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Calderdale MBC
Wards affected: Calder

CABINET

18th July 2011

FUTURE OF LUDDENDENFOOT CIVIC INSTITUTE

1. ISSUE

1.1 Two community organisations have submitted two separate bids relating to the Luddendenfoot Civic Institute, under the Council’s Community Management of Assets Framework. This Framework gives organisations a chance to put forward a bid for a Council-owned building to be transferred to a voluntary or community group.  

2. NEED FOR A DECISION
2.1 Decisions on transferring assets need to be made by Cabinet. 
3. RECOMMENDATION
3.1 That both bids are rejected, on the grounds that they have not put forward a sustainable business plan for the future of the property; 

3.2 That officers develop proposals for community facilities in Luddendenfoot that will make the best use of all resources available, including the Luddenden Youth Centre. 

4. BACKGROUND
4.1 Cabinet approved the Community Management of Assets Framework (“The Framework”) on 6th April 2009. This established an approach to facilitating community involvement in public assets. Part of this is about setting out a fair, rigorous process for transferring public assets from the Council’s control into the control or ownership of voluntary and community organisations.

4.2 Through this Framework, the Council agreed that asset transfer offered many benefits for the wider community, and could be the best option for some of the assets currently owned by the Council. A number of pieces of land and property have been successfully transferred under the Framework since 2009. 
4.3 One property suitable for consideration within this Framework is the Luddendenfoot Civic Institute. This is a building that is currently owned by the Council, available for hire for community activities, which is the subject of interest from two separate community groups who want to take over the building and develop it. 

4.4 The Luddendenfoot Civic Institute is a community centre, in Station Road, Luddendenfoot. It has an external area of 565m2 and internal area of 4822, over three floors. It is used by three main community groups: the United Reform Church, the Luddendenfoot Playgroup and uniform youth groups, such as Boys Brigade. There is a backlog of maintenance work, although some cosmetic improvements have been carried out by the current users. Land and Property Services judge the condition of the building to be poor, and the cost of remedial work to be £338,000. Appendix 1 gives information about the Civic Institute from the Council’s land and property data system. 
4.5 The disposal of this building is part of the Safer and Stronger Communities’ plan to save around £40,000 in Public Halls costs. This will also bring in a capital receipt, provisionally judged to be between £60,000 and £180,000 depending on parking and planning. Because of the community interest in owning this building, no action has been taken to sell the building on the open market so far. 

4.6 There are two separate community groups interested in taking over this building. 

· Luddendenfoot Community Association: this organisation has been established for a number of years, and has been working for at least five years on a plan to take over the building. They have run community events linked to the building and contributed to its maintenance during this time.
· Luddendenfoot Community Youth & Sports Centre is a new group, established specifically to set up and run a community centre within the building if it were to be transferred to them. 

4.7 There are differences in the scope and structure of the activities each group wants to provide, but both would aim to run the building as a community hub, offering a range of community activities and facilities. This would be a mix of activities run directly by themselves, plus room hire and long term rental to different independent groups, community and private, who would offer a range of services. This could range from sports sessions, to playgroups, to a community cafe. 

4.8 They also have different plans for the physical redevelopment of the building, but both would need to make major changes to the building to achieve their overall vision. 

5. OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
5.1 Each bid was assessed according to the Framework. There are some strong areas in each bid, but neither bid is assessed as being clearly superior overall. 

5.2 There are significant weaknesses in both the bids, particularly around finance and risk. These risks are such that neither bid is strong enough for a straightforward recommendation to transfer. (Details of the Framework assessment are available for inspection). 
5.3 The full options appraisal arising from the Framework is attached at Appendix 2, with a summary of this below: 

Option 1: Transfer the building to Luddendenfoot Community Association, either at nil cost or greatly reduced from market value

5.4 There are a number of potential benefits to this, as their vision for the building would offer scope for more community activities, strengthening facilities within Luddendenfoot, creating stronger communities and community resilience. They also have the capacity, as an independent voluntary organisation, to secure investment in the building from a number of sources, which would not be open to the Council, although of course, being able to apply is no guarantee they would be successful.
5.5 The disadvantages are mainly about what happens if the Community Association do not achieve their objectives. Their business plan has some significant gaps, and their development plans are ambitious. Officers think it is likely that they would need ongoing support, including financial support, to get a sustainable level of income. 
Option 2: Transfer the building to Luddendenfoot Community Youth and Sports Centre, either at nil cost or greatly reduced from market value

