COMMUNITY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL
THURSDAY 25 MARCH 2010 AT 10.00AM
PRESENT:

Councillor Mrs Clarke (Chairman) Councillors Cape (as substitute for Cllr Mrs Bradley), Farmer P, Hendry (as substitute for Cllr Glover) Mrs Mallinson (until 11.40am), McDevitt and Mrs Riddle.
ALSO

PRESENT:
Mr Paul Taylor, Head of Operations, Riverside Carlisle

Kim Doran, Head of Development, Riverside Carlisle

Councillor Bloxham, Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder

Councillor Ellis, Councillor Culture and Community Services Portfolio (until 12noon)
COSP.23/10
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Mrs Bradley and Glover.
COSP.24/10
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillors Cape, Farmer P, McDevitt, Mrs Parsons and Mrs Riddle declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in Agenda Item A.8 Women and Families Homelessness Accommodation.  They indicated that their interest was in respect of the fact that they were City Council Members of the Development Control Committee.

Councillors Farmer P, Hendry and Mrs Mallinson declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council’s Code of Conduct in Agenda Item A.10 Update on Partnership Agreement with Riverside Carlisle.  They indicated that they were Carlisle City Council appointed representatives on the Riverside Carlisle Board.

COSP.25/10
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
RESOLVED – 1) That the minutes of the meeting held on 14 January 2010 be agreed as a correct record of the meeting and signed by the Chairman

2) That the Minutes of the meetings held on the 11 February 2010 and 5 March 2010, be noted.
COSP.26/10
CALL-IN OF DECISIONS
There were no items which had been the subject of call-in.
COSP.27/10
AGENDA
RESOLVED – That it be noted that agenda item A12 - New Corporate Plan 2010-2013 will not be considered at this meeting because the Panel had considered it at its meeting on 11 February 2010.

COSP.28/10
OVERVIEW REPORT AND WORK PROGRAMME
The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) presented report OS.08/10 which provided an overview of matters relating to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel’s work and included the latest version of the work programme and Forward Plan items which related to the Panel.
Dr Taylor reported that:

· Councillors Mrs Clarke and Mrs Riddle met Susan Trafford on Wednesday 24 February 2010 for an initial discussion about the potential for involvement in policy development work relating to Older People.  This would be an informal piece of work and arrangements would be made to ensure that the work is pursued in the next Civic Year. 
· The Joint Crime and Disorder Scrutiny Group held a workshop on 15 March 2010.  The workshop included the scrutiny Members from Eden and Carlisle along with representatives from the Police Authority and the Leadership Group of the Carlisle and Eden Crime and Disorder Partnership (CDRP).  The Terms of Reference and Protocol had been agreed along with the membership of the Group.  From the beginning of the next Civic Year, scrutiny of Crime and Disorder matters would mostly be carried out by the Joint Carlisle and Eden CDRP Scrutiny Panel, made up of three Members from this Panel, three Members from Eden District Council, one from Cumbria County Council and one from the Police Authority.
· The Forward Plan of Executive key decisions, covering the period 1 March 2010 to 30 June 2010 had been published on 15 February 2010.  The following items would not be considered by the Panel:

KD.007/10 – Accommodation and Foyer Service Development for Young People.


KD.015/10 – Sure Start South
RESOLVED – 1) That, subject to the issues raised above, the Overview Report incorporating the Work Programme and Forward Plan items relevant to this Panel be noted.
2) That the following items will not be considered by this Panel:

KD.007/10 – Accommodation and Foyer Service Development for Young 
People.  The Housing and Health Services Manager had been due to present a report to the Panel but the matter had been delayed for further work.

KD.015/10 – Sure Start South – Proposal to spend outstanding balance of grant.  The Chairman had agreed that the item would be circulated to the Panel for information only.

COSP.29/10
RESPONSES FROM EXECTUVE
(a) EX.030/10 – Tullie House Future Governance
Minute Excerpt, EX.030/10 was submitted setting out the decision of the Executive on 15 February 2010 in response to comments/concerns raised by this Panel.

