INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

THURSDAY 23 JUNE 2005 AT 10.00 AM

PRESENT:
Councillor Mrs Mallinson (Chairman), Councillors Allison,  Dodd, Earp (as substitute for Councillor Mrs Crookdake), Miss Martlew, Mrs Rutherford, Stockdale and Im Thurn

ALSO

PRESENT:
Councillor Bloxham (Portfolio Holder for Environment, 



Housing, Infrastructure and Transport);


Mr Jim Smith (Area Engineer, Carlisle and Eden);


Councillor Reg Watson (Chair, Highways Working Group,



County Council Local Committee for Carlisle)



Mr Jones-Wright of the  Environment Agency

IOS.48/05
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf Councillor Mrs Crookdake and the Town Clerk and Chief Executive.

IOS.49/05
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Mrs Mallinson (Chairman) declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in respect of any reference to Cumbria County Council because she was a Member of the County Council.  Councillor Mrs Mallinson remained within the meeting room and took part in discussions.

IOS.50/05
AGENDA

RESOLVED – That the order of the Agenda be amended so that items A8 (Streetworks), A10 (Waste Minimisation) and A.9 (Three Rivers Strategy) were dealt with first to enable Councillors/Officers to attend other meetings.

IOS.51/05
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS

The Minutes of the meetings held on 24 February, 23 March and 7 April 2005 were agreed as a correct record of the meetings and signed by the Chairman.

The Minutes of the special meeting held on 8 June 2005 were noted.

IOS.52/05
STREETWORKS

Pursuant to Minute IOS.12/05 (b), the interim report of the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee (OS.05/03) on Streetworks was submitted in order that the Committee could revisit the issue.

The Council’s Head of Commercial and Technical Services; 

The Portfolio Holder for Environment, Housing, Infrastructure and Transport; 

Mr Jim Smith (Area Engineer, Carlisle and Eden); and 

Councillor Reg Watson (Chair, Highways Working Group, County Council Local Committee for Carlisle) 

were in attendance at the meeting.

Members then raised the following questions and observations – 

1. In response to a question, the Portfolio Holder advised that levels of co‑operation between the County and City Councils had moved on since preparation of the report.  The City Council had been represented at a recent highways meeting and it had been good to talk.

Councillor Watson explained that the meeting referred to was the first meeting since the Elections and had been undertaken in the spirit of co‑operation which he hoped would continue.  Although the Councils had differing responsibilities, a great deal could be shared in the best interests of the people of Carlisle.  Clearly there would be areas where there was disagreement but it was hoped to find ways in which to work.  

ATAG was the strategic group and the City required to be involved.  It would also be sensible for the County, City and Crime and Disorder Partnership to work together on issues such as lighting.  He hoped that increased co‑operation could take place at political as well as Officer level.

The Portfolio Holder added that budgets were limited and it was about economies of scale and working together to do whatever could be done.

2. A Member questioned the position as regards area working.

Mr Battersby commented that a soft launch of area teams was being undertaken at a rate of one per week.  He had written a letter to Members and hoped to mail that out later in the day.  It was important to build a link via Neighbourhood Forums and that Members were aware of the Team Leader for their particular Wards.  That was also relevant to the Parish Councils.

In general terms, Capita provided information on the programme of statutory works planned and a list was forwarded to each Member Support Officer on a quarterly basis in order that Members may be aware of what was happening in their Wards.

3. In the rural area people were not aware of which roads were classified and which were not and that was a matter of concern.  Also there was no mention of points of contact for the public on the Council’s Web Site.

Mr Smith responded that ordnance survey maps showed that information.  Under claimed highway rights the City was responsible for the maintenance of all unclassified roads within its area.  In practical terms that meant all roads with a speed limit of 30mph or less in both the urban and rural areas.  He urged people to use the highways operational line whereby enquiries could be dealt with.

The Portfolio Holder added that he would like to see arrangements made so that people’s requests could be dealt with irrespective of the telephone number they called.

