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30 January, 2014
ENVIRONMENT AND LIVING SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
A meeting of the Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee will be held at 6.30 pm on 12

February, 2014, in The Olympic Room at The Gateway, Gatehouse Road, Aylesbury, when
your attendance is requested.

Membership: Councillor Hunter-Watts (Chairman); Councillors Adams, Mrs Bloom, Bond, Mrs
Brandis, Cashman, Mrs Chapple, Fealey (Vice Chairman), Foster, Mrs Russel, Mrs L Smith, Stuchbury,
Mrs Takodra, Vick and Winn.

Contact Officer: Craig Saunders (01296) 585043

L White
Head of Administration
Members:

Committee Clerk (Generic Author), Cllr Chris Adams, ClIr Ashley Bond, Cllr Judy
Brandis, ClIr Corry Cashman, Clir Sue Chapple, ClIr Brian Foster, Clir Patrick Fealey,
Cllr Tom Hunter-Watts, Cllr Barbara Russel, Cllr Lisa Smith, Clir Robin Stuchbury, Clir
David Vick, Cllr Mark Winn, Ms Bryony Roberts (Audit), Mr David Lamb (Audit), Mr
Douglas Gray (Audit), Cllr Ranjula Takodra, Cllr Jackie Phipps,

AGENDA

1 APOLOGIES

2 TEMPORARY CHANGES TO MEMBERSHIP

Any changes to be reported to the meeting.
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MINUTES

To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meetings held on 16
December, 2013, copy attached as Appendix A.
Documents Attached:

7. Environment living minutes 16 12 2013.pdf

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Members to declare any personal or prejudicial interests.

CALL-IN: JONATHAN PAGE PLAY CENTRE

To consider the report attached as Appendix B coloured green.

Contact Officer: Lesley Davies (01296) 585721
Documents Attached:

T App B - call-in JPPC (12 02 2014).pdf

WORK PROGRAMME FOR 2013-14

To consider the comment upon the Work Programme attached as Appendix C
coloured pink and to:-

(i) Discuss and agree the future work programme.

(i) Consider questions and other matters relating to items to be considered at
the next meeting on 25 March 2014, in particular relating to:-

- Drug and Alcohol Action Management

Contact Officer: Craig Saunders (01296) 585043
Documents Attached:

T App C - ELSC Work Programme (February 2014 meeting).pdf
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ENVIRONMENT AND LIVING SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
16 December 2013

PRESENT: Councillor Hunter-Watts (Chairman); Councillors Adams, Bond,
Mrs Brandis, Cashman, Fealey (Vice Chairman), Monger (in place of Mrs L Smith),
Mrs Phipps, Stuchbury, Vick and Winn.

APOLOGIES: Councillors Mrs Chapple, Foster, Mrs Russel, Mrs L Smith, Sir Beville
Stanier and Mrs Takodra.

MINUTES

Minute 2 (Pedestrian Cycling Safety) — (Dot Point 3 of Members’ comments) — the
comment relating to a proximity detector promotion scheme targeted at owners of large
vehicles and haulage companies should be clarified to read that the cost of installing
proximity detectors would be insignificant compared to the costs of accidents caused
by large vehicles colliding with cyclists or smaller vehicles.

RESOLVED -

That, subject to clarifying the above point, the minutes of the meeting held on 6
November 2013 be approved as a correct record.

AYLESBURY VALE COMMUNITY SAFETY PARTNERSHIP UPDATE
(Thames Valley Police Acting Area Commander Olly Wright attended for this item)

The Committee received a report and summary of activity in 2012/13; an update on the
delivery of the Community Safety Partnership Plan so far in 2013/14, and were given
an opportunity to comment on the emerging 2014/17 Strategy.

In 2012/13 total crime had reduced by 5% (domestic burglary down 16%, theft of
vehicles down 31%, theft from vehicles 22%, robbery down 25%), although there had
been a 3% increase in serious acquisitive crime (SAC) related offences. The
increases in SAC related to thefts of catalytic converters (theft from vehicles) and
thefts of iphones etc (robbery).

Two new initiatives had been launched during this period, catalytic converter engraving
and a student-led awareness raising film about the risks and consequences of robbery.

Examples were provided of successful community safety projects in 2012/13, which
included:-

. the AVCSP had maintained the Purple Flag Award for Aylesbury town centre.

o a new initiative had been launched to reduce the effects of alcohol fuelled crime
and disorder which targeted information at venues holding under 18 nights. A
new poster campaign had also been taken up by all licenced premises which
provided tips on safety.

o reducing burglary had been a key focus over the year and seen an overall
reduction of 16%. During the summer campaign a You Tube video entitled
“Don’t let thieves house-sit this Summer” had been launched on the Council’s
website. The wintertime campaign had been a series of awareness raising
events in which 900 households had received information packs.
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. the AVCSP concerns about a rise in robbery on young people had resulted in
the Mandeville School writing and directing a film called “Snatched” which was
shown in all secondary schools’ assemblies in the Vale, supported with a
property marking session to mark their personal property. Overl12,000 students
watched the film, and a further 2500 people viewed the film via the website.

During 2013/14 (to October) there had been a 4% increase in total crime. The main
crime types of concern were violence against the person, non dwelling burglary and
theft from vehicles, which have been the focus of initiatives.

The current Aylesbury Vale Community Safety Partnership (AVCSP) Strategy ran until
the end of March 2014 and work was underway on developing the new Strategy for
2014-17. The Strategic Assessment alongside the Police and Crime Commissioner's
(PCC) Plan and public consultation would shape the strategy and annual plan
identifying priority work areas for the Vale.

Key emerging priorities for the strategy were safer town centres and dealing with
issues that had a significant impact on victims and communities.

The Police and Crime Commissioner had been elected in November 2012 and written
a PCC plan setting out how to tackle crime and disorder in the Thames Valley. There
was a reciprocal duty to have regard to each others plan.

The Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) for the Thames Valley carried out the
functions previously discharged by Police Authorities. However, unlike Police
Authorities, the PCC was not a statutory members of the CSP although he did have a
duty to have regard to the CSP priorities. There were six strategic aims of the Police
and Crime Plan which the AVCSP 2014/15 would give regard to.

The PCC also now held all Government funding for CSPs. Reductions had been
made in the last 2 years and in 2014/15 a further budget cut would be applied across
the Thames Valley. Using an agreed formula, the PCC had allocated funding to
countywide areas and in Buckinghamshire the overall reduction would be 6% (approx.
£30,000). Decisions about how this would affect the area were yet to be determined
by the Safer and Stronger Partnership Board.

The budget currently funded work around domestic violence, anti-social behaviour
(ASB) and offender management. Other key challenges for the forthcoming strategy
included the Police and Antisocial Behaviour Bill which would change existing ASB
powers and tools; the transformation agenda within the Probation service; and on-
going budget cuts affecting responsible authorities.

One of the key activities for the PCC was to consult with local communities. A series
of local events had been held by the PCC around the Thames Valley area and he
would be coming to Aylesbury Vale on 13 February 2014 at the Multicultural Centre,
Aylesbury.

CCTV continued to be a useful tool in Aylesbury town centre, helping with the arrest of
399 offenders during 2012/13. However, Thames Valley Police was currently liaising
with local authorities about the level and distribution of its contribution for CCTV across
the region. AVDC recently conducted the tri annual evaluation of CCTV as part of the
partnership agreement and updated our Codes of Practice to ensure that they were
compliant with the Information Commissioner’s new guidelines.
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From April-October 2013 there had been a 4% rise in overall crime (burglary down 9%,
theft from vehicle up 21%, theft of vehicle up 15%, robbery (business) down 33%,
robbery (personal) down 31%) and a 9% increase in SAC offences.

The SAC reduction target for 2013/14 was to achieve a 2% reduction on the previous
year. While there had been an increase in crime for the current year, it was worth
noting that all crime and SAC had reduced by 30% and 33% respectively since
2006/07. However, it was predicted that there would be an overall reduction in the
figures for the full year.

