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Summary:- To consider findings from Members Working Group discussions with  Community Centre Management Committees with a view to making further suggestions to this Committee concerning moving forward with some of the recommendations emerging from the Solace Review of the Community Support function, particularly the Council’s support to Community Centres. 
Questions for / input required from Scrutiny:- Members are requested to consider the merits of suggesting to the Executive Committee that the Recommendations as set out in the Solace report be implemented, taking account of the Overview & Scrutiny Committees views expressed at the meeting of 6th November 2008.
Recommendations:- Members are recommended to use the report as a basis for discussion on how best to move forward with the recommendations in the Solace report on Community Support Services. 
	Contact Officer:
	Mark Beveridge
	Ext:
	 7350


1.0
BACKGROUND
1.1
At the Community Overview &Scrutiny Committee on 6th November 2008, Members considered Executive Report CS68/08, which outlined the recommendations from the review of Community Support carried out by Solace Independent Consultants.
1.2
That report included a series of recommendations from Solace, some were which members felt were viable others less so.  
1.3
In addition and in accordance with the Council budget resolution for 08/09, a number of saving options were proposed to achieve a target of £153,000.

1.4
Members of the Overview &Scrutiny Committee decided to establish a small group of three members (Cllr Farmer, Cllr Mrs Mallinson and Cllr Mrs Riddle) plus Cllr Mrs Luckley the Portfolio Holder.  These members, working to a draft Terms of Reference (see Appendix 4) would be supported by Officers from Community Services in considering the action plan proposed by SOLACE and reporting their conclusions back to the Committee.
1.5
The project group determined that the most effective approach to the work was to consider aspects of the service in turn.  Community Centres were chosen as the first tranche because they are a distinct area of service to which the Council contributes over £500,000
1.6
The information in this report provides details regarding each of the 13 community buildings the Council grant aids.  
1.8
The Community buildings are:-

	Belah

	Botcherby

	Brampton

	Currock

	Denton Holme

Downagate

	Greystone

	Harraby

	Longtown

	Morton

	Petteril Bank
Play Raffles

	Yewdale

	


1.9
Nine of the buildings became the responsibility of the City Council in 1981 after the County Council decided to dispose of them.  
1.10
Following further policy decisions of the Council, other Centres were added to the Portfolio in Yewdale, Greystone and Brampton.

1.11
Downagate Community Centre although given a grant following a Council resolution in 2006, is not included in the City Council’s property portfolio.

1.12
In 1999 the Council took the decision to enable Centres to become independent charitable trusts, who would then lease the buildings from the Council at a peppercorn rent and who would be given a grant, equivalent to the amount is was costing the council to run them. 
1.13
As well as placing responsibility and ownership more directly in the hands of the local community, this move also saved the Council over £50,000 in rates.

2.0
THE PURPOSE OF THE CENTRES
2.1
The centres collectively and individually provide a local resource in the areas where they are located.

2.2
In line with their constitutional requirements, they provide activities which promote the interests of social welfare, recreation, education and leisure with a view to enhancing the quality of life of residents.

2.3
They are integral to the achievement of many of the Councils objectives including community cohesion, learning, health and well being, culture, children and young people, community engagement and empowerment.

3.0
HISTORICAL CONTEXT
3.1
Following the City Council assuming control of the Community Centres in 1981, budgets was agreed for each centre at that time based on floor space, the amount of activity, the number of users and the cost of running the buildings, which in some cases, included staff.

3.2
No records survive as to how precisely the amounts were calculated, however they were loosely banded into large, (Harraby, Currock, Morton & Longtown) medium (Botcherby and Denton Holme) or small (Raffles, Petteril Bank and Belah).  Within each band the centres received different budgets.
3.3
The centres were initially run directly by the Council who employed all the staff and paid for the cost of running them.  Day to day management was devolved to the Centre Management Committees, who were also allowed to retain all income generated from the buildings.  That income was used to provide furniture and equipment, as well as provide activities in the centres, many of which were free or at a very low cost.

