;

· The concept of a theatre in the round free-standing auditorium drum was then investigated;

· In their opinion the Lonsdale would be better suited to a different project;

· A key driver was the size of the Lonsdale, approximately 3500m², the brief called for a larger area;

· Because of the poor condition and the size of the building there would need to be a larger contingency fund than usual to deal with any problems;

· Buildings from the 1930s were designed to be very showy from the front but then built as cheaply as possible at the back.

At the invitation of the Chair, Mrs Robson, Mrs Croft and Mr Fox asked the following questions:

(a) The consultants stated that the Lonsdale had a small street frontage but that it was designed to be showy, could this be explained?  Warwick Road received a lot of foot fall with people travelling into town and the Lonsdale was a well known building throughout the City.

Mr Williams responded that he was aware of the depth of feeling for the building but the building was not suitable for the brief that they were working to, that did not mean that the building would not be suitable for something else.  Research showed that to gain as much business as possible a business should have as much street frontage as possible, most of the Lonsdale building is at the back with only a small proportion on the street.  He did agree that front of the building had architectural merits.

Mr Clark added that the brief had stated that there was to be the maximum use of the building to attract a wide range of people including the provision of a catering facility.  A catering consultant had been used and reported that to maximise passing trade, any catering facilities should be at the front of a building at the most public point, this would not be possible with the Lonsdale.

(b) The Carlisle Lonsdale Arts Centre Trust did not believe that the report was produced on a ‘can do basis’ and would like to know why the consultants did not investigate the best fit for the Lonsdale.

Mr Williams felt the report had been produced on a ‘can do basis’.  A theatre/arts centre could be put into the Lonsdale but there would be a compromise to the building and significant cost involved.  The brief was not what can be done with the Lonsdale but can the schedule of accommodation as set out for the future of arts in the region fit into the Lonsdale.  The answer to that was no, not without significant risk and cost.  The projects carried out by Save Our Lonsdale and the Carlisle Lonsdale Arts Centre Trust looked at what can be done with the Lonsdale, they were two different briefs.

(c) The listed building status seemed to be a brick wall, was there any room for negotiations?

Mr Williams responded that the work could only be based on the information in the listed building status.  The premise was to open up the auditorium but the specifications they had developed required smaller rooms which would go against the listed building status that was why a theatre in the round had been considered.

In response to a Member’s question, Mr Fox stated that the listed building schedule required the owner of the building to repair and maintain the features listed in the schedule.

(d) Page 15 of the report talks about the Lonsdale not having a strong street presence and it was mentioned at the Committee that there would not be enough passing trade, what led to this conclusion?

Mr Clark responded that a retail consultant had investigated the area and at the present time the street was used as a thoroughfare into the town and was in need of regeneration.  The area could not support a Theatre/Arts Centre at present.

In addition, with the permission of the Chair, members of the public asked the following questions:

(a) The consultants stated that the available space was 3500m² but were they aware that there was a basement to the building?

Mr Williams confirmed that they were aware of the basement and it was shown on the drawings.  The basement could have been used for some of the requested spaces but it would not have been suitable for a dance space as there was not enough ceiling height.  There was a possibility of building up but because it was a listed building it would be difficult to carry out without compromising that status in some way.

Mr Clark added that due to building regulations and environmental health control it was difficult to convert the basements of historic buildings to meet today’s standards.  There was a possibility that the basement could be used for technical workshops and this was included in the report.

(b) What was the brief?  You want smaller seating than the Lonsdale but a larger area.

Mr Clark explained that the brief was the initial report prepared by Roger Lancaster, DCA Consultants tested the recommendations from that report and whilst endorsing these, initial funding suggested some relatively modest changes as a result.  The brief was for a mixed use venue which would include a theatre/arts centre but also education facilities and space for arts development.

(c) Why was there a need for education facilities etc, why not just a theatre and cinema in the same place?

Mr Clark explained that he only worked to the brief given to him by the Council.  The evidence from the consultation process showed that existing facilities where over subscribed or not fit for purpose and when Carlisle grows there would be a rise in demand for more space.

Mr Beveridge added that the study by Roger Lancaster was based on consultation with a wide range of groups within the City and it showed that there was not sufficient space.  Roger Lancaster’s report was taken by DCA Consultants and the space uses were formed from a detailed study which involved the College, Arts groups and the Arts Council for England.

(d) The theatre in the round proposal would have limited seating and stage.  The Lonsdale had a larger stage that could be adapted and an orchestra pit which could be built over, would this be a good half way point?

Mr Clark responded that there had been significant discussion as to whether the existing stage could be used and to make the area work would cause a breach to the current surround and so would breach the listed building status.