4. A Member referred to a document he had received in late April concerning Nelson Bridge which was very interesting.  He would, however, have liked the opportunity to contribute to the process before decisions were taken.  


It was a matter of frustration that when Members reported something they did not get a response.  Local knowledge was also important in responding to such requests.

Councillor Watson explained that the lead‑in time for such projects was very lengthy, but Members of both the City and County Councils had been involved in the decision on Nelson Bridge.  Cyclists were also involved via Ms Brewis.

On the issue of communication of road schemes, Mr Battersby added that the dilemma was that programmes were fixed several years in advance and often details were not available until the contract stage.  He took the point regarding communicating information to Members.

It was a matter of concern if Members’ requests were being ignored and the Portfolio Holder undertook to do what he could to rectify that.

5. A Member noted that ATAG now met infrequently and questioned how ordinary Members could feed into the dialogue.

Councillor Watson replied that he would be having discussions with Officers regarding the frequency of ATAG meetings and how it would work in the future.  Highways would deal with  intricate parts.  A lot of problems remained to be tackled, including driver behaviour, Hardwicke Circus and pinch points.  It would be a slow but exciting process and decisions required to be made which were critical to the people of Carlisle.

Mr Smith reported that the hotline had evolved over a number of years and was available twenty-four hours a day.  During the day it was operated from Capita’s offices and outside that the Fire Service took the calls.  Clearly their priority would be 999 calls.

Operators had access to a number of computer systems before them, including a digital map of the County in order that they could locate the position of complaints.  They also had access to information on all street programmes taking place, with the exception of emergency works.

A highways hotline was being developed so that members of the public could enter via the internet and trace progress on work that was of interest to them.  There was not currently a link to the City Web Site, but that should be possible in the future.  Dr Gooding, Executive Director, undertook to investigate that point.

The Chairman thanked those present for their attendance.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Committee believed that it was important to build upon the spirit of co‑operation between the City and County Councils as outlined above.

(2) That methodology by which the public/Members could identify classified and unclassified roads; a link to the City Council’s Web Site, a dedicated telephone number for the reporting of problems and the communication of information to Members be investigated.

IOS.53/05
WASTE MINIMISATION
The Head of Commercial and Technical Services, and the Sustainability Manager presented report CTS.21/05 informing Members of new developments in the Council’s recycling and waste collection services, together with an update on the progress made in exploring and evaluating the future waste collection options.

Additional revenue funding allocated to the recycling services had provided the means for their continued expansion.  Initiatives scheduled for implementation this year included – 

· Extension of the kerbside garden waste recycling scheme

· Replacement of the residual newspaper collection scheme with a kerbside ‘paper only’ box collection

· The introduction of plastic bottle recycling for the first time in Carlisle

· The comprehensive refurbishment of Neighbourhood Recycling Centres.

The development of the Council’s recycling schemes had, to date, primarily taken place against a background of statutory recycling targets.    However, the introduction of the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme in April 2005, with its limits and year on year reductions on the amount of waste that could be landfilled, shifted the emphasis towards the Council’s residual refuse collection service.   The Council’s performance in that regard was poor and there was likely to be significant financial implications for the community should that issue not be addressed.

Members of the Committee, along with Members of the Environment Forum and an Officer representative from Eden District Council had been taking part in a special ‘Waste Collection Focus Group’ to assess the options within the context of reducing the amount of residual municipal waste sent to landfill and the Council’s corporate priorities.  To date the Focus Group had met on two occasions and its findings had helped to identify the key issues which needed to be addressed prior to the introduction of any changes in policy, and Officers were currently evaluating those options.  Given that the refuse collection service was so highly regarded, the exercise was clearly a major undertaking that would require careful consideration and sensitive engagement with the community.  It was, therefore, proposed that further reports detailing the results of the evaluation and future findings of the Focus Group be presented to future meetings of the Committee.