The Executive had received the reference from the Panel.
The Chairman highlighted the final paragraph of the Executive minutes and asked that it be clarified that Overview and Scrutiny was not a decision making body.

RESOLVED – That the Panel looked forward to meeting the Chair of the Shadow Trust in the future.
COSP.30/10
SANDS CENTRE
The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder attended the meeting to provide an update on the development of the Sands Centre.
The Portfolio Holder explained that the Sands Centre development was an exciting and promising project and it reflected the changes in sport, leisure and entertainment in the City.  The development was at Stage D of the drawings so preparations were underway for the planning process.  
The development included a 25m x 24m pool complex which would conform to the Amateur Swimming Association requirements.  The pool would be able to accommodate competitions and water polo and would have sections that could be raised or lowered as required.  The complex would have the capacity to seat 250 spectators and 250 competitors.  There would be a new sports hall to release the main existing hall to allow more events and there would be also be a new fitness centre.

The Portfolio Holder reminded the Panel that it was hoped that the University of Cumbria would make a formal commitment to have their sports fitness lab/facility building at the Sands Centre, which would be unique for the North West.  The original plans meant that the University would provide £5m of the overall £15m budget but they had not made that commitment at present due to their current financial difficulties.  He added that one option was to build the development and provide the University with a long lease to rent space but he reminded the Panel that realistically if the University did not commit then the development would still progress.

He added that the Executive were united in the project and felt that the development could not be held up and it was hoped that work would begin early 2011.  Officers had been of the opinion that it would be prudent to delay the planning process for a short time so that the University process could be concluded but the Portfolio Holder felt that time was limited.

The Deputy Chief Executive and Strategic Director (Governance & Resources) (Dr Gooding) explained that the University had had to rethink their business plan and had to put it through their own committee process before a decision could be made about the Sands Centre.  The outcome of the business plan would be known either in May or July.

In response to a Members question the Portfolio Holder admitted that it was difficult to let members of the public know exactly what was happening because the finance was not in place.  He reminded the Panel that Carlisle had a good reputation in sport which included been given Beacon Status for Tennis, but it did not have an up to date pool and this development enabled that.  He felt there was a need, with partners, to provide the people of Carlisle with the best possible service the Council could provide.
A Member asked if all areas been explored in terms of finance for the development and what was the likelihood of receiving grants?
The Portfolio Holder responded that the Council would apply for lottery funding and any other funding that was possible.  There had been two applications submitted for grant and unfortunately one had not been successful.  Carlisle Leisure Limited (CLL) were busy with the health agenda as it was important to both the Council and CLL. 

RESOLVED –1) That the Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder be thanked for his update and responses to the Panels questions.
2) That the Panel look forward to a further update in the next municipal year when the University’s Business Plan was in place.

3) That the Resources Planning Manager and the architect for the development be invited to a future meeting to give an overview of the project.

COSP.31/10
PLAY AREAS
The Green Spaces Manager (Mr Gray) submitted report CS.07/10 which outlined the arrangements for management of the City Council’s stock of equipped children’s play areas and the issues raised for standards of service delivery.

Mr Gray showed the Panel a map of all of the play areas within the Carlisle urban area.

He explained that the Green Spaces Team was responsible for the effective management and maintenance of a large and growing portfolio of 65 play areas and 5 multi-use games areas (MUGAs) while at the same time resources were declining.  The Team had reached a situation where the Council was no longer able to provide the highest standards of safety and play value from its stock of children’s play areas.  He added that at the same time there was a growing recognition of the limitations of fixed play areas and a move toward ‘natural play’.  The Council’s Play Strategy ‘Play for today, Play for tomorrow’ reflected this new thinking.
Mr Gray reported that the Council’s Play Strategy included a number of actions for the Green Spaces team in relation to management of play provision.  Key among the actions was the idea that play areas should be assessed for their quality and that future investment should be based on the assessments; with priority given to those play areas in prime locations that offer the best potential play value.

