
 
 
 
 
 

 
Mission Statement 

 
To Improve the Quality of Life 

For Those Who Live and Work in The District 
 

 
 
 
14 September 2009 
 
 
Dear Councillor 
 
You are hereby invited to a meeting of the Social Board to be held in Committee 
Room 2, Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby on 22 September 2009 
commencing at 5.00 pm. 
 
The agenda is set out below. 
 
1.  Apologies for Absence and Notice of Substitution 

 
To receive apologies for absence and notification of substitution. 
 

2.  Disclosure of Interest 
 
To receive any disclosures of interest in matters to be considered at the 
meeting in accordance with the provisions of Section 117 of the Local 
Government Act 1972, and Sections 50, 52 and 81 of the Local 
Government Act 2000 and the Members’ Code of Conduct adopted by 
the Council. 
 

3.  Minutes 
 
To confirm as a correct record the minutes of the proceedings of the 
meeting of the Social Board held on 16 June 2009 (previously 
circulated). 
 

4.  Chair’s Address to the Social Board 
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5.  Social Board 2008/09 Performance Indicator Report: April 
2009 to July 2009 
 
Report of the Head of Service – Housing (pages 6 to 12 attached). 
 

6.  The Council’s Decent Homes Programme 
 
Report of the Property Services Manager (pages 13 to 31 attached). 
 

7.  Budget Exceptions to 31 July 2009 
 
Report of the Operational Management Team (pages 32 to 39 attached). 
 

8.  Swimming for the Disabled 
 
Report of the Head of Service – Partnerships and Commissioning 
(pages 40 to 44 attached). 
 

9.  Update on the Community Centre Review 
 
Report of the Head of Service - Housing  (pages 45 to 80 attached). 
 

10.  Sub-Regional Choice Based Lettings Scheme 
 
Report of the Head of Service - Housing (pages 81 to 86 attached). 
 

11.  Update on Douglas Street, Selby 
 
Report of the Head of Service - Housing (pages 87 to 93 attached). 
 

12.  Vulnerable Gardening Scheme 
 
Report of the Head of Service (pages 94 to 100 attached). 
 

13.  Possession Prevention Fund 
 
Report of the Head of Service - Housing (pages 101 to 105 attached) 
 

14.  Progress report, Local Authority owned Garage Sites 
 
Report of the Head of Service - Housing (pages 106 to 109 attached). 
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15.  Private Session 
 
That in accordance with Section 100(A)(4) of the Local 
Government Act 1972, in view of the nature of the business to be 
transacted, the meeting be not open to the Press and public 
during discussion of the following items as there will be 
disclosure of exempt information as defined in Section 100(1) of 
the Act as described in paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of 
the Act. 
 

16.  Leisure Service Transfer – Update Report 
 
Report of the Deputy Chief Executive (pages 110 to 115 attached). 
 

 
 
 
 
S Martin  
Strategic Director 
14 September 2009 
 
 

Disclosure of Interest – Guidance Notes: 
 
(a) Councillors are reminded of the need to consider whether they have any 

personal or prejudicial interests to declare on any item on this agenda, and, if 
so, of the need to explain the reason(s) why they have any personal or 
prejudicial interests when making a declaration. 

 
(b) The Democratic Services Officer or relevant Committee Administrator will be 

pleased to advise you on interest issues.  Ideally their views should be sought 
as soon as possible and preferably prior to the day of the meeting, so that 
time is available to explore adequately any issues that might arise. 

 
 

Dates of Future Meetings of the Social Board 
 

Date of Meeting Deadline Date Distribution Date 

10 November 2009 23 October 2009 2 November 2009 
5 January 2010 15 December 2009 23 December 2009 
9 March 2010 19 February 2010 1 March 2010 
20 April 2010 31 March 2010 12 April 2010 
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Membership of the Social Board 
11 Members 

 
Conservative Labour Independent 

I Chilvers Ms M Davis Mrs M McCartney 
K Ellis Mrs W Nichols  
Mrs C Goodall   
Mrs G Ivey (Chair)   
C Lunn   
D Mackay   
Mrs C Mackman (Vice Chair)   
A Pound   
 
Enquiries relating to this agenda, please contact Ken Robinson on: 
 
Tel:  01757 292007 
Fax: 01757 292020 
Email: kerobinson@selby.gov.uk 
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Descriptions of Exempt Information  
 
 

1. Information relating to any individual. 
 

2. Information which is likely to reveal the identity of an individual. 
 

3. Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person (including the authority 
holding that information). 
 

4. Information relating to any consultations or negotiations, or contemplated consultations or negotiations, 
in connection with any labour relations matter arising between the authority or a Minister of the Crown 
and employees of, or office holders under, the authority. 
 

5. Information in respect of which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal 
proceedings. 
 

6. Information which reveals that the authority proposes –  
 

(a) to give under any enactment a notice under or by virtue of which requirements are 
imposed on a person; or 

 
(b) to make an order or direction under any enactment. 

 
7. Information relating to any action taken or to be taken in connection with the prevention, investigation 

or prosecution of crime. 
 

8. Qualifications for Exempt Information: 

Information falling within paragraph 3 is not exempt information by virtue of that paragraph if it is 
required to be registered under -   

(a) the Companies Act 1985; 

(b) the Friendly Societies Act 1974; 

(c) the Friendly Societies Act 1992; 

(d) the Industrial and Provident Societies Acts 1965 to 1978; 

(e) the Building Societies Act 1986; or  

(f) the Charities Act 1993. 

9. Information falling within any of the 7 categories listed above is not exempt if it relates to proposed 
development for which the local planning authority may grant itself planning permission pursuant to 
regulation 3 of the Town and Country Planning General Regulations 1992. 
 

10. Information which; 
 

(a) falls within any of paragraphs 1 to 7 above; and 
 
(b) is not prevented from being exempt by virtue of paragraph 8 or 9 above, 

 
is exempt information if and so long, as in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. 
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Public Session 
 

Agenda Item No: 5 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Social Board 2009/2010 Performance Indicator Report: April 

2009 - July 2009 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009 
  
Service Area: Finance 
  
Author: Chris Smith – Corporate Improvement Officer 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Service – Housing and Property 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 
 
1.1 

Purpose of Report 
 
To assist councillors in focussing on priority areas and managing the 
performance of the Council by updating the Social Board on the progress that 
has been made in 2009/2010 for the corporate and statutory National 
Indicators (NIs) for which they are responsible. 
 

2 
 
2.1 

Recommendation 
 
That future actions and priorities be established to recognise 
achievement and address the areas of weakness highlighted. 
 
 

3 
 
3.1 
 
 
 

Executive Summary 
 
As from April 2008 the new National Indicators (NIs) came into being and as 
such quartiles cannot be used as they apply to the old Best Value 
Performance Indicators (BVPIs). 
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4 
 
4.1 
 
 
 
 
4.2 
 
 
 
4.3 

The Report 
 
This report has been produced using the statistical data that is collated from a 
broad range of service areas for statutory performance indicators throughout 
the year. Background figures and full audit trails are available within service 
areas and from the Policy and Performance section. 
 
The new National Indicators are identified on the report by the prefix ‘NI’. 
Some of the old BVPIs have been retained as corporate indicators where they 
have not been replaced by the new NIs. 
 
Commentary has been provided by the officers responsible for reporting the 
data 
 
 

5 
 
5.1 
 
 
 
5.2 
 
 
 
 
6 
 
6.1 

Financial Implications 
 
Subject to the actions determined by councillors to address weakness 
identified, there are no financial implications arising from the contents of this 
report. 
 
Any actions identified for improvements to performance would need to be 
properly assessed for financial implications and, if required, approval for any 
additional funding sought. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
Future actions and priorities need to be established to recognise 
achievements and address the areas of weakness highlighted in this report. 
 
 

7 
 
7.1 

Link to Corporate Plan 
 
The ongoing management of performance and improvement data assists the 
Authority in achieving its strategic themes and priorities. 
 
 

8 
 
8.1 

How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
 
The ongoing management of performance and improvement data assists the 
Authority in achieving its priorities. 
 

9 
 
9.1 

Impact on Corporate Policies 
 
Service Improvement 
The continual monitoring of service areas will address areas of 
weakness, if any, highlighted. 
 

 
 
Impact 

9.2 Equalities 
 

No Impact 

   
9.3  Community Safety and Crime             No Impact 
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9.4 Procurement 
 

No Impact 

9.5 Risk Management 
There is a significant risk given the impact that performance 
management has on the outcome of Council and service area 
inspections. 
 

Impact 

9.6 Sustainability 
 

No Impact 

9.7 Value for Money 
The on-going management of performance will facilitate 
improvement in services and hence value for money. 
 
 

Impact 

10 Background Papers 
 
Appendix 1 - Social Board 2009/2010 Performance Indicator Report: April 
2009 – July 2009. 
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SOCIAL BOARD PERFORMANCE UPDATE
APRIL 2009 - JULY 2009 

HOMELESSNESS

Code Description Reporting Period 2008/2009 
Target

2008/2009 
Year-End

2009/2010 Target 2009/2010 Year to Date

NI156 Number of households living in temporary accommodation. Quarterly 27 19 25 20
2009/2010 Year to 
Date compared to 
2009/2010 Target. 

NI156 - Work is continuing to ensure that the number of applicants placed into temporary accommodation is kept to a minimum
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SOCIAL BOARD PERFORMANCE UPDATE
APRIL 2009 - JULY 2009 

REVENUES

Code Description Reporting Period 2008/2009 
Target

2008/2009 
Year-End

2009/2010 Target 2009/2010 Year to Date
(2008/2009 Year to Date)

Rev 1 % of rent and arrears collected. Monthly 99.38% 99.40% 99.40% 94.63%
(95.55%)

2009/2010 Year to 
Date compared to 
2008/2009 Year to 

Date.Rev 5 Rent arrears of current tenants as a percentage of the rent 
roll. Monthly 1.38% 1.40% 1.37% 5.41%

(4.85%)

Rev 1 - Rent Collection is still being affected by the current economic climate, the collection rate at the end of July 09 is 0.18% under target and 0.92% down compared to the collection rate at the 
end of July 08.

Rev 5 - Tenants in arrears has risen by 0.56% since this time last year.Revenues continue to pro-actively chase arrears and support customers by promoting and facilitating both benefit take up 
and budgeting and debt advice through all channels available.
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SOCIAL BOARD PERFORMANCE UPDATE
APRIL 2009 - JULY 2009 

COMMUNITY SAFETY

Code Description Reporting Period 2008/2009 
Target

2008/2009 
Year-End

2009/2010 Target 2009/2010 Year to Date

NI15 Number of most serious violent crimes per 1,000 population. Quarterly N/A N/A 0.32 0.19

2009/2010 Year to 
Date compared to 
2009/2010 Target. 

NI16 No. of recorded serious acquisitive crimes/total population x 
1000. Quarterly N/A N/A 10.30 2.26

NI20
Number of ‘Assaults with less serious injury’ (including 
racially and religiously aggravated) offences per 1,000 
population as a proxy for alcohol related violent offences.

Quarterly N/A 6.09 5.06 1.04

NI15 - This figure is down by 20% on the previous quarter (Jan 09 - Mar 09) and no change for the same quarter last year.

NI16 - This figure is down by 16% on the previous quarter (Jan 09 - Mar 09) and up by 1% for the same quarter last year. 

NI20 - This figure is down by 13% on the previous quarter (Jan 09 - Mar 09) and down by 14% for the same quarter last year.
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SOCIAL BOARD PERFORMANCE UPDATE
APRIL 2009 - JULY 2009 

ABBEY LEISURE CENTRE (figures relate to Apr 09 - Jun 09)

Code Description Reporting Period 2008/2009 
Target

2008/2009 
Year-End

2009/2010 Target 2009/2010 Year to Date
(2009/2010 Projected Targets)

ALC3 Number of Skatepark Users. Monthly Cumulative 23,789 21,581 23,789 7,430
(5,947) 2009/2010 Year to 

Date compared to 
2009/2010 Project 
Target.

ALC8 Number of visits with a concessionary card (Leisure Card). Monthly Cumulative 6,400 5,677 6,528 1,968
(1,632)

ALC9 Total number of Leisure Centre Visits. Monthly Cumulative 439,424 482,916 455,471 99,380
(113,868)

ALC3 - June 2009 = 2293 - The figures are up by 22 on the previous month (May 2009 = 2271 users) and down by 372 on the previous year (June 2008 = 2665). YTD figures are up by 1,483 on 
the projected usage (5,947).

ALC8 - June 2009 = 704- The figures are up by 203 on the previous month (May 2009 = 501 users) and up by 621 on the previous year (June 2008 = 83) YTD figures are up by 336 on the 
projected usage.

ALC9 - June 2009 = 27,862 - The figures are down by 5,393 on the previous month (May 2009 = 33,255 users) and down by 14,103 on the previous year (June 2008 = 41,965) YTD figures are 
down by 14,488 on the projected usage.

TADCASTER LEISURE CENTRE (figures relate to Apr 09 - Jun 09)

Code Description Reporting Period 2008/2009 
Target

2008/2009 
Year-End

2009/2010 Target 2009/2010 Year to Date
(2009/2010 Projected Targets)

TLC8 Number of visits with a concessionary card (Leisure Card).  Monthly Cumulative 1,032 1,655 1,052 448
(263)

2009/2010 Year to 
Date compared to 
2009/2010 Project 
Target.TLC9 Total number of Leisure Centre Visits.  Monthly Cumulative 47,303 51,741 48,346 13,664

(12,087)

TLC8 - June 2009 = 192 visits - The figure is up by 60 visits on the previous month (May 2009 = 132 visits) and up by 76 visits on the previous year (June 2008 = 116 visits).

TLC9 - June 2009 = 4922 visits - the figures are up by 847 visits on the previous month (May 2009 = 4077) and up by 934 visits on the previous year (June 2008 = 3988 visits).
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Agenda Item No: 6 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: The Council’s Decent Homes Programme 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009 
  
Service Area: Housing Services 
  
Author: Dave Maycock, Property Services Manager  
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Service Housing  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide councillors with an update report on 

the delivery of the Council’s Decent Homes programme. 
 
The areas highlighted bold are the major changes from the last report. 
 

2 
 
2.1 

Recommendation: 
 

(i) That Councillors note the contents of the report; 
(ii) That Councillors review the reporting cycle in line with 

paragraph 6.4 of the report. 
  
3 
 
3.1 
 
 
 
3.2 

Executive Summary 
 
The delivery of the government’s Decent Homes target is a key priority for 
Housing Services and as such, is identified in the HRA Business Plan as 
approved by Social Board in November 2006. 
 
At the September 2007 meeting of Social Board, councillors approved a 
reporting framework for monitoring the delivery of the Decent Homes works. 
This report is the April 2009 update to councillors on progress. 

  
3.3 Both contractors are progressing with the next phases of works, which are 

identified at 4.1 in this report. Due to the good progress made there is a need 
to bring the start of Phase 7 from the 09//10 Programme and resources to 
ensure a continuation of works (see budget report for supplementary request 
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 of £1.887m). 
  
3.4 The total resource currently available is £11,677,600. and the latest cost 

prediction is in the region of £11,805,000. The details are identified in 
section 5 of this report. 

  
3.5 As part of the Social Board Work Programme, Councillors agreed to 

review the need for updates to be included in their current format and 
whether or not updates are programmed at every meeting. 

  
4 The Report 
  
4.1 Progress On Site 
  
4.1.1 Works at N.Duffield, S.Duffield, Thorganby, Osgoodby, Barlby, Riccall 
  
 The contractor (Lovell) have almost completed this phase. The table 

provides a summary position with the works as of 2nd September 2009. 
 
Total Properties in phase 5 92 As a %
Properties Completed 81 89 
Properties In Progress 5 5 
Refusals 5 5 
No Works Required 1 1 
Properties Remaining 0 0 
 
The refusal rate on this phase of works has increased, with the main reason 
being elderly tenants do not want the disturbance, SDC will look to do only 
the essential H & S work and go back to these properties on change of 
tenancy. This phase is  now almost complete. 
 

4.1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Works at Barlow, Burn, Camblesforth, Carlton, and Cliffe (Phase 3) 
 
The contractor (Hobson and Porter) have completed all work except 
work associated with new gas supplies which is awaiting the Gas 
supplier, this will hopefully be completed in the next few weeks. 
 
Total Properties in phase 3 108 As a %
Properties Completed 100 93 
Properties In Progress 8 7 
Refusals 0 0% 
No Works Required 0 0% 
Properties Remaining 0 36%  
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4.1.3 D.H. Phase 5 Selby Abbotts road 
 
The contractor Hobson and Porter are due to start this phase on the 7th 
September. With an expected 17 week programme. 
 
Total Properties in phase 5 125 As a % 
Properties completed 0 0 
Properties in progress 0 0 
Refusals 0 0 
No work required 0 0 
Properties Remaining 0 0  

  
4.1.4 D.H. Phase 6 Sherburn & villages, Burton Salmon, Hillam, Monk Fryston 

and South Milford 
 
The contractor (lovell) have started on this phase of work 
 
Total properties in Phase 5 135 As a % 
Properties completed 0 0 
Properties in progress 14 11 
Refusals 3 2 
No work required 0 0 
Properties Remaining 121 90  

  
4.2 Decent homes overall progress (See appendix 7) 

 
Decent: no work required 1374
Refusals 41
Worked on now Decent 718
Current Schemes remaining 260
Non-Decent: work still 
required 764
  
 3157 

  
4.3 Contractor Performance Review 

 
This has been done and included a mini tender exercise to test the 
competitiveness of the target costs of both contract partners, this 
resulted in a further phase of work being awarded to each contractor 
and also keeping the competition element for the final phase. 
 

4.4 
 
4.4.1 
 
 

Health check on the Project 
 
Both contractors are now working in the district and the following appendices 
will be updated regularly to ensure that Councillors are fully up to date with 
the delivery of the project. 
 

4.4.2 Programme Timeline (Appendix 1) 
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The project is moving along in a structured, controlled manner.  The timeline 
has been updated to show surveying, and target costing as well as lead in 
time for contractors. This has been updated to show latest position. 
 

4.4.3 
 
 

Funding Resources (Appendix 2) 
 
The latest funding statement for the project, as at April 2009, is £11,677,600 
(appendix 2). 
 

4.4.4 Expenditure and Spending Programmes (Appendix 3) 
 
 

 
The detailed analysis is based on the business plan expenditure profile 
as approved in November 2006. Following the recent Business Plan 
review at August 2009, the expenditure profile has been reviewed and 
included in the appendix 3,  with further commentary in item 5 (financial 
implications). 

  
4.4.5 Performance Framework (Appendix 4) 

 
 The performance framework contains performance information for the current 

phase’s of work being undertaken by Lovell and Hobson & Porter. 
These are not up to date this month as the information was not 
available. 

  
4.4.6 Project Risk Register (Appendix 5) 

 
There have been no major revisions to the log. 

  
4.4.7 Project Opportunities and ideas (Appendix 6) 
  

There have been no major revisions to the log. 
  
5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 The current level of funding resources to support the delivery of the 

Decent Homes project to December 2010 is estimated to be £11,677,600. 
(Appendix 2). As a result of an updated forecast of the work content and 
costs it is now predicted that the cost for decent homes will be in the 
region of £11,805,000 (appendix 3). 

  
5.2 £1,024,000 of this is budgeted to cover first phase of the works on the 

Airey Type properties. 
 
Procurement of the works to the Airey type properties is ongoing and 
when confirmed costings are available this will be reported to Board. 
 

                                               16



 

 
 

 

 

5.2.1 These predictions are made on a 100% take up of the works. At present 
refusals are running at approximately 5% Property services are working 
with the contractors to reduce the rate of refusals. If the refusals 
continue at the same rate the cost savings could be in the region of 
£232,050. (5% of further DH works). 
 
These latest costs predictions are made on the information available 
from the Target Costs from the latest Phases of work as well as taking 
into account phases already completed. 

 
5.3 
 
 
 
 

The Head of Finance has stated it is unlikely that we will get any capital from 
council house sales this year and the market is unlikely to recover in 09/10 
and has revised the forecast for capital receipts. There is also a risk that this 
could be reduced further. 
 

6 
 
6.1 
 
 
 
6.2 
 
 
 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
6.4 

Conclusions 
 
The importance of this project cannot be understated in terms of financial 
impact and the impact on customers. There are clear links to the quality of life 
and health of customers living in good quality accommodation.  
 
The next phases of work are underway. The Contractors’ performance 
and service delivery will continue to be closely scrutinised as it is these 
2 larger phases. It is intended to keep both contractors involved with 
the option of another mini tender exercise to allocate the last phase of 
the work, keeping the competition element between the contractors. 
 
The overall programme will continue to require careful monitoring to ensure 
sufficient resources are available to deliver the planned work. 
 
Further recommendation for the board members to consider a 
shortened report with only key changes to existing programme and 
costs, or bi- monthly reporting. 
 

7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 This report has links to the strategic themes of promoting prosperity and 

making better use of resources. 
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 

 
 This project is one of the most important priorities for Housing Services and 

will impact on all of the Council’s key priorities. 
 
 
 
 

9.1 Service Improvement Impact 
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 The project has been developed in line with Best Value principles and 

techniques. The opportunities log does ensure that innovation and service 
improvement will remain a point of focus throughout the project delivery. 
 

9.2 Equalities Impact 
  

The Contractors have robust equalities policies in place already. However, the 
project will go further by ensuring that good practice techniques are adopted 
to ensure that all key client groups access the service. 
 

9.3 Community Safety and Crime Impact 
  

The improvement work does provide for improved security arrangements in 
customers homes through the adoption of secure by design standards. 
 

9.4 Procurement Impact 
 

 The successful delivery of this project will ensure that there is a reduction in 
the amount of procurement in future through securing highly successful, long 
term contracts. This project does provide for the adoption of some examples 
of good practice, which can be reviewed and incorporated into future 
corporate procurement activity. 

  
9.5 Risk Management Impact 

 
 A robust risk register has been established and will be under constant review 

to ensure that the project is successful. 
 

9.6 Sustainability Impact 
 

 The report proposals will contribute to the local economy through direct 
employment of operatives and the engagement of contractors as 
subcontractors. 
 

 In addition, the project will review other opportunities to make a positive 
impact on the local community. 
 

9.7 Value for Money Impact 
 

 The procurement process adopted Best Value principles in evaluating the 
contractors. It is worth noting that the successful contractors were also the 
same contractors who submitted the lowest tenders. 
 
