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ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SUB-COMMITTEE : MINUTES



Date:


Friday 7th July 2000

Time:


10.30 -12.40

Place:


Room 128, Shire Hall, Cambridge

Present:


Councillors S V Brinton, J L Gluza,  S F Johnstone, R Martlew, P A E Read, M Scott and P W Silby

Also in attendance:

Councillor M Farrar

70
ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN





It was resolved:


That Councillor M Scott be elected Chairman of the Sub-Committee for the 2000/2001 municipal year.




71.
MINUTES - 3rd MAY 2000





The minutes of the meeting held on 3rd May 2000 were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.




72.
YOUTH OFFENDING TEAM AND CONNEXIONS





The Sub-Committee received a report on the progress of the Youth Offending Team (YOT) since its formal launch on 1st April 2000.  In particular:


· on 1st June 2000, the new orders proposed under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 became available to the Courts and the YOT now had responsibility for supervising action plan orders, reparation orders and parenting orders

· the Youth Offending Team is accountable to the members of the County Council through this Sub-Committee but is also required to be formally accountable to all the partners.  A new Cambridgeshire YOT Executive Committee chaired by Alan Barnish had been established

· the YOT had been turned into a team that delivers a service and a key to its success would be the ability to continually review and evaluate its delivery

· a joint training event with magistrates had been undertaken with the Justices’ Clerks in Cambridge and Peterborough.  Feedback had been encouraging and the opening of a dialogue on the use of the various orders which had become available to the Courts was a welcome development

· the new Youth Offending Information System was now in place and training was underway.  The early signs are encouraging as much of the success of the YOT would be dependent upon the ability to move towards a relatively paper free office.











In response to a question from the Sub-Committee, it was confirmed that any action plans which had arisen from orders made by the Courts had been well considered and had encouraged people into education or community projects.  These had been within the resources available to the various partners in the YOT and as yet there had not been any difficulties regarding the apportionment of  funding.





The Sub-Committee also received an update from the Chief Executive on the steps to establish ConneXions services for young people in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough.  At a recent meeting for the East of England region there had been a lack of clarity on which areas would be able to move forward with the ConneXions project from April 2001.  This would not be clarified until October 2000 (original intention July 2000) and it was not anticipated that the imminent announcement of the comprehensive spending review would clarify the future funding arrangements for ConneXions or how the various funding streams would work.  Also, the number of pilot areas in the East of England had been reduced to maybe one or two from April 2001.  As Herts was piloting ConneXions this year and could be reasonably anticipated to continue the project for a further year it highlighted how limited the opportunities for other areas to begin a pilot from April 2001 may be.





The Sub-Committee did not focus on the proposed organisation of the ConneXions Service but on the access it would provide to the Youth Offending Team to a comprehensive service tackling social exclusion amongst young people.  There was still scope for some young people to slip through the gaps in the current networks but the ConneXions Service by tying them to a personal advisor should reduce this risk by providing longer term support.





The Sub-Committee noted that in future it would receive monitoring reports on the performance of the YOT which would report on the Service outcomes against a range of established targets.   The Sub-Committee was also invited to visit the offices of the Youth Offending Team to experience first hand its work.  It was suggested that August would be an appropriate time for members to make an organised visit.





It was resolved unanimously:




That the report be noted.




73.
CIVIL PROTECTION 





The Sub-Committee’s approval was sought for the Civil Protection Unit’s work programme for 2000/2001.





The Sub-Committee received a presentation from Mr Mark Baker, the Head of the Civil Protection Unit on the role the Unit had in ensuring that the most effective arrangements were in place to protect the citizens of Cambridgeshire and their property in the event of a serious emergency incident.  He outlined how the Unit achieved most of its work through partnership with the emergency services, local authorities, other public bodies and the voluntary sector.  Through this partnership working the aim had been to build the capacity required to respond to a range of emergency incidents and to provide the co-ordination necessary for all of the agencies to understand their various roles in full.





It was explained that a review of the Civil Protection function had been undertaken in the current year in response to:


· revised Home Office Standards

· budget reductions

· the relationship with Peterborough City Council which wished to ensure that it was receiving Best Value for the resources it transferred to the Civil Protection Unit which organised the emergency planning function on a Cambridgeshire County basis.  The budget for civil protection had been reduced but Peterborough City Council’s share of the Cambridgeshire budget had increased

· staff changes within the Unit.





Arising from this review a business plan had been prepared and a work programme for 2000/2001.  Within the work plan there were proposals to develop plans for a range of incidents, put in place arrangements for audit of these plans and also undertake training and support exercises.