He added that the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) was offering funding to all local authorities in England for the provision of better play facilities called the ‘Playbuilder Fund’.  The City Council’s allocation for 2009.10 was just over £106,000 and was being shared between Edgehill Road and St James Park.  To qualify for the Playbuilder Fund the Council had to demonstrate its commitment to the 10 principles of good design set out in the DCSF’s ‘Design for Play’ guidelines.  The principles were well expressed in ‘Play for today, Play for tomorrow’ and the City Council should take credit for being well up to the benchmark of good practice in this regard.
Mr Gray explained that the Green Spaces Team was responsible for development and maintenance of equipped play areas.  The best of Carlisle’s play facilities, Bitts Park, Hammonds Pond and Cummersdale, were as good as any in the country but have had considerable investment and were heavily used.  The Council had a recurring capital budget of £50,000 per annum for replacement of play areas which was the approximate cost of a single small-medium sized play area so that equates to the replacement of 1 play area per year.
By using developer contribution to off-site projects in the form of commuted sums the Council had been able to increase the resources available for play areas replacement.  Funds had been invested in several areas and in 2010 there would be a new play area for Belah paid for by a developer contribution.  However, capital monies can not be used for maintenance/.  With limited resources to manage the 70 sites, it was impossible to provide more than the level of maintenance to ensure basic safety requirements.
He explained that some of the poorer play areas were extremely old and the equipment was outdated.  A combination of poor locations and anti social behaviour had led to some plays being the subject of repeated complaints from the public and from Councillors.
In 2009 the Green Spaces Team compiled a simple inventory of public areas.  From the inventory it was possible to produce a schedule of the play areas that contribute least value to the communities they were intended to serve, and incur costs to the council tax payer that outweighed the benefits they provided.
Mr Gray felt that the Council should reduce the number of play areas and increase the quality of the areas that remained.  There were a number of options within the report and there would be consultation with Ward Members, Neighbourhood Forums and community groups.  The options open to Members were:
A
Status quo – this would lead to sub standard play areas with greater cost 
and risks to the Council
B
Increase resources available to manage the play areas.  This would 
have to come from the City Council’s revenue budgets because external 
funding was exclusively available only for capital projects and not for 
maintenance costs.
C
Reduce the revenue burden by a process of transformation, de-
equipping and re-landscaping a number of selected play areas based on 
their age, state of repair, play value and location.  This approach 
addressed the core problem.  Remaining sites could be upgraded to 
improve their play value and maintenance was carried out to a higher 
standard.  The space left behind was still available for informal play.  
Many local authorities had chosen this way forward.
The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder commented that the play areas fell into his Portfolio and the Culture and Community Services Portfolio.  He believed that it was a different era for the provision of play and exercise and many play areas were no longer used.

The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder agreed that it was important to remember that fashion, interest and the demands of children had changed and there had been a move towards ‘natural play’.
In considering the report Members raised the following concerns and comments:

A Member felt that there should have been some mention of the Play Strategy and its outcomes within the play areas report.

What work was being undertaken for partnership work and possible finance from other groups?
Mr Gray replied that the team worked closely with other sections of the Council to co-ordinate activities
It would have been useful to have had problems with anti social behaviour identified within the report.
Mr Gray responded that issues of anti social behaviour were a major drain on resources in terms of repair and maintenance and anti social behaviour in play areas needed to be addressed.  

A Member commented that the Council could not afford to continue with play areas in the same way.  He felt that one option would be to have fewer, strategically place play areas that were bigger and better.  He felt that the Council could no longer afford a wide range of local facilities.
Who funded the play areas provided through Section 106 agreements in the long term?
Mr Gray explained that the Council policy for Section 106 agreements stated that the developers contributed to the maintenance of the play areas for ten years.  After that time the play area became the sole responsibility of the Council and this added extra pressure to the already limited resources for play areas.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder added that he believed that the Council needed to review their Section 106 agreements.