The project team is developing an efficiency plan and performance framework 
that will identify and monitor progress towards delivering an efficient, high 
quality, cost effective project. 
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Appendix 1 - Title: SDC 
Decent Homes Programme from Jan 2009

# Month                                            Activity Jan-09 Feb-09 Mar-09 Apr-09 May-09 Jun-09 Jul-09 Aug-09 Sep-09 Oct-09 Nov-09 Dec-09
40 Decent Homes Phase 2 - Hobson and Porter
41 Issue next batches of properties to contractors
42 Decent Homes Phase 4 - Lovells
43 Decent Homes Phase 3 - Hobson and Porter
44 Barlby/Riccall - Lovells phase 5 TARGET COST WORKS ON SITE
45 Abbots Road - Hobson & porter phase 4 SURVEYS TARGET COST WORKS ON SITE
46 Sherburn and villages - Lovell Phase 6 SURVEYS TARGET WORKS ON SITE
47 Phase 7 (Provisional) - Est 320 Properties SURVEYS TARGET
48 Airey Properties (Provisional) - 89 Properties PROCUREMENT OF WORK WORKS ON SITE

From Jan 2010
# Month                                            Activity Jan-10 Feb-10 Mar-10 Apr-10 May-10 Jun-10 Jul-10 Aug-10 Sep-10
40 Decent Homes Phase 2 - Hobson and Porter
41 Issue next batches of properties to contractors
42 Decent Homes Phase 4 - Lovells
43 Decent Homes Phase 3 - Hobson and Porter
44 Barlby/Riccall - Lovells phase 5
45 Abbots Road - Hobson & porter phase 4
46 Sherburn and villages - Lovell Phase 6
47 Phase 7 (Provisional) - Est 320 Properties COST WORKS ON SITE
48 Airey Properties (Provisional) - 89 Properties
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Appendix 2 - HIP Decent Homes Funding 

Resources

Estimate 
Available 

08/09

Estimate 
Available 

09/10

Estimate 
Available 

10/11

Estimate 
Total 

Funding 
Available 

£ £ £ £

Borrowing 220,000 220,000 220,000 660,000

Revenue 622,090 855,570 1,192,990 2,670,650

Capital Receipts 0

Housing Special Projects Reserve 500,000 500,000

Grants - 0

Disable Facilities Grant 0

Single Capital Pot 0

Major Repairs Allowance Current Year 1,973,000 1,965,170 1,994,700 5,932,870

Major Repairs Allowance Prior Years 1,914,080 1,914,080

New Resources Available in Year 5,229,170 3,040,740 3,407,690 11,677,600

Resources Brought Forward From Prior Year 0 1,398,283 0

Total Resources Available in Year 5,229,170 4,439,023 3,407,690

Total Resources Expected to be Used in Year 3,830,887 4,439,023 3,407,690 11,677,600

Resources Available to Carry Forward 1,398,283 0 0
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Appendix 3 - SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL Capital Decent Homes Programme to 2010

Revised Projection based on surveys conducted and actual work to date, using costs from Lovell/H&P Target costs

£1,000 Units £1,000 Units £1,000 Units Average Lovell/H&P
DH Criteria A & Misc -                  -              
Chimneys 27                16            -                       27               16            1,669          
Roof Coverings 285              41            981                  141             1,266          182          6,957          
Doors External 119              178          116                  174             235             352          668             
Windows 107              68            39                    25               147             93            1,578          
External Walls -                  25                    23               25               23            1,099          
Electrical Wiring 1,397           495          861                  305             2,257          800          2,822          
Central Heating new 752              184          654                  160             1,406          344          4,086          
Boilers* inc. in CH -                  -                       -                  -              
Kitchens 1,705           494          1,349               391             3,054          885          3,451          
Bathrooms 443              142          471                  151             914             293          3,119          
Roof/Wall Insulation -                  9                      23               9                 23            402             
CH Distribution* -                  -              
Tenant Allowances 188             135                323           -            

Total 5,022          4,641             9,663        

Asbestos Removal 350              155                  505             -              
Airey Properties budge 1,023           1,023          -              
Damp & other works 249             365                614           -            
Additional Kitchens incl in above -                -            

Total DH Programme 6,644          718          5,161             11,805      

Unit costsActual to July 2009 Projected to Dec 2010 Totals 2007-Dec'10
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KPI MONTH MARCH TARGET Actual Variance
OVERALL PERFORMANCE    
Number of properties
Overall Tenant Satisfaction - % 95% not available
Complaints - Number 0 not available
Refusals as a % 20% not available
Number of properties handed back in delay not available
Properties Completed (handed over per period) not available
Number of Defects at Completion not available
Available Budget not available
Projected final sum not available
variance not available
Ave Price / Property not available
Ave Price / Property  (excluding plelims) not available
Local Employees not available
Apprentices / ILM trg not available
Payments Received (as per agmt. Y/N) not available
Notifiable Accidents (note below if any) 0 not available

KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS - Hobson & Porter Phase

Appendix 4 - SDC Capital Investment Programme
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KPI MONTH November TARGET Actual Variance
OVERALL PERFORMANCE    
Number of properties
Overall Tenant Satisfaction - % 95% 88% -7%
Complaints - Number 0 not available
Refusals as a % 20% not available
Number of properties handed back in delay not available
Properties Completed (handed over per period) not available
Number of Defects at Completion not available
Available Budget not available
Projected final sum not available
variance not available
Ave Price / Property not available
Ave Price / Property  (excluding prelims) not available
Local Employees not available
Apprentices / ILM trg not available
Payments Received (as per agmt. Y/N) (3) not available
Notifiable Accidents (note below if any) 0 not available

KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS - Lovells Partnership Phase 

Appendix 4 - SDC Capital Investment Programme
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Appendix 5 Project Risks 

1.1 Top Risks and Main Risk Responses 

 
o Accept - The risk is of a nature that cannot be impacted upon or can be absorbed / best placed 

with Selby District Council. 
o Monitor – The risk is not yet sufficient to put in place effective steps to minimise the risk 

however the risk may increase with given factors and therefore must be monitored closely. 
o Mitigate – Put in place effective steps to minimise or neutralise the impact of the risk. 
o Escalate – Effective steps cannot be put in place to minimise or neutralise the impact of the risk 

and must be addressed by the Programme Board. 
o Close – The risk no longer exists 

 
 

5 
5 10 15 20 25 

4 
4 8 12 16 20 

3 
3 6 9 12 15 

2 
2 4 6 8 10 

 

1 
1 2 3 4 5 

Likelihood  

  1 2 3 4 5 

Impact

Score Likelihood Impact 
1 Very Low (1-5) Negligible – Accept 
2 Low (6 –10) Marginal – Accept / 

Monitor 
3 Significant (11 -15) Medium – Monitor / 

Mitigate 
4 High (16 - 20) Critical – Monitor / 

Mitigate  
5 Very High (21 – 25) Catastrophic - 

Escalate 
 

 
 

ID RISK/SOURCE OF RISK RISK 
SCORE 

RISK RESPONSE 

1.0 Contractor resource issues 
following floods across the 
district overheating the 
construction industry. 

n/a Close. No real impact on SDC 
Decent Homes works. 

2.0 Selby DC materials supply 
chain failure. 

8 Monitor. Monitor SLA’s and KPI’s. 
BR. 
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3.0 Inaccurate stock condition 
data. 

8 Monitor. Closely monitor and audit 
ongoing Rand surveys. IJ 

4.0 Contractor recruits 
inappropriate staff for skills 
required to carry out works. 

8 Monitor. Through the KPI’s and 
progress meetings monitor 
contractor performance and 
correlate that to individual 
performance. BR. 

5.0 Quality issues. Some works 
done twice to achieve 
standard, (implications on 
cost and resources)  
Impact on above, Resources 
used to correct work. 
Possible delay in programme. 

4 Monitor. Ensure that the site 
inspection and property acceptance 
processes have adequate 
gateways to ensure that works are 
completed to the required quality. 
BR. 

6.0 Insufficient budget to deliver 
Governments DH Standard. 

Revised 
from 15 to 

8 

Mitigate. In pursuit of the Stock 
Condition Database and collation of 
Contractor Target Costs analyse 
the forecast cost of the works 
against the Business Plan. This 
does need close and constant 
monitoring. However, the recent 
Business Plan review did confirm 
that there is sufficient budget to 
deliver the Govt’s DH standard. 
IJ/BR 

7.0 Insufficient budget to deliver 
SDC's DH Standard. 

Revised 
from 8 to 

12 
(As per 

last 
month) 

Mitigate. In pursuit of the Stock 
Condition Database and collation of 
Contractor Target Costs analyse 
the forecast cost of the works 
against the Business Plan. This 
does need close and constant 
monitoring. IJ/BR 

8.0 With the present economic 
climate, possible failure of 
one or both of SDC Decent 
Homes contractors. 

 8 Monitor. Monitor and review 
contractor accounts/finances on a 
regular basis.  
DM, RE 

9.0 The implementation of the 
new IT system affecting the 
mobilisation. 

8 Monitor. Closely monitor the 
implementation of the new IT 
system and particularly the impact 
upon the Stock Condition Data 
relative to the Decent Homes 
Mobilisation Project. (Progress has 
been slower than expected). IJ. 

10.0 Insufficient quality stock 
condition information. 

n/a Close. Develop a version controlled 
Stock Condition Database that 
incorporates Rand, SDC and other 
source data to the very best version 
available. Then further develop the 
data through the deployment of 
Rand and maintain and version 
control the Stock Condition 
Database. BR/IJ. 

11.0 Loss of non-SDC key 
personnel. 

9 Monitor. Source alternative 
consultants or advisors should 
existing providers depart the 
Decent Homes Programme. DM. 

12.0 The outcome of the Option 
Appraisal on non-traditional 

6 Monitor. Consider the output of the 
appraisal and consider the impact 
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stock. of the options upon the Decent 
Homes Programme. The recent BP 
review identified sufficient budget 
for this work to be incorporated into 
SDC’s investment plans. DM 

13.0 Customer perception of what 
the DH standard is. 

6 Mitigate. Prepare a concise and 
articulate statement of what SDC’s 
Decent Homes Standard. DM / BR. 

14.0 Reporting of KPI’s and 
programme performance not 
timely and problems are not 
detected early enough. 
Project Management control / 
correction cannot be initiated 
early enough. 

Reduce 
from 9 to 6 

Mitigate. Regular reports to Social 
Board. BR/IJ. 

15.0 Leeds CC does not maintain 
interest for long enough (i.e. 
change of personnel - or 
change of Leeds 
CC priorities). 

Revised 
from 9 to 6 

Monitor. Monitor LCC performance 
and ensure that key LCC 
stakeholders are still close to the 
programme. BR 

16.0 Application of NHC material 
supply agreement is found 
difficult to apply or 
contractors' enthusiasm 
wanes. 

8 Mitigate. Ensure that NHC 
resources are adequately deployed 
to drive through their framework 
solution. PSM 

17.0 Contractors find pepper 
potting of works in villages 
difficult to plan economically. 

8 Mitigate. Ensure that Contractors 
are given every opportunity to 
shape the go-ahead programme to 
ensure maximum operational 
efficiency. BR. 

18.0 Carrying out whole house 
works for all elements in 
homes may not be practical in 
many cases.  We may need 
to retain the whole house in 
one hit as an ideal and be 
willing to compromise for 
good practical and economic 
reasons. 

n/a Close. Ensure that Contractors are 
given every opportunity to shape 
the go-ahead programme to ensure 
maximum operational efficiency. 
This has been done 

19.0 In the past we have reduced 
tenant dissatisfaction by 
rationalising the works done 
in each street.  This often 
involves tough decisions.  
Systems need to be adequate 
to avoid doing too much to try 
to please tenant extra to 
Business Plan or not doing 
enough rationalisation and 
causing tenant dissatisfaction 
on fairness grounds. 

6 Mitigate. Analyse the Stock 
Condition Database and ensure 
that where specific rationalisation 
issues exist they are managed 
through the survey and work 
allocation process to obviate tenant 
satisfaction issues. BR/IJ. 

20.0 Refusals, possibly 
predominantly by elderly 
giving rise to failure to deliver 
economic modernisation (i.e. 
leaving un-modernised 
homes until they become 
void), and effectively 
discriminating against 

9 Monitor. Closely monitor the 
number of refusals to properties 
through KPI framework issued to 
the Contractors. Investigate the root 
cause of refusals and anticipate 
causes in future batches of 
allocated works.  BR 
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elderly.   Need a clear 
strategy for dealing with 
refusals, & KPI for monitoring 
refusals with analysis why 
refused. 

21.0 Investigations into Airey 
house refurbishment  
has found technical 
difficulties which may 
result in refurbishment 
being impractical  

Revise 
from16 

To 9 

Further investigations with 
structural engineer and 
consultation with other 
Authorities and landlords  to 
discover if there are solutions to 
the problems encountered with 
Selbys stock. A possible solution 
has now been found    
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Appendix 6 - Opportunities and Ideas Log 

o Potential – The opportunity has potential and should be explored with stakeholders. 
o Possible – The opportunity has been explored with stakeholders, agreed to be pursued but yet 

to be launched. 
o Likely – The opportunity has been launched and is on target to deliver its potential. 
o Secured – The opportunity has been launched  
 

ID OPPORTUNITY / IDEA POTENTIAL Timescale 
1.0 Use PSU facilities to house contractor 

staff and store materials and 
equipment. 

Potential. £200k saving from 
contractors preliminaries. BJ. 

 
Ongoing 

2.0 Use SDC community centres across the 
district to house contractor tenant 
liaison officers and possible welfare 
facilities for tenants. 

Secured. Potential saving on 
preliminaries. BR. 

Ongoing at 
Kellington 

3.0 Install outstanding kitchens from last 
DH programme currently stored in SDC 
depot, as a pilot scheme. 

Secured. Early start on site 
with no delivery period. Assist 
with setting SDC quality 
standards. Alleviate customer 
dissatisfaction in homes where 
utility meters have been moved 
several months ago for works to 
progress. BR. 

 
Completed 
item 
closed. 

4.0 Contractors to share resources where 
appropriate (e.g. TLO's, programming). 

Potential. Potential saving on 
preliminaries. BR. 

Difficult to 
implement 
due to area 
of works.  

5.0 At the outset agree and set SMART 
targets for performance, efficiencies, 
customer perception, local employment 
etc. 

Secured. Performance 
Framework set out at the 
earliest opportunity. Visibility of 
performance and improvement 
thereof. BR. 

 
 
Ongoing 

6.0 Shared IT between all parties. Potential. Remove duplicity 
and ensure a more cohesive 
service delivery. IJ. 

 
Early 2009 

7.0 Branding - Have a shared and unique 
image / logo that links to the 
partnership. An alternative would be to 
have "SDC working in partnership with 
Lovells /H & P" on vans, hi viz jackets 
etc 

Potential. Improved 
organisational / perception. 
Professional delivery. BR. 

 
To be 
reviewed. 

8.0 Develop a partnership website with 
useful information for all stakeholders 
(eg where customers can access 
information on their own property, 
staff/Councillors can view progress etc). 

Potential. Improved 
communications and 
perception. Professional 
delivery. IJ 

Early 2009 

9.0 KPI's via an online portal, which 
receives the data and calculates reports 
for contractor, project, benchmarking 
automatically. 

Potential. Improved visibility of 
performance. IJ. 

Early 2009 

10.
0 

Similar proposals for monitoring 
progress of resources, work and £ 
against plan. 

Potential. Improved visibility of 
operational performance. IJ. 

Early 2009 
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11.
0 

In early pilot batch of homes - run 
competition for 'Best Modernised 
Home', Best Modernised Street, 'Best 
Modernisation Team' etc. Use the 
outputs for lessons learned & PR for 
rest of the programme (to help reduce 
refusals). 

Potential. Creation of a 
competitive environment and 
identify further area’s for 
improvement.  

Difficult to 
implement 
due to 
varying 
scope of 
works in 
each 
home. 
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App 7
Decent: no work required 1374
Refusals 41
Worked on now Decent 718 includes void properties and work carried out by other contractors
Current Schemes remaining 260
Non-Decent: work still required 764

3157

Decent Homes at 02/092009

718

260

764

41

1374

                                               30



Appendix 8 - DH Future Phases Costs

Lovell/H&P Spend to end August 2009 4,063,110.20    
Lovell/H&P committed (balance of recently completed schemes) 32,367.25         
Target Cost H&P Phase 4 (abbots Road) 753,436.82       
Target Cost Lovell Phase 6 (Sherburn) 1,440,000.00    
Phase 7 from Rand data (average Lov/H&P) 2,019,226.16    

Spend to date other parties (incl Dec Allowances) 1,331,714.71    
Projected spend other parties/Dec Alls 610,000.00       

Total 10,249,855.14  

Asbestos Removal to date 377,555.37       
Projected spend asbestos 155,000.00       
Airey properties (budget) 1,023,000.00    

Grand Total 11,805,410.51  
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Agenda Item No:7   
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Budget Exceptions to 31 July 2009 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009 
  
Service Area: Housing & Property Services, Partnerships & 

Commissioning and Finance Services 
  
Author: Operational Management Team 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Housing & Property 

Services 
  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To update councillors with details of budget exceptions for the 2009/10 

financial year to 31 July 2009. 
  
2 Recommendations: 
  
2.1 It is recommended that: 
  
 i. That Policy and Resources request a draw down from the 

Contingency Reserve of £41,000 to cover costs associated with 
the Leisure Services transfer. 

ii. That Social Board approve transfers to and from Housing 
Revenue Account balances for Housing Rents and Subsidy. 

iii. That Social Board approve a supplementary estimate from HRA 
balances of £1.887m to maintain momentum in meeting the 
Decent Homes target. 

iv. That the Social Board budgets be adjusted to reflect the     
savings expected to be achieved this year as per Appendix B,      
and that the Councils Medium Term Financial Plan be amended   
to take account of projected savings in 2010/11 and 2011/12        
where these are not currently allowed for in the budget. 
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3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 
 

This report provides details of Social Board budget exceptions including 
General Fund, Housing Revenue Account and Housing Investment 
Programme for the financial year 2009/10, and recommends appropriate 
action where required. 

  
3.2 Appendix A shows that the total forecasted overspend on Social Board 

budgets at the end of July is currently £956k for the year. Of this £1,638k 
requires action and the remaining (£682k) will be monitored.  

  
3.3 Appendix B shows the savings identified for the Social Board and progress to 

date. Officers are forecasting that these will reduce from £383k to £367k in 
2009/10 but will increase to £496k in 2010/11 and £503k for 2011/12. 

  
3.4 Approved changes to the budget in the first four months of 2009/10 are 

(£364k) and this includes Carry Forward Budgets and Virements. 
  
4 The Report 
  
 Budget Exceptions 

 
4.1 The table in Appendix A shows details of budget exceptions within Social 

Board budgets for the 2009/10 financial year to 31 July 2009, summarised at 
service level. To date officers are forecasting an overspend of £956k, of 
which £1,638k requires action and the remaining (£682k) will be monitored. 

  
 Efficiencies and Savings 
  
4.2 Appendix B summarises the savings that have been identified by officers for 

the services under the control of this Board to date and also shows the 
progress made to date on each. 

  
4.3 In the current year, officers originally identified £382,510 of cashable 

efficiencies and budgets have been reduced accordingly, which will assist in 
the Council achieving a balanced budget in the longer term. 

  
4.4 Officers are predicting that in the current year these savings will reduce to 

£367,160 mainly due to decreased Leisure Trust NNDR and VAT savings. 
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5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 The financial implications as a result of this report can be analysed as 

follows: - 
  
  Social 

General 
Fund 

Housing 
Revenue 
Account 

Housing 
Investment 
Programme 

 2009/10 
£000’s 

2009/10 
£000’s 

2009/10 
£000’s 

Original Budget 2,094 28 5,862

Adjustments to date (46) 36 (353)

Latest Approved Budget 2,048 64 5,509

Adjustments this Report:   
Draw down from Contingency 
Reserve for Leisure 
Management costs 

41 0 0

Adjustment to Cashable 
Efficiencies / Savings 15 0 0

Transfer to HRA Balances 0 (290) 0
Supplementary Estimate from 
HRA Balances 0 0 1,887

Total Adjustments this 
Report  56 (290) 1,887

Revised Net Budget 2,104 (226) 7,396 
 
 

 

6 Conclusion 
  
6.1 Budgets are financial plans which are affected by external factors, as can be 

seen by the variances explained within this report.  Officers are monitoring 
and managing their budgets closely and have plans in place to deal with and 
react to the impact of external factors placed upon them. 
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7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Budget monitoring procedures support all of the Council’s strategic themes. 
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 Budget monitoring procedures support all of the Council’s priorities. 
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
Impact 

 Effective budget monitoring helps to ensure that the Council is aiming for 
continuous improvement as demanded by the principles of Best Value. 
 

9.2 Equalities 
 

No Impact  
9.3 Community Safety and Crime 

 
No Impact 

9.4 Procurement 
 

No Impact  
9.5 Risk Management  

 
Impact  

 This report helps to ensure the reduction of risks arising from unexpected 
under or overspending by enabling early preventative or remedial action to 
be taken. 
 

9.6 Sustainability 
 

No Impact  
9.7 Value for Money 

 
Impact  

 The report itself will not lead to any efficiency savings.   
 

10 Background Papers 
  
10.1 Accountancy budget working papers.  
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APPENDIX A
BUDGET EXCEPTIONS REPORT

APRIL 2009 - JULY 2009

Annual Forecast One-Off/
Budget Description Budget Variance On-going Comments Action

£000's £000's
Social Board (GF)

Abbey Leisure Centre 490 41 One-Off

Professional fees and costs 
associated with the transfer of 
Leisure Services to Wigan Leisure 
& Culture Trust

Draw down £41k from 
the Contingency 

Reserve.

Housing Revenue Account

Rent Debit -9,750 255 One-Off

The original rent target cannot be 
achieved from the decision to 
reduce the increase in rent from an 
average 6.1% increase to 3.0% 
capping individual tenants at 3.1% 
per Government guidelines.

Reduce the rent budget 
from HRA balances.

Housing Subsidy 2,813 -545 One-Off

The original budget was estimated 
on rent information known at 
budget setting time. The 
subsequent reduction in rent has 
had a corresponding impact on 
reducing the amount of subsidy 
payable to the national HRA pool.

Transfer the saving to 
HRA balances

Housing Investment Programme
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APPENDIX A
Annual Forecast One-Off/

Budget Description Budget Variance On-going Comments Action
£000's £000's

Decent Homes 2,113 1,887 One-Off
Both Decent Homes contractors are 
working ahead of programme and 
performing well.