3.4
Some centres also paid for additional staff who were employed via the Council.  In the early 1980’s Harraby, Morton, Longtown and Currock had full time Youth & Community workers attached to them, plus Caretakers and Cleaners.  Botcherby and Denton Holme had a part time Supervisor and a part time Cleaner.  Raffles, Belah and Petteril Bank had part time Cleaners only.

3.5
Before 1985 the County Council provided Youth Workers to run Youth Clubs for a minimum of 2 nights per week in each centre.  The County also gave a significant contribution to the City Council for their use of the centres by these Youth Workers.

3.6
A review of the County Council Youth Service in 1985 resulted in the withdrawal of Youth Workers from the centres, together with a reduction in their contribution.  Since that time, County Council use of the centres generally had diminished and charges for such use are now made directly to Centre’s concerned.  When the City Council ceased to get an annual contribution from the County Council, an appropriate reduction in budget was passed on to those centres concerned.
3.7
When Greystone, Yewdale and Brampton centres were developed a different funding approach was adopted by the City Council.  This reflected both a changing financial scenario and the City Council’s emerging approach to community development.
3.8
These new centres were given grants calculated on the estimated basic running costs for the buildings, (based on experience of other centres of similar size) including part time support staff, but the intention from the outset with them was that they would be encouraged to be more independent, both operationally and financially.

3.9
At the same time, the original centres were developing both their own activity programmes and their buildings.  For example, Morton and Longtown added licensed bars to their facilities, the profits of which help subsidise other centre activities and Botcherby built a new wing to accommodate young people etc.  
3.10
There was also a general trend for the centres to contribute more of their own funds towards upgrading and maintaining the buildings to the extent that now, any extensions and improvements are funded entirely by the Centres themselves. (see Appendix 1A)
 3.11
A summary of the financial contributions (see Appendix 1B), volunteer hours and users is Appendix 1C.
3.12
A guide to the variety and value of activities in Centres is available on their individual websites, e.g.  www.botcherbycommunitycentre.org.uk
4.0
FUNDING
4.1
The way the City Council grant has been allocated to the centres has changed little since ownership was assumed by the City Council in the 1980’s.  However, the amount of grant to each centre has changed since that time by the need to make savings, for example the withdrawal of Morton’s budget for energy costs which are now paid for from their own funds.

4.2
The approximate grant contribution as a percentage of overall budget from the Council to the centres is as follows:-

	Belah
	41%

	Botcherby
	50%

	Brampton
	16%

	Currock
	56%

	Denton Holme
	58%

	Greystone
	16%

	Harraby
	63%

	Longtown
	50%

	Morton
	24%

	Petteril Bank
	41%

	Yewdale
	22%

	Downagate
	40%


4.3
It is important however when considering this chart, to note that some centres hold considerable amounts of funds for special projects that are not always related to the use of the building but have benefits to the wider community.

4.4
The City Council’s grants are directly related to the management and operation of the buildings and are ring fenced to assist with staffing and utility costs, as these were considered to be the most important areas of ‘core’ funding.  Funding for projects and buildings are available via other sources of funding, but ‘core’ costs are rarely covered by grants.
4.5
In addition, the leases are given on a full repairing basis which means that there is a budget of around £100,000 set aside for maintenance which is spent entirely on maintaining and repairing the fabric of the buildings as City Council assets.  Prudent maintenance helps to reduce running costs e.g. energy efficiency measures, boilers, ceilings and this is where the council’s maintenance is targeted.
4.6
This budget is not included in the grants given to the Centres, but is held by the Facilities Management team.  
4.7
In the original report from Solace, they concluded that no perfect funding formula existed for Community Centres and certainly we have been unable to find any of the Local Authorities who fund centres that have criteria for doing so.  Even Community Matters, the national body representing Community Centres is unaware of a scientific formula.