A Member commented that higher priority should be given to designing out crime in the areas.

It was felt that adult equipment in play areas would encourage adult supervision which would then impact on the level of anti social behaviour.
The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder felt that the Panels discussions were guided towards Option C in the report which would result in equipment being removed from some local areas and the upgrading of the remaining sites.  If Option C was taken forward there would be further work needed on the future of the empty sites.  He suggested that the sites either remained as play areas or could be sold to resource the remaining play areas.
Members felt that some green spaces should be retained as play areas were appropriate.
Was it possible to explore the possibility of asking community associations to run or oversee play areas?
Mr Gray responded that it was a possibility and he gave an example of an area where a neighbourhood forum had formed a friends of the play area group and were trying to raise their own funds.  He added that there may be an issue with officer resources but it would be worth investigating, it would, however, be a big project for a community group.

A Member added that consideration should also be given to community centres taking some responsibility to play areas they were close or adjoined to and that housing associations should also be involved in the process.
In response to a further question Mr Gray explained that if a different group assumed responsibility of a play area the Council would still have a duty of care over the play areas and would have responsibility for the health safety.
RESOLVED –1) That the Panel have considered the options outlined in report CS.07/10 and recommend to the Executive that they investigate Option C as a way forward for the future of play areas in Carlisle;
2) That Ward Members, Neighbourhood Forums and community groups be invited to comment on proposals for the transformation of specific play areas as the work progressed;
3) That the Panel recommends to the Executive that it would be beneficial for the Council to undertake a review of the Council’s Section 106 agreements.

COSP.32/10
PLAY STRATEGY
The Youth Engagement Officer (Mr McNulty) and the Play Development Manager (Ms Huntington) submitted report CS.12/10 which highlighted the progress made against the objectives of the Play Strategy and proposals for forward plans.
Mr McNulty and Ms Huntington outlined their various areas of work and highlighted various projects they had been involved.  They reminded the Panel that they worked in close partnership with other organisations in the City including Barnados and Connexions.

A Member asked how the partnership work tied in with the other strategies in Cumbria?
Mr McNulty responded that the partnership work had been very successful and targets were being met.  In response to a further question he added that the sports section worked with local sports club and the Sands Centre and had had some successful projects.

RESOLVED – 1) That report CS.07/10 be welcomed;
2)  That the Panel looked forward to receiving a further update in the next municipal year.  The next report should include a ‘mid-term review’ of the 2007-2012 Play Strategy and also some narrative to give an overview of the progress made with the Strategy.
COSP.33/10
ARTS CENTRE
The Culture and Community Services Portfolio Holder attended the meeting to provide an update on a potential Arts Centre in Carlisle.
The Portfolio Holder stated that there had been one significant change since his update in December 2009 and that was the disappointing news of the financial problems at the University of Cumbria at such an advanced stage of negotiations.
He added that the City Council had always wanted a performing arts facility but the Council was not financially able to run, fund or provide ongoing costs to an arts centre or theatre.  The Council was, however, very keen to work with other organisations and would provide as much support as possible.

He reported that the Save Our Lonsdale Group had produced a second report which had some interesting propositions and ideas about the future of the Lonsdale building and the Council was willing to work with them on the ideas but they could not fund them.  He agreed to circulate the Save Our Lonsdale report to Members.
Members raised the following concerns and comments:

The listing status on the Lonsdale building had been removed how would this affect the process?
The Portfolio Holder reminded the Panel that the Lonsdale building was not owned by Save Our Lonsdale or by the Council.  The owner of the building was free to do as he wished with the building.

How soon would discussions take place with the Save Our Lonsdale group?
The Portfolio Holder explained that discussions had already been held between senior members of the Group, the Chief Executive, Portfolio Holders and the Leader of the Council.  The Lonsdale building was not the responsibility of the Council but the Council were willing to provide support.