5.6 The potential benefits are the same as for the Luddendenfoot Community Association. Although the pattern of provision would be different, the overall outcomes in terms of stronger communities, more people participating in active sports, greater opportunities for people to come together as a community etc would be similar. They would also be able to access funding from a number of sources, but as with the Community Association, this does not mean they would be guaranteed success. 
5.7 The disadvantages are again about risk. This is a high capacity group, but they are very newly established, and they also have very ambitious plans for remodelling and redeveloping the building. This carries great risks if they do not complete the project or if they are not able to secure the funding they need. Their business plan also has weaknesses around generating revenue income in the future. 

Option 3: Refuse to transfer to either community bidder and  develop alternative proposals for community facilities in Luddendenfoot
5.8 The key aspect of this option is the scope to develop the other community facility in the area, the Luddenden Youth Centre. This Youth Centre could provide space for current users of the Civic Institute, with negotiation, and has the potential to be a hub for the wider community. 

5.9 In the medium to longer term, there is no reason why this building could not be considered for community ownership in some form. It is a smaller, more modern building that would not necessarily present the same kind of risks as the Civic Institute

5.10 This is the lower risk option. It means that the Council would then have the option of realising a capital receipt for the building. 
5.11 There is a risk that the Luddendenfoot Civic Institute would not find a buyer, but officers believe there are ways to mitigate this risk, by addressing planning and parking issues.  

Option 4: Do nothing
5.12 If we continued to run the building on the current basis, we would not meet the savings targets required. 

5.13 There is a backlog of maintenance needed in the building. In the medium to long term, there would be greater costs involved as the condition of the building continued to deteriorate and further investment would be required. This would decrease its market value for a future disposal. 

6. CONSULTATION
6.1 The Council has not carried out its own consultation on the future of the building. Both community groups have carried out consultation with the local community. The Community Association have engaged with the community over a number of years, and the Community Youth and Sports Centre carried out some very recent consultation. 
6.2 Both groups found an appetite for community facilities in Luddendenfoot, and a desire to keep facilities in the local area.
6.3 The recommendation option would lead to consultation with the community on proposals for developing the Luddenden Youth Centre, and on potential exit strategies for the Civic Institute.  
7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
7.1 Option 3 (the recommended option) would potentially provide a capital receipt estimated at £180,000 with planning and parking issues resolved, or £60,000 otherwise, which would be available for Members to use within the Council’s Capital Programme. 

7.2 The building currently costs £6,936 pa to operate.   This figure is included in the Directorate’s plan to make savings in Public Halls from 2012 onwards as agreed at Budget Council.  The building is also budgeted to generate £4,240 in income per annum meaning that the true saving of disposing of these premises falls.  In order to allow Safer and Stronger to realise the full saving, Members could choose to fund the loss of income centrally, however, it should be noted that the cost will still be borne by the Council as a whole. 

7.3 Options 1 and 2 are likely to entail some cost to the Council in terms of staff time, both during the process and on an on-going basis to oversee and support the ambitious rebuilding and development plans. As set out above, these options also carry significant financial risk if the group is not able to complete its plans for the building and requires financial assistance from the Council. 

7.4 Option 4 would mean that the savings targets would not be met and that a capital receipt would not be received immediately. There would be an on-going revenue cost as set out above, and in the long term, the risk is that the capital value would be reduced. 

8. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY
8.1 There are no direct equality implications in the recommended option, since there is still an intention to provide communities facilities, albeit at a different property. 
9. CONTRIBUTION TO DELIVERING POPULATION OUTCOMES
9.1 The community activities and opportunities that could be delivered through a sustainable community hub in Luddendenfoot would contribute across all of the population outcomes.

9.2 The recommended option, that we look instead at developing the CYPS-managed Luddenden Youth Centre to create a wider community offer, would provide similar benefits in the longer term. 

10. CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS
10.1 These bids have been assessed using the Framework for Community Management of Assets, by a working group of officers from Safer and Stronger Communities (Neighbourhoods & Community Engagement and Cultural Services), Economy and Environment (Land and Property), Finance and Legal Services. 

10.2 Options have also been discussed with Children and Young People’s Service as part of understanding the wider context of facilities in Luddendenfoot, and in proposing the development of the Luddenden Youth Centre’s wider community use.