4.8
 Indeed any such formula would have to consider such a variety of variables (floor space, overall deprivation in the area, condition of the building, income raising potential, external funding, volunteer capacity, volunteer hours, cash reserves etc.) that it would probably be impractical to implement.
4.9
It is felt that the current grant allocations are fair and adequately reflect the operational and development needs of each centre and that the formula outlined in the SOLACE report for reducing the budget with least effect on the services provided remains the most appropriate and valid.
4.10
The grant is currently awarded on an annual basis and the terms are outlined in an Annual Service Agreement (see Appendix 2).

5.0
MEMBERS WORKING GROUP
5.1
The Members Working Group met collectively with representatives from the Centres’ management committees (notes from that meeting are attached at Appendix 3) and also visited each centre independently with a view to familiarising themselves with the general tenets of community centres’ operation.
5.2
Following those visits, the Members themselves have concluded the following;
5.3
As a result of their visits to all the Centres, Members became increasingly convinced of the buildings’ importance, not only to the people who use them, but as catalysts for community involvement and engagement and as a bedrock for the development of participative democracy and empowerment.
5.4
The range of services provided in the Centres reflected the needs of the local communities and regular user and needs surveys are carried out by the management committees.
5.5
The services across the board, from children to older adults, provide a benefit to the Council in terms of the achievement of its Corporate Priorities and its contribution to the Comprehensive Area Assessment.

5.6
There would be significant benefit from supporting the development of a Local Federation of Community Organisations as it was felt that collectively, there was a huge skill base which could be better shared and co-ordinated.  It seemed that Centres often worked in ‘isolation’, whereas a more corporate approach might yield more community benefit.

5.7
The Annual Service Agreement does not include particularly onerous targets for Centres to meet and it was felt that more challenging performance indicators could be included, which would give more relevance to how the centres contributed to the Council’s key objectives.

5.8
Additional support could also be made available to help centres develop 3/5 year business plans.

5.9
In terms of supporting Management Committees and user groups, through the process of empowerment and involvement, it was encouraging to note the increasing effectiveness of partnership working between the major agencies, particularly the City Council’s Community Support Team and the County Council’s Neighbourhood Services Unit and more formal discussions are already progressing with a view to developing the further potential that clearly exists for providing more coherent and effective support service to community groups through joint working.
5.10    It is also noted that there are a number of other organisations providing similar facilities for the community, such as Village Halls, Church Halls, other independently run community buildings eg Stanwix and Rockcliffe Community Centres, Living Well, Upperby Parish Hall etc who operate largely outside of any Local Authority support.

6.0
CONCLUSION
6.1
The Community Overview and Scrutiny Panel should consider the findings of the Working Group and propose to the Executive that if savings of the amount already put forward for the 2010/11 budget are to be made from the Community Support  budget, then the Recommendations made in the Solace report, form the most considered, coherent and fair approach.

6.2
The appropriate sources for such savings remain to be discussed and clearly with the highest % of the available budget, the Community Centres will be a prime source for a reduction and again the process outlined in the Solace report for making those savings is considered to be a fair and achievable one, albeit within an agreed timescale.
6.3
Depending on the level of saving made from the Centres’ budgets, if at all, further consideration then needs to made as to the source of the remainder, bearing in mind that £49,000 of savings have already been absorbed as part of this review. 
6.4
When considering any reduction in the budget, Members and the Executive Committee should be mindful of the important role of Community Services in progressing many of the Council’s and the Governments key programmes.

6.5
There is recognition that the need to reduce spending comes at a time when there is growing importance of the processes of community empowerment and engagement, not only in achieving relevant outputs for citizens, but in the future of preserving local democracy itself, this therefore presents a dilemma for Members.
6.6
However, it is felt that if savings are to be made in this area of the Council’s business then the recommendations in the SOLACE report remain the most relevant options.