He added that the Council did not have the resources to fund an arts centre especially in the current climate.  There may be the potential for a capital cost but there was no revenue available.
Was it possible for the Save Our Lonsdale Group to become a trust?

The Portfolio Holder informed Members that the Save Our Lonsdale group were in the process of setting up as a charitable organisation.

A Member felt that the Lonsdale building was a key site for the Council to own regardless of the theatre proposals.
The Chairman reminded the Panel that they were considering an Arts Centre in Carlisle and not the future of the Lonsdale building.  She understood that Members were passionate about the building and the prospect of a theatre in the City.  She asked that consideration be given to performance/arts space in the City and not a specific area.

At the meeting in December the Panel requested that a Cultural Strategy be produced, has this been achieved?
The Portfolio Holder explained that due to the Transformation process, the officers that would have been involved in producing a strategy no longer worked for the authority or were busy ‘acting up’.  The new Assistant Director (Community Engagement) was due to be in post at the beginning of April and it was hoped the Strategy would be moved forward.

The Portfolio Holder reminded Members that work was being carried out with the Carlisle Tourism partnership and Carlisle Renaissance to ensure culture in the City was a priority.  Carlisle Renaissance had carried out a lot of work for the City of Culture bid that had recognised what was taking place in the City.
Members agreed that, although the City of Culture bid had not been successful, it had raised the profile of Carlisle.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Portfolio Holder be asked to always consider strategic options for performance space in Carlisle and to ensure that performance/arts space was not ruled out.
2) That the Panel looked forward to scrutinising the development of the Cultural Strategy in the new municipal year.

COSP.34/10
WOMEN AND FAMILIES HOMLESSNESS 




ACCOMMODATION

The Housing and Health Services Manager (Mr Taylor) submitted report DS.16/10 updating Members on progress with the project to provide accommodation for women and families who are homeless, replacing the current accommodation at London Road, Carlisle.

Mr Taylor informed the Panel that the current accommodation, which housed ten families/single women, was not deemed suitable for purpose as it had no accessible accommodation for people with disabilities; required residents to share facilities and rooms; was unsuitable for families with children and inadequate for the needs of single women.  Limitations of the building included small rooms, inadequate communal space and the control of access to and from the building.  Replacement accommodation provision was therefore needed to improve the living conditions for residents, the quality of service provided to homeless people and to address equality/accessibility issues.

The original proposal had been for new build hostel accommodation to be provided with the 'Centre of Excellence'.  However, those plans were reviewed in December 2008 following representations from Cumbria Constabulary and the accommodation element withdrawn.

Mr Taylor reported that it was proposed that the replacement accommodation would be self contained apartment/house provision, rather than a like for like hostel replacement.  It was anticipated that there would be 7-8 units providing 1, 2 and 3 bed roomed accommodation, together with a communal room, play facilities and an office on site allowing the scheme to be managed in a different way.  Initial total estimated costs for the proposal were £1.8 million.  Scheme funding included the balance of the original project to be committed to the scheme - £690k (inclusive of a capital receipt for the current hostel building with a valuation of £450k undertaken in 2007) plus funding from the capital programme.  The current hostel building would be sold following development of the project.

He added that a trawl for potential sites had been carried out through the Council's Property Services and involving an external agent, looking at a number of sites owned by the Council and external sites (public and private) including any developments that had become mothballed or unfinished due to the economic downturn.  At the conclusion of that process two sites remained, the preferred site for the scheme being on land between Wood Street and Bright Street, off Newtown Road in Carlisle.  The site, which was currently disused and owned by the Council, satisfied the criteria around site location; access to services, schools and health facilities; type and size of site; site condition and land use issues; and ownership and cost.

The Executive had on 15 March 2010 considered the matter (EX.044/10 refers) and decided:

“That the Executive:

1.  noted the work undertaken to date as detailed within report DS.11/10.