Examples of successful projects in 2013/14 had included:-

. Events held in August in Buckingham and Aylesbury town centres with users of
the night time economy (NTE) to give advice about safety and drinking
sensibly. Work would continue with Buckingham University to address issues
around ASB associated with students after nights out, with a view to reducing
the number of complaints. The Purple Flag Award for Aylesbury town centre
had also been maintained.

. Operation Ranger, a new TVP rural crime initiative, had ‘action weeks’
throughout the year. During the first week of action 1600 addresses had been
visited in rural communities giving crime prevention advice and getting people
to sign up to TVP alerts. In addition, 18 heritage sites and 89 farms had been
visited as well as the cattle market in Buckingham to provide rural businesses
with crime prevention advice.

o 18 vehicle servicing garages across the Vale now offering a catalytic converter
etching service. 500 residents had taken up the offer to date, with the etching
making them less attractive to steal due to the potential of being caught with
them.

o Targeting locations at risk of burglary, in support of meeting a challenging 2%
reduction in burglary for 2013/14. As at the end of September, the current
position was a reduction of 9% for the year.

The Aylesbury Vale Community Safety Partnership was required to produce a 3 year
partnership strategy with an annual action plan, which was informed by a strategic
assessment carried out by TVP, the results of community consultations, and on-going
monitoring of crime trends across the District. A brief summary of that information was
provided although, it was stressed, it needed to be considered in the context that
Aylesbury Vale was consistently a low crime area when compared to other districts
within the county and the Thames Valley region.

Throughout the last two years of the current strategy AVCSP has conducted public
consultation to shape the activities within the annual action plans. Feedback from
communities was that domestic burglary, bogus callers, ASB, and burglary non
dwelling were areas of concern. An on-line consultation had been launched on 2
December 2013 to help inform the development of the new strategy.

Members requested further information and were informed:-

0] that there had been a slight increase in crime at the start of this year, in
particular during the summer. However, the overall position was improving for
the full year, in response to policing and other initiatives, and was currently up
1% on the same time last year.

(i) that the key drivers for the increase in the number of crimes was burglaries
from garden sheds, thefts from motor cars (mainly catalytic converters), and
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(iif)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

reports of violence crime (which was a combination of an increase of reporting
domestic violence and mare reporting of low level violence on Aylesbury
housing estates).

that crime figures for the Vale were at historic lows, with a 10% reduction in
burglaries to only one per day currently being reported across the whole of the
Vale. It was estimated that two-thirds of burglaries committed in Aylesbury
town were by local people, whilst 70% of burglaries in rural areas were
committed by people from outside of the Vale.

that the licensing arrangements for scrap metal dealers had assisted in
reducing the number of thefts of catalytic converters.

that there was a heavy investment locally in crime intervention and also to stop
re-offending. The Aylesbury Police Station’s custody suite also had a referral
unit to target assistance to people whose crime had likely been caused through
drug or alcohol addiction. All drug / alcohol arrests were interviewed by
SMART.

that community safety and policing activities also placed a strong focus in
looking after and protecting vulnerable people.

that the Community Safety Partnership and police believed that the current
ASB strategy was working well.

that the Police and Antisocial Behaviour Bill which was due to be enacted from
Spring 2014 would be taking a more streamlined approach to ASB and
proposed a number of new measures to better protect communities from the
serious harm by criminal and antisocial behaviour.

Members also commented:-

that one of the top 3 issues and concerns for rural communities was speeding.

that they would be supportive of Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR)
cameras being used to check vehicle’s average speed on major roads.

that they were concerned about the increase in violence on some Aylesbury’s
housing estates.

RESOLVED -

(1) That Acting Area Commander Wright be thanked for attending the meeting and
briefing the Committee.

(2) That the progress made against the 2013/14 Community Safety Partnership
Plan be noted.

3) That the Committee would like to receive a report in due course on the new

antisocial behaviour powers and measures.

VALE OF AYLESBURY HOUSING TRUST (VAHT) — UPDATE REPORT
(Mr Matthew Applegate, Chief Executive of VAHT, attended for this item.)

The Committee received an overview and highlights report from the Chief Executive of
the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) on operations over the last 12-18 months,
which focussed on the following themes:-
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Overview (in numbers)

rent arrears was currently occurring at 1.3% of total income which was also the
lowest since stock transfer.

annual cost of repairs had reduced from £388 to £343 per property

100% of emergency repairs were completed on time, 99.6% of urgent repairs
on time and 99% of routine repairs on time.

the cost per property of estate services had reduced from £239 to £174.

the Net Promoter Score (how likely would you be to recommend VAHT to
family friends) had scored 33%, which compared favourably to like
organisations.

Received 82,435 calls annually to the Customer Contact Centre.

What people think of us?

180 formal complaints, with 87% resolved at Stage 1.

89.6% of tenants were satisfied that the service provided was delivering value
for money.

91.7% were satisfied that their neighbourhood as a place to live.

AVDC Councillors had given VAHT 7.47 out of 10 for how well they believed
the Housing Trust was performing, which was the highest rating since the stock
transfer.

How VAHT was performing?

In addition to the Overview (in numbers) information that detailed performance,
Members were also informed that VAHT had scored 33% for the Net Provider Score,
which was how likely tenants would be to recommend VAHT to family and friends.
This score compared favourably to like organisations.

Governance and Financial Viability

had adopted the National Housing Federation code of Governance, and
complied with it except for the number of Board Members.

a Tenant Scrutiny Panel established and had completed 3 inquiries.

had achieved the highest rating possible from the Homes and Communities
Agency (HCA) for governance and viability.

Performing: homes

work had started on-site with 68 new homes during 2013.

the new homes programme with HCA was on track to provide 178 homes by
March 2015.

a review of wider assets had identified garage sites that could be utilised to
provide homes.

Walton Court was due to be completed in August 2014.

Quality and Standards

external verification had been sought for work relating to customer contact
centre services, services to vulnerable people, tenant empowerment and
involvement and the safety of customers / employees.

VAHT had become the first organisation in the country to be awarded Home
Ownership accreditation from the Housing Quality Network (HQN), for
excellence in Home Ownership services.

Managing the Impact of Welfare Reform

the Trust had a Working Group that had looked at how to highlight changes to
residents affected and assist people to maintain their tenancies.

Page 7



a Welfare Awareness expo had been held at the Waterside theatre, as well as
holding a number of targeted roadshows.

undertaking extensive staff awareness and training.

Holding advice and budgeting workshops, and providing information through
other channels.

Help for Vulnerable Tenants

it was estimated that welfare advice had assisted residents in claiming an
additional £1m in benefits.

furnished tenancies for people aged 50 or over was rising by 15 people per
annum.

extra care had been introduced at Bankside.

grading and prioritising of repairs.

a gardening service for the elderly and disabled.

an aids and adaptations service (£400,000 p.a.).

operating First Contact (VAHT’s Lifeline Service)

Assistance was also provided to the wider community through a number of avenues
including the Community Safety Fund (£200,000), the Environmental Improvement
Fund (£100,000) which primarily assisted with creating additional parking places,
together with a Tuition Scheme to assist children in preparing for the 11+ tests.

Members had raised a number of questions in advance of the meeting and information
was provided on these:-

that any repairs or work to a property that cost more than £250 would have to
be provided through a tendering process.

that a detailed survey was undertaken before any work was carried out, with an
audit trail then kept of the work to ensure that it was carried out in accordance
with a tender.

that a check was done when work was completed, with the level of the check
being proportionate to the work that was carried out.

that it was not possible to give residents a partial refund for work done to the
outside of a building at their own expense.. It was also emphasised that
permission would need to be obtained from VAHT before any such work could
be carried out.

that VAHT believed that they consulted more widely than many developers,
although it was acknowledged more could be done in some instances.

that VAHT was working with two Parish Councils to bring forward rural
exception schemes.

that there had been approximately 40 right to buy sales this year, and
approximately 180 sales in total since the stock transfer. The increased level of
discounts offered meant that the Council would obtain less money from these
recent sales.