APPENDIX 1A
Community Centres Expenditure of own funds towards operating costs

(items include own salaries, utilities and improvements)

	Centre
	Year 2006
	Year 2007
	Year 2008

	Belah
	£5213
	£5294
	£4090

	Botcherby
	£5626
	£4404
	£9898

	Currock
	£7310
	£4145
	£15,485

	Denton Holme
	£5598
	£12,250
	£13,343

	Greystone
	£11,748
	£14,014
	£10,119

(+ £129,736 modular build)

	Harraby
	£15,407

(£25,162 flood damage)
	£12,355

(£23,158 flood damage)
	£20,300



	Longtown
	£25,457
	£21,081
	£15,434

	Morton
	£102,897
	£111,699
	£119,850

	Petteril Bank
	N/A
	£64,438
	£69,330

	Yewdale
	£46,947
	£48,921
	£35,569

	Brampton
	
	
	


Bank Balances at April 2008

	Centre
	Amount

	Belah
	£3,918

	Botcherby
	£64,486

	Currock
	£88,014

	Denton Holme
	£60,044

	Greystone
	£26,762

	Harraby
	£46,858

	Longtown
	£26,854

	Morton
	£102,444

	Petteril Bank
	£58,437

	Yewdale
	£46,423

	Brampton
	


APPENDIX 1B

	YEAR:2008/09
	Budget
	Budget
	Member
	User
	Vol
	Monthly
	Cost per

	 
	City
	Vlntry
	ships
	Groups
	Hours
	Users
	Year

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Belah
	19,900
	27,702
	0
	28
	19
	10783
	2 

	Botcherby
	27,100
	26,008
	221
	8
	2070
	21301
	1 

	Brampton
	50,800
	273400
	87
	29
	1988
	56695
	1 

	Currock
	40,500
	28,889
	64
	19
	759
	15742
	3 

	Denton Holme
	22,600
	16,700
	102
	6
	1948
	16721
	1 

	Greystone
	17,900
	85,096
	265
	14
	1536
	26005
	1 

	Harraby
	48,500
	26,454
	65
	29
	902
	39500
	1 

	Longtown
	60,300
	55,634
	370
	30
	2172
	32810
	2 

	Morton
	63,900
	184,639
	1622
	22
	1670.5
	107795
	1 

	Petteril Bank
	21,200
	31,698
	0
	9
	1239
	19434
	1 

	Raffles
	7,700
	 
	0
	7
	0
	4512
	2 

	Yewdale
	16,900
	36,248
	97
	13
	3022
	20032
	1 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	397300
	792468
	2893
	214
	17325.5
	371330
	16 


APPENDIX 1C
	 
	Monthly User and Volunteer Hours figures - 08/09

 

 

	 
	Apr
	
	May
	
	Jun
	
	Jul
	
	Aug
	
	Sep
	

	 
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol

	Belah
	877
	0
	835
	19
	856
	0
	845
	0
	841
	0
	837
	0

	Botcherby
	1941
	155
	1816
	180
	1917
	160
	1704
	189
	565
	87
	2305
	202

	Brampton
	5393
	210
	3946
	274
	5719
	194
	5564
	217
	3637
	206
	4801
	252

	Currock
	1474
	61
	1623
	60
	1221
	61
	1012
	71
	642
	68
	1294
	77

	Denton Holme
	1332
	137
	1236
	138
	1438
	176
	1732
	265
	698
	36
	1250
	149

	Greystone
	2174
	142
	2631
	145
	2240
	136
	1858
	114
	1652
	105
	2203
	140

	Harraby
	2410
	152
	3242
	233
	2962
	176
	3530
	36
	3135
	42
	3161
	42

	Longtown
	2809
	204
	2515
	185
	2485
	204
	2446
	218
	2091
	144
	3205
	159

	Morton
	10287
	173
	9579
	196
	9349
	167
	8774
	90
	5790
	115
	9574
	130

	P Bank
	1619
	121
	1500
	110
	1586
	121
	1650
	105
	1089
	44
	1569
	115

	Raffles
	587
	0
	453
	0
	502
	0
	310
	0
	244
	0
	236
	0

	Yewdale
	1278
	251
	2219
	240
	1954
	395
	1612
	255
	837
	103
	1571
	304

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	32181
	1606
	31595
	1780
	32229
	1790
	31037
	1560
	21221
	950
	32006
	1570