A key priority to progressing the issue was a better understanding of the community’s attitude and participation in recycling and waste minimisation.  Under the strategy approved by Council and supported in the 2005/06 Budget, additional resources were being allocated for the further analysis of data and evaluation of options and to promote increased public awareness and participation.  That work would be undertaken within existing Budgets and opportunities for partnership working with Eden District Council explored as part of the evaluation.

Members then raised the following questions and observations –

1. In response to questions, Mr Gardner advised that it was important that the Focus Group retained its focus.  Following the proposed site visits a great deal of work required to be done around costs/tonnages, but the Focus Group would put its recommendations to the Committee and Executive in September 2005.

Mr Battersby added that a range of issues/options would be put forward in September, each of which would have pros and cons, but it was important that Members accepted the need for change.  He concurred that it may be necessary to hold a special meeting to consider the matter.

2. A Member questioned whether it was possible for the Focus Group to deal with more than one issue at a time.

Mr Gardner replied that the issues were fairly complex and he would be concerned if the Focus Group’s remit was broadened out before the report was submitted in September.

3. A Member questioned the way forward.

The Portfolio Holder for Environment, Housing, Infrastructure and Transport stated that a report from the Focus Group to Overview and Scrutiny and the Executive was required.  The Executive would make a decision based upon information from the Focus Group and Overview and Scrutiny.   All agencies involved had co‑operated very well.

At the end of the day it was vital that the County and District Councils took on board the issue of the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme.  He believed that it was also important to consult with the public so that they could take part ownership of the service.

4. A Member stressed the importance of consultation with the public which was an area where the Press could be of assistance.   It was a challenge for Cumbria and the country as a whole.

5. In response to a question, Mr Battersby advised that allowances were based on bio-degradable municipal waste and therefore new recycling initiatives would make an impact.  Mr Gardner added that quotas were set through to 2020 and would reduce year on year.  Recycling would buy some time but not for ever.

6. The proposed priority of Cleaner, Greener, Safer would have implications for waste minimisation i.e. there was new legislation surrounding the issues of abandoned vehicles, fly tipping, etc.  How did that fit in?

Mr Battersby commented that it had a major interface with recycling and waste minimisation.  An item had been included in the Forward Plan on the Clean Neighbourhoods Act, the bulk of which would come in on 1 April 2006.  There were implications over a whole range of issues which were being taken on board.

7. A Member referred to the bigger political picture of carbon emissions and global warming, commenting that here was an opportunity for the Council to make people reflect on their behaviour and how it impacted on the environment.   The Council should look at how it could start that debate so that when decisions had to be taken they were cross-party.

8. A Member then thanked the Officers for their dedication and enthusiasm.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Committee welcomed the report. 

(2) That the Committee recognised the need to educate the public on the matter and the Press/Communications Team should take a proactive approach in that regard.

(3) That the City Council should demonstrate leadership on the wider issue of waste minimisation.

(4) That a special meeting of the Committee be arranged for September 2005 to consider the recommendations of the Focus Group.

IOS.54/05
THREE RIVERS STRATEGY

(a) Draft Cycling Network – Carlisle
The Executive had on 13 June 2005 considered a reference from the Committee (IOS.38/05 refers) concerning the draft cycle network for Carlisle.  The Executive’s decision was –

“1.  That the comments of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee regarding the provision for cycling in the City Centre outwith business hours be referred to the Carlisle Area Transport Advisory Group for consideration.

2.  That the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee be informed of the discussions taking place with the County Council at Officer level over the provision of cycle ways as part of the Three Rivers Project and for developing the cycle network in Carlisle.”

Copies of Minute EX.096/05 detailing the above decision had been circulated to the Committee.

RESOLVED – That the position be noted.

(b)  The Head of Culture, Leisure and Sport Services presented report CLS.005/05 providing, as an appendix, the Executive report concerning proposals for the establishment of a strategy framework within which co‑ordinated short to medium term improvements to the City’s three river corridors could take place.  

The report considered the two main aspects of a strategy (commercial and environmental), set out the key issues and recommended practical ways forward to maximise the benefits for local communities, the economy and environment.