(e) In response to a question Mr Clark categorically denied that officers of the Council had directed the desired outcomes of the study.

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

(a) How much time were the consultants allowed inside the Lonsdale and what was the extent of the cladding?

Mr Clark responded that they had one visit inside the Lonsdale with the owner, who had been co-operative and helpful.  They had no time limit inside the building and felt they had spent enough time in the building to assess it.  The site had not been surveyed by any engineers or structural surveyors as it was unnecessary at this stage.  Mr Clark added that the owner had allowed for some of the cladding to be moved to check the status underneath.

(b) What was the extent of the influence to the report by educational organisations?

Mr Clark responded that there had been no influence into conclusions in the report from the university or other groups.

(c) What was the extent of the issues with the front of the building?

Mr Clark explained that in their opinion the building street presence had significant relevance to its success and the Lonsdale had a small street frontage.

(d) Why was the idea of the theatre in the round so prominent in the report?

Mr Clark explained that the theatre in the round was to take into account the building and the listed building premise.  A study had been carried out regarding turning the building into a theatre but it would not comply with the listed building premise.  The theatre in the round would allow users to walk around the whole area.

(e)  Was it possible to have a list of officer contact between the consultants and other groups?

Mr Beveridge reported that the information was available and that he would circulate it to all Members of the Committee.

(f)  The brief had tried to be all things to all people, it had to allow dance and larger touring productions and somewhere for local people to perform.  A theatre should have been investigated and then an arts centre.

Mr Williams responded that two buildings in the City had been investigated and in each case they could accommodate 400/500 seats but it was a key point in the brief that the space must be flexible.  The Lonsdale building could seat up to 1800 opened up but it would be unlikely that there would be enough shows to support that number of seats.  A new build would allow for the space to be fit to purpose.  He added that the Methodist Hall was very restricted because of its listed building status.

(g)  The subsidy that the Council was putting forward was a considerable amount.

Mr Clark explained that a feasibility study had not been carried out on an arts centre.  The Lonsdale would need a proper feasibility study to determine the subsidy level required, although individual figures were included in the report.

(h)  There had been a lot of time spent on the Theatre/Arts Centre, a decision was needed soon.

The Community Engagement Portfolio Holder stated that the Theatre/Arts Centre started with the closure of the Methodist Hall then the project went to the consultants and the Arts Council became involved.  He stated he was enthusiastic to have a Theatre/Arts Centre in the City.

(i) The report stated that the building was in a conservation area but it was actually adjacent to a conservation area.

RESOLVED – 1) That the appraisal of the Lonsdale Cinema building by DCA Consultants be welcomed;

2)  That the comments and concerns of the Committee be forwarded to the Executive for consideration.

3)  That in response to the recommendation made by the Executive, the Committee wish to give the opportunity to all Members to hear and comment on the presentation from the Save Our Lonsdale Group.  The Chairman will therefore send an invitation to a special meeting of this Committee, to be arranged.

The meeting was adjourned at 12.35 pm and reconvened at 12.45pm
COS.15/08
SUSPENSION OF THE COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE

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.

COS.16/08
HOMELESS FAMILIES HOSTEL REPLACEMENT
The Homelessness and Hostels Co-ordinator (Mr Stephenson) submitted Report DS.10/08 updating Members on the background to, justification of and proposals for, the replacement of the London Road Homeless Families Hostel.  The matter was considered by the Executive on 17 December 2007 (EX.334/07)

The decision of the Executive was – 

“1.  
That the update on the Hostel Replacement Project, as detailed in Report DS.119/07 be noted, including the in principle allocation of £400,000 Regional Housing Board Grant from 2007/08.

2.  That a bid be made to the Department of Communities and Local Government for Hostels Capital Improvement Grant to part fund the new Hostel.

3. 
 That the further development of Hostel Services and integrated approach to housing advice, homelessness and re-housing be located at John Street as a new centre of excellence.

4. That a detailed report identifying final scheme costs, funding arrangements and development time scales be brought back to the Executive in March 2008 for consideration.

5. That if the bid to the Department of Communities and Local Government is successful and the detailed report to the Executive in March 2008 is supportive of the development, the existing Hostel at London Road be declared surplus to requirements and sold, the capital receipt being ringfenced subject to approval by full Council, to help fund the replacement Hostel.”

Mr Stephenson reminded Members that the Executive on 2 July 2007 (EX.155/07) had allocated income from the Regional Housing Board Grant for the Families Hostel replacement, subject to a full business case being developed and a further report to the Executive.  