11. CONCLUSION
11.1 Council officers and members of the community have worked hard over the last few years, and particularly in the last few months, to try to find a community-led solution for the Luddendenfoot Civic Institute. 

11.2 Despite the best efforts of the community groups, no robust, sustainable plan for the building has been submitted. Transferring the building into community ownership would represent a significant risk that the building would be lost or reduced in value, and that the community group themselves would take on significant liabilities. 

11.3 Concentrating on finding a wider community role for another more manageable building within Luddendenfoot would deliver the financial savings we need, and maintain some community facilities.  
Robin Tuddenham

Director, Safer and Stronger Communities 

Appendices

Appendix 1

Details of Luddendenfoot Civic Institute

Appendix 2
Detailed options appraisal

Documents used in the preparation of this report: 

· Calderdale MBC Community Management of Assets

· Bids and supporting information submitted by the Luddendenfoot Community Association and Luddendenfoot Community Youth and Sports Centre

· Summary of assessments

Documents are available for inspection at Northgate House, Halifax.
For more information on this report, please contact: 

Sarah Manfredi

Community Engagement Manager

Neighbourhoods & Community Engagement, Safer and Stronger Communities

01422 393271
sarah.manfredi@calderdale.gov.uk 

Archibus Building Information Report
ID:1972PAB1
 
Luddendenfoot Institute Community Centre
Community Centre, 
Station Road, 

Luddendenfoot, 
Halifax, 
HX2 6AD
 
Building Details
Description:

Community Centre
Legal Interest:

Freehold

Listed Grade: 

Not listed
Year built:


Building height:
5.0m
Deed No(s):

WYK815727
Lease In or Out:
No

Site UDP Allocation:
Land Contamination, River Courses, Site of Exological or Geological Interest, Washland, Wildlife Corridor, Historic Park and/or Garden, Open Space Urban, Primary Housing Area
Number of floors
3
Number of rooms
39

Gross internal area
482.17

Gross external area
565.48
Approx number of 
fte staff

0.0

Fire/ Access and repair information

Fire survey date
09/07/2004

Fire alarm

Man
Repair responsibility
Non-standard
Fire suppression type
None
Building available to be used in an emergency
Y

Fabric, Mechanical and Electrical Consition Survey Assessment

Category C
Poor (17%-50%)

Exhibiting major defects and/or not operating as intended

 Luddendenfoot Civic Institute – Framework Options Appraisal
Option 1: Transfer the building to the Luddendenfoot Community Association, either at nil cost or greatly reduced from market value.

	PRO
	CON

	· The building remains an active part of the facilities available in Luddendenfoot. The current service users are able to continue providing services in the way that they are used to for the short to medium term.

· The group is in a position to secure funding from a range of different sources, many of which are not open to the local authority. This gives them the opportunity to develop and extend the building. 

· The overall vision for the building, if achieved, would create a valuable community resource in Luddendenfoot, which would allow for more and extended community activities, a base for public and other services to reach into the community and a facility to help bring the community together. 

· The committee is made up of people who have been involved with the Luddendenfoot Civic Institute for years. Although they do not have a track record in running a centre or establishing a social enterprise of this kind, they do have a track record in terms of commitment to the building. 

· The redevelopment of the Civic Institute could include changing rooms and sports storage facilities, at a lower cost than SASC’s current plans for these facilities.

· There is a savings target linked to the transfer or disposal of the building within the Cultural Services – Public Halls 2012/13 budget. This option would realise that saving. 
	· There are significant weaknesses in their business plan. Despite working on this for a number of years, they have still not made key decisions, such as what services they will provide from the building. The business plan shows limited additional income from activity and reliance on revenue grant funding including a Performance Reward Grant bid which was not successful. 

· The capital projection shows a £101,000 project deficit. We have to assume the Luddendenfoot Community Association does not have the money as it is not included in the figures submitted.

· The revenue projections, after excluding grants used to fund capital works, shows deficits of £22,000, £24,000 and £22,000 in years 1,2 and 3 respectively, which is clearly unsustainable. 

· Rates are missing and utilities appear understated. There are also key gaps such as no provision for maintenance costs. This would make the deficit even worse. 

· The officers’ working group have concerns generally about the group’s ability and experience to deliver a major capital scheme like this, e.g. the figures submitted show some confusion between what is revenue and capital.
· The weaknesses in their business plan may also suggest that there is not a viable market for this provision. 
· Either way, it increases the risk that the Community Association will fail to run the building sustainably in the long term. 