2. initiated consultation on the suggested site, to include consultation with local residents; Ward Councillors; and partner agencies.

3.  made the report available for consideration by the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel, with regard to the proposals, including consultation.

4. that the Housing and Health Services Manager be requested to report back on the results of the consultation to a future meeting of the Executive.”
In considering the report Members raised the following concerns and comments:

Members had concerns with regard to the construction access to the site from the adjacent streets.
Mr Taylor responded that he had looked at the site plans and discussed access issues with the site manager and it had been agreed that alternative entrances to the site would be used.
Would the consultation outlined in the report be about the location or about how the scheme would be developed?
Mr Taylor referred to the decision of the Executive held on 15 March which stated that they ‘initiated consultation on the suggested site’.  He added that the consultation process had started.

The hostel had been valued in 2007 at £450,000, was this valuation still relevant?
Mr Taylor responded that there had not been a new valuation and so the figure used in the report had to remain at £450,000.

The Chairman reminded the Panel that a workshop had taken place with officers and service users.  There had been a very good discussion and she felt it might be useful if Members who had been involved in the Panel spoke to residents about any concerns they may have if Mr Taylor felt it was appropriate or necessary.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Panel recommends that the Executive consider having a new valuation of the current hostel building.
2) That the Panel supports the consultation being undertaken with local residents and social landlords which surround the site.
COSP.35/10
UPDATE ON THE HOUSING STRATEGY ACTION PLAN
The Housing and Health Services Manager (Mr Taylor) presented report DS.17/10 which provided an update on the Housing Strategy Action Plan.

Mr Taylor reported that performance data had been included up to the end of December 2009 and a number of the older completed actions had been removed.  The Action Plan had a stronger emphasis on key projects than previously.

Mr Taylor drew the Panels attention to various actions within each of the themes that he felt significant.

In considering the Action Plan Members raised the following concerns and comments:

Members asked for an update on the Foyer project.
Mr Taylor explained that a report had been submitted to the Executive on 15 March which sought approval for the development of an alternative ‘dispersed’ model of delivery for accommodation and Foyer related services with the YMCA and other key partners.  The report also sought approval for the £300,000 Regional Housing Board Grant committed to the development of a Foyer in Carlisle to be used for the development of the alternative ‘dispersed’ model.  He added that there had been a lot of changes in the area and it might not be appropriate to have the support and accommodation in the same place.  The recommendation from the Executive was to explore further avenues of support which may be open to assist the City Council in development of accommodation and foyer service for young people prior to the matter being considered further by the Executive.  He added that any future reports would also be considered by this Panel.
In response to a question Mr Taylor informed Members that the demand for Disabled Facilities Grant continued to rise.  As part of the proposals to the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) for work under the Disabled Facilities Grant ‘Unringfenced Pilot’, the Council were conducting a study to look at better ways of working with GPs and Health Professionals.  The project was being funded from additional monies secured from CLG and it was hoped that the study would demonstrate how housing intervention such as DFGs helped keep people safe at home and as independent as possible.  The evidence from the pilot would be a useful basis for discussions about support for DFGs from the Health sector.  Mr Taylor agreed to give a further update on this project when appropriate.
A Member highlighted 2.2 of the report regarding a financial contribution from Riverside Carlisle to the Council for DFGs.  The report would be considered at a board meeting on 25 March and was for a £400,000 contribution.
The Strategic Director (Economic Development, Community Engagement and Local Environment) (Mr Crossley) stated that the new Directorate for Community Engagement offered the opportunity for more joined up thinking within the Council and for partnership working.  A Task and Finish Group would be a useful way to carry ideas forward.  The Scrutiny Manager suggested that the development session at the beginning of the next municipal year would be an ideal opportunity for further discussions.

There were concerns that the LAA targets for affordable housing in Cumbria would not be met.  How was Carlisle City Council contributing to the target?

