COMMUNITY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL (SPECIAL)
FRIDAY 5 MARCH 2010 AT 10.00AM
PRESENT:

Councillor Mrs Clarke (Chairman) Councillors Cape (as substitute for Cllr Mrs Bradley) Farmer P, Mrs Mallinson, McDevitt, Mrs Riddle, Scarborough (as substitute for Cllr Glover)and Mrs Vasey (as substitute for Cllr Mrs Parsons)
ALSO

PRESENT:
Councillor O Luckley – Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder

Councillor J Mallinson – Finance Portfolio Holder

Councillor B Earp – Performance and Development Portfolio Holder


Councillor Hendry as an observer
COSP.20/10
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Glover, Mrs Bradley, and Mrs Parsons
COSP.21/10
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
The following Councillors declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in the item of business relating to the Community Centres.  They indicated that their interest was in respect of the fact that they were City Council appointed representatives on the undernoted Community Centre Management Committees / Trusts –

· Mrs Vasey – Belah Community Centre Management Trust

· Scarborough – Botcherby Community Centre Management Committee

· Cape – Petteril Bank Community Centre Management Committee

· Farmer P – Morton Community Centre Management Committee
· McDevitt – Denton Holme Community Centre Management Committee

COSP.22/10
CALL IN OF DECISION EX.021/10 – COMMUNITY CENTRES
The Chairman of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel reported that Executive Decision EX.021/10 concerning Community Centres had been called-in by Councillors Mrs Glover, McDevitt and Mrs Riddle.  The Executive had decided:

“That a reduction of £68,000 be made to the funding to Community Centres over a three year period.”
The reason for the decision was to respond to a Motion from the City Council; and reference from the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel.

The reasons given by the Members for the call-in were: 

1. The decision directly contradicts the motion passed by the Full Council on 12th January 2010 which included the words “This Council calls upon the Executive not to proceed with cuts to the funding of Community Centres in Carlisle given the central role that all our Community Centres provide in ensuring access for all sections of the community to local cost effective facilities and activities”.

2. The decision is unclear in demonstrating where the cuts will fall and what equality impact assessments have been carried out, as previously discussed by scrutiny, to ensure that local communities and individuals are protected.

In response to concerns from Members with regard to the Executive decision following the motion from Council, the Legal Services Manager (Mrs Liddle) repeated legal advice that had previously been given to Members.  She explained that the Council was responsible for the setting of the budget and the Executive was responsible for the implementation, providing it is within budget and the policy framework.  The Executive decision in this case was the implementation of the reduction to the Community Centre budgets.  Full Council had called for the Executive not to proceed with the cuts to the Community Centre budget, it had not been an instruction, it had been framed as a request.  Council was not able to instruct Executive in such a manner.
The Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder addressed the Panel.  She reminded the Panel that the original decision taken by Council in 2008 was a reduction of £150,000 to the Community Centres budget.  Some of the savings had been made and the remaining £93,000 had been the subject of the Council resolution on 12 January 2010.  She explained that the savings had to be made from the Community Support Section’s budget and so all areas of work in that unit had to be considered and many of the services contributed to the local communities.  She reminded Members of the consultant’s report that had given savings options and had been previously discussed with the Panel and the managers of the Community Centres.  The report was now two years old and some of the figures would be incorrect and would not match the Community Centres current figures.  
She added that following the Council motion the final decision still lay with the Executive but the Executive would not move forward with the reductions without giving serious consideration to the motion and as a result the Executive reduced the proposed cut from £93,000 to £68,000 and stretched out the timescale to three years.  The Council’s grant to Community Centres in 2008/09 was £363,000 plus an additional separate budget for repair and maintenance of the buildings and the Council also gave officer support to the Centres.
She explained that in the current climate some of the other aspects of work carried out by the Community Support Section supported people in financial difficulty and the advice agencies had seen an increase in demand so the Executive felt it would be inappropriate to cut funding to those services.  They also felt that it would be inappropriate to cut funding to events which gave thousands of people pleasure and was often at no cost. 