Members requested further information at the meeting and were informed:-

(i)

(ii)

that the level of consultation undertaken also had to be mindful of the resource
implications.

that the Housing Trust would be happy to work with anyone who was interested
in delivering housing development in the Vale.
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(iii) that work was on-going to fill the last two shop vacancies for the Walton Court
development. This would hopefully happen in the next few months.

(iv) that VAHT worked as part of the Aylesbury Vale Community Safety Partnership
to tackle ASB. However, it was very unlikely that a tenant would be evicted
solely due to ASB.

(v) that the Housing Trust was working closely to support people affected by
welfare reform and, in particular, relating to people deemed to have a “spare”
bedroom. There had not been any evictions due to welfare reform, although it
had been necessary to take some people to court.

(vi) that VAHT was a ‘living wage’' employer, although it had not sought formal
accreditation.

(vii)  that the Housing Trust’s development programme was currently committed to
delivering approximately 250 new homes since the stock transfer, many of
which had already been completed.

(viii)  that any sub-contractors working on VAHT properties would be vetted and
bound by the same conditions that applied to contractors.

(ix) that it was a requirement of tenancy agreements for people to maintain the
gardens and the outside of properties in a reasonable condition. If this did not
happen then VAHT was able to take action.

(x) that delays in completing improvement works such as fitting a kitchen were
usually caused when something unexpected happened, e.g. gas pipes heeded
to be moved.

(xi) that the Environmental Improvement Fund could be used to fund additional
parking capacity in some areas.

Members also commented that VAHT should be doing more to consult with Parish
Councils on proposed local developments, and particularly earlier in the process
before planning applications had been submitted.

RESOLVED -

D That the Chief Executive of the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust be thanked for
attending the meeting and briefing the Committee.

2 That VAHT be commended for their good overall performance over the last 12-
18 months.

SCRUTINY WORK PROGRAMME

The Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee had been formed in July 2012 and
initially set a work programme in September 2012 covering the period until the end of
2013.

A work programme planning meeting had been held on 28 November 2013, at which
Members had been asked to identify issues that were within the Committee’s terms of
reference and would be suitable to look at as either a single report to the whole
Committee or as a more “in-depth” review over a number of meetings. Members who
were not able to attend the meeting were also free to suggest future topics and these
were also included within the identified issues below.
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During an interactive planning session, 18 issues (detailed at Appendix 1 to the
Committee report) had been identified for possible inclusion onto the work programme.

The Committee considered these issues and agreed that the following issues could be
considered for inclusion onto the Work Programme:-

0] Through the DM Policies Task and Finish Group

New Developments — incentivising excellent design standards

How the layout of larger schemes and major developments could be
seen and commented upon at an earlier stage by the Council.

How the Development Control Committee can proactively inform
planning applications and the planning process generally with robust
design principles.

(i) Agenda ltems

RESOLVED -

Introducing a licensing scheme for Houses in Multiple Occupancy (to
comment on the scheme when it is considered by Cabinet)

District Valuer — information report to get a better understanding of the
determination process for assessing the viability of affordable housing
and infrastructure provided with developments.

Antisocial Behaviour — report on new powers and measures.
Report/Review: Strategic Plan for road network in Aylesbury Vale?
Housing Delivery — Report on what would be involved in AVDC
becoming the housing developer of choice for communities

Food Law Enforcement Service Plan (budget and policy framework
document)

Review — what can be done to help new communities to settle in new
areas and to bring the communities closer together?

Comment on Community Safety Partnership Plan (to 25/3/2014)
Report on the Thames Valley Police and Crime Panel

Report: Drug and Alcohol Action and Management

Neighbourhood Plans — lessons learnt (at end of timeframe)

Play Areas — review of the good work done in a number of local areas,
including encouraging volunteering

Bernwood Project update

Review: what is being done to meet the changing needs of the aging
population, and, to provide facilities for young people that will encourage
increased levels of activity.

Information report: Management of Parks and Open Spaces, including
how they will be provided for and managed in the future.

Biodiversity Service — update

D That the identified issues be prioritised for inclusion on the work programme.

2) That authority be delegated to the Deputy Chief Executive and Senior Scrutiny
and Democratic Services Officer, in consultation with the Chairman and Vice
Chairman, to prepare a work programme taking account of the issues raised at
the meeting.

(The Chairman and Vice Chairman gave an undertaking to liaise with Scrutiny
Committee Members as part of this process)
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Environment & Living Scrutiny Committee APPENDIX B
12/02/2014 Agenda Item No. 5

CALL-IN: JONATHAN PAGE PLAY CENTRE REVIEW

1 Purpose

1.1 To enable the Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee to review the
decision taken by Cabinet on 17 December 2013, which agreed in principle to
the cessation of the funding of services currently run at the Jonathan Page
Play Centre, at the latest by September 2014.

2 Recommendations/for decision

2.1 The Scrutiny Committee is invited to consider whether it wishes to concur with
Cabinet’s decision or to refer it back for further consideration in the light of
views that Members wish to express on the issues raised through the call-in.

Executive summary

3.1 In a Cabinet Decision Notice dated 17 December 2013, Cabinet took a
decision agreeing in principle to the cessation of the funding of services
currently run at the Jonathan Page Play Centre, at the latest by September
2014.

3.2 Cabinet’s decision was:-

(1) That approval be given in principle to the cessation of the funding of
services currently run at the Jonathan Page Play Centre, at the latest
by September 2014.

(2) That a further report be submitted to Cabinet setting out options for the
staff and the Centre.

3) That the Equalities Impact assessment forming part of the Cabinet
report be noted.

3.3 Cabinet’s decision was called-in by Councillors Cashman, Mrs Smith and Vick
for the following reasons:-

® we are very concerned that the consultation that was carried out did
not mention closure or ceasing funding.

(i) we feel that the decision is premature and alternative solutions have
not been fully investigated.

(iii) the lead time of the implementation of the decision does not provide
sufficient time for alternatives to be fully costed and developed.

(iv) the on-costs and maintenance of the site, once closed, had not been
taken into consideration.

(V) we are aware that the Jonathan Page Play Centre has had a year long
plan to deliver service changes, yet there is no evidence that this has
been taken into consideration. Therefore, this is not in line with the
principles of the New Business Model.

(vi) The withdrawal of funding will force closure of services to a deprived
community. This will have a detrimental affect on the community it
serves and this has not been considered in line with the AVDC
Corporate Plan.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

(vii)

(viii)

the impact and outcomes of the charitable foundation (and origination)
of the Jonathan Page Play Centre have not been given due
consideration.

the impact and outcomes of the withdrawal of funding.

To assist the Scrutiny Committee in their consideration of the call-in, a copy of
the report that was submitted to Cabinet on 17 December 2013 is attached at
Appendix 1.

The Scrutiny Committee is invited to consider whether it wishes to concur with
Cabinet’s decision or to refer it back for further consideration in the light of
views that Members wish to express on the issues raised through the call-in.

In response to the reasons submitted in the call-in, officers have responded
as follows:

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

The consultation was focused around how the service could be
improved, with the aim to increase income for the centre. There was
no remit to consider closure or ceased funding for the centre at the
time of the consultation.

The decision to withdraw funding was brought forward post this
consultation. The decision is based upon the need for the Council to
make considerable savings and the belief that the Centre was unlikely
to cover its costs under the current model of operation, even with the
measures which had been identified by officers and through the
consultation.

This decision is part of a council-wide budget saving process,
including reviewing all services and their income and cost implications,
and is one of many budget-saving measures being considered across
the Council. Councillors will be aware that the approved medium term
financial plan for the Council indicates savings in the magnitude of
between £1million and £2million need to be found each year for the
foreseeable future.