Mr Taylor responded that Carlisle City Council contributed to the overall target set for Cumbria through the LAA process through the development of affordable rented and low cost owner occupied accommodation.  These units were provided through the planning system or specific developments with a housing provider.

RESOLVED – That the Panel be provided with an update on affordable housing in rural areas and the outcome of the report to Riverside Carlisle at a future meeting.
COSP.36/10
UPDATE ON PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT WITH 


RIVERSIDE CARLISLE

The Panel welcomed Mr Paul Taylor, Head of Operations and Ms Kim Doran, Head of Development of, Riverside Carlisle to the meeting.
The Housing and Health Services Manager (Mr S Taylor) submitted report DS.18/10 which gave an update on progress with the Partnership Agreement.

Mr S Taylor highlighted various areas of progress within the Action Plan.  He also added that a review of how the Plan had been working had been part of the agreed process for the Partnership Agreement between the two organisations.  There was a feeling between officers from both organisations that the partnership process needed to develop as an operational process and to involve and engage more.  It was proposed that a model was developed that allowed officers to meet on a regular basis to take forward issues which related to the environment, housing needs and development through a forum approach.  The process would allow for the inclusion of staff from different agencies if required.  It was intended that if the initiative was developed further feedback would be provided regarding its progress to both the Riverside Carlisle Board and to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel.
A Member of the public, Mr Barker, had made a request to the Chairman to ask a question.

Mr Barker addressed the Panel.  He explained that he was the secretary of the Carlisle and Rural Tenants Federation and at a previous meeting of the Panel he had hoped to discuss some issues with Mr Taylor of Riverside Carlisle and Mr Taylor had not given him the opportunity.  Mr Barker had raised the matter with the Town Clerk and Chief Executive and the Chairman of the Panel.  Mr Barker asked that Mr Taylor of Riverside Carlisle discussed the issues with him.

Mr P Taylor responded that he would be happy to talk to Mr Barker and the incident at the previous meeting had been a misunderstanding.  He was happy to answer any relevant questions from Mr Barker.
The Chairman reminded Mr Barker that any questions submitted at the meeting must be relevant to the report that was being presented and she apologised if Mr Barker had not understood the process for the meeting.  She added that there were Council procedures that had to be followed but Overview and Scrutiny were flexible and welcomed members of the public to attend and be involved and provided with reasonable, fair, equable answers but any discussions had to relate to the papers on the agenda.
In considering the update Members raised the following comments and observations:

The Panel were very keen for the Joint Forum Initiative to go ahead and to have Member involvement.
Mr P Taylor also expressed his delight in the potential of the initiative and the changes it would bring.  The current Action Plan had named individuals and it had sometimes been difficult to get feedback.  The initiative would widen the responsibility so those people who could make a difference were involved.  He also felt that face to face discussions encouraged more dialogue.  He believed that the partnership should be symbiotic relationship, it should be clear about what both partners wanted and both partners should take something from it.
Would the issues surrounding neighbour/patch walks be resolved with the new initiative?

Mr P Taylor agreed that the walks did need to be included and that some discussion was still needed.
Members felt that it would be appropriate for the Members who were appointed by the City Council to the Riverside Carlisle Board to be involved in the initiative along with the Chairman of the Panel. 
RESOLVED – That the Panel looked forward to further information and feedback on the Joint Forum Initiative in the next municipal year.
COSP.37/10 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 and it was moved and 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 of three hours.

COSP.38/10
DRAFT SCRUTINY ANNUAL REPORT
The Scrutiny Manager (Dr Taylor) submitted a draft of the Scrutiny Annual Report (OS.07/10).  The report aimed to summarise the work that had been carried out in 2009/10 and discuss issues for the future.
Dr Taylor explained that the first part of the report provided brief details of the work of the individual panels and some scrutiny work which was being carried out jointly in Cumbria.  The second part of the report considered the implementation of changes to scrutiny practices and looked to the future, giving consideration to areas when further development could be considered.