The Sub-Committee made the following comments on the work programme and the presentation:

· Members wished to be kept informed of progress on the work programme on at least an annual basis and more frequently if an interim report was considered necessary.  There was a need to raise the profile of the Service with members and within the other Directorates of the County Council

· the Service was asked to pursue with the prison authorities the absence of any arrangements for the visitor centre at Littlehey in the event of an emergency incident.  The visitor centre was currently outside the prison authority’s own arrangements and was staffed by four volunteers

· that cross boundary issues was an area which had not been properly addressed in the past.  The Head of Civil Protection stated that progress would be made through the regional body for emergency planning so that the Unit could move to a position where detailed support plans were in place.  The significant risks within or just outside the County’s boundaries should be identified through the risk audit which formed part of the work programme

· that the reporting arrangements to this Sub-Committee cover the preparations being made for the Best Value review of Civil Protection in 2001/2002

· the Civil Protection Unit was asked to investigate the possibility of linking its own communications to the PSRCS network which would be the basis for all police force communications for the foreseeable future.





It was resolved unanimously:




That the Civil Protection Unit’s work programme for 2000/2001 be approved.




74.
COSTS OF CRIME





The Sub-Committee noted the various approaches to calculating the costs of crime and the approach taken in Cambridgeshire.  Using the Kingston-upon-Hull approach in Cambridgeshire it was estimated that the annual cost of crime within the County is £130m per annum.  This equated to £12 per household per week and could be a serious under estimate as other researchers put the cost at £31 per household per week.





The Sub-Committee noted the issues and problems associated with calculating the costs of crime and that further work would be needed to refine these estimates including:

· collecting further information (e.g to build in the costs of the National Health Service or business security measures)

· working towards improving the understanding of the information and data

· providing figures for some intangibles (e.g the fear of crime) and to account for some elements of unreported crime

· making information collection more routine

The Sub-Committee accepted that the estimate of the costs of crime may be understated and that the use of annual crime surveys may give a better estimate of total crime.  However, the figures were a useful starting point and highlighted how little resource was put into crime prevention given the total costs of crime to the community.  The survey may, therefore, be a useful starting point for encouraging higher levels of investment in crime prevention measures, particularly as crime reduction was easier to measure than the total costs of crime.  The outcomes of investing resources in crime reduction could be measured.





The Sub-Committee also considered that the costs of crime report should be refined and developed over a period of time.  This would be in preference to the preparation of an annual costs of crime report for Cambridgeshire prepared afresh each year using the same methodology.





It was resolved unanimously:


(i)
to note the progress which had been made on estimating the costs of crime in Cambridgeshire

(ii)
to note the relatively small amount spent on crime reduction in comparison to the total costs of crime

(iii)
that an annual costs of crime report for Cambridgeshire be prepared on the basis of the development and refinement of the report currently before the Sub-Committee.




75.
PREPARING COMMUNITY STRATEGIES





The Chief Executive reported that the Local Government Bill currently before Parliament now placed a duty on local authorities to prepare a community strategy for promoting or improving the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of their areas to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development in the U.K.  Under the provisions of the Bill local authorities would need to have regard to any guidance issued by the Secretary of State when preparing these strategies.





The report before the Sub-Committee set out the Government’s draft guidance to local authorities on how to prepare the Community Strategies.  The Government was consulting local authorities who would be involved in the community planning process on this guidance.





The main issues for the Sub-Committee (and the Council) was how the Authority should take forward, and how enthusiastically, this statutory duty with the other tiers of local Government, in particular District Councils.














In Cambridgeshire it had already been proposed that joint member meetings form the nucleus of community planning partnerships at district level to lead the process and prepare the strategy.  It made sense to have a single strategy for each area of the County but the County Council would have to accept that the five areas may each work differently and the joint approach proposed would need to be flexible enough to accommodate this. For example, the City Council may wish to build upon its neighbourhood approach which was at present the prime focus for community development work, while in Fenland there may be a strong wish to use the existing partnership as the vehicle for preparing the Community Strategy.





The Sub-Committee recognised that it had a role in championing the preparations of community strategies and maintaining this commitment where any difficulties were encountered because of differences of vision between County and District authorities.  





It was resolved unanimously:




That the Government’s Consultation Paper on guidance for local authorities preparing community strategies be noted.





[Councillor S V Brinton declared an interest in the remaining items on the agenda under the National Code of Conduct as a member of the EEDA and the Chairman of the Learning and Skills Council.  In accordance with the provisions of the Code she withdrew from the remainder of the meeting and took no part in the discussion of the subsequent items].




76.
LEARNING CENTRES





The Sub-Committee previously requested a report on proposals to develop Learning Centres and associated access points (satellite delivery centres) in Cambridgeshire.  The report outlined the current situation which included the Learning Centres in libraries, the existing and proposed satellite delivery centres provided through village colleges and the arrangements for providing access points in Fenland.  Fenland had not benefited from the funding won by Cambs TEC Business Link for satellite delivery services.  Therefore, Cambridgeshire Lifelong Learning Partnerships were bidding for funding from the first round of the new Opportunities Fund to establish such access points in Fenland.  The location for these were also set out in the report.