Officers have been considering options to improve the financial
performance of the Centre for some considerable time prior to the
Cabinet report being produced. Officers eventually concluded that
none of the options considered would have a good chance of
significantly and sufficiently mitigating the financial losses being
incurred by the taxpayer from this service. Officers are now working
with parents, partners and the wider community to identify alternative
models of operation which do not require ongoing taxpayer subsidy.
Officers have appointed a consultant who has expertise in the field of
child care to support this process.

The cabinet decision gave 9 months notice that the council would
suspend funding for the service. Officers believe that this should be
sufficient for a business plan to be developed and begin to be
implemented. Reference has been made to other child care facilities in
the town that have been able to go from concept to live operation in a
matter of months, also to social enterprises/trusts that the County
Council has been able to launch within a relatively short period of
time.

It is noted that were no service to run from the building there would be
costs for its maintenance. However officers are working with parents
and the community to identify another model of operation and any
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v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

other provider would have to take maintenance costs into account.
Further work is also ongoing to consider the overall ownership,
operation and management of all Community Centres that the council
currently runs, of which JPPC forms part. This would be an important
consideration if, for instance, a community run and funded successor
operation decided that it wished to run a successor service from
another venue. If the council is able to remove or avoid any ongoing
maintenance costs from the building, then potentially the savings to
the taxpayer would be greater than those shown in the original
Cabinet report.

As noted above, officers have been considering options to improve the
financial performance of the Centre for some considerable time prior
to the Cabinet report being produced. Officers eventually concluded
that none of the options considered would have a good chance of
significantly and sufficiently mitigating the financial losses being
incurred by the taxpayer from this service. The ideas considered by
officers for improving the service and encouraging more business
would of course be shared with any potential successor provider.

The principles underpinning the New Business Model are that the
Council should act more commercially and financially astutely,
generating new products and services which customers value, and
ceasing to subsidise services which customers do not place great
value on. Whilst individual customers of JPPC clearly value the high
guality service they receive greatly, the very small numbers of children
attending in recent years (steadily reducing to just 17 children per day
on average at the after school club) is indicative that, looking at and
weighed against the interests of taxpayers across the Vale, this not a
service which district-wide is greatly valued. It is certainly the case that
a commercial organisation would not have provided a loss-making
service for such a long time.

The Cabinet decision is to withdraw AVDC funding. Officers and
Members would support and encourage the community or another
organisation to take the service on. Even if that were to prove
impossible, given that on average only around 17 children attend the
after school club service, the impact of this is limited and it is hard to
argue that an entire community would be detrimentally affected by its
closure. Bearing in mind the significant financial pressures facing the
council and the limited and focused use in a small area of the district,
the decision was taken to cease funding. This is in line with the
Corporate Plan aims concerning the prudent use of taxpayers
resources.

The original Jonathan Page Play Centre was run by a charitable
foundation but this burnt down. Following this, AVDC set up the
Centre in its current location using the original name, but it has been
owned, managed and run entirely by AVDC since that time.

The impact of the withdrawal of funding will save the council around
£60K, potentially more depending on the future operation of the
service and use of the building. Cabinet are keen to support parents,
the community or partner organisations take over the running of the
centre if at all possible. An Equalities Impact Assessment has been
undertaken and this was found to have little impact.
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Options considered and Reasons for Recommendation to Cabinet

4.1 The options considered and the reasons for recommending the decision are
detailed in the Cabinet report at sections 9 and 10.

5 Resource implications

5.1 Financial appraisal information is detailed at section 8 of the Cabinet report.

5.2 The cessation of the service at the Jonathan Page Play Centre would provide
savings to the Council. The ultimate savings would be determined by the
options identified for the building and the staff.

6 Response to Key Aims and Objectives

6.1  The recommendations in the report help to achieve the Corporate Plan
objectives of delivering efficient and economic services through reducing our
costs.

Contact Officers New Business Model - Andy Barton 01296 585430

abarton@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk
Leisure Services - Lesley Davies - 01296 585721

Budget setting reports for the 2014/15 period as
presented to Scrutiny, Cabinet and Council
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(Appendix 1 — Report to Cabinet, 17 December 2013)

APPENDIX D
Agenda Iltem No 7

JONATHAN PAGE PLAY CENTRE REVIEW
Councillor Mordue
Cabinet Member for Leisure

Purpose

The report seeks agreement in principle from Cabinet to cease funding the
service operating from the Jonathan Page Play Centre (JPPC).

The report seeks agreement that a further report on options for the Centre
and the staff is brought to a future Cabinet meeting early in 2014.

Recommendations

2.1

2.2

2.3

That Cabinet agrees to the principle of ceasing the funding of services
currently run at the Jonathan Page Play Centre, at the latest by September
2014.

That Cabinet agrees to receiving a further report setting out options for the
Centre and the staff.

That Cabinet notes the Equalities Impact Assessment in Appendix B of the
report.

3.2

3.3

3.4

Executive summary (if longer than 2 pages)

JPPC provides an After School Club and a Holiday Play Scheme and
provides a positive experience more than just child care through educational
and development opportunities in a play environment. The Centre has a
hosting arrangement with BCC for a Sure Start Children’s Centre.

The Centre is part of the Play Service which provides play activities beyond
JPPC such as Play around the Parishes and is an integral part of delivering
major Leisure events such as Play in the Park and the Roald Dahl Festival.

As part of the review of Leisure Services through the New Business Model
approach, the JPPC has undergone a thorough review. Customer insight
work has been carried out and this has informed the recommendations
contained within this report. This is part of the wider review being undertaken
across the Council to assist in addressing the severe financial pressure that
the Council faces for the foreseeable future.

The report recommends that the services at JPPC are no longer funded
because of the cost to the Council and the declining take up of the services
offered over recent years. Options for the staff and the building will be
investigated, which will be informed by the work which has been carried out
as part of the NBM review of the Play Service.
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3.5

3.6

4.1

4.2

4.3

5.1

52

The annual net cost of the services run at JPPC is £63,000. The detailed
financial assessment is given in Section 8. The Centre is financially unviable
and it is felt that whilst a number of options that have been investigated so far
for changing the service would have a positive impact upon the bottom line,
they would fail to make the significant financial change required.

The options for JPPC will be informed by the work currently underway on the
children’s day nursery. As the JPPC is part of the Quarrendon and
Meadowcroft building complex, the outcomes will also be informed by the
work on identifying options for the future of AVDC’s community centres.

Background to JPPC

The JPPC is part of the Play Service in Leisure Services and provides a
number of activities, these include:

The operation of the After School Club at the JPPC

The operation of the Holiday Play Scheme at the JPPC

Taking play to the rural areas of the Vale through Play Around the Parishes
Participation in events e.g. Roald Dahl Festival, Mad Hatters Tea Party
Organisation of play events e.g. National Play Day in Vale Park
Organisation of events at the JPPC e.g. Junior Spring & Autumn Watch
Hosting the Sure Start Children’s Centre at JPPC

The JPPC was opened in 2000 as part of the new Quarrendon and
Meadowcroft Community Centre complex. Whilst the Community Centre is
managed by the Quarrendon and Meadowecroft Community Association, the
purpose-built play facility remained in the management of the Council for play
activities to be delivered. This followed the destruction of a building that had
been owned by the then Aylesbury Vale Play Association (now the Bucks
Play Association). The building was named in honour of a young man who
tragically lost his life.

The main activities at the JPPC are the After School Club and Holiday Play
Schemes which provide structured and child-led activities such as crafts,
sports, music and games. The Centre has a purpose built outdoor area with
a go-kart track, climbing frames and multi-use games area. These activities
are structured in accordance with OFSTED and the Early Years Foundation
Service which ensure high quality care for children.

Use of the JPPC

After School Club

The After School Club is for primary aged-children and runs Monday to
Friday, 3.15pm to 6pm with collection services from the Thomas Hickman,
Turnfurlong and Buckingham Park Schools via walk, minibus and taxi service
in an effort to maximise catchment opportunities.

Most of these users come from the ‘comfortable communities’ category which
means although they may not be very wealthy they have few major financial
worries. In terms of ethnicity and disability they broadly mirror the population
of the Vale.

