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Background

Terms of Reference

The terms of reference for the review (Appendix 1) were developed by:

· Involving staff from City Leisure and Sports Development through focus groups to determine the scope and key issues.

· Including the key issues identified by Partners through a questionnaire.

· Undertaking a challenge session chaired by the Director of Personnel & Performance

· Submission to Scrutiny Committee for approval. 

Resources

There have been three active groups working on the Review to date. Details of these groups are contained in Appendices 2-4.

CPA “Gap Inspection”
The CPA “Gap Inspection for leisure” held in August has significantly diverted resources away from the review. 

This inspection covered a wider focus than that of the review as it included grounds maintenance and parks.

The recommendations from the inspection final report due to be published in October will be considered within the Best Value review service improvement plan.

Update

· Gaps identified within the “compare” element of the review are being covered through a questionnaire that has been sent to CIPFA Family Authorities. The questionnaire includes detailed information to enable comparison on social inclusion policies, budgets, and structures. The response to this questionnaire has been poor and it is in the process of being repeated.

· There was an identified lack of consultation with service users of outdoor services. A questionnaire to users has been carried out and the results collated (see Appendix 5 for a copy of the summary).

· De Loitte Touche are currently working with the City Council to arrive at a position where it can determine whether the PPP or NPDO route is likely to deliver the Best Value outcome. Work on stage 1 below is underway.

i. Informal approach & discussions with potential external service providers

ii. Outline proposals
iii. Detailed bids

iv. Negotiation

In addition to this work, Chestertons are undertaking a full condition survey at 11 sites.

Timescales

The proposed timescale for the completion of the review is the end of November. Whilst this timetable is tight due to the added pressure of the CPA Gap Inspection, it is anticipated that the final report and service improvement plan will be available by the end of November and within this timescale.

Appendix 1

Terms of reference for the review

The provision of opportunities for sporting activities falls within the remit of the Education and Leisure Directorate.  The best value review involves two major service areas, these being City Leisure and the Sports Development Team.  

Aims
The aims of the review contained in the terms of reference are:-

· To determine the efficiency, economy and effectiveness of the service and compare its performance with other providers.

· To develop an understanding of users and non-users expectations for the service and to test the service from the user’s perspective.

· To determine the extent to which the service contributes to the City Council’s strategic objectives and social inclusion agenda.

· To develop a service improvement plan which will identify the actions which need to be taken, to deliver a quality service that meets or and exceeds the needs of the population of Salford and achieves continuous improvement.  The plan should include service standards and targets, which can inform future service provision regardless of future management arrangements (for example, it could contribute to any specification under an outsourcing arrangement).

Areas of Focus
· To assess current management and performance information and identify improvements.  This will include the examination and implementation of new performance indicators suggested by Sport England.

· The evaluation of the Sports Development Strategy 1997 – 2001 and the Leisure Centre Service Plan 1997 – 2000 in order to assess achievements and develop insight into our track record.

· The extent to which the service is structured to meet social inclusion policies and other strategic objectives such as health improvement and tackling crime and disorder.  This will cover issues such as pricing policy, programme of activities, use of facilities by Sports Development and capacity building within the voluntary sector.

· An examination of how the service fits with the various government initiatives aimed at social inclusion and increased participation in sport by all sections of the community.

· The relationship between City Leisure and the Sports Development Team including an examination of the increased potential for joint working.  Wider relationships such as the interaction with the Youth Service, supporting Directorates, Community Committees and the Health Authority will also be considered.

· To draw upon the consultancy work being undertaken and assess each centre using the rationalisation criteria previously developed and agreed by the City Leisure Trust Steering Group.

· To consider structures and alternatives for future management and delivery.

Appendix 2

Review team Membership

Stephen Hassall – Education & Leisure

Joanne Hardman – Best Value Team

Mark Chew – Sports Development

Anne Oakes – Sports Development

Garry Bateman – City Leisure

John Eady – Knight, Kavanagh & Page (consultants)

Philip Shirfield – Sport England

Richard Dodd – PE Advisor

Jane Jefferson – Health Promotion

Anita Cooper – Personnel

Ray Higson - Finance

Mike Appleyard – Oakwood High Youth Club for disabled young people 

Elaine Gilmour – Sports Development staff

Paul Bland – City Leisure - staff

Ken Cook – City Leisure user

Matt Varley – Education & Leisure Performance Team

Ray Walker – Unison

John Torpey - GMB

Wendy Walker – Education & Leisure
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Scrutiny Panel Membership

Stephen Hassall – Education & Leisure

Joanne Hardman – Best Value Team

Mark Chew – Sports Development

Anne Oakes – Sports Development

Garry Bateman – City Leisure

Cllr Judge - Councillor

Cllr Carter (retired) - Councillor

Cllr Upton – Councillor

Cllr Pennington - Councillor

Mr Wilson – Parent Governor

Wendy Walker – Education & Leisure
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Core Team Membership

Stephen Hassall – Education & Leisure

Joanne Hardman – Best Value Team

Wendy Walker – Education & Leisure 

Mark Chew – Sports Development

Anne Oakes – Sports Development

Garry Bateman – City Leisure

John Charlson – City Leisure

Heather Grove – Education & Leisure Best Value

Appendix 5

REPORT ON THE CONSULTATION WITH USERS OF SALFORD’S OUTDOOR SERVICES 

JULY 2002

1.
INTRODUCTION

As part of the Best Value Review of Leisure services, consultation with users of Salford’s Outdoor Services to obtain their views and improvements they would like to see.

A total of 97 questionnaires were issued to all existing user groups. A copy of the questionnaire is attached at appendix A.

25 questionnaires were returned.  This represents a 26% response rate.

2.
FINDINGS

A summary of the findings is given below.  Full details can be found in Appendix B.

2.1
Facilities used

52% use football pitches, playing fields, rugby pitches

40% use bowling greens

8% use tennis facilities

Some users use than one type of facility

2.2 Frequency of use

36% use the facilities more than 3 times a week

20% use the facilities 2-3 times a week

36% use the facilities once a week

8% use the facilities less than once a week

2.3 Ease of booking

56% rated ease of booking as easy or very easy with no-one finding it difficult to make a booking

2.4 Availability

76% of people found they were able to get the date and time required.

4% sometimes found it difficult to get the time and date required

2.5 Value for money

80% think that the service offers average or god value for money

12% think that the service is poor value for money

2.6 Level of customer service 

All those responding rated the level of customer service as average to excellent with no-one rated the customer service as poor or unsatisfactory 

2.7 Ease of cancellation

All those responding found cancelling a facility to be easy

2.8 Facilities

76% rated the facilities as average to excellent



20% rated the facilities as poor or unsatisfactory

2.9 Problems raised

The main problems raised were:

· Lack of security

· Problems with youth/children – abuse, graffiti, vandalism and damage

· Lack of changing, showering and toilet facilities

· Lack of grounds maintenance – grass cutting, pitch markings

· Worn out pitches, buildings and fences

2.10 Service Improvements

The following were raised as improvements:

· A regular programme of grounds maintenance at appropriate times

· Training lights installed

· Improved security

· Collection bins for dog dirt

· Better changing, showering and toilet facilities

· Higher fences

· Council to ask clubs what their requirements are so that clubs can comply with league requirements.

· Storage space for equipment

· Quick responses to reports of damage

· Programme of refurbishment of facilities
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