Mr Stephenson outlined the benefits of the new Hostel Project and the proposals for the new Hostel, including full details of costs.  He sought approval for the allocation of capital funds from the Housing Strategy Programme for 2008/09 and beyond and set out proposals for the funding of the project using capital funds, capital receipts and Hostels Capital Improvement Grant from the Government.  He also set out a vision for how the service would be developed for people who have housing problems including homelessness.

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

(a) Was the site next to John Street Hostel the only site investigated?

Mr Stephenson responded that the criteria for a hostel were very strict and so suitable sites were limited.  There had been two potential sites but one had already been chosen for something else and the John Street site was the only option left.

(b)  Concerns were raised about the potential problems of placing a families hostel next to an existing hostel.

Mr Stephenson reported that he had spent three months working with the architect to ensure all risk were minimised where possible.  The original plans had a shared reception for everything but now there was a shared reception for other services and families would access their accommodation through a secure entrance which had controlled access.  There would be no link between the two hostels.  There would be living accommodation on the ground floor and there would be a secure play area for children, neither the hostel nor the play area would be overlooked from the existing hostel.  There would be a lift to access the third floor and families would have their own lift.  The design met all fire regulations. 

(c) Would there be a way of swapping the existing hostel with the accommodation on London Road?

Mr Stephenson explained that the accommodation on London Road was no longer fit for purpose and would require a large amount of money to upgrade it.  London Road had 10 units and John Street had 28 units.

(d) The purpose of the new building would not be anonymous and for the people using the facility this had been a positive thing.  How many units would the building have?

Mr Stephenson responded that the new hostel would have 8 self contained 2/3 bedroom units and 4 2/3 bedroom units for sharing so it could hold a total of 23 people.  The accommodation would be much more flexible and would allow families privacy.

Officers were aware of the risks of the new building not being anonymous but felt the new hostel would be no more visible than the London Road accommodation.

The Health and Wellbeing Portfolio stated that Mr Stephenson had recommended a workshop that Members would find useful.

RESOLVED – 1) That Report DS.10/08 be welcomed;

2)  That the comments and concerns of the Committee be forwarded to the Executive for consideration;

COS.17/08
THE CARLISLE HOME IMPROVEMENT AGENCY AND ENERGY SAVINGS TRUST ADVICE CENTRE (ESTAC) FOR CUMBRIA AND LANCASHIRE.

The Principal Housing Officer – Private Sector (Mr Dickson) submitted, for information, Reports DS.09/08 on proposals for the future of the Home Improvement Agency in Carlisle and DS.08/08 advising that the contract for Cumbria Energy Efficiency Advice Centre finished at the end of financial year 2007/08.

Members raised the following questions and observations regarding Report DS.09/08:

(a) Did any of the charities that provided a similar service have input in the decision?

Mr Dickson responded that Anchor Staying Put provided a unique service so no other organisations were involved.

(b) Did the Council know why Anchor failed and was there a possibility of the Council failing?

Mr Dickson responded that he, and his staff, had attended regular meetings with Anchor and it was apparent that they were failing to provide the service they should have been providing.  At the beginning Anchor were very good but over time they had changed from assisting in the provision of advice and information, and financial assistance where grant was not available, into a grant processing Agency.

(c) In response to a Member’s question Mr Dickson explained that there were resources within the section to carry out the work as the Council no longer had renovation grants and so there was staff available.  There would be no further funding required but there would be a restructure of the fee element that was already in place.

(d)  Some of the delays for completion dates were due to external contractors, would the Council do the work in house?

Mr Dickson explained that the work would be carried out by private contractors.  There were problems with the target dates and how they were recorded and also with the management of Anchor.  The main office for Anchor was based in Barrow and there was no provision for in house management in the Carlisle office.

RESOLVED – That Report DS.08/08 and DS.09/08 be noted.

COS.18/08
NHS PUBLIC CONSULTATION: CLOSER TO HOME

Having declared a personal and prejudicial interest, Councillor Mrs Luckley left the room and in her absence the Vice Chairman, Councillor Mrs Fisher, chaired the meeting.

The Director of Development Services (Mrs C Elliot) submitted Report DS.13/08 providing details of an NHS consultation exercise by the Primary Care Trust on "Closer to Home", proposals to provide more healthcare in the community.  The deadline for response to the consultation document had been extended to 1 February 2007.  The matter had been considered by the Executive on 17 December 2007 (EX.350/07)

The decision of the Executive was –

“That the consultation documents be referred to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 17 January 2008 for comments and a final response to be considered and approved by the Executive on 21 January 2008.”

Mrs Elliot had previously circulated suggested responses to the questions in the consultation documents.