	 
	Monthly User and Volunteer Hours figures - 08/09

  

	 
	Oct
	
	Nov
	
	Dec
	
	Jan
	
	Feb
	
	Mar
	
	Total
	

	 
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol
	User
	Vol

	Belah
	1059
	0
	837
	0
	948
	0
	949
	0
	950
	0
	949
	0
	10783
	19

	Botcherby
	1860
	169
	1994
	185
	1334
	136
	1793
	187
	1666
	196
	2406
	224
	21301
	2070

	Brampton
	5773
	128
	3961
	62
	3581
	61
	4159
	73
	4156
	145
	6005
	166
	56695
	1988

	Currock
	1729
	84
	1409
	0
	912
	55
	1345
	69
	1455
	72
	1626
	81
	15742
	759

	Denton Holme
	1382
	172
	1447
	187
	1251
	163
	1548
	149
	1470
	141
	1937
	235
	16721
	1948

	Greystone
	2197
	145
	2256
	129
	1558
	81
	2452
	131
	2128
	103
	2656
	165
	26005
	1536

	Harraby
	3988
	42
	3872
	55
	2084
	37
	3154
	20
	3848
	38
	4114
	29
	39500
	902

	Longtown
	3185
	247
	2603
	185
	2437
	166
	2756
	138
	3026
	156
	3252
	166
	32810
	2172

	Morton
	9655
	156
	9703
	154
	6913
	98.5
	9559
	109
	9014
	123
	9598
	159
	107795
	1670.5

	P Bank
	1418
	86
	1704
	112
	1692
	123
	1731
	86
	1703
	97
	2173
	119
	19434
	1239

	Raffles
	319
	0
	225
	0
	166
	0
	453
	0
	490
	0
	527
	0
	4512
	0

	Yewdale
	1625
	313
	1627
	292
	1370
	234
	1838
	286
	1752
	160
	2349
	189
	20032
	3022

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	34190
	1542
	31638
	1361
	24246
	1154.5
	31737
	1248
	31658
	1231
	37592
	1533
	371330
	17325.5


APPENDIX 2

A N N U A L   A G R E E M E N T

BETWEEN

* COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

&

CARLISLE CITY COUNCIL

An outline of the partnership arrangements

for the management of the

* COMMUNITY CENTRE

SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION
1.1 This document is a formal Agreement between * Community Association and Carlisle City Council, defining the commitments of each party regarding the operation of * Community Centre (henceforth ‘the Centre’).

1.2 It is a statement of mutually agreed areas of commitment and responsibility which is intended to clarify the partnership arrangement between the City Council and the Community Centre and which is consistent with the Council’s Community Development and other relevant policies, and with the constitution and policies of the Centre.

1.3 The purpose of the Agreement is to foster a partnership approach between the Council, the Centre Management Committee and the users of the Centre which recognises that a good flexible, working relationship based on trust is crucial to the success of the Centre.

1.4 Alterations to this Agreement can only be made after written agreement between the two parties.

1.5 The Agreement will be reviewed annually by the City Council’s designated officer and the managing trustees, at the time of renewal.

SECTION 2

COMMUNITY CENTRE COMMITMENTS

The Community Centre will:

2.1 Ensure the Centre operates under a bona fide constitution.

2.2 Manage and operate the Community Centre fully in accordance with Health & Safety, employment, taxation, charity, licensing, safeguarding children and any other laws which relate to the management and operation of community buildings.