To maintain progress on 
the programme, request 

a supplementary 
estimate from HRA 

Balances.

Airey Property Improvements 682 -682 One-Off

This project is delayed due to 
design problems (now 
overcome)and costings have been 
confirmed. This work is about to go 
out to tender and is unlikely work 
will commence this financial year.

Monitor Progess and 
carry forward balance to 

2010/11.

TOTAL VARIANCE 956

                                               37



APPENDIX B
GENERAL FUND BASE BUDGET SAVINGS 2009/10 - 2011/12 Key:
Social Board Green Savings likely to be achieved

Amber

Red

Proposed Savings
 Original 

2009/10 
 Revised 

2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 Progress
Rationalisation of 
telephone accounts

Amber 720 360 720 720 Delays in progress due to potential 
new contract (see telephone calls 
below)

Gas / Electricity Green 9,960 9,960 9,960 9,960 Completed
Change in postal provider Amber 30 50 70 70 Collaborative exercise - figures 

subject to final evaluation and 
contract award.

Change provider for 
telephone calls

Amber 2,820 1,410 2,820 2,820 NYCC framework available

Central 
Photocopying/printing

Amber 1,560 780 1,560 1,560 Print Audit received - project plan 
being developed - aimed to 
implement by 30 June 2009 but 
change in framework suppliers will 
delay this.

Leisure Trust NNDR & 
VAT Savings

Amber 115,000 107,000 233,000 250,000 Clarification issues being progressed 
with preferred bidder.

2nd Class Post Green 50 50 50 50 Completed

Car Allowances Green 710 550 710 710 Completed

Refuse 
Collection/Grounds Maint 
etc Contract Inflation

Green -790 -790 -790 -790 Completed - although rising fuel 
costs may negate this saving

2007/08 Pay Award Green 4,970 4,970 4,970 4,970 Completed  

2008/09 Pay Award Green 9,320 4,660 4,660 4,660 Completed  

Tentative savings - further work 
required

Savings require a change in Council 
policy or significant change in 
service delivery
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APPENDIX B
GENERAL FUND BASE BUDGET SAVINGS 2009/10 - 2011/12 Key:
Social Board Green Savings likely to be achieved

Amber

Red

Proposed Savings
 Original 

2009/10 
 Revised 

2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 Progress

Tentative savings - further work 
required

Savings require a change in Council 
policy or significant change in 
service delivery

Concessionary Fares - 
Rail Travel

Green 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 Completed

Abbey Leisure Centre 
Income

Green 10,000 10,000 10,000 0 Excess income over budget due to 
grant for over 60's swimming

Concessionary Fares Amber 180,000 180,000 180,000 180,000

Fees and Charges 2008/09 Green 18,160 18,160 18,160 18,160 Completed although income will be 
monitored through quarterly budget 
management reports

Leisure Card scheme Amber 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

382,510 367,160 495,890 502,890Total Social Board Savings

                                               39



 

 
 
 

Agenda Item No: 8 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Disabled Swimming Session – Abbey Leisure 

Centre 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009 
  
Service Area: Leisure Services 
  
Author: Bob Lancaster, Leisure Services Manager 
  
Presented by: Rose Norris, Head of Service – Partnerships and 

Commissioning 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To inform Councillors of the detail of a pilot session held for disabled 

swimmers. 
  
2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 That Councillors note this report and request Wigan Leisure and 

Cultural Trust to examine if additional disabled swimming can be 
provided. 

  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 A disabled swimming session was trialled at Abbey Leisure Centre early in 

2009 and as a result of very low attendances, ceased after 12 weeks. 
 
(For greater detail see the main report) 

  
4 The Report 
  
4.1 
 

The Sports Inclusion Officer was asked to research disabled groups in the 
area to establish whether there was a need or desire to introduce a 
swimming session specifically aimed at disabled people. 
 

4.2 The Sports Inclusion Officer reported that there appeared to be an interest in 
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 this type of session.  Groups that were consulted included: 
 

• Day Centre 
• ‘Fast track’ 
• Individuals 
• Schools Sports Partnership 
• ‘Voices for People’ self advocacy group. 

 
4.3 As a result, the ‘Relax and Rehab’ session was launched on a trial basis on 

11 January 2009.  
 

4.4 Prices were set at the ‘leisure card’ rate of £1.25p for children and £1.90p for 
adults.  
 

4.5 The time allocated for this session was on a Sunday evening from 5 to 6pm 
taking into consideration the following: 
 

• Although Saturday & Sunday are the busiest days, an early evening 
session in the week might not be suitable as some younger customers 
go to school outside Selby and do not arrive home until early evening. 
 In addition the ‘learn to swim’ programme takes up the whole pool 
from 4pm to 7pm every evening during the week.   

 
• Late evening sessions in the week were discounted as younger 

customers would be at school the next day and might not be able to 
attend an evening session 

 
• Daytime sessions would be inaccessible to children, who would be at 

school. 
 

4.6 Those that attended these sessions had a range of disabilities including: 
 

• Learning disability 
• Physical disability 
• Autism. 
 

There were no customers with sensory impairment. 
 

4.7 Because of the nature of this activity, four lifeguards are needed to staff the 
pool for these sessions.  
 

4.8 The sessions were poorly attended.  Over the 12 week period, an average of 
4 people per week attended the sessions.  The most that attended a single 
session was eight, which was the first week of the trial.  The lowest was one. 
Clearly the sessions could not be sustained by the numbers that attended. 
 

4.9 It should be noted that many of the people who attended this session also 
attend public sessions at Abbey Leisure Centre, for example those from the 
Day Centre and Fast Track. 
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4.10 Abbey Leisure Centre is ‘disabled friendly’ and disabled customers can be 

accommodated in normal public sessions through integration, not 
segregation.  Several disabled groups use Abbey Leisure Centre in this way. 
Most, if not all of the customers who attended the ‘Relax and Rehab’ session 
could be accommodated in this way. 
Disabled provision includes: 
 

• Disabled parking 
• Automatic front door 
• Passenger lift to the first floor 
• Disabled Toilet 
• Disabled Changing Room 
• Larger cubicles in the Changing Village 
• Shallow water entry to the pool (1 ft.) 
• Pool hoist. 

 
4.11 Therefore, potentially there is little need for a segregated session, which may 

be one of the reasons why attendances have been so low. 
 

4.12 Since the ‘Relax and Rehab’ session ceased, the Sunday 5 – 6pm slot has 
been filled by an ‘aqua aerobics’ session.  Although it has only been in place 
for a few weeks, it is already attracting more than ten customers to each 
session. Once it is fully established, we would expect this session to attract 
30 customers or more paying £3.80p each, which would generate a net profit 
of £100.45 per session (see below). 

• Income - 30 x £3.80 
• Less Instructor at £13.55 

 
4.13 This is apposed to the ‘Relax and Rehab’ session which has been making an 

average net loss of £19.95 per session (see below). 
 

• 4 x Lifeguard at £6.55 = £26.20 
• Less average income of £6.25 

 
(4 lifeguards are required for a disabled swim session using the whole pool 
to comply with safety requirements) 
 

4.14 Based on the figures shown, a management decision was made that this 
session was not financially viable.   
 

4.15 Should customers prefer to attend a session aimed specifically at Disabled 
people and their families, Tadcaster Swimming Pool Trust run a session 
called ‘Willing and Able Club’ which runs on a Wednesday evening from 
7.30pm to 9pm.   The cost per person is £2.40. 
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4.16 Further discussions have been held with Wigan Culture and Leisure Trust 

and they have agreed to examine further the provision of disabled swimming.
 

5 Financial Implications 
 

5.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Taking into account the loss of income from the successful aqua aerobic 
sessions the estimated costs are: 
 
                             2009/10                       2010/11                        2011/12 
 
Revenue                £5,022                        £5,273                          £5,537  
 
Capital                   Nil                               Nil                                Nil 

5.2 There is no budget provision and a request would need to be made to the 
Policy and Resources Committee for a supplementary estimate. 

 
6 

 
Conclusions 

  
6.1 
 
 
 
6.2 
 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
6.4 
 
 
6.5 
 

Attendances to the ‘Relax and Rehab’ disabled swimming session have been 
very poor. Therefore it is questionable whether this type of session is 
needed. 
 
The Sports Inclusion Officer has consulted widely with disabled user groups. 
Further consultation will not necessarily generate any further interest in a 
Disabled swimming session at Abbey Leisure Centre. 
 
A ‘Willing and Able Club’ session is available at Tadcaster Swimming Pool 
Trust should customers prefer a segregated session. 
 
A business case cannot be built to justify the continuation of the ‘Relax and 
Rehab’ session without funding being made available.   
 
Disabled customers can access Abbey Leisure Centre at all public swimming 
times, by integration. 
 

7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Healthier Communities - To promote Health and Leisure. 
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 To widen opportunities for all sections of the community to take part in 

sports, arts and leisure activities.  Encourage increased participation 
throughout the district. 
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9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
 
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
No Impact 

  
9.2 Equalities 

 
Impact 

 Discounted leisure card prices for disabled customers 
 

9.3 Community Safety and Crime 
 

No Impact 

  
9.4 Procurement 

 
No Impact  

  
9.5 Risk Management 

 
Impact  

 There is a risk that even with funding, regular attendances to a disabled 
swimming session may not be maintained. 
 

9.6 Sustainability 
 

Impact  
 Sustainability will be dependant on funding being made available indefinitely. 

 
The Council should remain mindful that once commenced, the funding may 
be difficult to withdraw in the future. 
 

9.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact 

 Providing value for money leisure services for the people of Selby District. 
 
10 Background Papers 
  
10.1 Attendance Records 

 
 

                                               44



 

 
 
 

Agenda Item No: 9 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Update on the Community Centre Review 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009 
  
Service Area: Housing Services,  
  
Author: Julia Jennison 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward – Head of Service-Housing 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To advise councillors of progress on the review at the completion of Phase1. 
  
2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 THAT SOCIAL BOARD ACCEPT THE RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONTAINED IN THE REPORT, AND APPROVE THE CONTINUATION OF 
THE PROJECT THROUGH PHASE 2 

  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 Following Social Board’s approval of the review on 6 January 2009, the 

project was tendered and three responses were received, with the tender 
from Tribal Group being successful. 
 

3.2 Consultation events were held at each of the centres, giving the opportunity 
for local people to input their views, and a wider stakeholder group met twice 
to discuss current and potential uses to provide additional services locally. 
 

3.3 Full details of the findings are contained within the consultant’s report, which 
is attached for your information. 
 

3.4 These areas of work would be covered in more detail in Phase 2 of the 
review, which will make a detailed assessment of each community centre 
with recommendations. 
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4 The Report 
 

4.1 The council owns 12 community centres in the parishes of  
• Selby (2)  
• Sherburn in Elmet (2), 
• Tadcaster (3),  
• South Milford,  
• Kellington,  
• Eggborough,  
• Womersley  
• Byram.  

 
4.2 Following Social Board’s approval of the review on 6 January 2009, the 

project was tendered and three responses were received, with the tender 
from Tribal Group being successful. 
 

4.3 As part of the process, a wide range of stakeholders were engaged, and 
these included;  
 

• Current and potential users and user groups,  
• Existing and potential partner organisations e.g. Health, Education, 

Adult and Social Care and the voluntary sector.  
• Internal managers on how the centres could support further service 

improvements. 
 

Consultation events were held at each of the centres, giving the opportunity 
for local people to input their views, and a wider stakeholder group met twice 
to discuss current and potential uses to provide additional services locally. 
 

4.4 Full details of the findings are contained within the consultant’s report, which 
is attached for your information. The recommendations at this stage relate to 
the following considerations (see the main document clauses 8.1.1 – 8.1.7): 
 

• Improvement of local services 
• Viable and sustainable services 
• Extending services to youth and family groups 
• Partnership and joint funding opportunities 
• Action planning relating to the Housing Strategy and Community 

Safety Strategy 
• Standardisation of services 
• Inclusion of new services 

 
These areas of work would be covered in more detail in Phase 2 of the 
review, which will make a detailed assessment of each community centre 
with recommendations. 
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5 Financial Implications 
 

5.1 The total budget for the project is £14,000 to be met from the 2008/9 
Resource Accounting Budget.  The spend on Phase 1 totalled £9,900, 
leaving the sum of £4,100 for the completion of Phase 2.  
 

6 Conclusions 
6.1 Phase 1 of the process has set out the facts relating to the current use of the 

centres, and has completed and initial exploration of the appetite from 
partner agencies and users for additional services to be provided locally. 
 
Phase 2 will develop this work, liaising with partners more closely in order to 
clearly set out the options for each centre with an improvement plan for each.

  
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Agreement to the recommendations within this report will contribute to the 7 

strategic themes as identified in the Council’s Mission statement 2008/09  
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 • Safer and Stronger Communities 

• Delivering a balanced and sustainable budget that meets the needs 
and priorities of the District 

   
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement  

Making better use of resources.  Value for Money (VFM) 
is at the forefront of all informed decisions and outcomes. 
Efficiencies can be obtained in all areas of the 
management of the Community Centres. 

Impact 

  
9.2 Equalities  

By implementing creative marketing initiatives and 
reviewing the existing procedure for the hire of 
Community Centres clarity and clear understanding will 
encourage social inclusion.  
 

Impact  

9.3 Community Safety and Crime  
By developing greater access to the Community Centres, 
residents particularly those considered to be vulnerable, 
will be confident to participate in their community and 
potentially improve their wellbeing and safety in their 
home. 

Impact 

  
9.4 Procurement.  

Options for maximising use of the centre could potentially 
lead to joint procurement and commissioning of 

Impact  
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opportunities. 
  
9.5 Risk Management.  

Annual maintenance of the existing centres and service 
provision will have a significant affect on the Housing 
Revenue Account.  

Impact  

  
9.6 Sustainability  

The financial viability of the centres needs to reflect the 
medium and long term expectations of existing and 
potential users whilst adding value to the communities 
they serve. 

Impact  

  
9.7 Value for Money 

The Community Centres need to demonstrate value for 
money to meet the need to deliver a balanced and 
sustainable budget that meets the priorities of the district. 

Impact  
 
 
 

  
 
 
10 Background Papers  
  
10.1 Community Centre Review, report by Tribal Group, September 2009  
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Executive summary  

Guiding vision and objectives 

1. This baseline survey of Community Centres in Selby District Council area describes the current 
levels of use and activities   carried out  in each of 12 Community Centres originally designated 
as Centres for elderly sheltered housing residents, provides a profile of current users and 
summarises current levels of income generation and resources.    

2. The report includes the outcome of the initial consultation about the shape of future service 
delivery from the Community Centres, roles for partners and outlines issues relevant to the  
future of the Centres.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Brief 

1.1.1 Selby District Council commissioned Tribal to carry out a review of the 12 Community 
Centres in the Selby District Council area including carrying out a desktop study, 
assessing  the  uses of the Centres by residents and partners, identifying best practice,   
noting threats and opportunities. 

1.1.2 Eleven of the twelve Centres include a working laundry which is special to these 
Community Centres. The Centres vary in the amount of voluntarily based activities which 
are taking place and the busiest Centres reflect successfully led voluntary activity. In each 
town there are other Centres e.g. Scott Rd Community Centre in Selby.  The Review 
updates Selby District Council about the current use of these 12 Centres and aims to 
identify gaps in current provision in the areas to inform future policy decisions.        

1.1.3 We have included brief commentary on the comments we have received about future use 
of the Centres:   

■ The current Community Centre facilities - accessibility (signage) and profile   

■ the location of sites within residential areas and the restrictions of current car 
parking space    

■ the flexibility of the sites to be developed  

■ the proximity of other local services eg Fire station or Nursery   

■ the perception and interest in the Centres of other partners eg local voluntary 
organisations 

 

1.2 Our Approach  

1.2.1 This work was commissioned by Selby District Council. We have examined the 
Community Centres under four headings to show their current use. We measured the 
hours spent on the following uses: 

■ activities arranged locally by residents and volunteers,  

■ services commissioned from mainly external sources and delivered in a Centre 

■ meeting use and 

■ laundry use (measured by the numbers of users/ residents or carers) 

1.2.2 The Centres are suitably located to offer services throughout Selby District. The Council’s 
stated aims are to create a “future where the people of Selby district live in strong, 
inclusive, healthy and safe communities which have an improved environment and a 
thriving economy.” The Centres contribute to this vision now and could contribute more. 

1.2.3 The Centres are managed by Housing Services and a key objective of the Housing 
Revenue Account Business Plan is to address the issues, common to many authorities, of 
increasing efficiency especially as the District Council has a reducing housing stock.  
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1.3 The Community Centres 

1.3.1 The 12 Community Centres were initially built to serve the residents of sheltered housing 
on council estates in towns and villages. The Centres vary from being well used to 
virtually unused. The decline in the use of some of the Centres may be related to the 
changing needs of older people. The popularity of other managed Community facilities 
may also be a factor affecting the attendance at some Centres.  

1.3.2 The Centres are attractive and well placed within Council estates to serve local needs. 
They need modernisation however most of them offer at least one large room for people 
to meet. 

  

1.4 The Area 

1.4.1 Selby District Council has a population of 80,000 (2007 figures), and is situated within 
North Yorkshire County Council. Those we consulted thought many older Selby residents 
have better health and more personal wealth than the original residents of the sheltered 
bungalows and are therefore less reliant on a local centre for day to day leisure and 
company. 

1.4.2 Most of the Centres are in rural locations on the edge of villages or towns close to open 
fields and a few bungalows. They are located within estate communities and are ideal 
locations for the delivery of personal services to save residents making a journey and 
saving transport costs which can be considerable.          

1.4.3 The 12 Centres are located as follows:  

■ 2 in Selby 

■ 2 in Sherburn-in-Elmet 

■ 3 in Tadcaster 

■ 1 in South Milford 

■ 1 in Kellington 

■ 1 in Eggborough 

■ 1 in Womersley 

■ 1 in Byram 

 

 

1.5 Linking the Community Centres to Community Based Services 

1.5.1 Taking Selby’s older residents as a whole it is likely that elderly people will be living in 
homes from a wider range of tenure arrangements than at the time the Centres were built 
(Anne Sharpe Centre 1981) nearly 30 years ago. Home ownership and housing 
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association ownership has been increasing nationally and Centre activities include non 
Council residents.    

1.5.2 The review of community based services delivered from the Centres can be linked directly 
with information about local needs and aspirations. Plans using this information will 
ensure that expectations, planning and delivery are brought together. Plans should 
achieve value for money, savings to the Housing Revenue Account and improved service 
delivery. 

1.5.3 It is relevant to consider aligning the planning for future services with the objectives of the 
Local Strategic Partnership. Selby’s Housing and Social Care policies and the Department 
of Health’s locally based commissioning arrangements will require facilities for the delivery 
of services to all residents of Selby. The third sector organisations have been included in 
this Review by Selby District Council. The contribution of the housing associations in the 
delivery of housing and the contribution of  voluntary and community organisations to 
service delivery to residents will continue to be  significant in the future. Third sector 
organisations are already involved in service delivery through the Community Centres e.g. 
Crossroads the carers support agency.  

1.5.4 Some Community Centres will be well placed to form part of the future community based 
facilities. Nationally and in North Yorkshire there are good examples of Centres which are 
community hubs providing a range of services and often pooling resources. A new Centre 
is planned as part of Selby College which will be situated in the Abbotts Road area. New 
Learning hubs/Centres are a benefit to the Community however their impact needs to be 
considered when looking at the future role of these 12 Centres.  

1.5.5 The recent   Audit Commission’s report on efficiency in the delivery of public services may 
also be relevant to future decisions made on the Community Centres. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Research and Consultation 

2.1.1 In order to establish the evidence base required to inform this report’s conclusions, Tribal 
carried out desk research, a series of consultation meetings with stakeholders in the 
Community Centres and telephone interviews with a limited number of local residents and 
organisations who were well placed to comment on the use of the Community Centres at 
this early stage. This was undertaken to establish or gauge: 

■ The current use of the Centres – categorised as activities, services, meetings and 
Laundry use 

■ The local perspective regarding demographic trends, and the current role of the 
Community Centres 

■ Opinion regarding existing and planned services and any perceived gaps in 
community provision in the area  

■ The future activities, services and opening hours residents would most prefer from 
the Community Centres  

2.1.2 The data collected in the study focuses on services, activities, meetings and laundry use: 

■ The activities described are those run by the voluntary committees at each Centre.   

■ In this report the term 'services' is used in the broadest sense, to cover the range of 
statutory and non-statutory services available to residents in the Centres and 
delivered by both third sector organisations and single traders delivering services 
from chair based exercise to `keep fit` and hairdressing.  

■ Some Centres are regularly booked for meetings by officers, councillors and trade 
unions. 

■ The laundries are a busy resource in only a small number of Centres.  

2.1.3 Given the brief nature of the survey the brief includes a   targeted consultation programme 
which began with the 1st Stakeholder Group including Selby District Council staff,  a third 
sector representative and councillors.  

Desk Based Research 

2.1.4 The Sustainable Community Strategy and the Housing Revenue Account Business Plan 
were reviewed to identify any Council targets, priorities and activity areas relevant to the 
current use of the Selby Community Centres.  A full list of the documents reviewed is 
summarized in Appendix 2 (Document List).  

Consultation Meetings in the Centres 

2.1.5 Invitations to the meetings held in the 12 Community Centres were arranged by the 
Housing Support staff and were attended by Centre users particularly Committee 
members although in some cases this was only one person. All meetings were attended 
by housing support staff. Councillors attended some meetings. 

2.1.6 Regular users were notified of the meetings through Notices in the Centres and on the 
door and in some cases by phone call and word of mouth. 
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2.1.7 Eight of the meetings were led by Tribal and four meetings were led by the Housing 
Support Staff. This was arranged due to the restrictions on the time available and 
timetabled so that the most well attended meetings were led by Tribal. 

2.1.8 The meetings followed a set format covering issues related to current centre use and 
increasing the use of the Centres (Questions Used in Meetings - Appendix 3).Residents 
were encouraged to consider how the services could be improved, how income to the 
Centres could be maximised and what else could be delivered from the Centres.  

2.1.9 Current usage of the Centres was confirmed with the local residents involved in running 
the organised activities at the Centres. Housing support staff  were also able to confirm 
the meetings and external services running from the Centres. The level of use of the 
laundries was agreed by joint discussion with housing support staff and residents. 

Stakeholder Consultation 

2.1.10 The first stakeholder consultation meeting was held primarily to include those housing and 
support officers most closely linked with the current use of the Centres. 