Dr Taylor highlighted details of the main elements of work carried out by the panels and the personal commentary from the Chairs of the Panels.  He also outlined the meetings of the Chairs Group and the impact of the Councillor Call for Action. 

Dr Taylor reminded Members of the establishment of the Cumbria Joint Scrutiny Committee and the work that they had carried out to date.
Dr Taylor drew particular attention to part 2 of the report and asked Members to give consideration to the questions set out.  He also asked Members, in light of the Transformation process, if consideration should be given next year as to whether there should be fewer scrutiny panels.
In considering the draft report Members raised the following comments and observations:

A Member felt that the Panel had been effective and worked well as a team and attributed this to the support received and the excellent Chair and enthusiastic Members.
Members felt that it was important to have a review process in place to consider how the new arrangements for scrutiny were working.

The Panel wanted to know who would be responsible for the following work:
Task and Finish Groups


Working Groups


Research


Report writing


Minutes


Liaising with the Democratic Services Team

The report stated that a drawback of the Integrated Model of Support  was the ‘lack of clarity of roles and responsibilities’  The Chief Executive had assured the Panel that the new Senior Management Team would fully support the Scrutiny process and it would be in their job description, had this happened?
The Deputy Chief Executive and Strategic Director (Resources and Governance) (Dr Gooding) responded that the support of scrutiny had been included in the Strategic Directors’ job descriptions and each Strategic Director and the Chief Executive had taken the responsibility for a particular Panel:


Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel – Chief Executive


Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel – Deputy Chief Executive and 
Strategic Director (Resources and Governance)


Environment and Economy Overview and Scrutiny Panel – Strategic 
Director (Economic Development, Community Engagement and Local 
Environment)
Dr Gooding reminded the Panel that there would still be dedicated Scrutiny Support but costs had to be reduced throughout the authority.  The Council had to find more efficient and effective ways of working.  He understood that Members had been frustrated in the past with the lack of senior officer support but there had to be a change in culture for both senior officers and Members.
RESOLVED – 1) That the Scrutiny Chairs Group be asked to give consideration in the next municipal year to the reduction of the Overview and Scrutiny Panels;

2) That the Scrutiny Chairs Group be asked to monitor the effectiveness of the new support arrangements in the next municipal.  In particular, they should seek to ensure clarity as regards the respective roles of the scrutiny officer and the senior officers supporting the Panels.
The Scrutiny Chairs Group should carry out a review of the new arrangements after 6 months to ensure that the Panels were being supported appropriately.
COSP.39/10
CORPORATE PERFORMANCE MONITORING REPORT
The Policy and Performance Officer (Mr Oliver) presented report PPP.14/10 presenting the year to date performance of the Council for the period April – December 2009 for the service and priority areas covered by the Community Panel.

Mr Oliver informed Members that work on fitting a performance framework to the new priorities of ‘Economy’ and ‘Local Environment’ was continuing.  This report was the first report that covered the new priorities.
He explained that, in general, performance across the indicators covered by Community Overview and Scrutiny was mixed for the third quarter of 2009/10, but 7 of the 19 indicators was significantly off target.  LI317b (abandoned vehicles) was suffering because of underperformance in the summer months.  More recent performance had been well above target and continued good performance to the year end should bring the indicator closer to target.  LI357a (attendance figures for the MUGA at Melbourne Park) had set a very ambitious target at the start of the year which had to be revised.  All the MUGA attendance indicators had been hit hard by prolonged extreme weather throughout the late autumn and winter.  He added that the suite of indicators that covered visits to and usage of museums and galleries largely remained off target.  Across these indicators there was an improving trend over the year which reflected significant efforts to improve performance against a difficult backdrop.

Mr Oliver concluded by explaining that performance across the crime and anti-social behaviour remained consistently excellent.

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

COSP.40/10
MEMBERS COMMENTS
The Members of the Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel thanked the Chairman for her continued dedication and hard work throughout the year. 

[The meeting ended at 1.40pm]
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