2.3 Will actively encourage equality of opportunity and discourage any form of discrimination in accordance with the agreed Equality & Diversity and Equal Opportunities Statements in Section 3 and 4 of this Agreement.

2.4 Establish effective emergency and security arrangements.

2.5 Be responsible for the payment of Business Rates

2.6 Make arrangements for refuse to be collected.

2.7 Review regular lettings and charges at least annually.

2.8 Arrange appropriate insurance policies to cover public liability, employees’ and volunteers’ liability, contents, and other insurance’s, as the Management Committee deems necessary.

2.9 Keep proper accounts and arrange for them to be audited in accordance with the requirements of the Charity Commissions and send a copy of the audited accounts and an expenditure breakdown of the Councils restricted grant to the City Council by the end of July each year.

2.10 Provide staff with contracts of employment with terms and conditions based on those applicable to local authority staff, who do similar jobs, maintain grievance and disciplinary procedures for staff and volunteers as recommended by ACAS, and provide appropriate training to meet the needs of all staff, volunteers and Trustees, participating when appropriate, in relevant training opportunities offered by the City Council.

2.11 Encourage and recruit volunteers to undertake appropriate activities as determined by the Management Committee.  The volunteers will work under a Code of Practice determined by the Management Committee.

2.12
Acknowledge the City Council’s support for the Centre on all stationery and promotion material.

2.13
Ensure that there is a Complaints Policy and have clear information available to all users on how to complain.

2.14 As a partnership organisation, contribute in appropriate ways, to the delivery of the City Council’s Corporate Plan priorities of Cleaner, Greener and Safer and Carlisle the Learning City.

SECTION 3

EQUALITY & DIVERSITY

3.0
Our Aim

3.1
Equality is at the heart of everything that the Community Centre does.  We want to make sure that the services we offer are of the highest quality and can be used by everyone who needs them.

3.2
Our aim is to build equality into all of our day-to-day work, Centre activities and employment practice.

3.3
We want the Community Centre to be a place where no-one experiences discrimination or disadvantage because of their age, gender, race, disability, faith or belief or sexual orientation.

4.0
What do we mean by Equality?

4.1
Equality is about making sure people are treated fairly and given fair chances.  It is also about ensuring that all people achieve equal outcomes, either in the standard of service they receive or as employees.  It is not about treating ‘everyone the same’, but recognising that everyone’s needs are met in different ways.

4.2
Equality concentrates on the areas covered by law, such as Race, Gender and Disability.  More recently the European employment laws makes it unlawful to discriminate against someone because of their religion or belief, sexual orientation or age.

5.0
What do we mean by Diversity?

5.1
Historically organisations and individuals tended to view diversity as a race, gender or disability.  In reality, diversity includes sexual orientation, age, ethnicity, religious belief, physical ability, educational background, geographical location, marital status, class and work experience to name a few.

5.2
A diverse organisation embraces people for their individuality and recognises that customers come from different backgrounds and circumstances.  Employees are accepted for their cultural backgrounds and differences in lifestyles and are recognised for their abilities and skills to do the work.

5.3
Diversity is not a ‘one off’ programme but is at the heart of the organisation and integrated into all daily Community Centre business.

SECTION 4

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES STATEMENT

6.1
“The * Community Association will aim and actively work to ensure that no staff member, volunteer, job applicant, affiliated organisation or user of the Association’s services is discriminated against on the grounds of age, class, employment status, physical or mental disability or mental health, political belief, race, colour, nationality, ethnic or national origin, religion, sex, marital status, caring responsibilities, sexuality or unrelated criminal conviction, in line with the Community Centres Policy Document.”

6.2
“The Association will also seek to ensure that affiliated groups, individual members, and users of the Association’s services, do not conduct themselves in a discriminatory manner, by challenging negative discriminatory practises, reserving the right to withdraw affiliation, membership or use of the Association’s services from any group or individual practising such discrimination.”