B6
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5.3

54

5.5

5.6

5.7

The number of users of the After School Club has declined over the past 4
years by circa 30% from 4927 in 2009/10 to 3256 in 2012/13. Figure 1
demonstrates the pattern of decline compared to the 6400 total possible
sessions per year. [Note: the statistics in this paragraph were clarified after
the original Cabinet report was published. The figures quoted above are
labelled ‘users’ but actually represent the total number of places booked on
after school sessions during those periods. A relatively small number of
regular users will have booked repeatedly throughout the year, and will have
accounted for a high proportion of the 3,256 places booked during that
period. To get a truer picture of the level of usage at the centre, latest figures
for 2013/2014 show an average of 17 children attend each after school
session at JPPC. Around 81 different children used the after school club
during that period — some of these will have been regular users, some will
have booked only for short, or possibly one-off periods.]

Figure 1: After School Club attendances

Total Sessional Attendance out of
possible 6400 pa
from 2009/10 to 2012/13

6500
‘
= 2500
S
< 500
-1500 L2009/102010/11 2011/12 2012/13-

= Attendance == Maximum Possible

Holiday Play Scheme

The Holiday Play Scheme takes place in school holidays for children aged 5

to 13 years. The pattern of attendance mirrors that of the After School Club
in that numbers are declining — the attendance in 2012/13 was 2,930, a 10%
decrease on the 2011/12 figures.

Competition for the Play Scheme has increased recently with more
alternative activity-based offers available, although JPPC benefits from
proximity to other diverse Council-owned facilities which are used in the
Holiday Scheme, including Meadowcroft all-weather pitch, grass pitches,
multi-use games area, two play areas and community centre with sports hall.

The price charged for holiday play is broadly on a par with competitors,
although slightly towards the lower end of the scale.

The Holiday Scheme is run by specifically qualified and experienced staff

with Level 2, 3 and 4 play qualifications. The activities are Ofsted rated, so
meet very high standards of child care in line with educational facilities.

B7
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5.8

5.9

Sure Start Children’s Centre

BCC who operate the government’s Sure Start programme locally has been
renting the Jonathan Page Play Centre during the weekdays (9am — 2pm)
since July 2008. The licence runs until 2033.

The closure of the Centre may require serving notice on Sure Start.

Reasons for decline in use of the Centre

5.10

5.11

6.1

6.2

6.3

The operation of JPPC has been thoroughly reviewed and a significant level
of customer insight and data collection has been carried out (see Appendix
A).

The gradual decline in numbers using JPPC relates to a number of factors:

An increase in the number of After School Clubs run by schools which
were not available when the JPPC service was launched. They offer on-
site provision which makes a much more attractive offer for parents to
drop off and collect their children from one location.

= The impact of the recession has seen an increased use of friends or
extended family to provide similar child care at no/little cost.

= There has been a shift in provision of ‘wrap’ round care for working
parents where pre and post school offers are now more common. JPPC
could offer this wrap around care if Sure Start were not located there.

=  The change in provision has seen more specific commercial after school
activities and holiday schemes such as specific sports or dance classes
held at schools.

=  Customer insight has shown that the lack of an AVDC on-line booking
and payment system and of a dedicated website have depressed the
take up of places at the Centre.

= The branding is out of date and should be clearly distinguished from the
AVDC branding.

Competitor analysis

JPPC is the only purpose built play centre in Aylesbury with a large fully
enclosed outside area. It provides a service to children at schools where
there is no after school club.

It is in competition with schools, child minders, friends/relatives, nannies,
homework clubs and sports and arts activities for working parents.

Much of the after school provision is linked to specific primary schools and
only open to the children who attend those schools. Some provide breakfast
clubs in addition to an after school club, offering breakfast and some offer
cooked food during the evenings. Many schools also offer activities after
school such as sports, drama and music clubs. The majority of these after-
school clubs operate from 3.15pm to 6pm, with 2 open for longer and 2
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6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

having shorter opening hours. JPPC currently offers a service to children at
schools with no after school club.

Customer insight demonstrates the key factors for parents in determining
which childcare provider to use. The key issues are:

= Quality of the centre and its settings

= Convenience

= Costs

Quality of the environment

JPPC has the advantage of offering a high quality, purpose built centre for
children with a large outdoor area, which is staffed by highly qualified experts

in play.

JPPC is located in one of the more deprived areas of Aylesbury. This was
part of the original reasons for locating the Centre here, but it appears that
the perception of the area is putting off potential business.

Convenience

The difficulty of operating a centralised after school club facility at JPPC is
getting children to the site. After school clubs are primarily used by working
parents to extend the time children are cared for. This means that children
have to be moved from the school they attend to JPPC largely without
parents present. This is currently done via a walk up service from local
schools, as well as a minibus and taxi service to transfer children. This
means added cost to the users of this service, which is further compounded
by taxis not being liked by parents due to the perceived risks associated with
children being transported on their own or in small groups.

Several schools run after school clubs and JPPC does not compete with the
convenience of these offers although there is potential for AVDC to work with
schools to offer services at their school sites.

The locational issues also means that there are only limited options to widen
the service to a larger catchment due to the costs and critical mass required
without investing in additional transportation.

The service at JPPC depends upon how the children arrive i.e. by foot, taxi or
minibus. The walk up service is one of the most reasonably priced offers.

For those collected by minibus this is circa £3.00 to £4.00 per hour. The
hourly rate of competitors cost ranges from £1.70 to £7.30 which places the
JPPC offer in the mid to high end of the price range (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: comparison of cost per hour with the local competition
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Cost per hour of After-school Clubs in Aylesbury

7.2

7.3

8.2

8.3

8.4

Options for the JPPC

A number of options have been considered to seek to reduce the cost of
operating the Centre. Of the options explored so far, some have the potential
to make some inroads into the cost to the Council, although none are likely to
make the significant difference required. The marketing, branding and
booking limitations have not been addressed, although without introducing
these it is difficult to say what the bottom line impact on finances would be.

Appendix C sets out the options which have been considered so far. The
future options for the staff and building will take this into account and may
include:

= Service run out of schools

» Holiday play schemes run across the Vale

= Sale/lease of the JPPC as a going concern

These options will be fully scoped and brought to Cabinet in a subsequent
report.

Financial appraisal

The net costs of running the services at the JPPC is circa £63,000 per year,
excluding central recharges (see Figure 3). This is split 60:40 for the After
School Club and the Holiday Play Scheme, £36,000 and £24,000,
respectively.

This takes into account the time spent by Officers on JPPC, central
recharges, building and running costs, and income.

Cessation of the service at the Centre provides the opportunity for an
alternative use of the building. The actual savings generated would depend
on the options which are agreed for the staff and building. The proposal for
the JPPC runs alongside the other work which Leisure Services is carrying
out as part of the New Business Model in identifying new income generating
activities and one option would be for the staff to focus on this. Discussions
are underway with schools regarding running a service within their buildings.

The implications for staff have to be considered. Five members of staff

would be most directly impacted by this proposal, along with regular casual
members of staff. These members are:
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8.5

8.6

8.7

" Senior Community Development Officer (10% of his time)

. Community Development Officer (30% of her time)

" Play Centre Manager

" Four Play workers

As set out in AVDC policy, options for redeployment will be explored prior to

any redundancy. Any redundancy costs would need to be financed through

the savings made. If the service were transferred to another provider, TUPE
would apply for staff who transfer.

The future of the building will be considered as part of the wider Community
Centres work following the Cabinet decision in July 2013.

The feasibility work for a children’s day nursery has been running
concurrently and its findings will inform the future options for the Centre.