2.1.11 The stakeholder consultation meetings included voluntary, community and statutory third 
sector services who can contribute to developing the future uses of the Community 
Centres. The second meeting took place on 23rd July 2009.  

2.1.12 Consultation focused on the following questions: 

■ Which of the services currently run from the centres do you believe works well?   

■ How many hours per week are these activities running?  (listing all activities, how 
long and which days of the week). List a) activities, b) meetings and c) washing 
machine use per week by users and carers. 

■ Which groups do the Centres and sessions target? 

■ Which of the services (if any) running from the Centres also benefits users other 
than the older residents who live nearby? 

■ Are there other halls / community facilities close by or due to be opened or closed 
which will have / is having an impact on this Centre? 

■ Is this Centre as busy as it was 3 or 4 years ago?  

■ What activities or services would you like to see offered by the Centres in the 
future? 

Telephone Consultation  

2.1.13 Calls were made to a number of stakeholders particularly   those who may not be able to 
attend the next meeting (July) and who want to  contribute to the discussion about  
improving services offered from the Centres (Appendix 4 - List of Consultees). This 
included some residents who are involved in Selby Council affairs, North Yorkshire 
officers and managers and some third sector organisations.   
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3 Baseline Summary 

3.1 The Community Centres 

3.1.1 The Community Centres offer a space to hold activities and meetings for the elderly 
people in the immediate neighbourhood of each Centre. The data collected   has come 
from local residents who work on a voluntary basis on the voluntary committees running 
the Centre activities, from the Housing Support Staff, external voluntary organisations and 
from Selby DC staff. 

Current Activities 

3.1.2 The level of activities taking place are a good indicator of the importance of a Centre to 
the local elderly residents who attend the Centre. The activities are locally initiated. The 
residents described a range of activities which take place in the Centres. The key activity 
is Bingo which is played at all Centres apart from Womersley (Appendix 5 Activities – 
Current and Future).  Bingo is a regular social activity at most Centres and some Centres 
have games sessions and coffee mornings. The income taken at the door is used to 
subsidise other activities for members of the Bingo Club e.g. shopping trips, meals and 
seaside visits. 

3.1.3 The hours of use of each Centre is approximate and is based on information received 
during the meetings and telephone calls, The busiest Centre overall is used for over 100 
hours a month (105 hours per month – Cunliffe Centre) although the high number of 
hours is due to the number of hours of service delivery (commissioned by Selby DC)  for 
respite care for clients with dementia.  

3.1.4 We have provided an approximate total usage for each Centre which includes the total of 
activities, meetings and services. 

3.1.5 Table 1 shows the hours of activity per month at each Centre. The Calcaria Centre is the 
busiest Centre in terms of social activities which include Bingo, line dancing, games 
sessions and coffee sessions. It is used nearly 60 hours per month. 

3.1.6 Currently, existing facilities are not being utilized to their full potential. Residents at 
Calcaria and Cunliffe were the only ones who complained that there was not much spare   
space available during the week. The residents consulted stated that the existing facilities 
were regularly open between the hours of 8.30am or 9am until 4.30pm or 5pm. Some of 
the bookings could run concurrently in some centres – in some Centres there is more than 
one room. 

3.1.7 It is worth noting that based on the comments received the number of people attending 
Bingo sessions – the most popular activity – dropped off significantly at the Centres where 
the volunteer leadership/committee is less effective or active. So the  least used Centres 
are also the least well attended by older residents – down to 5/6 people per session 
compared with 30 people at the more active Centres. 

Services Currently Delivered  

3.1.8 Services offering respite care, chair based exercises and hairdressing are located at the 
busier Centres (Cunliffe and Coultish) and not held uniformly across all the Centres 
(Appendix 6 -  Services – Current and Future).  

3.1.9 Some services are no longer delivered e.g. Information, Advice and Guidance and this 
appears to have been due to poor attendance. The poor demand may have been 
contributed to by the lack of sufficient resources for marketing and promotion of any kind 
and may not reflect the local needs of the community. There are no pavement located 
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Notice boards at any Centre nor are the services advertised on posters in local surgeries, 
libraries and shops – nor on the internet. 

3.1.10 Some services are taking place because the service provider e.g. Crossroads (carers 
support organisation working from two Centres) or Adult Education (working from one 
Centre) have searched for or been sign-posted to a suitable location. The beneficiaries of 
some services will be from Selby DC but not from the immediate neighbourhood 
surrounding the Centre and the service could use another or more Centres eg Crossroads 
if needs and funding allowed. 

3.1.11 Current services vary and the Anne Sharpe Centre is attached to  a GP surgery.  There is 
one small lounge accessed internally from the hallway which also leads to the GP surgery 
itself. The proximity does not appear to have helped increase the numbers using the room 
in the Centre. If the GP practice is successful in finding larger premises in a more central 
part of the village then this would leave a large facility empty.     

3.1.12 Some of the services are arranged in order to cater for local elderly residents eg 
hairdressing and are more likely to have been arranged through the voluntary committee 
or housing support services. Table 1 shows some Centres deliver more hours per month 
of services than activities and it is important to note that whilst these arrangements bring 
in income they may not be delivering to local residents.  We were told that the relationship 
with and service to the voluntary organisations as customers in the Centres needs to be 
improved. 

3.1.13 Publicity - The target driven nature of funding for some services means that if clients do 
not know of the service then funding will be lost and outreach will continue to be 
concentrated at locations with higher footfall and good customer care. This is an issue all 
parties recognised. 

Meetings 

3.1.14 The Centres can be booked through the Council Housing Support Staff for  meetings. The 
Council charges for Room Hires at £7.50 per hour. The Council   Housing Support and 
Social Care staff use the Centres for meetings, some Councillors, unions and 
Neighbourhood meetings are held in Centres. 

3.1.15 Some Centres could be used more a) if the Room Booking facility was more widely 
marketed and b) if the hours of opening included evenings and weekends. Currently 
meeting hire seems restricted to council related uses. Other organisations and users 
contacted thought that volunteers and community organisations should have access to 
space. 

3.1.16 The Centres are effectively available Monday to Friday during office hours to external 
users. 

Laundry Use 

3.1.17 The Community Centres were built with the laundries in them and are still used today by 
some local elderly residents and their carers. The washing machines and dryers are coin-
operated at reasonable rates - 50p for the washing machine and 20p for the dryer. A 
survey by Housing Support Staff in 2008 found that there was no laundrette in Selby and 
a dry cleaning business in Tadcaster charged approximately £10 for washing, drying and 
pressing one laundry load. A couple of elderly residents suggested that they saved their 
own fuel bills by using the Centre laundries rather than their own machines as the 
machines are very good value for money. 
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3.1.18 The laundry facilities are used more at certain centres and some residents said that their 
kitchen is too small to fit a washing machine easily. One lady said she comes over for a 
chat and actually has a washing machine. Some use the drier only. Some residents said 
they had only bought washing machines in the past when the Centre washing machines 
had broken down and took a long time to be repaired.           

3.1.19 Years ago Monday was washing day and this was also a social occasion. Most residents 
now have washing machines.  Some Centres still have a Rota for use of the washing 
machines. In other Centres the laundry is barely used. The two Centres which are not 
purpose built do not have space for a laundry room - Manor Garth Community Centre in 
Kellington does not have a washing machine or dryer (see Table 1)  and the Northfield 
Close Centre at Womersley only has a dryer. 

Other facilities in the Centres 

3.1.20 Ten Centres have a large meeting room, kitchen, toilets, and a laundry. Some of the 
Centres have more than one meeting area or lounge and vary with regard to storage and 
additional office space. The Centres are ramped where necessary however the facilities 
when built were not designed to full wheelchair standard although some Centres would be 
easier for those in wheelchairs to use than others. A detailed access survey would identify 
Centres where further improvements are required particularly with regard to WC position 
and turning space.   

3.1.21 Certain Centres are linked to the original warden’s accommodation. This accommodation 
is now used in a variety of ways - as a Police house, accommodation for Housing Support 
staff, one purpose built Centre is a suite of rooms attached to a GP surgery (Anne Sharpe 
Centre) and some Centres have garages attached. Calcaria (Tadcaster) and Westfield 
Court (Eggborough) Centres provide office bases for Housing Support staff. 

3.1.22 The large room in each Centre varies in size however the largest room is approximately 
70sqm and the smallest about 30sqm. The Centres vary with regard to garden and patio 
space and some Centres are overlooked at the rear and in close proximity to homes (see 
Table 7) – restricting future development options.   

3.1.23 The Centres currently have the appearance of facilities for the elderly. The curtains and 
the carpets were chosen for the elderly client group. There is a programme to renew 
furnishings and seating in the Centres eg the Calcaria Centre in 2005/6 and the  Anne 
Sharpe Centre in 2008. 

3.1.24 The kitchens have a small fridge, cooker, sink and water heating boiler. We were advised 
that most cookers were not used due to the requirements of  Food Hygiene regulations.  

Centres with capacity to be extended 

3.1.25 A number of Centres are situated very close to bungalows however most Centres could 
be developed vertically or extended to the sides, front or back (Appendix 7 – Brief 
Summary of Sites) although overlooking may be an issue in some locations.  

3.1.26 Car parking spaces would need to be increased to accommodate higher capacity/activity 
if more and improved services were to be offered to a wider range of users in most 
locations. This may create a nuisance problem or overparking in a couple of locations.    

Resident Feedback on service provision and existing facilities 

3.1.27 The feedback received has some common themes. The elderly residents would like to 
have more activities at the Centres. It was generally understood that increasing the use 
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and income to the Centres would be beneficial. Residents really enjoyed their Bingo. It 
was the most popular activity and the most common.     

3.1.28 Elderly residents would like to receive more services in the Centres. Some Committee 
members and residents were more positive about visiting other Centres, cross Centre 
working and widening the use of the Centres to serve more people.    

3.1.29 The voluntary basis of the Committees, where they existed, led to considerable variations 
in how much was happening in a Centre and not all Centres had a functioning Committee 
(Womersley, Kellington and Kelcbar have no Committee). At Rosemary Court and the 
Coultish Centre there were only one or two active members.  Leadership is important - 
considerable responsibility fell on one or two peoples’ shoulders which was acceptable to 
them but, as a model, leaves the arrangement of the  Centre’s activities vulnerable to any 
change e.g. if a key person moves away, becomes ill or develops other interests.   

3.1.30 Common issues about the current service were: 

■ Not clear how to book and manage the hire of Centres outside hours and 
weekends  

■ Offering services at the Centres will require market analysis so that sessions are 
affordable and are sufficient to make a Business Case. 

■ Transport costs are high if using a bus is not convenient or easy. If services are 
provided at a Centre eg chiropody then this may save as much as £52 in taxi fares. 
Links between the Centres and community transport would increase attendance at 
some sessions.  

■ Opening in the evening to other services would be helpful – currently the main 
evening events are the Bingo sessions at the most active Centres  

■ Updated policies with regard to licensing, priority for party bookings etc and a tiered 
hire cost system is required.  

■ Residents agreed the Centres activities were not well advertised and management 
currently falls between the Committee and the Housing Support staff. 

3.1.31 The Centres varied with regard to the age of people attending activities and one Centre 
had a family attending the meeting however generally the age attending the voluntary 
Committees sessions eg Bingo were over 50 or over 60 years old. One or two Centres 
had younger (middle aged) Bingo players attending regularly.  

3.1.32 Most people thought the Centres are now less busy than three or four years ago. Those 
consulted thought that fewer elderly residents needed a local Centre for social reasons. 
More  older couples had cars and went on holiday using a higher disposable income than 
residents had years ago. Residents attending the Centres were generally more likely not 
to have cars, be less mobile and less likely to have relatives living close by.  

Future uses for the Centres 

3.1.33 Residents at the Centres would like to have the facilities improved. Most people attending 
the Community Centres and the Review consultation were women. The women consulted 
and interviewed throughout our research clearly valued the activities, most thought 
Centres should be used more and decoration should be more contemporary.  

3.1.34 Ideally people wanted these activities in the future: 
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■ Bingo 

■ Lunch clubs run by volunteers or commissioned -  with better kitchen facilities  

■ dancing sessions and  

■ film sessions 

 

3.1.35 The residents were keen to receive services such as: 

■ More adult education classes eg arts, crafts and sewing 

■ Some were interested in IT (Information Technology) although most were not 
confident  

■ Chiropody – if affordable 

3.1.36 There were mixed views about hair and beauty services. Most residents enjoyed the trip 
to the hairdresser or paid a competitive rate to have their hair done in the convenience of 
their own home. The previous hair dressing arrangements had been stopped due to the 
hairdressers not applying for CRB,   accident insurance and professional insurance, lack 
of appropriate qualifications and lack of correct facilities in the Centres eg correct sink and 
chair etc. This situation leaves the Council unprotected in the event of a fall, burning or 
scalding etc. In the future these facilities   issues could be dealt with and business support 
to health and beauty practitioners could help sole traders to develop their businesses 
although they would need to pass on the costs of running their businesses formally.   

3.1.37 There was some interest in more library service contact through the Centres, and the 
library service said they would consider requests for stopping at a particular Centre in the 
future. Surgeries for Councillors and housing associations – these were seen as good use 
of the Centres and not disruptive to the running of the Centres. During the meetings in the 
Centres there was more interest in activities for the elderly   than for services to the 
general population. Only one or two groups spoke energetically about the services to 
young people and families. It was generally agreed that there was a shortage of  
community spaces  for young people. 

3.1.38 It was agreed at most Centres that the reputation of the Centres as catering for the elderly 
was, along with no marketing, preventing them from being used by   other sections of the 
community. They felt income and awareness would increase if the Centres could be open 
at weekends and in the evenings. All parties agreed that increased use would need 
managing and some Centres were not keen on more mixed use including young people. 
This appeared to be on grounds of fears about the management of young people. 

3.1.39 The current arrangement whereby Centres are left unlocked could present a safety risk to 
sole laundry users if more uses were generated without on-site management.    

3.1.40 Most services suggested were daytime based and the evenings were thought to be more 
suitable for Bingo, meetings and special occasions.  

3.1.41 There was only a little interest in gardening projects and Healthy Eating among the elderly 
residents but where the interest was there they were discussed as a potentially inter-
generational  projects. 

3.1.42 Other stakeholders commented that they thought the Centres could be used to provide 
locally based services.  The use of Day Centres is reducing and following the policy   
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“Valuing People Now”  Selby is required to develop plans to enable people with special 
needs to lead fulfilling lives. One mechanism to achieve this is to establish facilities in 
communities where people live, where they can be included in local community activities 
and become citizens within their own right. The funding attached to these changes would 
need further examination.    

3.1.43 Stakeholders who were not aware of the Centres thought that there would be support for 
the wider community, young and families, to be using the Centres more so that health 
visitors and others can be involved in future uses.  The Sure Start model with a local 
Board including operational managers from JCP, college, PCT and local authority could 
be used to ensure pooling of LSP funding, other funding and management of  delivery 
targets is channelled through the Centres. 

3.1.44 St Johns Ambulance, who run courses and activities for children and adults,  are looking 
for a Centre from which to deliver three evening sessions per week and they need a new 
office location. There are opportunities like this for supporting a sustainable future for the 
Centres.  

3.1.45 Responses from Children’s and Youth Services officers confirmed there is a need for 
families with children and young people however if there are still elderly and disabled 
people living close to the Centres they thought that the sites would not be suitable for  
youth services. Some residents’ representatives thought the sites would be more suitable 
as locations for new housing. 

3.1.46 Residents’ representatives commented on the need for consistent policies across all 
Centres on issues such as drinking and letting criteria and one proposal is a Central 
Committee with a representative from each Centre Committee and informed by an officer 
to ensure all statutory requirements are met. It was thought there should be different 
solutions rather than one size fits all. 

3.1.47 The Emergency Duty Team – Adult and Community Services are looking for facilities 
where changing facilities for people with support needs and similar locally based services 
and they have capital to fund conversion work. They are pleased to have been invited to 
join the discussion about future use to benefit the community and are keen to discuss 
options in more detail.    

3.1.48 The medical practice at the Anne Sharpe Centre want to develop more community based 
facilities than can be achieved in the current building. Their patient focus groups tell them 
that in a place like Byram the Centre is appreciated by those who attend. They believed 
there is scope for working with others to provide more activities and lively activities.         
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Table 1 - Selby Community Centres – Approximate Usage Levels  

All figures are approximate – and relate to a four week period. Figures were supplied by residents, housing support workers and external users. 

 

 Centres 

Services / 
Activities 

Calcaria 
Centre, 

Tadcaster  

Cunliffe 
Centre, 

Selby 

Lady 
Popplewell 

Centre, 

Sherburn 

Grove  

House, 

South Milford 

Harold 
Mill 

House, 

Sherburn 

Rosemary 
House, 

Tadcaster 

 

Coultish 
Centre, 

Selby 

Anne 
Sharpe  
Centre, 

Byram 

 

Kelkbar,  

Tadcaster 

Westfield 
Court, 

Eggborough 

Manor Garth 
Community 

Centre, 
Kellington 

Northfield 
Close, 

Womersley 

Activities 
(hrs pm) -
Bingo etc 

58 38 36 32 32 30 26 25 20 16 12 0 

Meetings 

(hrs pm) 

10 

Committee  
meetings, ad 
hoc Police, 
housing, 
council 

11 

4 

Committee & 
social care 

5 

Committee, 
Police & carers 

meetings 

0 

8  

Committee 
meetings, 
steering 
group 

meetings  

10 4 4 2 

 

2 

 

0 

Services 
(hrs pm) 24 56 12 0 8 0 26 2 42 2 8 0 

Total Hours 
(per month) 92 105 52 37 40 38 62 31 66 20 22 0 

No of people 
using Washing 

Machine 
 28  4 or 5 15  9  3  5 people & 

carers  20 8  5 1/2 using 
dryer only 

No space for 
laundry 

Only space for  
dryer – 2 users  
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4 Centre Running Costs and Resources  

4.1 Income 

4.1.1 The total income from the 12 Community Centres over the  period 2008/9 was over 
£12,000. Income came from hall hire, leaseholder payments and laundry income and this 
is also the source of revenue in 2009/10. These figures are based on the information 
provided at the time of this report. 

4.1.2 The total running costs for the Centres in the same period 2008/9 was   £167,053.19  
including income.  See costs in   Appendix 9 – based on available data. If the Centres are 
to be opened for longer hours eg evenings and weekends then the projected running 
costs will increase putting additional pressure on future Business Plans to increase 
income and run break-even budgets. 

4.1.3 This income reflects the fairly low usage rates of the Centres overall. If a Centre is used 
25 hours per week and Committees continue to be offered approx 12 hours free usage 
per week   then only half the usage per week is chargeable. Many Community Centres run 
tiered rental systems to enable their Business Plans to be realistic and offer support to 
local volunteers and community organisations and very few can afford to offer free space. 

4.1.4 The more successful Centres are more likely to be more financially viable with an 
improved charging system. Centres for which no mortgage still needs to be paid, which 
are not paying management costs, which are in generally good repair  and are popular 
should be sustainable.     

4.1.5 Providing office space, storage space, interview space and meeting space needs to be 
fully scoped and costed. Local organisations and businesses may come forward if the 
Centres are publicised. Increased management costs money and disposal of whole or 
part of a building through leasing brings in income and footfall. Phase 2 of this work will 
address solutions. Income from statutory sector commissioning and agreements with third 
sector organisations which cover hire costs would be explored in identifying ways to 
ensure a realistic Business Plan for the Centres is developed.     

4.1.6 By working in partnership to adapt some Centres for people with special needs some key 
changes could be achieved using capital funding provided through other services eg North 
Yorkshire Adult Care (Selby Day Centre).  

4.1.7 A couple of residents suggested that some Community Centres should be run and 
administered by the General Rate Fund and not be run from the Housing Revenue 
Account as the Centre users were from the wider Selby population now.   

4.1.8 Selby District Council’s Housing Revenue Account Business Plan (2007-2010) states that 
these Community Centres contribute to sustainable communities and will represent value 
for money for tenants and services users.   

4.1.9 The Housing Minister John Healey has, in July 2009, launched consultation on his plans 
to hand all 202 stock-holding councils control of their housing rents and sales receipts. 
The outcome of any changes to the current Housing Revenue Account (HRA) finance 
system may present new opportunities to the Council with regard to future plans for the 
Centres.      
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5 Comments during Consultation 

5.1.1 The comments reflected issues identified in the consultation meetings. The key issues for 
the future expressed by external parties were: 

■ Marketing should be improved  - did not know the Centres could be hired or their 
locations 

■ Centres could be opened up to serve the needs of the community eg personal 
services 

■ This is a good time to be reviewing the potential of the Centres as the Day Care 
provision is  being closed and locally based services need to be provided 

■ This is an opportunity to deliver more third sector provision eg Crossroads respite 
care   

■ Centres need managing so that the customer care is understood by Centre users 

■ Tiered room hiring system would be appropriate 

■ Decoration and furniture need to be changed 

■ Policies and customer care needs to be professional 

■ Health – locality based commissioning could offer opportunities to broaden services 

■ Debt and credit union banking information could be delivered from the centres 

■ Housing officer surgeries would  be useful 

■ Housing association surgeries and meetings 

■ Volunteers need meeting space although may not have capacity to pay 

■ Adult education sessions 

■ Construction skills – Groundworks written exam preparation and drawing work  

■ More faith based work and services 

■ Mother and toddler drop ins 

■ Diversionary activities to young people      

 

5.1.2 Full list in Appendix 5 showing current and proposals for future activities for each Centre 
as a result of the community centre consultation 

5.1.3 The second stakeholder meeting in July 2009 was attended by some external partners 
and discussion covered developing future service delivery.   
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6  Analysis  

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 The strength of the successful Centres lies in the strong volunteer led input and the 
collaborative working with the Housing Support Services. The Centres are also at risk of 
decline due to their reliance on the volunteer committees which rely on one or two key 
people. Their strength is also their weakness and this can be seen where there has been 
a loss of leadership or loss of members at certain Centres.   

6.1.2 Throughout this process we tried to ascertain the following about facilities and provision:  

■ How and to what extent do current facilities and service provision meet current and 
future needs? 

■ Where are facilities less than optimal and provision weak? 

■ What do residents and other stakeholders want future provision to look like? 

6.1.3 The possibility of co-locating healthy living  services and other  services such as activities 
for women and men and adult education  came from a number of residents and external 
partners. Providing personal services such as chiropody, nail bar, hair-dressing and 
alternative therapies attracted some people. An example of a successful local centre, 
given by a resident, was the Riccall Regen Centre not far away. 