Work to date had included commissioning a study by commercial surveyors on potential development opportunities (CLS.004/05) as well as the Executive report referred to above.  Planned work included a multi agency meeting to formulate ideas which could then be the basis for the further consultation with Members, community groups, etc.

The emphasis of the strategy from a City Council perspective was the development of leisure and recreational use of the rivers.  Members had an integral role to play and their comments and ideas were welcomed for inclusion into the Strategy.

Mr Beveridge further reported that work on the Petterill was already progressing, and the significance of the Strategy had increased dramatically since the January flood.  That was largely due to the amount of work anticipated to be carried out to flood defences by the Environment Agency, but also because of the opportunity available through Carlisle Renaissance to make a long‑term impact for local people.

Prior to the special Council meeting on 30 June 2005 Officers would be presenting a number of issues in a display format which was a way of engaging Members and becoming aware of particular issues at Ward level.

Mr Jones‑Wright of the Environment Agency was aware of the Carlisle Renaissance Group and asked how that would fit in with the Three Rivers Strategy.

Mr Beveridge replied that the Three Rivers was an element of the Renaissance work.  The Strategy had been around for a number of years but, following the floods, the issue of rivers had quite rightly taken on significant importance.  Renaissance was the umbrella and that work was part of the recovery issue.

Members then commented as follows –

(a) In the Upperby Ward important work had been identified years ago but funding was always problematic.  At a recent residents’ meeting a scheme, including walkways along the Petteril, opening up the banks for people with children, cyclists and the disabled, etc. was requested.  The Member questioned whether someone could attend the next meeting to draw up such a scheme.

Mr Beveridge undertook to discuss the matter with the Member after today’s meeting.  He added that the Petteril Valley was part of an early programme and, in conjunction with the County Council, Officers were working with groups to address access and social exclusion issues.

Another Member expressed concern that when cycle paths were established they were abused by youths on motor bikes.

(b) In response to a question, Mr Beveridge advised that there was no date for the actual Strategy itself since considerable work remained to be done.  Having said that timing was an issue since the work of the Environment Agency would progress whether it was involved or not.

The Chairman expressed concern that the Strategy may be looked at in isolation.  A meeting was required to look at it in conjunction with flood recovery and Carlisle Renaissance.

Dr Gooding, Executive Director, advised that yesterday he had attended a Task Group meeting when delivery mechanisms for the Carlisle Renaissance programme of work were discussed.  Proposals would be coming forward in order to wrap up the governance arrangements.  The intention was therefore that the Three Rivers be aligned with the Carlisle Renaissance work.  It was critical that LSPs, Cumbria Vision, etc were pulling together.

The Head of Commercial and Technical Services commented on the need to have a clear idea of the aspirations and build into the work being done by the Environment Agency.  There may also be budget implications for the Council.

(c) Referring to the financial implications detailed within the report, a Member questioned from where the finances would come and was the Council working with the Environment Agency as regards flood defences?

Mr Beveridge stressed that it was critical that the Council engaged the Environment Agency since clearly it would not be possible to add a cycle way to a flood defence at a later date for example.  Certain actions could be undertaken in the short‑term because funding was available and others, involving significant expenditure, would take longer.  It was not just about having a Strategy.  Now was the opportunity to do the things which people had been talking about and there was a genuine desire to make that happen.

A Member endorsed Mr Beveridge’s comments.  Previously the idea of a cycle network was ‘pie in the sky’.  Now a great deal of infrastructure work required to be done along the river banks which afforded the opportunity to address issues such as a cycle network.  He asked that a cycle network be added to the list of works.  Another Member asked that schemes put forward by the disabled fishing lobby be also looked at.

RESOLVED – (1) That the report be accepted and Officers be requested to draw up a plan to move the Three Rivers Strategy forward.

(2) That the following be forwarded to the Executive as this Committee’s comments on the Three Rivers Strategy –

(a) The Strategy be looked at in conjunction with the wider strategic issues of flooding and Carlisle Renaissance.