Figure 3: breakdown of JPPC costs and income

COSTS
Staff costs £106,052
Building costs £38,500
Transport costs £5,000
Running costs £8,200 £157,752
INCOME
Bucks CC Sure Start -£10,000
After School Club -£29,000
Play centre -£1,600
Play schemes -£57,400
-£98,000
Net cost £59,752

Staff costs take into account that only 30% of the
Community Development Officer’s time is for JPPC

Internal recharges £49,100

9.1

Options considered

Option 1
To continue to operate the services currently provided at JPPC. This option is

not recommended because of the cost to the Council. Under the New
Business Model reviews numerous options have been explored to try and
find ways of significantly reducing the deficit for this service (as set out in the
report and in Appendix C) but it has been concluded that the possible
changes would not be sufficient to change the Centre to a financially viable
position under its current model of operation.

Option 2
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9.3

10
10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5

11

12

To cease running the service at the JPPC and to identify options for the staff
and the building. This option is recommended. Options for the staff and the
building would be developed and brought to a future Cabinet meeting.

Reasons for Recommendation

To assist with addressing the financial pressures facing the council over
coming years and to ensure the provision of the service is as efficient as
possible.

The JPPC is discretionary and provides a service to a relatively small number
of children. lItis felt that better use could be made of the building, whilst
looking at options to use the staff to provide an improved play service.

The market for holiday play schemes and after school care has changed in
recent years. There are more options open to parents, some through private
providers, with the school setting for after school clubs becoming more
popular.

Through the competitor analysis it is apparent that there are other viable
options to the current service provided by the market. As such it is believed
that current users, given sufficient notice, should be able to find alternative
options either through other market providers.

With the experience and quality of the staff who provide the current service
there is also the opportunity to further explore offering dedicated After School
and Breakfast Club care in school settings where schools do not currently
provide this service. This recognises the value of play to children, the value
of child care to AVDC residents, the expertise of the AVDC staff and the
opportunities to create greater partnership working.

Resource implications

The cessation of the service at the JPPC would provide savings to the
Council in operation of the building. The ultimate savings would be
determined by the options identified for the building and the staff.

Response to Key Aims and Objectives

The recommendations in the report help to achieve the Corporate Plan

objectives of:

° Delivering efficient and economic services through reducing our
costs.

Contact Officers New Business Model - Andy Barton 01296 585430

abarton@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk
Leisure Services - Lesley Davies - 01296 585721

Budget setting reports for the 2014/15 period as
presented to Scrutiny, Cabinet and Council
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APPENDIX A — CUSTOMER INSIGHT

Profile of Current Users: After School Club

There are currently 66 registered children for the autumn term after school club. Of
these 70% of the children are of white ethnicity and 27% are of non-white ethnicity.
(3% of parents declined to provide their child’s ethnicity).

This compares with 81% and 19% respectively for the Aylesbury Wards and 90%
and 10% respectively for the population of Aylesbury Vale as a whole. 8% of the
children registered have a disability, compared to 14% of residents who said they
had a long-term limiting illness or disability in the 2011 Census. 26% of children
attending get a reduced rate through the AVDC Passport to Leisure Scheme as their
parents receive benefits payments.

Over 50% of the users are from the most well-off categories. Most are from
‘comfortable communities’ category, although they may not be very wealthy they
have few major financial worries. The next category is ‘urban adversity’, these are
the people who are finding life the hardest and experiencing the most difficult social
and financial conditions.

ACORN Category Customer Profile W Customer Profile %

o (compared to AYLESBURY VALE profile) "V "

50.7%
50.0%

40.0%

30'0% 27.300

N
g
o
9

1.7%
18.2% 18.2%

20.0%

0,
10.6% 9.7% 3.0%

10.0% ' 5.0%

0.0%
1 Affluent 2 Rising Prosperity 3 Comfortable 4 Financially 5 Urban Adversity
Achievers Communities Stretched

I%Lg?é 23



APPENDIX B CONSULTATION

Consultation was undertaken from July to October 2013and included focus groups
with users and staff, and online surveys with users and non-users. The numbers of
participants has been low, and as a result, whilst indicative of views, they should not
be considered ‘robust’, more indicative of views.

Consultation with users: parents

Of the parents who attended the focus group:

Cost was a significant factor - comparisons quoted by parents indicated that
JPPC looks expensive; discounts for siblings, loyalty discounts suggested.

The parents of children 8 years+ find the play scheme hard to “sell” to their
children. Differentiated age groups suggested.

Communication is not always as good as it needs to be between parents and
staff, eg new parents had no idea there was flexibility to book on the day.
Some parents needed more information on what children had done, particularly
new parents.

A bit more ‘parent pampering’ required’.

Trying to be too many things — too broad, harder to sell benefits.

On-line consultation

48% also use family and friends; 30% an afterschool club on school premises;
and, 13% childminder / nursery.

The ‘quality of any facility’ was ranked most important to parents when choosing
childcare, av. rating score 4.6 (Max. score 5); ‘value for money’ 4.5; and ‘Ofsted
rating’ 4.4.

When asked about the range of services JPPC offers, ‘Ofsted rating, inc fully
gualified staff’ ranked top, 4.6; Flexible bookings 4.5; and value for money 4.4.
Most popular future activities selected (maybe an extra charge), included
‘Bikeability’ and ‘supervised homework club’.

Payment preferences, 92% prefer to book and pay online

Non-users

Those who use afterschool childcare, 54% use family and friends; 46%
childminder / registered nursery; and, 8% afterschool club at school.

87% had heard of JPPC

The ‘quality of any facility’ was ranked most important to parents when choosing
childcare, av. rating score 4.5; ‘value for money’, 4.1; ‘Ofsted rating’, ‘word of
mouth recommendation’ and ‘opening hours’ all rated 4.05.

When asked about the services JPPC offers, ‘Ofsted rating, inc fully qualified
staff’ rated top, 4.2; ‘flexible bookings’ and ‘value for money’ both at 4.1.

Top future activities preferred (maybe an extra charge), included ‘outdoor nature
activities’, ‘organised sports coaching’ and ‘Bikeability’.

Payment preferences, 66% prefer to book and pay online; 31% book by email,
pay online.
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APPENDIX C: work carried out to review the business operation

Completed

The level of staffing of the taxi and minibus service has been reviewed along
with the feasibility of reducing minibus staff from 2 to 1 to reduce staff costs.
An extra space in the mini-bus was created and staffing level was reduced by
one member of staff. Pending changes to Ofsted regulations may enable the
reduction of one member of staff in the future, however an implementation
date for this change in regulation is not yet known.

Investigated whether more activities or facilities could be provided for slightly
older children. It would take a while to build up an older child audience which
has diminished over the past two years. Options included creating separate
areas for older children to do their own thing. Customer insight suggests that
after school care is no longer a popular option for 10+ children and therefore
this option was not considered to be viable.

Investigated the feasibility of developing a package to offer private children's
parties. This was introduced in September with a trial event and the result
has been positive. This has not yet been insufficient time to fully market this
offer and test its potential for new income generation.

Investigated scope to hire out JPPC to more new organisations. The
feedback was that not many organisations wanted the space.

Identified but not concluded

Increased marketing and communications to specific customer groups could
be carried out.

Rebranding the offer to appeal more to both children and parents (who are
the primary segments whose wants and needs are being fulfilled) and market
it to a wider audience. This was one of the primary recommendations of the
day nursery consultant’s review of JPPC but this has yet to be put into place.

Reviewing the pricing structure of the After School Club and Holiday Play
Scheme, associated transport services, including options for pricing activities
differently, such as higher rates for booking one day compared to booking
whole week.

Opportunities to run services based at a school(s) setting rather than at
JPPC. Discussions with schools have already commenced and have been
positively received.

Opportunities for a more lucrative play offer at the existing site i.e. active play
options, sports sessions.

Opportunities should Sure Start leave e.g. baby sensory sessions, pre-school
setting, breakfast club.
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APPENDIX D — EQUALITIES IMPACT ASSESSMENT

step one —identification and scope

1.0 The title of this assessment
Cease funding the service provided at the Jonathan Page Play Centre

1.1
Date of the assessment
2 December 2013

1.2 Responsible officer
Lesley Davies, Leisure Services Manager

1.3 Extension number
5721

1.4 Email address
Idavies@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk

1.5 Thisis an assessment of the impact the closing of the JPPC service (after school club
and holiday play schemes) will have on residents and current users of the facility.