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

(a) Members were pleased to have the opportunity to input their views on the consultation.

(b) Was there sufficient cross country transport to the cottage hospitals and other facilities?

(c) Members raised concern that the cottage hospitals would have fewer beds.

(d) The cottage hospitals would help the acute hospitals achieve targets on bed numbers and help reduce the pressure that currently exists.

(e) The proposals needed to work as a package to ensure that the flexibility was realised.

The Health and Wellbeing Portfolio Holder stated that the consultation would result in local people being closer to the care that they need in their local community but the reduced number of beds was a significant concern.

RESOLVED – That the suggested responses, to the consultation document, as set out by the Director of Development Services be forwarded to the Executive along with the above comments and concerns of this Committee.

COS.19/08
NHS FOUNDATION TRUST CONSULTATION DOCUMENT 

Councillor Mrs Luckley returned to the meeting and resumed the Chair.

The Director of Development Services (Mrs Elliot) submitted Report PPP.10/08 providing details of a consultation document from the North Cumbria Acute Hospitals NHS Trust "Your Health, Your Cumbria, Your Views", to pursue a formal application to become an NHS Foundation Trust.  The consultation period officially ended on 7 January 2008 but had been extended to accept the views of this Committee.  The Executive had considered the matter on 17 December 2007 (EX.351/07).

The decision of the Executive was:

“That if the consultation response period has been extended, the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 17 January 2008 be asked for comments and a response agreed by the Executive on 21 January 2008, but if the consultation period has not been extended, the Executive delegates the provision of a response to the Health and Wellbeing portfolio holder in conjunction with the Head of Policy and Performance Services.”

Members discussed the governance arrangements.  They considered the input from medical specialists to be minimal and questioned the lack of Social Service or Voluntary Care representatives.  They discussed the number of Governors the Trust would have and questioned the lack of power other than to appoint the non Executive Directors.

RESOLVED – 1) That Report PPP.10/08 be noted.

2) That the comments of the Committee be forward to the Executive.

COS.20/08
COMMUNITY/PARISH PLANNING PROTOCOL

The Rural Support Officer (Mr Downham) submitted a report on the progress of the setting up of a Task and Finish Group to look into the development of an authority wide Parish Plan Protocol.

Mr Downham outined the processes the Task and Finish Group used to produce the Parish Plan Protocol.

The Chairman of the Parish Plan Protocol Task and Finish Group added that there had been representation on the Group from the County Council, Voluntary Sector and the Parishes, all groups made a contribution to the Protocol.

In response to a Member’s question the Chairman of the Task and Finish Group responded that the aim of the Protocol was to encourage communities from both urban and rural wards to produce a Plan for their communities.  A Plan could be produced by any group of people from a community and the Protocol ensured they received the assistance they required.

RESOLVED – 1)  That the Committee thanked all groups that were involved in the Parish Plan Task and Finish Group;

2) That the Community/Parish Plan Protocol be forwarded to the Executive for final endorsement.

COS.21/08
PUBLIC AND PRESS
RESOLVED – That in accordance with Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public and press were excluded from the meeting during consideration of the following items of business on the grounds that they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in the paragraph number (as indicated in each Minute) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972.

COS.22/08
PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT BETWEEN CARLISLE CITY COUNCIL AND CARLISLE HOUSING ASSOCIATION

(Public and Press excluded by virtue of Paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972)

The Housing Enabling Officer (Mr Hewitson) presented Report DS.01/08 providing Members with information in respect of the Partnership Agreement between Carlisle City Council and Carlisle Housing Association (CHA).

The Head of Legal Services was in attendance to answer Member’s questions as requested.

In considering the report, Members made the following comments and observations:

(a) Concerns were raised that annual reports would not be regular enough and Members requested six monthly reports.

Mr Hewitson responded that there was an operation meeting each quarter and a strategic meeting every six month, he would suggest that a CHA Board member should attend the strategic meeting and then he could report back after that meeting.

The Director of Development Services (Mrs Elliot) reminded Members that the relationship with CHA was the same as other RSL’s with the same ability to scrutinise them.  The Committee could invite representation but could not insist on regular detailed reports.

(b) The CHA Board had four spaces available for City Council Members.  Two spaces were taken by Council Members, one by an ex-Councillor and there was one vacancy.  

RESOLVED – 1) That Report DS.01/08 be noted;

2) It be suggested to the Executive that they fill the current City Council vacancy on the CHA Board;

3) That it be noted that the Chairman and Vice-Chairman will be involved in the final discussion for the Partnership Agreement.

 (The meeting ended at 2 .30pm)