6.1.4 The most energetic responses and discussions involved the lunches and fish suppers and 
residents were interested in exploring how more coffee mornings and luncheon clubs 
could be supported. Previous arrangements whereby volunteers were allowed to cook had 
ceased and the Committees bring in Fish Suppers etc and they still go down well. 

6.1.5 There was very little questioning of the reasons why the Council would need to make a 
service “pay for itself” or the need for “value for money”. There were a couple of questions 
related to residents wanting to see the benefit for the Committees and existing users if 
more lettings/hiring took place.  

6.1.6 All were aware of the tension between the 12   “free” hours per week Centre usage which 
is offered to the Centres’ Committees and the need to increase the amount of external 
hiring.  

6.1.7 Although it would appear that some Centres are busy for in excess of 25 hours per week 
within  8 hour opening slots 5 days per week the picture is slightly different and the busier 
Centres are actually being opened in the evenings (and weekends to a lesser extent) by 
volunteers who are Committee members.     

6.1.8 Some local residents were concerned about some residents and non-residents being able 
to use the Centres without being charged. There are tiered charging systems in other 
community halls locally for volunteers and community organisations. An approach could 
be that where residents attending activities are charged and income is collected to cover 
costs and save for trips etc then the community groups voluntarily organising activities 
could be required to pay for services, refreshments and room hire at cost. For voluntary 
activities whereby  people receive and give no payment and which are unincorporated (eg 
sitting with someone with dementia so the carer can go out)  the organisers could be 
considered for lower/nil room hire costs.    

6.1.9 A few people raised questions about who makes decisions about how and who halls are 
let to and said the ownership of the criteria and policy development needs resolving . 
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6.1.10 The total cost of running the Centres was £167,053.19 including income, depreciation and 
impairment costs. The running costs greatly exceed the income received and changes to 
services to increase income and improve the sustainability of the Centres are required.   

6.1.11 The Centres could maximise income through hiring out rooms, hiring out whole Centres, 
handing over management and maintenance of certain Centres to other parties as part of 
a  local service agreement. Some Centres could be developed into larger facilities – their 
development potential differs.  Various options need to be explored. In the future a 
management system will increase overheads so a costed business case is required. 
Future improvements can provide:    

■ Value for money 

■ Flexibility of use 

■ The potential for reducing running/maintenance costs 

■ Opportunities for income generation. 

 

6.2 Swot Analysis 

6.2.1 There are opportunities within the current building layouts – laundry rooms could be 
developed as office space or an interview room for certain services/surgeries eg housing, 
social care, health, and changing facilities for people with disabilities etc. Certain Centres 
have under-utilised second lounges and storage space and nearly all have space for  
additional first floor rooms or storage.     

6.2.2 Income generation could be increased   through  trading, training and funding income 
coming into the Centres. 

6.2.3 The relationship between these Community Centres and other key community hubs in a 
neighbourhood can be important.  Joined up neighbourhood service delivery could 
produce more activity in the Centres and reduce gaps in service. 

6.2.4 The current planned increase in locally based service provision via health, day services 
and learning and skills is leading to more organisations – commissioners and delivery 
organisations looking for facilities as office bases, storage space, activity space, meeting 
space, for service delivery (eg bathing) and outreach advice. Managers in North Yorkshire 
services and third sector organisations welcomed being made aware of these local 
Centres and could see the benefit of some joined up planning to make best use of the 
Centres for local people.    
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Table 2: Community Centre SWOT Analysis 

Strengths 

Volunteer leadership 

Good officer team 

Good facilities in terms of size 

Centres are attractive to partners 

Current users are open to change  

Best Practice – Service level agreements 

Good third sector organisations locally  

LSP has created a good forum to pool 
ideas  

Calcaria Centre - Good model to copy  

 

Weaknesses  

Loss of volunteers at some centres 

Management arrangements need 
addressing 

Original client group considerably reduced 

Serves a restricted age group  

Restricted car parking 

Lack of strategic fit currently 

Centres need some modernisation and 
need to be fit for purpose (eg remove 
glass tables) with interview rooms 
/storage 

Not serving the families in their localities    

Opportunities 

Local demand for space  

Funding available  to support third sector 
service delivery eg Crossroads 

National and local funding available to 
SDC, NYCC and Third Sector  

Hair and beauty services (subject to 
business support) 

Coalfields Regeneration Trust 

PCT-Locality-based commissioning 

Third sector  eg St Johns Ambulance 

Opportunity to support other needs 
groups eg “Changing Places” (Selby Day 
Centre) outreach who may have funding 

NYCC Adult & Community Care at Harold 
Mills and Cunliffe Centre 

Selby needs Youth Services, mother and 
toddler drop-ins (Appendix 7)  

AVS want space  

CAB want to offer outreach in places 
other than Selby, Tadcaster and Sherburn 

Homeless and offenders – need local 
venues for courses to support into work 

Threats 

Centres need investment 

H&S considerations of current model 

Current economic climate 

Competition from other successful 
Centres in same neighbourhood – 
impacts on Kellington & Womersley  

Risk - Very high expenditure on running 
costs compared with income 

Transport costs are high for residents and 
organisations and need to be considered 
in any reshaping of local delivery 
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7 Conclusion 

7.1 The Current Situation  

7.1.1 This review provides baseline information about the Community Centres. The 12 Centres 
vary in the level of activity and service delivery to their local communities. Some Centres 
which are actively engaging local elderly residents do so through a hard core of local 
volunteers. The Centres currently deliver to a restricted section (older people)   of the 
wider community. The Centres are not serving the whole community in their area.    

7.1.2 The cost of running the Centres was £167,053.19 based on current information. This is a 
very high price to pay when the visible income contribution is only just over £12,000. 
There may be some savings to the local council through the service provision of these 
Centres to   specific need groups   but this   needs to be demonstrated and value 
attributed.  

7.1.3 Some Centres have more development potential than others - the situation differs and the 
local context in terms of neighbouring community facilities and planned housing growth 
needs to be considered as future planning is developed. There are already opportunities 
through changes in planned local provision eg the focus on providing locally delivered 
services as the day centres are closing.  

7.1.4 Certain Centres are not situated next to housing for the elderly (eg Cunliffe Centre) and 
would be ideal for family, community and youth activities or similar busy, lively provision 
without running the risk of disturbing vulnerable older residents (see Appendix 7). 

7.1.5 Certain Centres eg Manor Garth at Kellington and Northfield Close at Womersley are used 
less because the local Village Hall provides the activities. The Anne Sharpe Centre in 
Byram   is also not centrally placed in the   village and is threatened by the search by the 
GP’s practice for new, larger premises in the Centre of the village.  

7.1.6 The volunteer base in some of the most successful Community Centres is a  strength. The 
volunteers engage a specific section of the local community. Reliance on the volunteer 
base is also a weakness as when this reduces there is currently no alternative. There is a 
need for new management and governance arrangements based on centralised policy, 
social inclusion and good practice.    

7.1.7 There are a range of positive suggestions from the elderly local residents, from other 
residents and statutory partners which suggest a wider remit for the Centres in the future. 
There are also examples of good practice in North Yorkshire and elsewhere for   
developing Community Centres offering a wider range of services eg Ricall Regen Centre. 
There was considerable support for closing a number of Centres and reshaping the 
remainder to offer a wide range of services to young and old.  

7.1.8 Long term and short term leasing of Centres to local providers who need a base and 
facilities may bring in a reasonable return and provide improved services to the 
community.   

7.1.9 The next step is to develop a long term plan, devised following an appraisal of the options 
available, to bring stakeholders and funding together in the most cost efficient and 
effective way.          
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8 Recommendations  

8.1.1 Improving Services from Centres - In order to provide improved  local services which 
represent increasingly good value for money to the residents of Selby District Council the 
planning for the Centres should be directly linked with county and local service priorities. 
There is support for better service provision for those who need it.  It may be beneficial for 
some Centres to have a specialist function in future – financially supported by other 
services. In Phase 2 of this Review Selby District Council needs to explore the future 
outcomes required from the Centres and the level of resources available to support them.   

8.1.2 
consideration should be given to increasing revenue to reduce the burden on Council 
rents and the HRA. In Phase 2  of this Review a sustainable business plan will be 
developed designed to set up wider service provision over a two or three year period. The 
Business Plan will build in income from other statutory and voluntary service providers 
who need to deliver locally whilst responding to the need for other local community 
activities to be continued. This will enable Selby to develop broadening delivery 
relationships with other North Yorkshire services and key local organisations working in 
the community eg Crossroads.  
Youth and family services - Future

Viability and Sustainability - In developing a strategy and business plan for the Centres  

8.1.3   planning should aim to meet expressed local needs eg 
by providing  facilities for the local young people (0 to 19 years) about which much 

8.1.4  joint funding - The strategy for the use of the Centres could be developed 
based on lo d needs and identifying opportunities to access capital and 

8.1.5 
f this Review should provide an action plan using a   detailed matrix of the 

delivery plans of other external organisations including their priorities, available funding, 

8.1.6 
anagement, publicity and staff skills. Phase 2 of the review will need to 

 manage voluntary activity in the centres and support good 
practice, policy development and effective local service delivery.   

8.1.7 

ts for space which will 
inform Phase 2 of the Review.  

concern has been expressed during the survey (from youth officers, councillors and 
residents).     
Partnership and

cally identifie
revenue funds from North Yorkshire County Council, national funding opportunities and 
third sector partnership/hiring arrangements. Third sector partners are able to apply for 
funds and run programmes which can be delivered from the Centres with lease or room 
hire covered.   
Action planning based on Selby Housing Strategy and Selby Community Strategy - The 
second phase o

timescales, services, space and facilities requirements. This information should be 
collected from   North Yorkshire County Council Adult Services, Youth Services, Adult 
Learning, 14-19 Years Services, Early Years, Selby Day Centre, the PCT and third sector 
partners.    
Standardising Centres – Centres should provide a similar standard of service with regard 
to quality, m
identify how to centrally

Programming new services – the new awareness of the Centres will produce some 
demand and interest. It may be helpful to confirm the Review programme. The   Steering 
Group can continue to record identified service needs and reques
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Appendix Two – Documents List 
 
 

Below is a list of documents, including strategies and newsletters that have been 
read whilst preparing this report. 

 
 
 HRA Business Plan 2007-10 

 Sustainable Communities Strategy 2005-10 

 North Yorkshire’s Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 2008-11 

 The North Yorkshire Local Area Agreement 2008-11 
 
 Selby District AVS Newsletter, Volume 11, Issue 1, February 2009 
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APPENDIX 4 – CONSULTEES – by telephone and at meetings: 
 
Residents: 
Jean Allerton 
Alan Hartley 
Linda Hartley 
Peter Furminger 
Nina Furminger 
Ian Haylett  
 
Organisations: 
Age Concern/Help the Aged    

North Yorkshire County Council - Adult and Community Services 

Crossroads           

PCT  

Practice Manager, Anne Sharpe Centre 

Selby and District Mencap Society   

Alzheimers Society                   

Fast response    

Groundworks 

Selby District Carers for Carers         

North Yorkshire out of hours           

Selby Distict Disability & Access Forum 
 
Occupational Health NY     

Salvation Army      

Home Improvement Agency           

Sure Start        

North Yorkshire Children’s Services     

AVS 

CAB 

NYCC Supporting People 

St John’s Ambulance 

Selby Day Centre  

Youth Clubs North Yorkshire 

Brayton Headstart      

Scouts and Girl Guides Association 

Library representative     
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Appendix 5 – Current Activities  and Additional Future Uses 
 

 
Name of Centre – Calcaria Centre 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Line dancing 
 Games Afternoon (dominoes, scrabble) 
 Coffee Afternoons 
 Social evenings, trips out 
 Fund raising events 

 Third Sector Sector Delivery 
 Office space for partners 
 Meetings for vol and comm. orgs 
 Extension of building   
 More activities  

 
 
 
 
Name of Centre – Cunliffe Centre 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Coffee mornings 
 November Fare and Christmas dinner 

 Third Sector Sector Delivery 
 Office space for partners 
 Meetings for vol and comm. orgs 
 Extension of building   
 More activities 

 
 
 
Name of Centre – Lady Popplewell Centre 

Current Use Future Use 
 Whist drive 
 Bingo 
 Trips, and Holidays twice a year 
 AGM fish supper, Pie & Pea supper etc 
 Coffee mornings 
 Fundraising 

 
 
 

 Third Sector Sector Delivery 
 Office space for partners 
 Meetings for vol and comm. orgs 
 Extension of building   
 More activities 
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Name of Centre – Grove House  

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Fish and Chip teas 
 Dominoes 
 Birthdays, parties, funerals 

   
 Salsa dancing 
 Line dancing 
 Luncheon club 

 
 
 
Name of Centre – Harold Mill House 

Current Use Future Use 
 Lunch club 
 Bingo 
 Trips 
 Dinners/lunches e.g. Christmas dinner 

 Third Sector Sector Delivery 
 Office space for partners 
 Meetings for vol and comm. orgs 
 Extension of building  
 Luncheon club 
 Shopping trips 
 Garden parties 
 Dancing 
 Games afternoons/evenings – darts 

             dominoes 
 Intergenerational activities - allotment 

 
 
 
Name of Centre – Rosemary House 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Dominoes 
 Coffee mornings 

 Third Sector Sector Delivery 
 Meetings for vol and comm. orgs 
 Line dancing 
 Salsa dancing 
 Darts 
 Table tennis 
 Birthday, weddings and other parties 

 
 
 
Name of Centre – Coultish Centre 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Trips 
 Pie and Pea supper and other dinners 
 Easter Bonnet Parade 

 Third Sector Sector Delivery 
 Office space for partners 
 Meetings for vol and comm. orgs 
 Coffee mornings 
 Weddings, parties and christenings 
 Speed dating 
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 Dancing 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Name of Centre – Anne Sharpe Centre 

Current Use Future Use 
 Coffee mornings 
 Day trips and visits 
 Bingo 
 Funeral teas 

 

 Games afternoon – Whist, dominoes 
 Dancing 
 Exercise classes 

 
 
Name of Centre - Kelbar 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Monthly social afternoon 

 Events 

 
 
 
 
 
Name of Centre – Westfield Court 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo  Any activities would be welcome 

 
 
 
 
Name of Centre – Manor Garth Community Centre 

Current Use Future Use 
 Bingo 
 Raffles, parties and trips 4 times a year 

 Any activity 

 
 
 
Name of Centre – Northfield Close 

Current Use Future Use 
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 Not currently used – 1 resident 
             attended 

 No future use mentioned by resident 
             who attended 
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Appendix 7 – Brief Summary of Sites 
 
Name Attached/proximity Development Potential/ 

Other Potential 
Cunliffe Centre Warden accommodation on 

site 
Large spaces close by and 
would be suitable for young 
people and families as not 
close to older people’s 
housing 

Rosemary House Laundry accessed  separately Minimal - Deep drop at rear 
to Sainsburys and no 
garden, opposite general 
needs flats and 
maisonettes. If it was not for 
the drop at the rear it might 
be ideal for youth facility  

Anne Sharpe 
Centre 

In GP surgery premises. 
Small/mid sized lounge 
approached through waiting 
room of GP – cannot be open 
when surgery is shut. 

Would be in a huge facility if 
GPs finds other premises 

Coultish Centre Police House next door and 
facing many homes but not 
many elderly 

Limited development 
potential horizontally – 
possible for youth 

Lady Popplewell 
Centre 

 Area available for 
development next to Centre 
– could be developed with 
or without Centre 

Grove House  Limited development 
potential 

Harold Mills House Close to other services, not 
surrounded by housing  

Some development 
potential 

Manor Garth 
Centre 
(not purpose built) 

Could be a ground floor flat 
for a local family 
 

Could create a large family 
home if decant above and 
convert  

Calcaria House Housing Support Officer’s 
home on 1st floor. 
Possible for youth 

Room for development at 
side and above and a large 
site if empty 

Westfield Court   Limited development 
potential 

Northfield 
Community Centre 
(not purpose built) 

Could provide 
accommodation for a family 

Limited development 
potential 

Kelcbar Restricted at rear by proximity 
to other homes. Has 
accommodation attached. 
Possible for youth. Opposite  
family homes.  

Leasehold property 

-Restricted at rear by proximity to other homes & has accommodation attached 
-Leasehold   
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Appendix 8 – Centre Meetings Timetable 

 
 

Selby District Centre Review  
 
 
 
TIME WED 10TH JUNE  THURS 11TH 

JUNE 
FRIDAY 12TH 
JUNE 

TUESDAY 16TH 
JUNE 

WEDNESDAY 17TH 
JUNE 

 
10AM – 11AM 

 
USER / 
STAKEHOLDER 
MEETING – 
CIVIC CENTRE 

 
LADY 
POPPLEWELL 
CENTRE - 
SHERBURN 

CALCARIA 
CENTRE - 
TADCASTER 

WESTFIELD 
COURT - 
EGGBOROUGH

KELCBAR 

 
1 PM – 2PM 

 
HAROLD MILLS 
CENTRE – 
SHERBUN IN 
ELMET 

 
COULTISH 
CENTRE - 
SELBY 

ROSEMARY 
COURT - 
TADCASTER 

NORTHFIELD 
CLOSE - 
WOMERSLEY 

 

 
3/3.30 PM 

 
GROVE HOUSE 
– SOUTH 
MILFORD 

 
CUNLIFFE 
CENTRE - 
SELBY 

ANNE 
SHARPE 
CENTRE - 
BYRAM 

MANOR 
GARTH -
KELLINGTON 
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APPENDIX 9 - SELBY COMMUNITY CENTRES - 2008/9 - INCOME AND EXPENDITURE

EXPENDITURE INCOME
£ £

Electricity 14,029.77 Hire of community centres 6,547.00
Gas 17,518.61 Laundry 3,503.00
Cleaning materials 1,002.09 Leasehold income Kelcbar 2,158.00
Water 4,107.53
Washing machine repairs 1,250.65
Staff costs opening and closing 15,466.36
Staff costs booking centres 468.00
Cleaners time 36,571.60
Hydrox water treatment 3,420.00
Repairs 13,804.00
Window cleaning 2,031.00
Refuse/recycling charges 562.18
Building impairment 15,291.90
Building depreciation 37,775.26
Insurance 15,962.24

179,261.19 12,208.00
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Agenda Item No: 10 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Sub-Regional Choice Based Lettings Scheme 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009  
  
Service Area: Housing Services 
  
Author: Julia Jennison, Policy & Partnership Officer 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Housing  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 For information only. 

 
To update Members on the development of a sub-regional Choice Based 
Lettings Scheme for North Yorkshire. 

  
2 Executive Summary 
  
2.1 On 18th September 2007, Social Board approved the proposal to join the 

sub regional Choice Based Letting (CBL) scheme, in order to improve 
customer access to the wider housing market area. 
 

2.2 
 
 
 
2.3 
 
 
 
2.4 
 
 

The Partnership set up a Project Board and appointed a Project Manager 
to lead, with three sub groups set up to develop  the detailed scheme in 
draft. 
 
Formal consultation on the draft scheme runs from July to 19 October 
2009, and copies of the draft scheme and response form are attached, 
together with a copy of the substantive document. 
 
A letter was sent to all Social Board members on 1st September outlining 
progress and enclosing a copy of the consultation paper and questionnaire.
 

2.5 A final draft scheme will be produced once the consultation process has 
been completed across the sub region, and it is envisaged that one partner 
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will introduce CBL first, with other members of the scheme following around 
June 2010. 
  

  
3 The Report 
  
3.1 On 18th September 2007, Members approved the proposal for Selby District 

Council to join the sub regional Choice Based Letting scheme, in order to 
improve customer access to the wider housing market area. 
 

3.2 The implementation of CBL on a sub-regional basis with neighbouring 
authorities will give benefits in terms of improving customer access to the 
wider housing market area, and this may bring potential efficiency gains in 
relation to procurement issues.  
 

3.3 
 
 
3.4 
 
 
 
 
3.5 
 
 
 
 
3.6 

The Partnership set up a Project Board and has appointed a Project 
Manager to lead on the development of the scheme. 
 
Three sub groups were established to help finalise the key principles of the 
Combined Lettings Scheme. Each authority had representation on each sub 
group, with each being chaired by a local authority member of staff drawn 
from the Project Board. 
 
In line with best practice, the groups also included representation from other 
public and voluntary services with an interest in housing such as Housing 
Associations (from outside the partnership), Supporting People teams and 
the independent advice sector. 
 
The sub groups were: 
 
Allocations and Banding, Eligibility, Medical Need/Vulnerability. The sub 
groups ran on a ‘short life’ basis from February 25th 2009 to 1st May 2009. 
 

3.7 On 16th June 2009, the Chair updated Members on progress. 
 

3.8 A draft sub regional scheme has now been agreed by all partner local 
authorities and registered social landlords for consultation. Local consultation 
events will be held in each district, and the dates for these will be published 
across the sub region, aiming to provide the same information at particular 
stages across the whole of the area.  
 

3.9 A letter was sent to all Social Board members on 1st September outlining 
progress and enclosing a copy of the consultation paper and questionnaire. 
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3.10 The Consultation process runs over a twelve-week period ending on 19th 
October, and has to fit into a wider project timetable. Consequently, meetings 
have been arranged in Selby to inform and consult housing staff, contact 
centre staff, partner agencies and the third sector, and the County 
Homelessness Group during August and September. This will enable three 
wider consultation events to be held during September in Selby, Sherburn 
and Tadcaster, which will be open to applicants, tenants and the wider 
public, where staff will be able to address more detailed queries about how 
the scheme is intended to work. 
 

3.11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.12 
 
 
 
 

A press release and details of the draft scheme, together with a 
questionnaire, were posted on the website early in September. Every 
applicant on our Housing Register has received a letter enclosing details of 
the proposal and a questionnaire, inviting them to take part in the process. 
(Appendix 1 and 2). A fuller substantive version of the scheme is available on 
request. (Appendix 3). 
 
There are a number of questions on which the Project Board would like to 
consult. However, discussion will not be limited to these questions. All this 
information will also be provide on our website to enable consultation with 
other partners and stakeholders including the wider public. 

3.13 Our local events will be held as follows –  
 
Selby Civic Centre      Thursday 17th September      4-7pm 

Sherburn, Lady Popplewell Centre Tuesday 29th September       4-7pm 

Tadcaster,  Kelcbar Community Centre Wednesday 30th September 4-7pm 
 
This has been highlighted through a press release and information on our 
website, letters, consultation with Social Board and the Tenants Forum, and 
updates in Open Door and Citizenlink. 
 