SECTION 5

CITY COUNCIL COMMITMENTS

The City Council will:

7.1 
Provide advice and support to the Centre’s Management Committee and staff, on Equality & Diversity, Health & Safety, insurance, funding, legislation affecting the Centre’s operation and use, hire of equipment, employment of staff, management of volunteers, other operational matters, and on the promotion and development of the Centre.

This will not include specific legal or financial advice relating to the Centre’s operation.

7.2 
Provide relevant advice, information, and support to groups and individuals who use the Centre.

7.3 
Provide specified annual financial commitment towards the running costs of the Centre.  Year ......... 
 £…………..

7.4 
Ensure relevant officers attend relevant Management Committee and other Sub-Committee meetings in an advisory capacity when required.

7.5 Nominate an agreed number of elected Members to be Trustees of the Community Association.

7.6 Assist with promotion and development of public awareness of the Centre’s facilities.

SECTION 6

DECLARATION OF AGREEMENT

We accept the conditions in the Agreement as outlined and look forward to a successful partnership, which will enhance the provision of opportunities to the residents of our local community.

Signed: 
............................................................................................................



On behalf of * Community Association

Signed: 
............................................................................................................



On behalf of Carlisle City Council 

Dated: 
….……………………………………....................................................

DT/VH

April 2009

APPENDIX 3

COMMUNITY CENTRES/REVIEW BOARD MEETING
TUESDAY 19TH MAY AT 5.50PM

TULLIE HOUSE

PRESENT

Cllr L Mallinson
Review Board

Cllr P Farmer


“

Cllr J Riddle


“

Cllr O Luckley

“

M Beveridge

Carlisle City Council

D Trussler


“

R Burns


“

V Haresign


“

Cllr D Morton

Belah Community Centre

R Colclough


“

D Garlick


“

H Fisher

Botcherby Community Centre

Cllr T Scarborough

“

B Allan

Brampton Community Centre

B Chandler


“

M Godridge


“

I Duncan

Currock Community Centre

H Holliday


“

Cllr H Bradley

“

L Hooper


“

A Hannah

Denton Holme Community Centre

C Hannah


“

M Hannah


“
Cllr D Parsons
Down-a-Gate Community Centre

P Birrell

Greystone Community Centre

J Ackerley


“

D Moses

Harraby Community Centre

M Clapperton

“

L Jackson


“

J Graham

Longtown Memorial Hall Community Centre

G Eichstadt


“

N Williamson


“

G Clewlow

Morton Community Centre

G Baxter


“

P Graham


“

Cllr D Wilson

Petteril Bank Community Centre

T Moynan


“

Mark Beveridge chaired the meeting and outlined how we have reached this stage.  He said the purpose of the meeting is to discuss how we can work together to achieve the savings required with the co-operation of the Trustees and to manage it in the best way with the people involved in delivering the service.  The same discussions will take place with the other Services the City Council supports.  He appreciates savings are not a welcome aspect but this is what the Review Board has been tasked to do.

A Hannah said different Centres have different abilities to generate income and will this be taken into consideration?

Mark appreciates there are limitations with some buildings but could possibly work together and share ideas/ways of generating more income.

N Williamson asked if the Review Board can visit individual Centres to get a feel of the challenges that Centres face and what they are trying to achieve.

D Wilson said all Centres are different, with some in deprived areas where their services are so important.  They also rely on voluntary workers who are so vital to the running of the Centres and he would welcome a visit to give the Board an in depth look at how each Centre operates.

A Hannah said car parking is crucial but Denton Holme does not have this facility and is in a disc-zone area.  It was mentioned that car parks create additional maintenance/up-keep costs and also increase water rates due to the new square meterage charges.

B Allan asked what value for money is the Council getting from the Centres – we all know our own individual Centre but do not have a full analysis of all the Centres.

H Bradley asked why the Council can’t find a fair funding criteria.  Rob Burns said they have spoken to other Districts nationally and some don’t support their local community centres at all.  Community Matters also couldn’t come up with a funding formula.