(b) Steps be taken to ensure that Members were involved in decisions to open up rivers within the urban area.

(c) Arrangements be put in place to ensure engagement with all Members and the public.

(3) That arrangements be made for a further meeting of the Committee in October 2005 to progress the matter.

IOS.55/05
FLOOD DEFENCE SCHEME

The Head of Commercial and Technical Services introduced Mr Gary Jones‑Wright, Project Manager, Environment Agency who was in attendance at the meeting.

Mr Jones‑Wright began by putting the matter into context, commenting that the Environment Agency was considering large scale capital schemes and small scale revenue schemes.   Any large scale scheme had to be approved on technical merits and to through DEFRA.

The first scheme (Eden/Petteril) had been to the Technical Review Group and had got through, would go to the Board on 12/13 July and on to DEFRA.    The Environment Agency would then have the funding necessary to undertake the detailed design process and go to planning in September 2005.  It was important to go to planning at that time in order to hit the deadline and allow work to start next year.

The second scheme (Caldew and Carlisle City) was fairly complex and required to go through an internal and external approvals process.  It had been pencilled in and brought forward a year and they were about to award the feasibility stage to consultants.  The Environment Agency was trying to draw on the best consultants nationally  and so were going out to tender on the project.  The recent public display was an interim display and the Agency wished to talk about it with the public.

Mr Jones‑Wright added that he had documentation showing the works and smaller scale revenue works, copies of which could be circulated to Members.

The Chairman thanked Mr  Jones‑Wright for his attendance and the Environment Agency for having engaged with the public on the matter.  She asked that copies of the documentation be circulated to all Members for information.

In considering the matter Members made the following observations –

1. A Member noted that meetings of the Development Control Committee were scheduled for 30 September and 11 November 2005 and questioned the timescales for planning pemission and the necessity for a special meeting to deal with the matter.

In response, Mr  Jones‑Wright explained that the key issue was maximising the opportunity to work with Mr Battersby and colleagues and therefore it may have to be submitted to the November meeting.  That would, however, put a great deal of pressure on the award of contract.

Mr Battersby commented that the intention was to engage in pre‑application discussions with Officers in Development Control ahead of that date so that they were appraised before the matter came to Committee.

Mr Jones‑Wright added that although the Eden/Petteril scheme was relatively straight forward it was a large scheme and would have significant impacts.

2. Financial aspects were largely a matter for DEFRA, technical issues for the Environment Agency, but how would concerns around property, economic, aesthetic, etc issues be dealt with?

Mr  Jones‑Wright stated that the vast majority were covered as part of the submission which had gone to their Review Group.  There were no significant changes in what was protected and what was not.  The issue of visual impact/amenity was picked up in a meeting with the consultants the planners and they had already specified key areas where artists’ impressions were required.  The Environment Agency was, therefore, trying to identify critical issues.

3. A Member had attended the event at the Sands Centre which he found very useful and was educated by it.  He urged the Environment Agency to do that again in the future since it was important to communicate well with the public.

Mr Jones‑Wright advised that he had been surprised by the fairly poor response to that public display, bearing the previously good response at Carlisle United.  The Environment Agency would normally undertake such an event when options were available which, as regards the Caldew scheme, was likely to be in eighteen months time.  If, however, it was felt to be of benefit something could be arranged in the interim.

Members questioned the level of publicity given to that exhibition and stressed the importance of publicising such matters in consultation with the Press.  There may also be an opportunity for the Committee to promote itself in the Press.

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr Whittle (News and Star) outlined the publicity attached to the event.  He felt that the public may become more engaged when details of the actual project were available.
4. A Member queried how flood defence work would affect the timescale of the Northern Development Route.

Mr Battersby advised that they were two independent schemes.  The County Council was aware of the flood schemes which did not impact on the Northern Development Route scheme.  Mr Wright‑Jones added that there were consultation and resource issues with key partners which had already been identified.

