STOCKWELL COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTRE

BOARD MEETING

MINUTES – 11th November 2008
Present: Anthony Bottrall (AB) Chair, Brenda Lawrence (BL), Sue Peake (SP), Amelie Carbonnelle (AC), Eileen Finch (EF), David Lackey (DL) and Robert Hamlin (RH).

In attendance: David Clarke (DC)

1. Apologies: Bola Oyeoele, Sharon Sealey, Beatrix Costa (BC)
2. Minutes of the previous meeting

The Chair asked for the word “been” at the end of the second line in section 4 be changed to “between”.

3. Matters arising
DC was asked for an update on the various consultations being carried out under Ian Sesnan’s aegis for Stockwell Partnership as a means to build a base for Stockwell after regeneration. The consultant looking at Stockwell’s community buildings had spoken to AB and DC, and had been carrying out some extensive and detailed work. The final report was not yet available, the consultant having been required to provide a summary and clearer list of recommendations. However, it would become an important resource for the future.
The architectural master plan mark 2 had not been well received at a pre-completion presentation to the Stockwell Partnership. More work was having to be carried out to make it more functional, trying to blend small projects which might be comparatively easily achieved within a bigger plan. However, there remained scepticism as to the team of architects’ appreciation of some of the realities of the area, including a sense of maximising security – ie the team’s interest in opening up routes across the area, including estates, as against resident preferences and till now actual practice.

A third consultant had been brought in to look at the 13-19 Stockwell Road site where there had been discussions as to Stockwell Partnership acquiring an asset from Lambeth (13-15) for its own purposes and rental income from incubator businesses.

He had found that the 17-19 development which was for HSH was too far advanced to allow for any changes and the 13-15 site too narrow for the purpose being considered.

What might be worth considering, he suggested, that if a civic hub was to be developed it might be worth approaching the Tigrean Trust which owned the large property on Clapham Road. It was very large and included the old cinema. The consultant had spoken to Hyde’s property department and the Old Laundry site was to be built on for residential purposes but community facilities would be retained. There had also been reference to a high street development to include the Binfield Road practice and plans around Richardson Court.
(As it was Remembrance Day, those present observed a two minutes silence at 11.00).    

4. Finance

The Board considered a six month financial statement which projected a year end deficit of £7,392.76 as against a deficit of £11,413.43 in the budget. DC stated that this was not a situation he liked and had expected ways would have been found during the year to at least break even as in previously years. The situation had arisen due to the unexpected extra funds in Urban II which had allowed SCRC to carry out at very short notice two capital projects, the IT room and the garden, which had been outstanding for many years. It had been anticipated that, during the course of the financial year, the budgeted deficit would have been either significantly reduced or even reversed. The previously unbudgeted costs to SCRC of running the two capital projects had led to substantial additional administrative/reception costs which could not have been met by Urban II itself and a £3,000 contribution to the garden to make the project viable.

RH commented that the expenditure might well have been justified as long as the reserves were there to carry it. In addition, he was very much aware of the inevitable cash flow implications of having to run projects funded in arrears. He also referred to the fact that this was the case with the adult learning contract and there had been particular delays in receiving the funding due.

EF expressed concern that Lambeth might never pay out SCRC’s adult learning payments because of its own financial situation. Board members sought to reassure her that the funding itself was not Lambeth’s own but originated from the Government’s Learning and Skills Council, as was the case with Urban II. However, DC referred again to his observation in his “Risk Assessment” report that Urban II projects do not receive full funding till the completion of all the paper work and monitoring, and GOL has the right to claw funding back even after Lambeth has paid out all claims. 

DC fully shared RH and the Board’s concerns. A meeting had been held with SCRC’s bank on 5th November with a view to advising it of SCRC’s circumstances. While SCRC had the necessary reserves, cash flow was a real concern. He proposed that a sub-committee of the Board be held at which a cash flow forecast would be presented. It was agreed that the Chair and RH meet with BC and DC on 21st November at 9.00am.
5. Delivery and risk assessment
DC reminded the Board that he had been asked to provide a risk assessment of SCRC’s three contracts. It had been agreed that they should be updated quarterly in conjunction with quarterly updates on SCRC’s delivery plan. The delivery summary before the individual assessments included reference to the crèche where funding had been secured only for one year as against the other three contracts’ two years. Priorities for the next three months would be to address the funding of the crèche for the following year/s and considering the recommendations of the consultant from Hyde Plus who had been looking at SCRC’s systems and governance. SCRC operations should stabilise once Urban II had been fully and finally completed. 
6. HSH resident database

This agenda item should have been included in the delivery/risk assessment but, unfortunately, had not yet been completed. A database with names and addresses of all HSH residents using SCRC, as well as the activities undertaken and going back to April 2007, was being prepared. DC had hired someone for the purpose who knew the centre and its systems well but she was experiencing a continuing tragedy. He did not want to bring in anyone extra because of the cost and time needed for familiarisation. It was impossible to ask BC because she was already having to supervise work required of GOL which related to LINX which should have been fully completed a year ago. He would carry out the work himself but would not be able to do so until the Christmas holiday. The Board discussed issues of prioritisation of staff time.  
7. Membership and revised date of AGM

It was agreed that the meeting would be held on 13th January at 6.30pm. It was also agreed that all SCRC users were members and this should be stated at SCRC, in local notice boards and through a notice in Home Ground.
8. Any other business

To be agreed immediately after the AGM.