1.6 These are the aims and objectives of the policy or function and the scope of the
assessment
At the JPPC, AVDC currently provides an after school club and a holiday play scheme.
The After School Club (ASC) runs on weekdays after school from 3.15pm to 6pm at
JPPC with collections from three different schools. Children who attend are offered a
healthy snack, a quiet homework area and an opportunity to make friends, indulge in
creative and active activities or to relax after a busy school day. The Holiday Play
Scheme provides activities during school holidays for children aged 5 to 13.
The New Business Model and the review of the JPPC after-school service contribute to
the Delivering Efficient and Economic Services strand of the Council’'s Corporate Plan
2011/15.
The assessment will look at the current users and alternate provision in Aylesbury.

1.6.1 Who will benefit from this activity? (e.g. communities or groups)
The Council tax payers will benefit as this project is based upon reducing the cost to the
Council.
1.6.2 In what way will they benefit?

The tax payer will no longer be subsidising a service used by a relatively small number
of residents.

The net cost of the AVDC service run at JPPC is circa £60,000 per annum, taking into
account staff and building costs and income.
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1.6.3

Who will be affected by this activity but will not benefit directly? How will they be

affected?

- Staff will be affected with possible redundancies, although redeployment will be
considered in the first instance

- Current users will be affected as they will no longer be able to use the service,
however they will be given sufficient notice to make alternative arrangements. We
have completed a competitor analysis that shows that there is sufficient alternative
provision of a comparable price.

- Discussions are underway with the schools where the children who use the JPPC
come from to see if we can provide a service for them

164

How will this activity promote strong and positive relationships between groups
/ communities?

The proposal does not seek to promote strong and positive relationships between
groups and communities; it is a financial decision. However, the Leisure staff are in
discussion with schools to establish if there is a market for providing the service within
their buildings to reduce any adverse impact on the current users.

1.7

These are the sources of evidence used and the key facts that informed the
assessment of the function or policy

Demographic and Acorn Analysis of current users.

Consultation with current users, non-users and staff

Play Services Review April 2013

Financial Assessment

Competitor Analysis

step two — consultation

2.0 Thisis how and when the consultation was carried out
A programme of consultation was undertaken from July to October 2013. This included
focus groups with users and staff, and online surveys with users and non-users. The
numbers of participants has been low, and as a result, whilst indicative of views, they
should not be considered ‘robust’.

2.1
These groups/stakeholders were consulted
Current users
Non users
Staff

2.2 This is a summary of the responses

Of the parents who attended the focus group:

e Cost was a significant factor - comparisons quoted by parents indicated that JPPC
looks expensive; discounts for siblings, loyalty discounts suggested.

e The parents of children 8 years+ find the play scheme hard to “sell” to their
children. Differentiate age groups suggested.

¢ Communication is not always as good as it needs to be between parents and staff,
eg new parents had no idea there was flexibility to book on the day.
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Some parents needed more information on what children had done, particularly
new parents.

A bit more ‘parent pampering’ required’.
Trying to be too many things — too broad, harder to sell benefits.

Of those who completed the on-line consultation:

48% also use family and friends; 30% an afterschool club on school premises; and,
13% childminder / nursery.

The ‘quality of any facility’ was ranked most important to parents when choosing
childcare, av. rating score 4.6 (Max. score 5); ‘value for money’ 4.5; and ‘Ofsted
rating’ 4.4.

When asked about the range of services JPPC offers, ‘Ofsted rating, inc fully
gualified staff’ ranked top, 4.6; Flexible bookings 4.5; and value for money 4.4.
Most popular future activities selected (maybe an extra charge), included
‘Bikeability’ and ‘supervised homework club’.

Payment preferences, 92% prefer to book and pay online.

Non-users

Those who use afterschool childcare, 54% use family and friends; 46% childminder
/ registered nursery; and, 8% afterschool club at school.

87% had heard of JPPC

The ‘quality of any facility’ was ranked most important to parents when choosing
childcare, av. rating score 4.5; ‘value for money’, 4.1; ‘Ofsted rating’, ‘word of mouth
recommendation’ and ‘opening hours’ all rated 4.05.

When asked about the range of services JPPC offers, ‘Ofsted rating, inc fully
gualified staff’ rated top, 4.2; ‘flexible bookings’ and ‘value for money’ both at 4.1.
Top future activities preferred (maybe an extra charge), included ‘outdoor nature
activities’, ‘organised sports coaching’ and ‘Bikeability’.

Payment preferences, 66% prefer to book and pay online; 31% book by email, pay
online.

Staff

The staff were a united group in what they saw the benefits as to coming to JPPC.
Issues which stop people coming were seen as the lack of school pick-ups,
financial constraints for parents and some competition from after school clubs at
other schools.

Children, 10+ are less likely to be ‘keen’ to come; staff feel that the service will
attract younger children in the future.

Staff feel they make a difference to children, teaching them new things which will
help them.

Booking system an administrative nightmare for staff. Very lengthy - often have to
bring children in from outside if there’s too much office work.

Staff would like to offer birthday parties and ‘events’ which they have confidence to
run.

2.3

What actions were taken/amendments were made as a result of the consultation?
These results have been fed into the decision making process.
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step three — assessing impacts

3.0 Was any evidence that the policy or function discriminates against one or more
of the equality groups found?

1 No.

There are currently 66 registered children for the autumn term after school club. Of these 70% of
the children are of white ethnicity and 27% are of non-white ethnicity. (3% of parents declined to
provide their child’s ethnicity). This compares with 81% and 19% respectively for the Aylesbury

Wards and 90% and 10% respectively for the population of Aylesbury Vale as a whole.

Approximately 8% of the children registered have a disability, compared to 14% of residents who
said they had a long-term limiting illness or disability in the 2011 Census.

This shows that the percentage of people using the afterschool club from non-white ethnicity is
slightly above that of the general population and the number of children with disabilities using the
service is comparable with the general population. The JPPC does not provide a service
specifically tailored to these groups so it is not considered that the closure of the service would
discriminate against either of these groups.

There appears to be sufficient alternative provision of after school options across Aylesbury as
shown by the competitor analysis.

3.1 Impact Summaries of how it
1 Analysis of Yes 1 Impact impacts and any
Impacts reasons identified for
1 No the impact
No
8 Race No
Gender reassignment
Pregnancy and No
Maternity
Sex No
Disability No
Age No
Religion or Belief No
Sexual Orientation No
Communities/ groups No
Neighbourhood No

Other (Please specify)

3.2 If any groups were specifically excluded from the benefits of the policy or
function these are highlighted here

N/A

3.3 Could this activity be perceived as benefiting one group at the expense of
another?
N/A
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3.3.1 What will you do to communicate that this activity will increase social justice?
Communications around the closing of the service will make the background to the
decision clear.

3.4  The council has these procedures and actions in place to mitigate against any
potential impacts
A communications plan for the closure is being drawn up and this will address any
potential impacts. A closure date is being considered that will allow parents sufficient
time to arrange alternative after school care.

3.5  Where this assessment has revealed specific impacts, here we identify the
changes we need to make and the controls we need to put in place
N/A

3.6  Where we have identified additional needs for some groups, we have considered
whether positive action can be taken to meet these
N/A

3.7
These are the budgetary implications for change
The service currently costs a total of £158,000 pa, and achieves income of £98,900.
This results in a net financial position of circa £60,000.

3.8 Actions to be taken

Date Priority level (high/
medium/low)

3.8  The council used the following methods to gain feedback on the main issues
raised in this assessment
The feedback will flow from the results of the consultation process and the preferred
course of action will be reported to Cabinet.