3.14 Following evaluation of the consultation feedback, a final scheme will be 
agreed. It is envisaged that one partner will introduce CBL during 2009, and 
that the other members of the scheme will follow in spring/summer 2010. 
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3.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.16 
 
 

Evaluation 
 
The partnership has put in place arrangements to evaluate CBL through  
Joseph Rowntree Foundation, who have agreed in principle to evaluate the 
operation of CBL across the partnership area. They have identified Hal 
Pawson from Herriot Watt University to evaluate the scheme; he is a noted 
expert in this area and has carried out similar research for a number of other 
similar partnerships as well as the government.  
 
Evaluation will commence when the new scheme has been in operation for a 
period. It will consider a number of aspects of the scheme; notably customer 
satisfaction and the impact on vulnerable applicants. 
 

4 Financial Implications 
  
4.1 
 
 

In terms of the development of the scheme, £38,000 has been set aside for 
the work with the partnership and introduction of the service. Once a service 
outline has been proposed, costings relating to day to day functions will be 
able to be calculated. 

  
5 
 
5.1 
 
 
5.2 

Conclusions 
 
When the consultation period has finished, the scheme will be finalised and 
work will be able to continue to progress the IT provision. 
 
It is envisaged that one partner will introduce CBL during 2009, and that the 
other members of the scheme will follow in spring/summer 2010. 

  
6 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
6.1 Relevant Strategic themes contained in the 2006-2010 Corporate Plan are;  

• Putting customers first 
• Protecting the Environment 
• Healthier communities 
• Promoting Prosperity 
• Community safety 
• Making better use of resources 
• Organising to deliver 
 

  
7 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
7.1 Selby District Council’s Corporate priority projects for 2009-10 relevant to 

these proposals are; 

• Reducing our expenditure by a series of balanced measures. 
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homes for those who want and need them. 
  

  
8 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
8.1 Service Improvement 

 
Impact 

 The development of a choice based lettings scheme will empower those who 
currently wait for an allocation of accommodation. 
 

8.2 Equalities 
 

Impact 

 The scheme will seek to treat all clients fairly, and particular attention will be 
paid to assisting vulnerable clients to take part. 
 
 

8.3 Community Safety and Crime 
 

Impact 

 Reducing social problems caused by allocations policies by allowing the 
market to lead. 
 

8.4 Procurement 
 

Impact  
 Consideration of developing joint working across the county will result in 

potential cost savings and joint procurement opportunities. 
 

8.5 Risk Management 
 

Impact 

 The scheme will share set up costs across the county. 
  

8.6 Sustainability 
 

Impact 

 The development of Choice through a variety of housing options, advertised 
through the scheme should result in more sustainable lettings. 
 

8.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact  
 Working in partnership with other North Yorkshire councils, local housing 

associations and others offering property for rent or sale. 
 

 
9 Background Papers 
  
9.1 
 
9.2 
 
9.3 
 

Selby District Interim Housing Strategy 2004-2005 
 
Selby District Housing Strategy Action Plan 2007-2010 
 
Regional Housing Strategy 2005-2021 
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Appendix A Draft Proposal for Consultation, abridged 
 
Appendix B Response sheet 
 
Appendix C Substantive proposal 
 
 
 
Appendix 1               Appendix 2           Appendix 3            
 

Abridged CBL 
proposal for consultat       

FEEDBACK SHEET 
FOR PARTNER, STAF  

lettings scheme draft 
proposal (substantive 
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Agenda Item No:11 

___________________________________________________________________
 
Title: Update on Douglas St, Selby 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009 
  
Service Area: Housing Services 
  
Author: Julia Jennison, Policy & Partnership Officer 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Housing  
 
 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To report back progress on Douglas Street. 
  
2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 That Social Board recommend to Policy and Resources Committee one of 

the following options; 
 
       1. Continue and develop 6 affordable units through Broadacres  
           Housing Group with committed funding from the Homes and  
           Communities Agency (HCA), either 
           a) 6 rented units with Broadacres or     
           b) 4 rented units with Broadacres and 2 units retained by the council 
               at a cost of £180,000     
 
       2. Maximise the capital receipt by selling the properties on the open  
           market and enabling the development of a smaller number of  
           affordable units elsewhere in the district 

  
3 Background 
  
3.1 Social Board agreed on 6 January 2009 to the further exploration of the 

redevelopment of the Douglas Street site by Broadacres Housing 
Association. 
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4 The Report 
 

4.1 Social Board agreed (6 January 2009) that the scheme submitted by 
Broadacres Housing Association be explored further. 
 

4.2 
 
 
 
 
 
4.3 

The bid received from Broadacres Housing Association had stated that the 
existing properties are beyond repair for social housing as they could not be 
brought up to an acceptable standard, and there would be ongoing issues 
around structure and layout. This was also confirmed by other Associations 
who did not bid. 
 
None of the Associations were able to meet the original brief of a capital 
receipt of £100,000, but Broadacres submission included a receipt of 
£30,000 in line with HCA guidance (see 4.8 and 4.9). 
 

4.4 
 
 
 
4.5 

The proposal was the construction of a new terrace of 6 units for rent over 
three floors with a first floor lounge and outside area looking towards the 
church, and second floor bedroom and drying room.  
 
It is planned to be achieved using new methods of construction, ie off site 
manufacture, to ensure that disruption in Douglas Street is kept to a 
minimum, and storage of materials minimised. Broadacres would use the 
local labour market where possible. The properties would meet HCA 
requirements including the latest space standards and high energy efficiency 
levels. Further details can be found in Appendix 1. 
 

4.6 
 
 
4.7 

There are ongoing discussions with the planning department regarding the 
proposal, and the indicative scheme is shown on the boards provided. 
 
Further discussions have also established the position regarding the open 
area of land to the rear of the site, which is also owned by Selby District 
Council. This abuts the listed building on New Lane and St James’s Church. 
Planners do not consider that the land can be developed with any form of 
development without it having a negative impact on the setting of the 
adjoining listed buildings.  They would also be concerned if this parcel of land 
was being sold for residential curtilage to the occupiers of adjacent 
properties. 
 

4.8 
 
 
 
 
 
4.9 
 
 
 
 
 

A successful bid has been made to the Homes and Communities Agency 
(HCA) for £360,000, subject to further liaison with Selby District Council 
regarding the details of the scheme and the value of the land. The HCA 
requirement for the use of council owned land is that this is accounted for at 
a maximum of £5,000 per plot. 
 
This option would result in a total capital receipt of £30,000. The target 
minimum value of any receipt from an RSL development was initially set by 
Social Board at £100,000 in order to recover the sum expended on the 
purchase of number 17. However, HCA rules do not allow negotiation on this 
figure; it is seen as the Council’s input to the affordable housing scheme. 
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4.10 
 
 
4.11 

Alternatively there is an opportunity for the Council to retain one or two 
properties in its own portfolio at a cost of £90,000 each. 
 
Selby District Council would be required to pay £200,000 for the 2 units but 
would receive £20,000 capital receipt from the land so in real terms the cost 
would be £90,000 per unit. 
 

4.12 
 
 
 
 
 
4.13 

Since the capital receipt from selling the property to Broadacres is predicted 
to be so low, a further open market valuation has been requested from 
Stephensons Estate Agents with options for either outright sale, or the 
refurbishment of all properties with some retained for rent in Council 
ownership. 
 
The current market value of all properties sold as individual units is 
£393,000, but if all units were sold to a single purchaser it is anticipated that 
£360,000 might be achieved with an initial asking price of £395,000. 
 

4.14 The capital receipt could be able to be used to fund affordable housing 
elsewhere in the district, perhaps by utilising another site in Council 
ownership such as St Joseph’s Street, Tadcaster. 
 

4.15 
 

The two options have a number of advantages and disadvantages, set 
out below: 
 
The existing option - Development with Broadacres Housing Group 
 
Advantages 

• 6 affordable houses for social rent developed in the district, with 
possibly 2 remaining in council ownership 

• Joint working with one of our RSL partners 
• Funding in place with HCA 
• Development using new methods of construction ie off site 

manufacture   
• Improvement and regeneration of the surrounding area 
• 6 Empty homes brought back into use 
• Use of local labour 
• Units to include latest space standards and high energy efficiency 

levels  
 
Disadvantages 

• Capital receipt to the Council limited to £30,000 if all units were owned 
by Broadacres 

• Further expenditure of £180,000 in addition to the £90,000 already 
utilised for the purchase of number 17 (£270,000 in total) 

 
4.16 
 

Alternative option - Sale on the open market 
 
Advantages 

• Improvement and regeneration of the surrounding area 
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• 6 Empty homes brought back into use 
• Higher capital receipt, £393,000 - £360,000 

 
Disadvantages 

• Loss of a potential 6 affordable houses developed for social rent. 
      Receipt could be ring fenced for the development of affordable  
      housing elsewhere in the district, but likely to result in fewer than 6      
• Abandonment of a potential scheme worked up with RSL partner 
• Requires a successful bid to HCA to be withdrawn 
• Missed opportunity for off site manufacture   
• Unable to specify local labour for the work 

 
5 Financial implications 

 
5.1 
 
 
 
 
5.2 

In March 2007 Selby District Council purchased 17 Douglas Street from 
General Fund (GF) capital for £90,000. This property along with numbers 12-
16 are General Fund, they sit on the asset register as GF and are 
depreciated through GF. 
  
The purchase of 17 Douglas Street was ultimately funded by the Housing 
Revenue Account, but that has no bearing on the disposal of this asset. As a 
result, the General Fund would keep 100% of the proceeds from disposal.  
 

6 
 
6.1 
 
 
 
 
 
6.2 

Conclusions 
 
The proposed scheme with Broadacres cannot deliver the capital receipt 
originally required (£100,000 minimum), but does provide 6 affordable units 
for local people through our partner RSL, supported by the HCA. It would 
also provide other benefits both in terms of the development of social 
housing for rent and local labour initiatives. 
 
A scheme providing a greater capital receipt will fail to deliver these targets, 
but could provide a smaller number of affordable units elsewhere in the 
district. 
 

7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Relevant Strategic themes contained in the 2006-2010 Corporate Plan are; 

  
• Protecting the Environment 
• Healthier communities 
• Promoting Prosperity 
• Making better use of resources 
• Community safety 
• Organising to deliver 
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8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 Selby District Council’s Corporate priorities for 2009-10 relevant to these 

proposals are; 
 
• Working with our communities to provide a safer environment in which 

to live and play. 
• Valuing our environment and reducing our carbon footprint. 
• Providing a better balance in the housing market to provide access to 

homes for those who want and need them. 
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
Impact 

 The effective use of sites in local authority ownership, and an increase in 
housing provision in the district. Development of 6 empty properties. 
  

9.2 Equalities 
 

Impact 

 Provision of additional accommodation to meet identified local need. 
 

9.3 Community Safety and Crime 
 

Impact 

 Reducing the occurance of social problems caused by poor environments 
and areas of disrepair. Improving the street scene and bringing empty 
properties back into use. 
 

9.4 Procurement 
 

Impact  

 The opportunity for joint working with existing partners to create more local 
needs housing.  The improvement of this terrace of properties will ensure the 
regeneration of the area. 
 

9.5 Risk Management 
 

Impact 

 These Council properties are presently empty, unoccupied and unsuitable for 
habitation.  They are failing to generate income for the Council and are likely 
to cost in the region of £35,000 each to repair. 
 

9.6 Sustainability 
 

Impact 

 The improvement of this unused site through a redevelopment scheme will 
also impact on the surrounding residential areas. 
 

9.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact  

 The Council will enable the development of affordable housing options 
through more focussed use of its assets.  
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Background papers 
 
Social Board Minutes 6 January 2009  
Social Board Minutes 23 September 2008 
 
Appendix 1 – outline of the scheme 
 
Boards showing indicative scheme 
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APPENDIX 1 

 
DOUGLAS STREET, SELBY. 

 
• Replace the existing 5 houses with 6 new properties, not only will there 

be more properties the new homes will be 3 bed. 

• New properties to meet Design Quality Standards and Code for 
Sustainable Homes.  

• Homes & Communities Agency have agreed funding for the project. 

• The aim is to use panelised or modular construction; this means the 
properties will be constructed off site in a factory to ensure the 
construction quality is of the highest standard. This will also minimise 
the disruption to the surrounding neighbourhood. 

• The demolition and groundworks are to be tendered to local contractors 
to provide an input to the local economy. 

• The properties are to appear from the outside to be a traditional 
Victorian terrace properties but with a modern twist to the interior. 
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Agenda Item No: 12 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Vulnerable Gardening Scheme 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009  
  
Service Area: Housing Services 
  
Author: Julia Tordoff, Assistant Policy & Partnership Officer 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Housing  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To update and inform Councillors on the criteria of the proposed scheme for 

vulnerable residents in partnership with Groundwork Selby . 
  
2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 That Councillors approve the proposal to implement the criteria for 

access and expansion to the scheme. 
  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 
 
 
 

Groundwork Selby have been working with the housing team on a pilot 
scheme for vulnerable residents.  It is anticipated that there will be further 
works completed by joint  working between Groundworks Selby and Abbey 
Landscapes.  Abbey Landscapes are a very small organisation employing 
young adults with learning disabilities. 
 

3.2 
 
 

Multi Agency working is key to the success of this project. 

3.3 For the Gardening Scheme for Vulnerable Residents to operate in Selby and 
be effective it is essential that it is self sustaining. 
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4 The Report 
  
4.1 Introduction 

 
The introduction of a pilot “Gardening Scheme for Vulnerable Customers” 
within Selby district has been ongoing since 2007.    
 

4.2 Pilot Scheme 
 
Work has been carried out on 20 properties (see Appendix A) at a cost of 
£2,800 which was taken out of the initial £5,000 secured from the Community 
Safety Partnership. 
 

 
4.3 

 
Housing has continued to collate a list of customers district wide who have 
shown an interest in the pilot gardening service and this currently stands at 
13. 

 
4.4 

 
Groundworks Selby and Housing recognise that in order for such a scheme 
to be successful it has to be self sustaining.  The initial £5,000 secured from 
the Community Safety Partnership by Groundworks Selby will be utilised for 
this work. 
 

4.5 Need 
 

• There are approximately 1,300 properties within Selby District 
Council’s stock that are designated as sheltered. 

• The Strategic Housing Management Assessment results show that 
15.1% of households requested help with gardening 

• The Status Survey shows that: 
o 71.5% of tenants are 55 and over 
o 55.9% have a long term illness that affects daily mobility 
o 11.5% need the use of a wheelchair 

 
4.6 Scope 

 
• Initial clearing of badly overgrown gardens in the scheme is paid for 

out of the £10,000 (£5,000 community safety partnership and £5,000 
Tenant Led Initiative Budget). 

 
• The service provided will be determined by customer choice.  

Customers will be able to choose to have the whole garden 
maintained, partial maintenance or just an individual item eg grass 
cutting. 

 
• The garden specification  covers grass cutting, sweeping and disposal, 

hedge trimming, pruning, litter collection, external stores, hoeing and 
forking, weed/fertiliser treatment, trees and moss-algae growth. 
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4.7 Criteria 
 

• For people to be eligible for the scheme they must  not have relatives 
living nearby who are able to carry out this work for them and they 
must be 50 years old or over and they must meet one the following 
criteria: 

 
o They must have a physical disability 
o They must have a mental disability 
o They must have a long term illness 

 
In addition, they must be in receipt of one of the following benefits: 

 
• Disability Living Allowance 
• Severe Disability Living Allowance 
• Attendance Allowance 
• State Pension 
• Income Support 
• War Pension 

 
4.8 Referrals 

 
Referrals for the scheme can be made to Housing Services in a number of 
ways: 
 

• Self referral (from SDC tenants only) 
• Area Housing Officers of other SDC staff 
• Community Mental Health Team 
• Social Services 
• Age Concern 
• Community Safety Partnership 
• Police 
• Victim Support 
• Councillors 

 
The Council has a key role to play in this by enabling a seamless service to 
be provided through the provision of this scheme. 
  

4.9 Funding 
 
There was initial funding of £5,000 from the Community Safety Partnership.  
 
In addition to this there is a possibility of another £3,000 for the next three 
years (£9,000 over 3 years) from the Community Safety Partnership by 
opening up this scheme to the whole community and engaging with other 
agencies (such as Abbey Landscapes) to promote local.    
 
 
This latter funding would be used to pay for the service delivered to those 

                                               96



 

 
 
 

customers referred by Community Safety Partnership, Police and Victim 
Support 
 
 

4.10 Paying for the Service 
 
Should the demand for the scheme expand at a later date we may need to 
examine the introduction of service charges to cover the costs.   Currently if 
anyone is unable to pay then it will be put forward as an estate management 
issue. 
 

4.11 Expansion of the Service 
 
Once the scheme is established for SDC tenants, it is proposed that it is 
opened up to all other tenures throughout the Selby district.   They will have 
to meet the same criteria as outlined in 4.6 and also be referred by one of the 
Agencies in 4.7.  It is anticipated that the agencies would carry out the criteria 
confirmation before referring them through to Groundworks. 
 
It is proposed that all other tenures throughout the Selby District would be 
charged at the rate of £19 per hour. 
 
There is also potential for expansion of resources, training and learning skills: 
 

 • Groundwork Selby has confirmed that there is a potential for training 
developing skills; 

• New initiatives by Groundwork Selby are being investigated to 
encourage school leavers to obtain land based skills; 

• Groundwork Selby are seeking opportunities with Selby College, 
Business Services ; 

• There is potential to create local jobs subject to funding from the 
Learning Skill Centre, European Funding and Selby College   

 
  
5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 As outline in 4.8 there is: 

 

• £5,000 initial funding from the Safety Community Partnership 
• £3,000 per year additional funding from the Safety Community 

Partnership for the next 3 years. 
 

 
 
 

This scheme will also assist in the reduction of numbers of victims of crime 
and repeat crimes as frequently untidy gardens are a sign that support is 
required.   

  
 

6 Conclusions 
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6.1 Housing Services are committed to the provision of an excellent housing 

service which is reflected not only in the present Service Plan but in the CPA 
result. 
 
The above scheme will enhance the housing service, provide ownership 
through choice to the customers,  promote quality and provide dignity to the 
customer receiving the service and ensure a positive and improved standard 
throughout the Selby district.   

  
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Relevant Strategic themes contained in the 2006-2010 Corporate Plan are;  

• Putting customers first 
• Protecting the Environment 
• Healthier communities 
• Promoting prosperity 
• Community Safety 
• Making better use of resources 
• Organising to deliver 

  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 Selby District Council’s Corporate priority projects for 2009/10 relevant to 

these proposals are; 
• Safer and stronger communities 
• Improving facilities for adults and older people particularly in rural 

areas 
• Delivery and improving housing services 
• Promoting health and wellbeing 

  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
Impact 

 Implementation of the Gardening Scheme will assist in the seamless delivery 
of an improving housing service.  In addition it will provide a positive and 
improved standard throughout Selby district. 
 

9.2 Equalities 
 

Impact 

 An Equalities Impact Assessment and Action Plan have been done which will 
feed into the service plan and ensure continuous and consistent monitoring.  
The process will ensure that all avenues of assistance have been exhausted 
and it will provide ownership through choice to the customers,  promote 
quality and ensure dignity to the customer receiving the service. 
 
 

9.3 Community Safety and Crime Impact 
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  This scheme will assist in the reduction of numbers of victims of crime and 

repeat crimes as frequently untidy gardens are a sign that support is 
required.   Neat and tidy gardens foster the perception of safer and stronger 
communities. 
  

9.4 Procurement Impact  
 Groundwork Selby have worked with Selby District Council for 8 years.  If the 

scheme is successful there is potential for proposing a tendering process with 
alternative garden maintenance contractors in the future. 
 

9.5 Risk Management 
 

Impact 

 The availability of this scheme will impact on the Selby district by improving 
the whole area as well as enhancing the services already delivered by 
Housing Services. 
 

9.6 Sustainability 
 

Impact 

 Customers will be able to choose the level of service they need; providing 
them with ownership; ensuring dignity and reducing the level of the fear of 
crime.  A robust and effective tenancy management service with early 
intervention will improve sustainability. 
 

9.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact  
 There is an opportunity for a reduction in costs on relets.  

 
10 Background Papers 
  
10.1 
 
10.2 
 
10.3 
 
10.4 
 
10.5 
 
10.6 
 
 
10.7 
 
10.8 
 
 
10.9 

Selby District Corporate Plan 2008-2011 
 
Sustainable Community Strategy 2005-2010 
 
Tenant Participation Advisory Service  
 
Care and Repair Leeds 
 
Leeds City Council - Gardening Scheme delivered by Keeping House 
 
Gateshead Housing Company – Gardening Scheme delivered by the 
Probation Service 
 
Wrexham County Borough Council Gardening Scheme (council tenants only) 
 
Norwich City Council – Gardening Scheme delivered by Mow and Grow 
using volunteers 
 
Brighton and Hove City Council Gardening Scheme (council tenants only) 
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10.10 
 
10.11 
 
 
10.12 
 
10.13 
 
10.14 
 
10.15 

 
Nottinghamshire Council – Gardening Scheme delivered by Link Age 
 
Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council – Gardening Scheme delivered by Age 
Concern (pilot to council tenants only) 
 
City of York Council Gardening Scheme (council tenants only) 
 
Yorkshire Housing Association (their tenants only) 
 
Chevin Housing Association (their tenants only) 
 
Magna Housing Association (open to non tenants also) 
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Title: Possession Prevention Fund 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009  
  
Service Area: Housing Services 
  
Author: Julia Jennison, Policy & Partnership Officer 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Housing  
______________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To advise Members on the arrangements relating to the governments new 

Possession Prevention Fund. 
 

2 Recommendation 
 

2.1 That the scheme is administered locally with officers progressing to 
develop a local scheme and associated procedures. 
 

3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 The Chancellor announced in the Budget a further £20 million to enable 

local authorities to extend small loans to families at risk of homelessness 
through repossession or eviction.  
 

3.2 Selby District Council has received a one off payment for 2009/10 of 
£28,500 in addition to the Homelessness Programme Grant 
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3.3 Funding can be used to assist in a number of situations; homeowners 
struggling with their mortgage costs, tenants in the social or private rented 
sectors who – through no fault of their own – are struggling with their rental 
payments in the current climate and face eviction. 
 

3.4 
 
 
 
3.5 

Scarborough, Craven, Ryedale and Richmondshire are considering using 
the North Yorkshire Credit Union to administer the scheme, particularly to 
make and receive payments 
 
It is envisaged that the district would “bank” the fund with the Credit Union 
to use as loans, and they would charge an administration fee covering a 
1% interest charge. 
 