A Hannah said she has attended various Community Matters conferences and many community organisations are big businesses and include medical surgeries, gyms, licensed premises but our local Centres don’t have the buildings to accommodate all these facilities which would generate more income.

B Allan said there are 2 elements to look at – re-design the funding system, with less funding and what will the impact be on the service, financially and socially.

M Hannah asked when the cuts would take effect.  Mark said they have £12,000 savings to find this year which will be internally and £93,000 from 2010/11.  They are initially looking at community centres then will look at the rest of the service.  The savings are due to the current climate in the City Council as a whole.  It is not known at this stage how cuts will be made, i.e. phased in over 1 – 3 years.

A Hannah said that Centres don’t know other Centres grant amount or what impact a reduction would have but we should be supporting each other which are where the Local Federation of Community Organisations would come into force.

P Graham said that Managers can spend a lot of time applying for funding.  If the cuts are phased in then Centres will need the mechanism in place to share information to apply for funding as will all be applying for the same pot of money.  N Williamson said it is not just funding, it is drawing down the expertise to manage the Centres.

M Hannah said it takes expertise to write a good bid and Centres used to call upon Pam Graham in her Community Involvement role for assistance, this is no longer available due to her new position and a central point for funding advice would be useful.  R Burns said that the City Council grants relate to core costs and unlikely that funders would contribute towards these costs.  D Trussler said the Centres do have a funding file which gives all the relevant information/advice to apply for grants. It was pointed out that if all the Centres participated in the Local Federation of Community Organisations, this could be a central point for funding/management issues

The group discussed a % cut and if this is the fairest way.  Centres may have to consider annual price increases but it was said that this may deprive the community of a service if users cannot afford the increase.  Also is there time for Centres to look at the impact of a % cut if the decision has to be taken by July?

H Bradley asked if the help and advice that Centres receive from Officers is going to be cut as well.  Centres are largely run by volunteers who need the expertise of the Council.

B Allan said there needs to be dialogue with each Centre on sustainability and continuity of the service they provide and the impact cuts will have.

To conclude, Mark said he will arrange for the Review Board to meet each Centre individually to have a dialogue on a % reduction and the impact this would have on the service they provide.

Members were thanked for their attendance.

* * * * *

V Haresign

18th June 2009
APPENDIX 4
Terms of Reference for Community Support Service Review Working Group

Purpose

· To take forward those recommendations from the independent review of the Community Support Services, conducted by Solace, which were approved by the Executive Committee.

· To prepare an Action Plan, including timescale for progressing actions, to be reported back to the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee on a regular basis.

· To specifically consider funding arrangements and other support currently available to Community Centres, with a view to presenting proposals for change and possible reduction in grant aid.

· To consider the operational and management costs of the Community Support Service with a view to identifying sources from which the approved savings requirement of £104,000 can be made.

· To ensure that there is full consultation with relevant groups and organisations during the process of identifying and implementing actions.

· To recommend to the Executive Committee, through the Overview and Scrutiny process, a priority of service functions for the Community Support Service that will contribute meaningfully to the Council’s key priorities.

Membership

· Membership will consist of the following;

· Members nominated from the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee, Currently; Cllr P Farmer, Cllr E Mallinson, Cllr J Riddle.

· The Portfolio Holder for Health & Communities, currently Cllr Luckley.

· Relevant Officers, currently Mark Beveridge, Rob Burns, Dave Trussler and others as appropriate, e.g. Legal, Finance, Policy etc.

· Occasional representatives from associated service and external agencies who have a relevant interest in the outcome of the process

Meetings

· Meetings of the group will be held when appropriate, to consider progress and being together actions taken in pursuit of progress.

Decisions
· The group will have no powers to make decisions but will prepare recommendations to place before the Community Overview and Scrutiny Committee for discussion and onward progress to the Executive Committee.
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