In considering the call in Members raised the following comments and concerns:
A Member asked for detailed information on the formula used to calculate each Community Centres reduction.  

The Portfolio Holder responded that if the Executive took the decision to reduce the funding to the Community Centres then work would have to be carried out on the best way to implement the reduction.  There had been no set formula to work out the percentage of grants to each Community Centre and this had been raised as an issue on the past.
It was hoped that consideration would be given to the level of deprivation in each Ward and how the Community Centres helped support the local community.
Some Community Centres had savings that were ring fenced for specific projects and it was hoped that they would not be penalised for the savings.
The Portfolio Holder understood that some Centres had savings for projects and hoped that the Council would recognise that.  She added that the cuts would be discussed with the management of the Community Centres and they would have input into where the cuts would be made.

Members had concerns that members of the public had a perception that the Council was the decision making body and did not understand the powers of the Executive.  Members felt disappointed that it had been made public that there would be no cuts made to the Centres following the Council motion and had concerns how they would convey what had actually happened back to local communities.
In response to Members comments the Portfolio Holder explained that reduction to the Community Centres was £23,000 per year over eleven Centres, she felt this was a modest cut relative to the total funding and that people in the communities would be using other services that were on offer by the Council, not just the Centres.  She added that consideration would be given to how much of the Centres overall budget was made up of the grant from the Council.  The reduction in funding meant that the Centres would have to consider how to work more efficiently and how they delivered their services.  She reminded Members that the Council had been encouraging the management of Community Centres to take up training so that the Community Centres could be more independent. 
She added that it was difficult to explain the complexity of the budget and resources within the Council but there was still difficult times ahead and the Council would have less and less resources and still had to retain statutory functions so there was no option other than to look at how non statutory functions were supported.
The Finance Portfolio Holder added that the Executive had re-examined the reduction and had responded to the Council motion.  The reduction in the amount to be cut meant that the difference had to be found elsewhere.  The Council faced more cuts to their budget from Government and it was not possible for the Council to isolate or protect individual sections.  He understood that there would always be tension between statutory and non statutory services but the Council had to support statutory services.  He added that it was good to hear that the Panel’s discussions had been about the fairness of the distribution of the cuts as apposed to not making the cuts.  He understood that the present system for the distribution of the grants was not consistent and work was needed to determine what the Council funding to Centres actually delivered.
Members agreed that a value for money study should be part of the Equality Impact Assessments (EIA) which they had requested at a previous meeting.
The Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder had looked into how EIA’s could be carried out.  At present the Council did not carry out an EIA on partners but did encourage them to carry one out.  During her discussions with the Policy Section it had become clear that the current performance documents did not fit the requirements of the Council for Community Centres and so further investigations were needed.
The Panel was reminded that a Working Group made up of Members of this Panel had carried out detailed consultation with the Community Centres.  The Working Group had felt that each Community Centre should have a business case but understood they had found this difficult as there funding was on an annual basis.  It was hoped that business cases could be produced now that the Centres knew what there funding would be for the next three years.
A Member felt that the small reduction in the funding to Community Centres was not in proportion to the cuts being made to the funding to the Cumbria Voluntary Service.

The Health and Community Development Portfolio Holder commented that, as part of a benchmarking exercise three years ago, this Council gave the most money to Community Centres of any city, with Oxford being the next City.  The Assistant Director (Resources) (Mr Mason) added that benchmarking would be looked at again in March.

The Performance and Development Portfolio Holder understood the concerns of the Panel and reminded them that a reduction to the budget of £150,000 had been agreed for 2009/10 budget.  Some of that reduction had been achieved through redundancy and the end of funding to Brampton Live.  The remainder of the initial budget reduction still had to be found.
RESOLVED: That the matter be referred back to the Executive and the Executive be asked to ensure that the specific reductions in funding to the individual Community Centres be determined in a fair and equitable way and that an analysis be carried out on how the reduction in funding may affect the Community Centres.

(The meeting ended at 11.45am)
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