3.6 The pros and cons of this are set out in the report, but retaining the scheme 
in house will have a number of advantages (see clause  4.9 in the main 
report). 

  
4 The Report 
  
4.1 The Chancellor announced in the Budget a further £20 million to enable 

local authorities to extend small loans to families at risk of homelessness 
through repossession or eviction.  
 

4.2 Relatively small amounts of money can prevent people from becoming 
homeless, and prevention funds can play an integral part in reducing the 
number of households being accepted as homeless. 
 

4.3 Selby District Council has received a one off payment for 2009/10 of 
£28,500 in addition to the Homelessness Programme Grant. The funding is 
intended to support the maximum number of households in need of 
financial assistance, enabling them to stay in their homes. Financial 
assistance through small loans (where possible) will allow money to be 
recycled to help other households in Selby in the future.  
 

4.4 Funding can be used to assist in a number of situations; homeowners 
struggling with their mortgage costs, tenants in the social or private rented 
sectors who – through no fault of their own – are struggling with their rental 
payments in the current climate and face eviction. The guidance suggests 
that loans should range from £1,000 - £3,000 per household, to a 
maximum of £5,000 available at 0% interest secured against the property. 
At the end of the interest free period, if the loan is not repaid in full, interest 
is chargeable. 
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4.5 The Fund is not intended to be used to fully clear rent or mortgage arrears, 
but to ‘recover’ the position where all other options have failed. Where 
possible, loans will be made on the basis of all parties being prepared to 
compromise on the debt owed. 
 

4.6 This service fits well with the existing work of the Housing Options Team. 
Work is continuing to develop procedures, but grant will support 
households who genuinely cannot pay their rent or mortgage as distinct 
from those who choose not to pay. Close working with the CAB will ensure 
that the recipient is prepared to act on money or debt advice to resolve the 
problem that has led to accumulation of arrears. 
 

4.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.8 

Scarborough, Craven, Ryedale and Richmondshire are considering using 
the North Yorkshire Credit Union to administer the scheme, particularly to 
make and receive payments. Each local Housing Options Team would still 
make the initial assessments and links with money advice. The proposal 
would not be a county arrangement, but each district would liaise with the 
Credit Union in its own right, but taking a similar approach. 
 
It is envisaged that the district would “bank” the fund with the Credit Union 
to use as loans, plus an administration fee covering a 1% interest charge 
(CLG specify that any loans should be at 0% to customers).  The local 
authority role would be to refer potentially eligible clients following CAB 
involvement (via a simple standard letter given to the client and email 
notification to North Yorkshire Credit Union) and they would then report 
back on a monthly basis in order for us to complete the CLG monitoring 
requirements. 
 

4.9 Pros – 
• the administration of the debt would fall to the credit union, saving 

additional work for Revenues 
Cons –  

• the lump sum would need to be transferred to the Credit Union and 
we would not earn interest on it 

• Part of the grant would be used to cover the interest usually charged 
by the Credit Union, thus reducing the sum available to applicants 

• There would be a delay in setting up the scheme  
  

5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 The scheme could reduce the cost of temporary accommodation borne by 

the council. 
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6 
 

Conclusions 

6.1 This scheme will allow additional help to be offered to applicants in 
financial difficulty, and provided applicants abide by payment 
arrangements, this can continue in the longer term through the receipts 
being recycled. 

  
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Relevant Strategic themes contained in the 2006-2010 Corporate Plan are; 

• Putting customers first 
• Making better use of resources 
• Organising to deliver 

  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 Selby District Council’s Corporate priority projects for 2009-10 relevant to 

these proposals are; 
 
• Reducing our expenditure by a series of balanced measures. 
• Providing a better balance in the housing market to provide access to 

homes for those who want and need them.  
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
Impact 

 The development of a possession prevention scheme will reduce the numbers 
coming through the formal homeless route, and thus our expenditure on 
temporary accommodation. 
 

9.2 Equalities 
 

Impact 

 The scheme will seek to treat all clients fairly; this scheme will be open to 
tenants and homeowners alike, provided they are in their current situation 
through no fault of their own. 
 

9.3 Community Safety and Crime No Impact 
  
9.4 Procurement No Impact  
  
9.5 Risk Management 

 
Impact 

 The scheme will allow us to put in place additional assistance to prevent 
homelessness. 
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9.6 Sustainability 
 

Impact 

 People in financial difficulty will be enabled to remain in their family home and 
avoid homelessness. 
 

9.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact  

 Funding for the scheme is provided by central government, but its use will 
potentially reduce our temporary accommodation costs. 

 
 
10 Background Papers 

  
10.1 
 
10.2 
 

North Yorkshire Homelessness Strategy 2008/12 
 
Selby Action Plan 2008/12 
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Agenda Item No: 14 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Progress report, Local Authority owned Garage Sites 
  
To: Social Board 
  
Date: 22 September 2009  
  
Service Area: Housing Services 
  
Author: Julia Jennison, Policy & Partnership Officer 
  
Presented by: Mark Steward, Head of Housing  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To update on progress on the review of the use of garage sites. 
  
2 Recommendation (s) 
  
2.1 That officer progress work relating to the development of the garage sites 

through partnership working with our RSL partners. 
  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 
 
 
 

Social Board recommended (6 January 2009) that officers work with South 
Yorkshire Housing Association, to assist in the delivery of the PFI targets and 
contribute to our overall affordable housing delivery outputs. 

3.2 This report outlines progress on that work. 
  
4 The Report 
  
4.1 
 
 
 
 

Social Board recommended (6 January 2009) that officers work with South 
Yorkshire Housing Association (SYHA), towards providing the garage sites to 
the PFI project, to assist in the delivery of the PFI targets and contribute to 
our overall affordable housing delivery outputs. 

4.2 Information was provided to SYHA relating to our initial assessment of the 
sites, including wider issues such as accessibility and highways 
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requirements. Additional work has now been completed by them relating to 
parking and amenity, the impact on the surrounding areas, and 
planning/development control issues. 
 

4.3 We have been advised that due to the lapse of time since the PFI was set 
up, and the changing financial landscape, the PFI model no longer stacks up 
for the development of these units. 
 
Original PFI build costs with Lovells came in at around £70,000, but recent 
costings have indicated a sum nearer to £100,000. There is no opportunity 
for gap funding from the HCA, and it is unlikely that any approach to the CLG 
would be successful. 
 

4.4 There are a number of options which could be progressed and these are set 
out below –  
 
Option 1  
Obtain planning permission and sell the sites on the open market. 
 
This would realise a capital receipt but the Council would lose the opportunity 
to enable the development of additional affordable housing. 
 

4.5 Option 2 
Develop with a partner RSL in traditional way, which would result in a capital 
receipt of £5k per plot in line with HCA requirements. 
 
We would be able to develop affordable housing to meet local needs, but 
would only be able to recover £5k for each unit developed. 
 

4.6 Option 3 
Develop the sites ourselves. 
 
We would be able to develop affordable housing to meet local needs, but do 
not have the resources to carry this option forward. 
 

4.7 Option 4 
Develop the sites with RSL partner/s through the development of a joint 
venture/partnering arrangement. The options would need to explored further, 
but could include the development of some units for rent by the Council. 
 
We would be able to develop affordable housing to meet local needs, but 
also retain some of the units as council stock to provide an income stream. 
 

5 Financial Implications 
 
5.1 

 
These would be dependent on the type of partnership or joint venture 
arrangement entered into, and this will be reported back to Social Board. 
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6 
 
6.1 
 
 

Conclusions 
 
Initial discussions with RSL partners have indicated that there is some ‘in 
principle’ interest in a joint venture, but not all would be interested in this 
approach over and above the normal partnership arrangements. Additionally, 
each RSL has its own preference as to which areas of the district it might 
wish to work in, dependent on the location of existing property and 
management arrangements. 
 
The HCA felt that a joint venture ‘would be unlikely to be worthwhile unless 
there was sufficient scale and it is unlikely there would be any meaningful 
return’. Their advice was that it might be more appropriate to package up the 
sites and tender the opportunity. 
 
Taking these comments into account it would appear that Option 2 might 
achieve the best overall result for the council. 
 
It is therefore proposed to revisit the opportunities provided by the red sites, 
include any which might now be suitable, and package up green and amber 
sites in fairly localised groups. The opportunity could then be tendered to 
RSL partners working in the district. 
 

7 Link to Corporate Plan 
7.1 Relevant Strategic themes contained in the 2006-2010 Corporate Plan are; 

  
• Protecting the Environment 
• Healthier communities 
• Promoting Prosperity 
• Community safety 
• Making better use of resources 
• Organising to deliver 
 

8 
 
8.1 

How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
 
Selby District Council’s Corporate priority projects for 2009-10 relevant to 
these proposals are; 
 

• Healthier Communities 

• Community Safety 
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement Impact 

 Garage courts will be improved through part development of sites or full 
demolition where this is the agreed course of action.  Alternative parking 
arrangements will be considered as part of the review. 
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9.2 Equalities 
 

Impact 

 None. 

9.3 Community Safety and Crime Impact 

 Reducing the occurance of social problems caused by poor environments 
and areas of disrepair. 

9.4 Procurement 
 

Impact  
 The review may offer joint venture or procurement opportunities with RSLs to 

deliver affordable housing options in areas where people want to live. 
 

9.5 Risk Management 
 

Impact 

 The Housing Strategy Action Plan seeks to minimise the risk of a shortage of 
suitable affordable housing in the district, and the development of these sites 
will offer further choice and add to the affordable housing numbers in the 
district. 
 

9.6 Sustainability 
 

Impact 

 The improvement of garage sites through either repairing garages which are 
retained, or through the development of new housing, will also impact on the 
surrounding residential areas. 
 

9.7 Value for Money 
 

Impact  
 The Council will enable the development of affordable housing options 

through more focussed use of its assets. 
 

 
10 Background Papers 
  
10.1 
 
10.2 
 
10.3 
 
10.4 
 
10.5 
 
10.6 

6th January 2009 Social Board Report 
 
18th September 2007 Social Board Report – Review of Garage sites 
 
Selby District Council Housing Revenue Account Business Plan 2007-2010 
 
Selby District Interim Housing Strategy 2004-2005 
 
Selby District Housing Strategy Action Plan 2007-2010 
 
Regional Housing Strategy 2005-2021 
 

 
 
 

                                               109


	05_social_agenda_220909.doc
	Mission Statement 
	The agenda is set out below. 
	Apologies for Absence and Notice of Substitution 
	Private Session 
	Dates of Future Meetings of the Social Board 


	Date of Meeting
	Deadline Date
	Membership of the Social Board 
	Conservative
	Labour
	Independent





	exempt information.doc
	Item 5 - PI's Report.doc
	  
	Public Session 
	 
	Social Board 2009/2010 Performance Indicator Report: April 2009 - July 2009
	Social Board
	Chris Smith – Corporate Improvement Officer
	Conclusions 


	Item 5 - PI's.xls
	Social Board

	Item 6 Decent Homes(a) Report.doc
	  
	The Council’s Decent Homes Programme
	Dave Maycock, Property Services Manager 
	Purpose of Report
	Executive Summary 
	Both contractors are progressing with the next phases of works, which are identified at 4.1 in this report. Due to the good progress made there is a need to bring the start of Phase 7 from the 09//10 Programme and resources to 
	of £1.887m).
	The total resource currently available is £11,677,600. and the latest cost prediction is in the region of £11,805,000. The details are identified in section 5 of this report.
	As part of the Social Board Work Programme, Councillors agreed to review the need for updates to be included in their current format and whether or not updates are programmed at every meeting.
	The Report
	Progress On Site
	Works at N.Duffield, S.Duffield, Thorganby, Osgoodby, Barlby, Riccall
	The contractor (Lovell) have almost completed this phase. The table provides a summary position with the works as of 2nd September 2009. 
	Total Properties in phase 5

	 
	Contractor Performance Review 
	Health check on the Project 

	Programme Timeline (Appendix 1) 
	Funding Resources (Appendix 2) 
	Expenditure and Spending Programmes (Appendix 3)
	Performance Framework (Appendix 4) 
	Project Risk Register (Appendix 5) 

	Project Opportunities and ideas (Appendix 6)
	Financial Implications
	Procurement of the works to the Airey type properties is ongoing and when confirmed costings are available this will be reported to Board. 
	Link to Corporate Plan
	How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities?
	Impact on Corporate Policies 



	Item 6 1b resources appendix 2 sept Board.xls
	Sheet1

	Item 6 1c Decent Homes Appendix 3 revised projection.xls
	Item 6 1d Appendix 4 - KPI Performance Framework.xls
	Item 6 1e Decent Homes Appendix 4 - KPI Performance Framework Lov  Feb 09.xls
	Item 6 1g Appendix 5 Project Risks.doc
	Impact

	Item 6 1h Appendix 6 Opportunities Log (Rev 1).doc
	Appendix 6 - Opportunities and Ideas Log 

	Item 6 1i - App 7decency figures at 020909.xls
	Sheet2

	Item 6 1j - App 8 future phases costs (RKE_IJ)rev 6 03-09-09.xls
	Item 7 - Budget Exceptions.pdf
	   
	 
	Budget Exceptions to 31 July 2009
	22 September 2009
	Operational Management Team
	Financial Implications
	Revised Net Budget
	Conclusion


	Item 8 - Disabled Swimming.doc
	  
	 
	Disabled Swimming Session – Abbey Leisure Centre
	Bob Lancaster, Leisure Services Manager
	Rose Norris, Head of Service – Partnerships and Commissioning
	Purpose of Report
	Recommendation(s)
	Executive Summary
	The Report
	Financial Implications 
	Conclusions
	Link to Corporate Plan
	How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities?
	Impact on Corporate Policies
	Background Papers


	Item 9 - Community Centre Review.doc
	  
	 
	Update on the Community Centre Review
	Julia Jennison
	Purpose of Report
	Recommendation(s)
	Executive Summary
	The Report 
	 
	Conclusions
	Link to Corporate Plan
	How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities?
	Impact on Corporate Policies
	 
	Background Papers 



	Item 9 1a Community Centre Review.DOC
	1 Introduction 
	1.1 The Brief 
	1.1.1 Selby District Council commissioned Tribal to carry out a review of the 12 Community Centres in the Selby District Council area including carrying out a desktop study, assessing  the  uses of the Centres by residents and partners, identifying best practice,   noting threats and opportunities. 
	1.1.2 Eleven of the twelve Centres include a working laundry which is special to these Community Centres. The Centres vary in the amount of voluntarily based activities which are taking place and the busiest Centres reflect successfully led voluntary activity. In each town there are other Centres e.g. Scott Rd Community Centre in Selby.  The Review updates Selby District Council about the current use of these 12 Centres and aims to identify gaps in current provision in the areas to inform future policy decisions.        
	1.1.3 We have included brief commentary on the comments we have received about future use of the Centres:   

	1.2 Our Approach  
	1.2.1 This work was commissioned by Selby District Council. We have examined the Community Centres under four headings to show their current use. We measured the hours spent on the following uses: 
	1.2.2 The Centres are suitably located to offer services throughout Selby District. The Council’s stated aims are to create a “future where the people of Selby district live in strong, inclusive, healthy and safe communities which have an improved environment and a thriving economy.” The Centres contribute to this vision now and could contribute more. 
	1.2.3 The Centres are managed by Housing Services and a key objective of the Housing Revenue Account Business Plan is to address the issues, common to many authorities, of increasing efficiency especially as the District Council has a reducing housing stock.  
	  

	1.3 The Community Centres 
	1.3.1 The 12 Community Centres were initially built to serve the residents of sheltered housing on council estates in towns and villages. The Centres vary from being well used to virtually unused. The decline in the use of some of the Centres may be related to the changing needs of older people. The popularity of other managed Community facilities may also be a factor affecting the attendance at some Centres.  
	1.3.2 The Centres are attractive and well placed within Council estates to serve local needs. They need modernisation however most of them offer at least one large room for people to meet. 
	  

	1.4 The Area 
	1.4.1 Selby District Council has a population of 80,000 (2007 figures), and is situated within North Yorkshire County Council. Those we consulted thought many older Selby residents have better health and more personal wealth than the original residents of the sheltered bungalows and are therefore less reliant on a local centre for day to day leisure and company. 
	1.4.2 Most of the Centres are in rural locations on the edge of villages or towns close to open fields and a few bungalows. They are located within estate communities and are ideal locations for the delivery of personal services to save residents making a journey and saving transport costs which can be considerable.          
	1.4.3 The 12 Centres are located as follows:  
	 
	 

	1.5 Linking the Community Centres to Community Based Services 
	1.5.1 Taking Selby’s older residents as a whole it is likely that elderly people will be living in homes from a wider range of tenure arrangements than at the time the Centres were built (Anne Sharpe Centre 1981) nearly 30 years ago. Home ownership and housing association ownership has been increasing nationally and Centre activities include non Council residents.    
	1.5.2 The review of community based services delivered from the Centres can be linked directly with information about local needs and aspirations. Plans using this information will ensure that expectations, planning and delivery are brought together. Plans should achieve value for money, savings to the Housing Revenue Account and improved service delivery. 
	1.5.3 It is relevant to consider aligning the planning for future services with the objectives of the Local Strategic Partnership. Selby’s Housing and Social Care policies and the Department of Health’s locally based commissioning arrangements will require facilities for the delivery of services to all residents of Selby. The third sector organisations have been included in this Review by Selby District Council. The contribution of the housing associations in the delivery of housing and the contribution of  voluntary and community organisations to service delivery to residents will continue to be  significant in the future. Third sector organisations are already involved in service delivery through the Community Centres e.g. Crossroads the carers support agency.  
	1.5.4 Some Community Centres will be well placed to form part of the future community based facilities. Nationally and in North Yorkshire there are good examples of Centres which are community hubs providing a range of services and often pooling resources. A new Centre is planned as part of Selby College which will be situated in the Abbotts Road area. New Learning hubs/Centres are a benefit to the Community however their impact needs to be considered when looking at the future role of these 12 Centres.  
	1.5.5 The recent   Audit Commission’s report on efficiency in the delivery of public services may also be relevant to future decisions made on the Community Centres. 

	 
	2 Methodology  
	2.1 Research and Consultation 
	2.1.1 In order to establish the evidence base required to inform this report’s conclusions, Tribal carried out desk research, a series of consultation meetings with stakeholders in the Community Centres and telephone interviews with a limited number of local residents and organisations who were well placed to comment on the use of the Community Centres at this early stage. This was undertaken to establish or gauge: 
	2.1.2 The data collected in the study focuses on services, activities, meetings and laundry use: 
	2.1.3 Given the brief nature of the survey the brief includes a   targeted consultation programme which began with the 1st Stakeholder Group including Selby District Council staff,  a third sector representative and councillors.  
	2.1.4 The Sustainable Community Strategy and the Housing Revenue Account Business Plan were reviewed to identify any Council targets, priorities and activity areas relevant to the current use of the Selby Community Centres.  A full list of the documents reviewed is summarized in Appendix 2 (Document List).  
	2.1.5 Invitations to the meetings held in the 12 Community Centres were arranged by the Housing Support staff and were attended by Centre users particularly Committee members although in some cases this was only one person. All meetings were attended by housing support staff. Councillors attended some meetings. 
	2.1.6 Regular users were notified of the meetings through Notices in the Centres and on the door and in some cases by phone call and word of mouth. 
	2.1.7 Eight of the meetings were led by Tribal and four meetings were led by the Housing Support Staff. This was arranged due to the restrictions on the time available and timetabled so that the most well attended meetings were led by Tribal. 
	2.1.8 The meetings followed a set format covering issues related to current centre use and increasing the use of the Centres (Questions Used in Meetings - Appendix 3).Residents were encouraged to consider how the services could be improved, how income to the Centres could be maximised and what else could be delivered from the Centres.  
	2.1.9 Current usage of the Centres was confirmed with the local residents involved in running the organised activities at the Centres. Housing support staff  were also able to confirm the meetings and external services running from the Centres. The level of use of the laundries was agreed by joint discussion with housing support staff and residents. 
	2.1.10 The first stakeholder consultation meeting was held primarily to include those housing and support officers most closely linked with the current use of the Centres. 
	2.1.11 The stakeholder consultation meetings included voluntary, community and statutory third sector services who can contribute to developing the future uses of the Community Centres. The second meeting took place on 23rd July 2009.  
	2.1.12 Consultation focused on the following questions: 
	2.1.13 Calls were made to a number of stakeholders particularly   those who may not be able to attend the next meeting (July) and who want to  contribute to the discussion about  improving services offered from the Centres (Appendix 4 - List of Consultees). This included some residents who are involved in Selby Council affairs, North Yorkshire officers and managers and some third sector organisations.   