RESOLVED – That a special meeting of the Committee be arranged in the Autumn, once the Environment Agency had developed proposals further, at a venue to be determined.

IOS.56/05
CALL IN OF DECISIONS

There were no matters which had been subject of call in.

IOS.57/05
MONITORING OF THE FORWARD PLAN

The Overview and Scrutiny Support Officer presented Report LDS.31/05 highlighting the Forward Plan (1 June to 30 September 2005) issues which fell within the ambit of the Committee.

Referring to KD.026/05 – Street Lighting – Dr Taylor advised that was an operational matter and would not be coming before the Committee.

RESOLVED – That the Forward Plan (1 June to 30 September 2005) issues which fell within the ambit of the Committee be noted.

IOS.58/05
WORK PROGRAMME

The Overview and Scrutiny Support Officer submitted the Work Programme for this Committee for 2005/06.  

In addition, a paper detailing initial ideas for Subject Review work during 2005/06 was tabled.  Dr Taylor invited Members’ views on any additional areas they wished to see included, following which he would prepare a short report for consideration at the next meeting of the Committee.

A Member referred to the evaluation report prepared by Dr Snape and recognised the importance of doing one or two Subject Reviews well, rather than trying to include too many within the Committee’s Work Programme.

Members then suggested that –

(a) The Subject Review of Streetworks should continue

(b) A Review into Waste Minimisation be undertaken – possibly to include disposal, clean neighbourhoods, fly tipping and grounds maintenance.

(c) A Review into Carlisle Airport be undertaken, to encompass the Council’s responsibilities/strategies, etc – possibly with links to tourism should be undertaken.


(d) Inward investment and industrial land be added to the list.  That may be cross-cutting and could be dealt with similarly to the Evening and Night Time Economy Subject Review.

Dr Gooding, Executive Director, added that it would be helpful to be absolutely clear on which areas the Committee wished to scrutinise as regards the Airport.   

RESOLVED – (1) That the Work Programme be noted.

(2) That the Overview and Scrutiny Support Officer be requested to submit a report on possible areas of Subject Review work during 2005/06, including the items detailed at (a) – (d) above, to the next meeting of the Committee.

IOS.59/05
SUBJECT REVIEW – EVENING AND NIGHT-TIME ECONOMY
(a) Minutes of Task Group meeting on 13 April 2005
RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting on 13 April 2005 be noted.

(b) Final Report on the Evening and Night Time Economy of Carlisle
There was submitted the final report of the Evening and Night Time Economy Task Group (OS.01/05), which had been approved at the Task Group meeting on 13 April 2005.

Members considered the findings contained within the final report and commented as follows – 

· The comment of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee on the importance of having a Business Improvement District be endorsed.

· There was a need for joined up thinking with the statutory Development Control and Licensing Committees.

· City Centre management was a professional discipline and that was missing from the report.  There was also concern at the capacity of Business Unit Heads to deliver strategies on the economy and City Centre as a whole.

Referring to the Minutes of 13 April 2005, Dr Gooding reassured the Committee that point (e) had been actioned.  He had written a covering report on the matter which the Executive would consider on 4 July 2005 and assign Officers who would prepare a detailed Action Plan that would come back to the Executive and this Committee.

The Chairman thanked all those who had taken part in what was a wonderful piece of work.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Task Group’s Final Report on the Evening and Night Time Economy in Carlisle be accepted.

(2) That the final report be recommended to the Executive, for onward transmission to the City Council, with a suggestion that the issue of City Centre management as a professional discipline be looked at favourably.

(c) Excerpt from the Minutes of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee held on 9 June 2005
RESOLVED – That Minute Excerpt COS.79/05 be noted.

IOS.60/05
CARLISLE CITY COUNCIL PRIORITIES

Dr Gooding, Executive Director, presented report CE.10/05 attaching for consideration report CE.09/05 detailing proposals for a further refinement of the City Council’s priorities within the Corporate Plan and identifying how that would determine the Council’s approach to service delivery, service planning and budgeting.  The current Corporate Plan had been approved by the City Council in June 2005 and covered the period 2004 to 2007.