3.9 These were the responses received when this assessment was circulated
To follow

3.10

These are the additional actions/amendments identified

To follow
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step four — feedback, action planning and monitoring

4.0 Thisis how the actions identified here will be monitored and what will be
measured

4.1
9 Responsibility for monitoring these actions

4.2
10 These specific actions are included in team targets

1 v 1 x

1 Yes 1 No

4.3 This impact assessment should be reviewed in 3 years. This is the date of the next
assessment

4.4 This impact assessment was presented to the Stakeholders/Consultees for
endorsement on

4.5 The stakeholders/consultees endorsed this assessment on

Please return the completed form to: People & Payroll, Gatehouse Road,
Aylesbury, Bucks HP19 8FF, once it has been signed by your head of service.
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E&L Scrutiny Committee
12 February 2014

ENVIRONMENT AND LIVING SCRUTINY COMMITTEE -WORK PROGRAMME 2013-2015

APPENDIX C

Agenda Item No. 6

Date of Iltem Scrutiny | Requested by | Purpose of Review Expected Outcome | Relevant Cabinet
meeting Indicator * (Responsible Officer / Member
Member)
1. Concur with Cabinet Member for
12/2/2014 Call-In: Jonathan Page 1 Committee Scrutiny of Cabinet decision decision, OR Leisure
Play Centre (call-in) of 17/12/2013 2 Refer back to
(Lesley Davies) Cabinet, with
reasons
25/3/2014 Community Safety (Kay Aitken)
Partnership Plan
25/3/2014 Drug and Alcohol Action (Kay Aitken)
Management
25/3/2014 Review of Community (Lesley Davies)
Centres
11/6/2014 Review of Statement of (Peter Seal)
Licensing Policy (draft
consultation document)
11/6/2014 Proposed Scheme of (Martyn Chuter)

Additional Licensing
(HMOs)

* Scrutiny Indicator Key

| 1: Holding to account | 2: Performance management | 3: Policy review

| 4: Policy development | 5: External scrutiny |
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Date of
meeting

Item

Scrutiny
Indicator *

Requested by

Purpose of Review
(Responsible Officer /
Member)

Expected Outcome

Relevant Cabinet
Member

1. 11/6/2014

2. 5/11/2014

DM Policies (Feedback /
Update)

(Andy Kirkham)

3. Feb / Mar
2015
22/9/2014 Public Health update / (Stephanie Moffat)
District contribution to
public health agenda
22/9/2014 Food Service Plan (Richard Hiscock)
22/9/2014 Thames Valley Police (Kay Aitken)
and Crime Panel
(update)
5/11/2014 Future of affordable (Will Rysdale)
housing provision in the
Vale / Council as a
housing developer!
5/11/2014 Changing need of the (TBC)

aging population /
provision of facilities for
young people

* Scrutiny Indicator Key

| 1: Holding to account | 2: Performance management | 3: Policy review

| 4: Policy development | 5: External scrutiny |
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Date of Item Scrutiny | Requested by | Purpose of Review Expected Outcome | Relevant Cabinet
meeting Indicator * (Responsible Officer / Member
Member)
9/12/2014 Thames Valley Police (Kay Aitken)
update
9/12/2014 VAHT annual (Will Rysdale)
performance review
9/12/2014 Green Deal — update (Alan Asbury)
1. Bernwood Project
11/2/2015 Update (Lesley Davies)
2. Biodiversity Service
and Update (Lesley Davies)
3. Parks and Open
25/3/2015 Spaces —
meetings management,

recent work &
accreditations
4. New Waste streams
(services, income)
5. DM Policies
(Feedback /
Update)

(Lesley Davies)

(Jon McGinty)

(Andy Kirkham)

* Scrutiny Indicator Key

| 1: Holding to account | 2: Performance management | 3: Policy review

| 4: Policy development | 5: External scrutiny |
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WORK PROGRAMME 2013

Date of
meeting

Item

Scrutiny
Indicator *

Requested by

Purpose of Review
(Responsible Officer /
Member)

Expected Outcome

Relevant Cabinet
Member

12/6/2013

County Health agenda

5

Committee

To look at the work of the
healthy communities
partnership, what role AVDC
will likely have, and what
contribution this Committee
can make to overall health
aims?

TBA

Cabinet Member for
Environment and
Health

12/6/2013,
18/9/2013

Vale of Aylesbury Plan —
Development
Management policies

Cabinet
Member

To identify the involvement
scrutiny wish to have in the
preparation of DM policies

(Andy Kirkham)

To make
recommendations to
the Cabinet Member
and Officers

Cabinet Member for
Strategic Planning

12/6/2013,
18/9/2013,
6/11/2013

Research group reports

1,4

Committee

Subject to agreement on
13/2/2013, to receive
report(s) of Research Groups
for discussion &
consideration of any
recommendation(s)

18/9/2013

Audit of leisure facilities

Committee

To review facilities
(commercial and Council) for
needs / growth and gaps in
provision

(Lesley Davies)

To identify issues
that might benefit
from future scrutiny /
Member involvement

Cabinet Member for
Leisure

* Scrutiny Indicator Key

| 1: Holding to account | 2: Performance management | 3: Policy review

| 4: Policy development | 5: External scrutiny |
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Date of Iltem Scrutiny | Requested by | Purpose of Review Expected Outcome | Relevant Cabinet
meeting Indicator * (Responsible Officer / Member
Member)
18/9/2013 Farming and wildlife 3 Committee Review — subject to To identify issues Cabinet Member for
agreement of ‘scoping’ form that might benefit Leisure
(Lesley Davies) from future scrutiny /
Member involvement
6/11/2013 Cycling and Pedestrian 2,3 Committee Review of cycle lanes in/out Cabinet Member for
safety of Aylesbury & across the Planning, Design
rest of the District, (could also and Conservation
look to include the issues of
signage, street furniture and
street marking identified by
the Committee)
6/11/2013 Draft Housing and 3 Cabinet To comment on the new To make Cabinet Member for
Homelessness Strategy policy prior to it being recommendations to | Community Matters.
submitted to Cabinet and the Cabinet Member
Council
6/11/2013 AVDC Community 2 Committee To look at the Strategy Cabinet Member for
cohesion and Integration (adapting our Diversity Community Matters
Strategy Strategy), finding ways to
improve communication
specifically with regard to
crime and democratic
involvement
16/12/2013 Vale of Aylesbury 1,2 Committee Review of performance To make Cabinet Member for
Housing Trust against the Housing Stock recommendations to | Community Matters
Transfer agreement promises | VAHT and the
Cabinet Member.
16/12/2013 Thames Valley Police 1,2 Committee Review latest re. crime and Cabinet Member for
disorder & community safety Community Matters

* Scrutiny Indicator Key

| 1: Holding to account | 2: Performance management | 3: Policy review

| 4: Policy development | 5: External scrutiny |
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WORK PROGRAMME PRIORITISATION GUIDE

NO

Appendix 1

Does this issue have a potential impact for one or more sections(s) of the
community?

YES

Is the issue strategic and significant?

NO

YES

Will the scrutiny add value to the Council and/or its partners’ overall

NO

performance?
YES

Is it likely to lead to effective outcomes?

NO

YES
YES

Will Scrutiny involvement be duplicating some other work?

i/ o

Is it an issue of concern to partners and stakeholders?

YES
NO

Is it an issue of community concern?

YES
NO

Are there adequate resources available to do the activity well?

YES NO

Is the Scrutiny activity timely?

YEsl

PUT INTO WORK PROGRAMME
HIGH PRIORITY
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Review topic — outline scope of issue Appendix 2

Purpose of the
review

Review
membership

Background

1-2 short paragraphs of the background, leading up to the Scrutiny Committee wishing to review this issue

Key questions for
the review to ask

[ ]
NN N N

Resources

Both in terms of Officer time, Member time, and of witnesses / public who might be asked to participate in the review

Out of scope

What the review IS NOT looking at, although this might be of interest.

Anticipated
outcomes

What are Members hoping to achieve during the review (it might also be helpful to identify the people to whom any
recommendations might be presented.

Outline timetable

Of meeting dates and Officers / withesses that the review would like to speak to, or evidence that Members would like to
consider
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