	3 Baseline Summary 
	3.1 The Community Centres 
	3.1.1 The Community Centres offer a space to hold activities and meetings for the elderly people in the immediate neighbourhood of each Centre. The data collected   has come from local residents who work on a voluntary basis on the voluntary committees running the Centre activities, from the Housing Support Staff, external voluntary organisations and from Selby DC staff. 
	3.1.2 The level of activities taking place are a good indicator of the importance of a Centre to the local elderly residents who attend the Centre. The activities are locally initiated. The residents described a range of activities which take place in the Centres. The key activity is Bingo which is played at all Centres apart from Womersley (Appendix 5 Activities – Current and Future).  Bingo is a regular social activity at most Centres and some Centres have games sessions and coffee mornings. The income taken at the door is used to subsidise other activities for members of the Bingo Club e.g. shopping trips, meals and seaside visits. 
	3.1.3 The hours of use of each Centre is approximate and is based on information received during the meetings and telephone calls, The busiest Centre overall is used for over 100 hours a month (105 hours per month – Cunliffe Centre) although the high number of hours is due to the number of hours of service delivery (commissioned by Selby DC)  for respite care for clients with dementia.  
	3.1.4 We have provided an approximate total usage for each Centre which includes the total of activities, meetings and services. 
	3.1.5 Table 1 shows the hours of activity per month at each Centre. The Calcaria Centre is the busiest Centre in terms of social activities which include Bingo, line dancing, games sessions and coffee sessions. It is used nearly 60 hours per month. 
	3.1.6 Currently, existing facilities are not being utilized to their full potential. Residents at Calcaria and Cunliffe were the only ones who complained that there was not much spare   space available during the week. The residents consulted stated that the existing facilities were regularly open between the hours of 8.30am or 9am until 4.30pm or 5pm. Some of the bookings could run concurrently in some centres – in some Centres there is more than one room. 
	3.1.7 It is worth noting that based on the comments received the number of people attending Bingo sessions – the most popular activity – dropped off significantly at the Centres where the volunteer leadership/committee is less effective or active. So the  least used Centres are also the least well attended by older residents – down to 5/6 people per session compared with 30 people at the more active Centres. 
	3.1.8 Services offering respite care, chair based exercises and hairdressing are located at the busier Centres (Cunliffe and Coultish) and not held uniformly across all the Centres (Appendix 6 -  Services – Current and Future).  
	3.1.9 Some services are no longer delivered e.g. Information, Advice and Guidance and this appears to have been due to poor attendance. The poor demand may have been contributed to by the lack of sufficient resources for marketing and promotion of any kind and may not reflect the local needs of the community. There are no pavement located Notice boards at any Centre nor are the services advertised on posters in local surgeries, libraries and shops – nor on the internet. 
	3.1.10 Some services are taking place because the service provider e.g. Crossroads (carers support organisation working from two Centres) or Adult Education (working from one Centre) have searched for or been sign-posted to a suitable location. The beneficiaries of some services will be from Selby DC but not from the immediate neighbourhood surrounding the Centre and the service could use another or more Centres eg Crossroads if needs and funding allowed. 
	3.1.11 Current services vary and the Anne Sharpe Centre is attached to  a GP surgery.  There is one small lounge accessed internally from the hallway which also leads to the GP surgery itself. The proximity does not appear to have helped increase the numbers using the room in the Centre. If the GP practice is successful in finding larger premises in a more central part of the village then this would leave a large facility empty.     
	3.1.12 Some of the services are arranged in order to cater for local elderly residents eg hairdressing and are more likely to have been arranged through the voluntary committee or housing support services. Table 1 shows some Centres deliver more hours per month of services than activities and it is important to note that whilst these arrangements bring in income they may not be delivering to local residents.  We were told that the relationship with and service to the voluntary organisations as customers in the Centres needs to be improved. 
	3.1.13 Publicity - The target driven nature of funding for some services means that if clients do not know of the service then funding will be lost and outreach will continue to be concentrated at locations with higher footfall and good customer care. This is an issue all parties recognised. 
	3.1.14 The Centres can be booked through the Council Housing Support Staff for  meetings. The Council charges for Room Hires at £7.50 per hour. The Council   Housing Support and Social Care staff use the Centres for meetings, some Councillors, unions and Neighbourhood meetings are held in Centres. 
	3.1.15 Some Centres could be used more a) if the Room Booking facility was more widely marketed and b) if the hours of opening included evenings and weekends. Currently meeting hire seems restricted to council related uses. Other organisations and users contacted thought that volunteers and community organisations should have access to space. 
	3.1.16 The Centres are effectively available Monday to Friday during office hours to external users. 
	3.1.17 The Community Centres were built with the laundries in them and are still used today by some local elderly residents and their carers. The washing machines and dryers are coin-operated at reasonable rates - 50p for the washing machine and 20p for the dryer. A survey by Housing Support Staff in 2008 found that there was no laundrette in Selby and a dry cleaning business in Tadcaster charged approximately £10 for washing, drying and pressing one laundry load. A couple of elderly residents suggested that they saved their own fuel bills by using the Centre laundries rather than their own machines as the machines are very good value for money. 
	3.1.18 The laundry facilities are used more at certain centres and some residents said that their kitchen is too small to fit a washing machine easily. One lady said she comes over for a chat and actually has a washing machine. Some use the drier only. Some residents said they had only bought washing machines in the past when the Centre washing machines had broken down and took a long time to be repaired.           
	3.1.19 Years ago Monday was washing day and this was also a social occasion. Most residents now have washing machines.  Some Centres still have a Rota for use of the washing machines. In other Centres the laundry is barely used. The two Centres which are not purpose built do not have space for a laundry room - Manor Garth Community Centre in Kellington does not have a washing machine or dryer (see Table 1)  and the Northfield Close Centre at Womersley only has a dryer. 
	3.1.20 Ten Centres have a large meeting room, kitchen, toilets, and a laundry. Some of the Centres have more than one meeting area or lounge and vary with regard to storage and additional office space. The Centres are ramped where necessary however the facilities when built were not designed to full wheelchair standard although some Centres would be easier for those in wheelchairs to use than others. A detailed access survey would identify Centres where further improvements are required particularly with regard to WC position and turning space.   
	3.1.21 Certain Centres are linked to the original warden’s accommodation. This accommodation is now used in a variety of ways - as a Police house, accommodation for Housing Support staff, one purpose built Centre is a suite of rooms attached to a GP surgery (Anne Sharpe Centre) and some Centres have garages attached. Calcaria (Tadcaster) and Westfield Court (Eggborough) Centres provide office bases for Housing Support staff. 
	3.1.22 The large room in each Centre varies in size however the largest room is approximately 70sqm and the smallest about 30sqm. The Centres vary with regard to garden and patio space and some Centres are overlooked at the rear and in close proximity to homes (see Table 7) – restricting future development options.   
	3.1.23 The Centres currently have the appearance of facilities for the elderly. The curtains and the carpets were chosen for the elderly client group. There is a programme to renew furnishings and seating in the Centres eg the Calcaria Centre in 2005/6 and the  Anne Sharpe Centre in 2008. 
	3.1.24 The kitchens have a small fridge, cooker, sink and water heating boiler. We were advised that most cookers were not used due to the requirements of  Food Hygiene regulations.  
	3.1.25 A number of Centres are situated very close to bungalows however most Centres could be developed vertically or extended to the sides, front or back (Appendix 7 – Brief Summary of Sites) although overlooking may be an issue in some locations.  
	3.1.26 Car parking spaces would need to be increased to accommodate higher capacity/activity if more and improved services were to be offered to a wider range of users in most locations. This may create a nuisance problem or overparking in a couple of locations.    
	3.1.27 The feedback received has some common themes. The elderly residents would like to have more activities at the Centres. It was generally understood that increasing the use and income to the Centres would be beneficial. Residents really enjoyed their Bingo. It was the most popular activity and the most common.     
	3.1.28 Elderly residents would like to receive more services in the Centres. Some Committee members and residents were more positive about visiting other Centres, cross Centre working and widening the use of the Centres to serve more people.    
	3.1.29 The voluntary basis of the Committees, where they existed, led to considerable variations in how much was happening in a Centre and not all Centres had a functioning Committee (Womersley, Kellington and Kelcbar have no Committee). At Rosemary Court and the Coultish Centre there were only one or two active members.  Leadership is important - considerable responsibility fell on one or two peoples’ shoulders which was acceptable to them but, as a model, leaves the arrangement of the  Centre’s activities vulnerable to any change e.g. if a key person moves away, becomes ill or develops other interests.   
	3.1.30 Common issues about the current service were: 
	3.1.31 The Centres varied with regard to the age of people attending activities and one Centre had a family attending the meeting however generally the age attending the voluntary Committees sessions eg Bingo were over 50 or over 60 years old. One or two Centres had younger (middle aged) Bingo players attending regularly.  
	3.1.32 Most people thought the Centres are now less busy than three or four years ago. Those consulted thought that fewer elderly residents needed a local Centre for social reasons. More  older couples had cars and went on holiday using a higher disposable income than residents had years ago. Residents attending the Centres were generally more likely not to have cars, be less mobile and less likely to have relatives living close by.  
	3.1.33 Residents at the Centres would like to have the facilities improved. Most people attending the Community Centres and the Review consultation were women. The women consulted and interviewed throughout our research clearly valued the activities, most thought Centres should be used more and decoration should be more contemporary.  
	3.1.34 Ideally people wanted these activities in the future: 
	3.1.35 The residents were keen to receive services such as: 
	3.1.36 There were mixed views about hair and beauty services. Most residents enjoyed the trip to the hairdresser or paid a competitive rate to have their hair done in the convenience of their own home. The previous hair dressing arrangements had been stopped due to the hairdressers not applying for CRB,   accident insurance and professional insurance, lack of appropriate qualifications and lack of correct facilities in the Centres eg correct sink and chair etc. This situation leaves the Council unprotected in the event of a fall, burning or scalding etc. In the future these facilities   issues could be dealt with and business support to health and beauty practitioners could help sole traders to develop their businesses although they would need to pass on the costs of running their businesses formally.   
	3.1.37 There was some interest in more library service contact through the Centres, and the library service said they would consider requests for stopping at a particular Centre in the future. Surgeries for Councillors and housing associations – these were seen as good use of the Centres and not disruptive to the running of the Centres. During the meetings in the Centres there was more interest in activities for the elderly   than for services to the general population. Only one or two groups spoke energetically about the services to young people and families. It was generally agreed that there was a shortage of  community spaces  for young people. 
	3.1.38 It was agreed at most Centres that the reputation of the Centres as catering for the elderly was, along with no marketing, preventing them from being used by   other sections of the community. They felt income and awareness would increase if the Centres could be open at weekends and in the evenings. All parties agreed that increased use would need managing and some Centres were not keen on more mixed use including young people. This appeared to be on grounds of fears about the management of young people. 
	3.1.39 The current arrangement whereby Centres are left unlocked could present a safety risk to sole laundry users if more uses were generated without on-site management.    
	3.1.40 Most services suggested were daytime based and the evenings were thought to be more suitable for Bingo, meetings and special occasions.  
	3.1.41 There was only a little interest in gardening projects and Healthy Eating among the elderly residents but where the interest was there they were discussed as a potentially inter-generational  projects. 
	3.1.42 Other stakeholders commented that they thought the Centres could be used to provide locally based services.  The use of Day Centres is reducing and following the policy   “Valuing People Now”  Selby is required to develop plans to enable people with special needs to lead fulfilling lives. One mechanism to achieve this is to establish facilities in communities where people live, where they can be included in local community activities and become citizens within their own right. The funding attached to these changes would need further examination.    
	3.1.43 Stakeholders who were not aware of the Centres thought that there would be support for the wider community, young and families, to be using the Centres more so that health visitors and others can be involved in future uses.  The Sure Start model with a local Board including operational managers from JCP, college, PCT and local authority could be used to ensure pooling of LSP funding, other funding and management of  delivery targets is channelled through the Centres. 
	3.1.44 St Johns Ambulance, who run courses and activities for children and adults,  are looking for a Centre from which to deliver three evening sessions per week and they need a new office location. There are opportunities like this for supporting a sustainable future for the Centres.  
	3.1.45 Responses from Children’s and Youth Services officers confirmed there is a need for families with children and young people however if there are still elderly and disabled people living close to the Centres they thought that the sites would not be suitable for  youth services. Some residents’ representatives thought the sites would be more suitable as locations for new housing. 
	3.1.46 Residents’ representatives commented on the need for consistent policies across all Centres on issues such as drinking and letting criteria and one proposal is a Central Committee with a representative from each Centre Committee and informed by an officer to ensure all statutory requirements are met. It was thought there should be different solutions rather than one size fits all. 
	3.1.47 The Emergency Duty Team – Adult and Community Services are looking for facilities where changing facilities for people with support needs and similar locally based services and they have capital to fund conversion work. They are pleased to have been invited to join the discussion about future use to benefit the community and are keen to discuss options in more detail.    
	3.1.48 The medical practice at the Anne Sharpe Centre want to develop more community based facilities than can be achieved in the current building. Their patient focus groups tell them that in a place like Byram the Centre is appreciated by those who attend. They believed there is scope for working with others to provide more activities and lively activities.         
	 
	 
	All figures are approximate – and relate to a four week period. Figures were supplied by residents, housing support workers and external users. 
	 


	4 Centre Running Costs and Resources  
	4.1 Income 
	4.1.1 The total income from the 12 Community Centres over the  period 2008/9 was over £12,000. Income came from hall hire, leaseholder payments and laundry income and this is also the source of revenue in 2009/10. These figures are based on the information provided at the time of this report. 
	4.1.2 The total running costs for the Centres in the same period 2008/9 was   £167,053.19  including income.  See costs in   Appendix 9 – based on available data. If the Centres are to be opened for longer hours eg evenings and weekends then the projected running costs will increase putting additional pressure on future Business Plans to increase income and run break-even budgets. 
	4.1.3 This income reflects the fairly low usage rates of the Centres overall. If a Centre is used 25 hours per week and Committees continue to be offered approx 12 hours free usage per week   then only half the usage per week is chargeable. Many Community Centres run tiered rental systems to enable their Business Plans to be realistic and offer support to local volunteers and community organisations and very few can afford to offer free space. 
	4.1.4 The more successful Centres are more likely to be more financially viable with an improved charging system. Centres for which no mortgage still needs to be paid, which are not paying management costs, which are in generally good repair  and are popular should be sustainable.     
	4.1.5 Providing office space, storage space, interview space and meeting space needs to be fully scoped and costed. Local organisations and businesses may come forward if the Centres are publicised. Increased management costs money and disposal of whole or part of a building through leasing brings in income and footfall. Phase 2 of this work will address solutions. Income from statutory sector commissioning and agreements with third sector organisations which cover hire costs would be explored in identifying ways to ensure a realistic Business Plan for the Centres is developed.     
	4.1.6 By working in partnership to adapt some Centres for people with special needs some key changes could be achieved using capital funding provided through other services eg North Yorkshire Adult Care (Selby Day Centre).  
	4.1.7 A couple of residents suggested that some Community Centres should be run and administered by the General Rate Fund and not be run from the Housing Revenue Account as the Centre users were from the wider Selby population now.   
	4.1.8 Selby District Council’s Housing Revenue Account Business Plan (2007-2010) states that these Community Centres contribute to sustainable communities and will represent value for money for tenants and services users.   
	4.1.9 The Housing Minister John Healey has, in July 2009, launched consultation on his plans to hand all 202 stock-holding councils control of their housing rents and sales receipts. The outcome of any changes to the current Housing Revenue Account (HRA) finance system may present new opportunities to the Council with regard to future plans for the Centres.      
	           


	5 Comments during Consultation 
	5.1.1 The comments reflected issues identified in the consultation meetings. The key issues for the future expressed by external parties were: 
	 
	5.1.2 Full list in Appendix 5 showing current and proposals for future activities for each Centre as a result of the community centre consultation 
	5.1.3 The second stakeholder meeting in July 2009 was attended by some external partners and discussion covered developing future service delivery.   


	6  Analysis  
	6.1 Introduction 
	6.1.1 The strength of the successful Centres lies in the strong volunteer led input and the collaborative working with the Housing Support Services. The Centres are also at risk of decline due to their reliance on the volunteer committees which rely on one or two key people. Their strength is also their weakness and this can be seen where there has been a loss of leadership or loss of members at certain Centres.   
	6.1.2 Throughout this process we tried to ascertain the following about facilities and provision:  
	6.1.3 The possibility of co-locating healthy living  services and other  services such as activities for women and men and adult education  came from a number of residents and external partners. Providing personal services such as chiropody, nail bar, hair-dressing and alternative therapies attracted some people. An example of a successful local centre, given by a resident, was the Riccall Regen Centre not far away. 
	6.1.4 The most energetic responses and discussions involved the lunches and fish suppers and residents were interested in exploring how more coffee mornings and luncheon clubs could be supported. Previous arrangements whereby volunteers were allowed to cook had ceased and the Committees bring in Fish Suppers etc and they still go down well. 
	6.1.5 There was very little questioning of the reasons why the Council would need to make a service “pay for itself” or the need for “value for money”. There were a couple of questions related to residents wanting to see the benefit for the Committees and existing users if more lettings/hiring took place.  
	6.1.6 All were aware of the tension between the 12   “free” hours per week Centre usage which is offered to the Centres’ Committees and the need to increase the amount of external hiring.  
	6.1.7 Although it would appear that some Centres are busy for in excess of 25 hours per week within  8 hour opening slots 5 days per week the picture is slightly different and the busier Centres are actually being opened in the evenings (and weekends to a lesser extent) by volunteers who are Committee members.     
	6.1.8 Some local residents were concerned about some residents and non-residents being able to use the Centres without being charged. There are tiered charging systems in other community halls locally for volunteers and community organisations. An approach could be that where residents attending activities are charged and income is collected to cover costs and save for trips etc then the community groups voluntarily organising activities could be required to pay for services, refreshments and room hire at cost. For voluntary activities whereby  people receive and give no payment and which are unincorporated (eg sitting with someone with dementia so the carer can go out)  the organisers could be considered for lower/nil room hire costs.    
	6.1.9 A few people raised questions about who makes decisions about how and who halls are let to and said the ownership of the criteria and policy development needs resolving . 
	6.1.10 The total cost of running the Centres was £167,053.19 including income, depreciation and impairment costs. The running costs greatly exceed the income received and changes to services to increase income and improve the sustainability of the Centres are required.   
	6.1.11 The Centres could maximise income through hiring out rooms, hiring out whole Centres, handing over management and maintenance of certain Centres to other parties as part of a  local service agreement. Some Centres could be developed into larger facilities – their development potential differs.  Various options need to be explored. In the future a management system will increase overheads so a costed business case is required. Future improvements can provide:    

	6.2 Swot Analysis 
	6.2.1 There are opportunities within the current building layouts – laundry rooms could be developed as office space or an interview room for certain services/surgeries eg housing, social care, health, and changing facilities for people with disabilities etc. Certain Centres have under-utilised second lounges and storage space and nearly all have space for  additional first floor rooms or storage.     
	6.2.2 Income generation could be increased   through  trading, training and funding income coming into the Centres. 
	6.2.3 The relationship between these Community Centres and other key community hubs in a neighbourhood can be important.  Joined up neighbourhood service delivery could produce more activity in the Centres and reduce gaps in service. 
	6.2.4 The current planned increase in locally based service provision via health, day services and learning and skills is leading to more organisations – commissioners and delivery organisations looking for facilities as office bases, storage space, activity space, meeting space, for service delivery (eg bathing) and outreach advice. Managers in North Yorkshire services and third sector organisations welcomed being made aware of these local Centres and could see the benefit of some joined up planning to make best use of the Centres for local people.    
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	   


	7 Conclusion 
	7.1 The Current Situation  
	7.1.1 This review provides baseline information about the Community Centres. The 12 Centres vary in the level of activity and service delivery to their local communities. Some Centres which are actively engaging local elderly residents do so through a hard core of local volunteers. The Centres currently deliver to a restricted section (older people)   of the wider community. The Centres are not serving the whole community in their area.    
	7.1.2 The cost of running the Centres was £167,053.19 based on current information. This is a very high price to pay when the visible income contribution is only just over £12,000. There may be some savings to the local council through the service provision of these Centres to   specific need groups   but this   needs to be demonstrated and value attributed.  
	7.1.3 Some Centres have more development potential than others - the situation differs and the local context in terms of neighbouring community facilities and planned housing growth needs to be considered as future planning is developed. There are already opportunities through changes in planned local provision eg the focus on providing locally delivered services as the day centres are closing.  
	7.1.4 Certain Centres are not situated next to housing for the elderly (eg Cunliffe Centre) and would be ideal for family, community and youth activities or similar busy, lively provision without running the risk of disturbing vulnerable older residents (see Appendix 7). 
	7.1.5 Certain Centres eg Manor Garth at Kellington and Northfield Close at Womersley are used less because the local Village Hall provides the activities. The Anne Sharpe Centre in Byram   is also not centrally placed in the   village and is threatened by the search by the GP’s practice for new, larger premises in the Centre of the village.  
	7.1.6 The volunteer base in some of the most successful Community Centres is a  strength. The volunteers engage a specific section of the local community. Reliance on the volunteer base is also a weakness as when this reduces there is currently no alternative. There is a need for new management and governance arrangements based on centralised policy, social inclusion and good practice.    
	7.1.7 There are a range of positive suggestions from the elderly local residents, from other residents and statutory partners which suggest a wider remit for the Centres in the future. There are also examples of good practice in North Yorkshire and elsewhere for   developing Community Centres offering a wider range of services eg Ricall Regen Centre. There was considerable support for closing a number of Centres and reshaping the remainder to offer a wide range of services to young and old.  
	7.1.8 Long term and short term leasing of Centres to local providers who need a base and facilities may bring in a reasonable return and provide improved services to the community.   
	7.1.9 The next step is to develop a long term plan, devised following an appraisal of the options available, to bring stakeholders and funding together in the most cost efficient and effective way.          
	 


	8 Recommendations  
	8.1.1 Improving Services from Centres - In order to provide improved  local services which represent increasingly good value for money to the residents of Selby District Council the planning for the Centres should be directly linked with county and local service priorities. There is support for better service provision for those who need it.  It may be beneficial for some Centres to have a specialist function in future – financially supported by other services. In Phase 2 of this Review Selby District Council needs to explore the future outcomes required from the Centres and the level of resources available to support them.   
	8.1.2 Viability and Sustainability - In developing a strategy and business plan for the Centres  consideration should be given to increasing revenue to reduce the burden on Council rents and the HRA. In Phase 2  of this Review a sustainable business plan will be developed designed to set up wider service provision over a two or three year period. The Business Plan will build in income from other statutory and voluntary service providers who need to deliver locally whilst responding to the need for other local community activities to be continued. This will enable Selby to develop broadening delivery relationships with other North Yorkshire services and key local organisations working in the community eg Crossroads.  
	8.1.3 Youth and family services - Future  planning should aim to meet expressed local needs eg by providing  facilities for the local young people (0 to 19 years) about which much concern has been expressed during the survey (from youth officers, councillors and residents).     
	8.1.4 Partnership and joint funding - The strategy for the use of the Centres could be developed based on locally identified needs and identifying opportunities to access capital and revenue funds from North Yorkshire County Council, national funding opportunities and third sector partnership/hiring arrangements. Third sector partners are able to apply for funds and run programmes which can be delivered from the Centres with lease or room hire covered.   
	8.1.5 Action planning based on Selby Housing Strategy and Selby Community Strategy - The second phase of this Review should provide an action plan using a   detailed matrix of the delivery plans of other external organisations including their priorities, available funding, timescales, services, space and facilities requirements. This information should be collected from   North Yorkshire County Council Adult Services, Youth Services, Adult Learning, 14-19 Years Services, Early Years, Selby Day Centre, the PCT and third sector partners.    
	8.1.6 Standardising Centres – Centres should provide a similar standard of service with regard to quality, management, publicity and staff skills. Phase 2 of the review will need to identify how to centrally manage voluntary activity in the centres and support good practice, policy development and effective local service delivery.   
	8.1.7 Programming new services – the new awareness of the Centres will produce some demand and interest. It may be helpful to confirm the Review programme. The   Steering Group can continue to record identified service needs and requests for space which will inform Phase 2 of the Review.  
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