	PRO
	CON

	· The former caretaker’s house, which is part of the Civic Institute, is currently used as changing accommodation by football teams using Holmes Park. These facilities are in very poor condition. The original changing rooms, which had become very dilapidated, were housed in an adjacent building which recently burned down. The floor at street level was leased to a motor vehicle repair business, which has since relocated. There is a draft plan to use the insurance monies to redevelop this site by constructing a terrace at street level and new changing rooms with a community/ storage room at park level.   If the Civic Institute is transferred, then the transfer could have as a condition that the redeveloped building include suitable changing rooms and storage. Even if a contribution to this was made from the insurance monies, it still likely to be cheaper than rebuilding the separate SASC-owned building.
	· The group will need additional input from Council officers to help develop the project. They have received support from a national organisation, which supports this kind of community project, but there are still concerns about their capacity. During discussions, the group expressed criticism of the Council’s role in this transfer bid, including failing to meet their expectation that they would be given a ‘mentor’ who would support them through this process. There is no staff resource available for this role, and it would anyway have created a conflict of interest for the Council. 

· If the group fail to secure the funding needed for the physical development, then this would damage their ability to deliver their wider plans, as these depend on getting higher income, from eg hire of function rooms.  

· If the group ceased to operate during the rebuilding and development phase, the building could be returned to the Council in a state that significantly reduced its market value for any future sale. 

· Even more seriously, any redevelopment carried out as a result of grant funding could mean that a legal charge was granted in favour of the funder (Heritage Lottery funding insists on this for large projects, for example). If the development failed, the existence of such a charge would make it very unlikely that the building would be returned to the Council at all. 

· The Community Association’s bid assumes they would get the building at nil cost, so there will be no capital receipt to the Council in this option. 



	PRO
	CON

	
	· There would be a cost to the Council in the short term, for the legal and property staff time involved in setting up the lease. (See point above for the longer term staff costs needed to provide ongoing officer support to the Community Association). 

· The perception from the individuals involved in the Community Association is that there are no other community facilities in Luddenden, but in fact, there is a Youth Centre owned by CAYP less than a mile away, within Luddendenfoot but on the other side of the community. Establishing a new larger community centre in the Civic Institute would restrict the scope for development in the CAYP-owned building, which is not fully utilised at present.


Option 2: Transfer the building to the Luddendenfoot Community Youth & Sports Centre, either at nil cost or greatly reduced from market value.

	PRO
	CON

	· The building remains an active part of the facilities available in Luddendenfoot. 
· The group is in a position to secure funding from a range of different sources, many of which are not open to the local authority. This gives them the opportunity to develop and extend the building. 

· The overall vision for the building, if achieved, would create a valuable community resource in Luddendenfoot, which would allow for more and extended community activities, a base for public and other services to reach into the community and a facility to help bring the community together.
	· This is a new group, and although they have made significant progress in the short amount of time available to them, there are still significant gaps in their business plan. 
· There are no repayment costs in their financial projections for the loan of £75,000 as it is anticipated in the final year of the projections. It is unknown whether or not they would be able to manage this within the operation on an ongoing basis. 

· The revenue projections are also reliant on grant funding to get them to breakeven, which is risky in the current funding environment. 

	PRO
	CON

	· The redevelopment of the Civic Institute could include changing rooms and sports storage facilities, at a lower cost than SASC’s current plans for these facilities.

· The existing changing rooms and storage were in a building next to the Civic Institute, owned by Safer and Stronger Communities. This building has burnt down, and there is insurance money available to rebuild. If the Civic Institute is transferred, then the transfer could have as a condition that the redeveloped building include changing rooms and storage. Even if a contribution to this was made from the insurance monies, it would still be cheaper than rebuilding the separate SASC-owned building.
	· Business rates are missing. Although rate relief is currently available, they should still be included. Also the system for levying rates may well change nationally in the future. 

· Officers from the working group have general concerns about their ability to deliver a major capital project like this. 

· If the group ceased to operate during the rebuilding and development phase, the building could be returned to the Council in a state that significantly reduced its market value for any future sale.

· As this is a new group, the individuals involved have less of track record in terms of commitment to this building. Although all are very committed at the moment, and they have an extremely high capacity committee, who have given up a great deal of time to put this bid together, a new organisation is more of a risk in terms of people staying involved, turnover of key volunteers etc, than an organisation where people have been attached to the project for years. 