A number of factors had influenced the strategic thinking of the Council and supported the need for a further refinement of priorities.  There were two proposed priorities for the City Council –

1. Learning City; and 

2. Cleaner, Greener and Safer

details of which were provided.

The themes ‘clean’, ‘green’ and ‘safe’ were mutually dependent, but the priority service areas could be loosely grouped as follows –

Cleaner – litter collection, Graffiti removal, street cleaning, prevention of dog fouling, dealing with abandoned vehicles, air quality.

Greener – waste minimisation, recycling more waste, grounds maintenance, management of parks and open spaces, conservation (planning), sustainability (reducing impact on the environment, both directly and as a community leader).

Safer – designing out crime (planning), provision of youth schemes, licensing, emergency planning, CCTV, highways/road safety, food standards and health and safety, the Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership.

A number of the strategies would be developed in consultation with communities and other stakeholders to ensure that the detail of how the Council delivered upon the priorities was aligned with the needs of consultees.

A new Performance Management Framework, coupled with priority led Service Plans and Budgets, would drive the delivery of front line services to customers.  The impact on customers would be the delivery of continuously improving services that contributed to delivering the longer-term aspirations for the City.

The Executive had on 13 June 2005 considered the matter and supported the refined priorities for the City Council (Minute EX.082/05 refers).

In order to guide the Committee, Dr Gooding had written a short covering report (CE.10/05) and asked that the Committee gave particular consideration to the questions detailed on pages 1 and 2 thereof.

Members then raised the following questions and observations –

(a) The preparation of the covering report to guide the Committee was the way forward and was very much appreciated.

(b) In response to a question, Dr Gooding stated that the issue of inward investment was very complex.  Learning City was an aspect of economic development.  As an Officer it was his view that Learning City should be a priority, however, it was a political decision at the end of the day.

(c) Carlisle was a low wage, low skill economy and concentrating on Learning City would help by providing a skilled workforce, which in turn would assist in the achievement of sustainable growth.  It was about life long learning to attract high quality investment.

Dr Gooding stressed that there was a temptation to widen Learning City too much, but it was unequivocally about learning opportunities.   The Council could be very influential in its capacity as community leader.

(d) A Member questioned whether Learning City was being overstated since the University of Central Lancashire came 81st in the ratings.  Also, the mechanism for the achievement of Carlisle Renaissance was not clear within the report.

Dr Gooding believed that it was appropriate for Carlisle to aim for world class education provision as a longer‑term aspiration.  One benefit of Carlisle being a Learning City was that it would attract overseas students.  As regards the mechanism it was early days and the detail would be the subject of a report to the Executive.  

(e) The re-building of Schools could affect the Learning City priority.  It would be necessary to work in partnership with others e.g. the County Council.

In response, Dr Gooding replied that Learning City as a clear priority had already paid dividends in terms of Sir Martin Harris’ work since a brief meeting had been held between him, the Deputy Leader and Town Clerk and Chief Executive.  That meeting had only been possible because the Council was taking Learning City very seriously.  It was very powerful when an organisation had clear priorities.

He added that Learning City was very much about working in partnership and as an enabling organisation.

(f) There was a strong indication that West Lakes was a likely venue for a University which may be a threat to Carlisle’s aspirations.

Dr Gooding indicated that he would prepare a report, detailing Members’ comments, to be agreed by the Chairmen of the three Overview and Scrutiny Committees before its submission to the Executive.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Committee endorses the refined priorities for the City Council as follows –

1.  Learning City, in principle, subject to investigation of the wider picture i.e. joint working and how it fitted in with West Lakes as a venue for a University.

2. Cleaner, Greener, Safer.

(2) That the questions raised by Dr Gooding in report CE.10/05 be referred to the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee for consideration at its forthcoming workshop.

IOS.61/05
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.  It was moved, 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 limit of three hours.