The needs analysis of Fenland considered by the Sub-Committee at its previous meeting also highlighted the need to access other funding streams which existed such as the DfEE Capital Modernisation Fund, the new Opportunities People’s Network Fund as well as the new Opportunities Fund referred to above.  Additional funding strands for such facilities also included:


· the proposed SRB Market Towns Bid (see minute 77 below)

· the EU Transitional Objective 5b Area funding which will support the provision of locally based training and outreach facilities, flexible learning networks and ICT facilities 

· the PFI initiative in which Cambridgeshire has developed a project “Cambridgeshire Community Network”  which would allow broad band services across the whole County.  If successful, it would allow over 400 sites across the County to be sustainably networked including all schools, libraries and community centres providing a greater quantity and quality of public access terminals.








The Sub-Committee highlighted a gap in provision within the South Cambs District Council area to the north of Cambridge City.  It was recognised that this was often considered to be a prosperous area but there were pockets of deprivation and a request was made for some equity in the level of provision countywide.  However, it was also accepted that the pattern of provision to some extent represented the interest expressed through the submission of bids up to this moment in time.  Further bidding rounds would follow and it was hoped that bids would come forward from each district.  Even so, in drawing down funds it would be necessary to factor in on deprivation and work within the parameters of the funding rules.





The Sub-Committee was also concerned that there were a number of funding strands providing capital investment and there probably needed to be some form of overall co-ordination, perhaps provided by the LEA.  In particular, some advance thought needed to be given to the revenue funding which would be required to subsequently support the capital investment made through these various funding strands.





It was resolved unanimously:


(i)
To note the proposals to establish Learning Centres and associated access points and satellite delivery centres in Cambridgeshire

(ii)
That detailed proposals and funding arrangements for the development of Learning Centre facilities and support services for the Fens be progressed.




77.
SINGLE REGENERATION BUDGET : ROUND 7





The Sub-Committee considered a report on policy developments concerning the future of the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) and approval to a bidding strategy and programme for SRB Round Seven.    The report reminded the Sub-Committee of the bidding strategy adopted at previous meetings which had led to the submission of:


· a final bid under the SRB Round Six for Oxmoor, Huntingdon

· work with the Kings Hedges’ Neighbourhood Partnership to progress a community capacity building programme

· work with the Cambridge Traveller’s Group to prepare a final bid for SRB round 7.





It was anticipated that the outcome of the Oxmoor, Huntingdon bid would be known in about two weeks time.





The Sub-Committee noted that the future of the SRB would be subject to the Government’s decisions on the Year 2000 Spending Review which would cover public expenditure for 2001 to 2004.  Informal soundings taken by EEDA officials suggest that there would be a Round 7 of the SRB in 2001 and a successor programme in place for 2002.  However, a report published by the Social Exclusion Unit had proposed a shift of regeneration funding from programmes such as the SRB to neighbourhood management.  The detail of this shift in the programme were set out in detail at paragraph 3.2 and 3.3 of the report.





The Sub-Committee would now have to position itself and its future bids under Round 7 in anticipation of these changes.  To date Cambridgeshire had only received £1m out of £104m allocated from the SRB to the East of England.  Under the proposals for neighbourhood management Cambridgeshire could potentially attract more funds and achieve better outcomes for its most deprived ten or twelve neighbourhoods.  EEDA officials had already given informal indications of interest in Round 7 bid proposals for:


· a community capacity building programme for Cambridgeshire Travellers

· a Fenlands’ Market Town regeneration scheme for Wisbech, March, Chatteris and Littleport.  The four main themes would be multi-agency service points, ICT, outreach support and community transport.





It was resolved unanimously:




That the County Council, its partners and local communities adopt the following bidding strategy:

(i) to help Ormiston Children and Families Trust to submit a bid for a community capacity building programme for Cambridgeshire Travellers

(ii) submit a bid for a local regeneration scheme for the Fenlands’ Market Towns

(iii) work through the district based community planning fora to identify and prepare potential pathfinders for neighbourhood management in Cambridgeshire.




78.
ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRESS REPORT





The Sub-Committee noted its usual progress report on the main initiatives and projects within its forward programme.  The Sub-Committee noted the Tourism Schemes listed but were concerned about the extent to which the East of England Tourist Board marketed many of the Regions attractions and distributed its publicity material, particularly through the Internet.  It was suggested that  the Sub-Committee should consider the promotion of tourism in the Region at a future meeting and invite the Director of the East of England Tourist Board to attend.





Chairman
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