· The Community, Youth and Sports Centre’s bid assumes they would get the building at nil cost, so there will be no capital receipt to the Council in this option. 

· The Community, Youth and Sports Centre are more flexible about how they would use the existing space, ahead of their plans for rebuilding and extension. This means that they do not have the support of the existing users. On the other hand, this is a benefit in that it gives them more scope to generate income.



	PRO
	CON

	
	· There would be a cost to the Council in the short term, for the legal and property staff time involved in setting up the lease.

· The perception from the individuals is that there are no other community facilities in Luddenden, but in fact, there is a Youth Centre owned by CAYP less than a mile away, within Luddendenfoot but on the other side of the community. Establishing a new larger community centre in the Civic Institute would restrict the scope for development in the CAYP-owned building, which is not fully utilised at present.


Unfortunately, despite officers’ encouragement, there is not an option to transfer to some kind of enterprise that would include both the Community Association and the Community, Youth and Sports Centre. 

Option 3: Refuse to transfer to either community bidder and  develop alternative proposals for community facilities in Luddendenfoot. 
This would make the other Council-owned building, the Luddenden Youth Centre, the main resource available for the kind of community activities that currently take place at Luddendenfoot Civic Institute. This building is not fully utilised at the moment, and so there is scope to negotiate space for the current users of the Civic Institute. 

In the medium to longer term, there is no reason why the Luddenden Centre itself needs to remain in Council ownership. As this is a more modern, better maintained building than the Civic Institute, it would be a smaller project for a community group to take on, needing less capital investment and rebuilding.

Under this option, the rebuilding of the changing rooms and storage next to the park, owned by Safer & Strong Communities, would go ahead as planned, using the insurance money.

	PRO
	CON

	· It would make better use of the Luddenden Youth Centre. Neither of the two bids meet the current needs of the Youth Service in Luddendenfoot, so for the short to medium term, ahead of the Youth Service and AM/FM review, the intention is to keep the Luddenden Youth Centre even if Cabinet makes the decision to transfer the Civic Institute. Encouraging groups to transfer activities from the Civic Institute to the Luddenden Youth Centre would mean that the Council had one fully utilised building, rather than two buildings that lie unused for half of the week.

· The current users of the Civic Institute would be able to develop better links with the current users of the Luddenden Youth Centre, and with the two adjoining schools, and make use of the adjacent all weather sports facilities. 
· It may be that the reasons for the weaknesses in the business plans of both community bidders is because there actually is not a viable market for the large scale provision planned in both bids. Focusing on a single centre for Luddendenfoot may increase the chances of success for any future community development, as it would not require the same level of capital funding, or revenue. 
· It would mean that the Council would still have the potential capital receipt for the sale of the Civic Institute. This is estimated to be around £180,000 if planning and parking issues are resolved, and around £60,000 otherwise. 

· There is a savings target linked to the transfer or disposal of the building within the Cultural Services – Public Halls 2012/13 budget. 

· 
	· The current users will not be able to use the Luddenden Youth Centre on the same basis as the Civic Institute. The group that currently uses the main space exclusively could be offered space and secure storage for their equipment, but not exclusive use of the space. This will be unpopular with the current users of the Civic Institute..

· The Luddenden Youth Centre is in a different part of Luddendenfoot, up a hill from the neighbourhood around the Civic Institute, although still within walking distance. Some people living very close to the Institute may not feel as much as sense of ownership of the Luddenden Youth Centre. (Although not all of the users of the Centre come from the immediate vicinity of the building anyway). 

· SASC would still need to rebuild the changing rooms and storage next to the park, and then maintain it to meet sports service needs. The capital costs would be covered by the insurance but the ongoing maintenance would be a small revenue cost.


Recommendation

Although a great deal of work has been put in by Council officers and members of the community to try to achieve community ownership of this building, both of the bids under consideration would represent a significant risk to the Council, and to the groups involved. 

Neither have presented business plans that show a sustainable business model in the opinion of officers from the working group. Both rely on revenue grant funding for the management of the building, and both have ambitious plans for physical redevelopment and rebuilding. Officers do not feel that the bids as submitted, and their communications with the groups, give enough reassurance to be able to recommend that the Council takes this risk. 

The recommended option is therefore Option 3, that SASC and CAYP officers work together with the community members involved in both bids, and the current Civic Institute users, to develop the Luddenden Youth Centre into a viable alternative resource for the community.   
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