IOS.62/05
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE OF THE COUNCIL

The Executive had on 13 June 2005 considered a resolution from this Committee concerning the environmental performance of the Council (Minute IOS.33/05 refers).  The Executive’s decision was –

“1.  That a report on the environmental performance of the City Council is to be submitted to the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 23 June 2005, the impact of the January floods for the environmental working of the City Council had led to the delay in producing the report.

2.  That the environmental performance of the Council is a priority area under the Cleaner, Greener and Safer refined corporate priority upon which the Executive is currently consulting with Overview and Scrutiny Committees.”

Further to the above, the Sustainability Manager presented report CTS.20/05 on improving the environmental performance of the Council.

Over the years the Council had implemented a variety of practical initiatives that had helped to reduce the impact of its actions on the environment.  Considerable progress had also been made as regards the adoption of energy efficient measures in Council buildings.  Conversely, however, little progress had been made in ensuring that the Council’s corporate procurement took account of the issue of sustainability.  Likewise, whilst some small scale projects to limit the impacts of the Council’s vehicle fleet had been introduced, there was no authority wide green transport plan.

Mr Gardner proposed that initially the Council should adopt the model produced by the Cumbria Business Environment Network (BEN) as a ‘stepping stone’ towards the more widely recognised environmental management standards.  The BEN model provided a framework within which the Council’s environmental performance could be monitored and improved in a systematic and methodical manner.  He added that the Council had been an active partner in BEN since its inception and, as such, it seemed only right to demonstrate support by adopting it.

BEN’s environmental management system had three levels (Bronze, Silver and Gold).  To date the model had been piloted by Commercial and Technical Services who had been awarded a Gold award in recognition of the procedures that were in place and the initiatives undertaken to limit the environmental impact of its activities.  Whilst many of those procedures related to statutory requirements (e.g. the disposal of hazardous materials), the award recognised the development of new initiatives (e.g. household garden waste collections) designed to make service delivery more environmentally sustainable.

In order to extend those benefits to the remainder of the Council’s Business Units it was proposed that the BEN model be implemented authority wide.  For it to be effective would require the active commitment and involvement of all Business Units and for a senior ‘champion(s)’ to be appointed to provide the necessary leadership and credibility.  It was further proposed that the Executive Management Group be charged with overseeing and managing the process and that progress of the initiative be regularly reported to future meetings of this Committee.

Mr Gardner added that the waste agenda was so large that a restructure was proposed to split that from the Sustainability Manager’s role.  It would involve the creation of a temporary post to lead the change and split the waste agenda.

In considering the matter Members raised the following issues – 

(a) In response to a Member’s questions, Mr Gardner explained that BEN was viewed as a stepping stone to EMAS.  EMAS was more onerous and had originally been specifically designed for industry and did not, therefore, sit well with local authorities.  There were fundamental differences between how Commercial and Technical Services (CTS) implemented BEN and the manner by which it should be done authority wide.  In CTS it related to an external auditor coming in and producing a shopping list for adoption.  It would, however, be a mistake to bring in consultants for the rest of the authority since it would be more positive if undertaken and owned by Council staff.  The EMAS Group did not work in the past because the Officers involved were not sufficiently senior. 

(b) A Member referred to the previous requests for a base audit and green travel plans.  She queried how that would be done.

Mr Gardner replied that the Sustainability Manager would be responsible for ensuring that the BEN model was implemented after the split.  It did, however, require the backing of the Executive Management Group or it would not happen.  The green travel plan would fall firmly within the brief of the audit and management system.  He did not consider that the restructure would lead to a loss of effectiveness.

RESOLVED – That it is the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee’s recommendation to the Executive that –

1. The environmental management system promoted by the Cumbria Business Environment Network be adopted by the Council.

2. To ensure its adoption across the whole authority, senior Officer and Member ‘champions’ are appointed to provide the necessary leadership.

3. The Executive Management Group oversee and manage the process, with progress on the initiative being regularly reported to future meetings of this Committee.

[The meeting ended at 1.43 pm]
