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DARTFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES of the meeting of the Scrutiny Committee held on Tuesday 8 July 2014 at 
7.00 pm. 

 
PRESENT: 
 

Councillor G T Prout (Chairman) 
Councillor M J Davis (Vice-Chairman) 
Councillor S H Brown 
Councillor R Bryant 
Councillor J Burrell 
Councillor P J Cannon 
Councillor P Cutler 
Councillor D E Hunnisett (Substitute) 
Councillor J S Hawkes 
Councillor K M Kelly 
Councillor T A Maddison 
Councillor D J Mote (Substitute) 
Councillor J M Ozog 
Councillor A S Sandhu, MBE (Substitute) 
Councillor A Wells 
Councillor R J Wells 
 

 
ABSENT: 
 

Councillor D A Hammock 
Councillor J A Hayes 
Councillor R S L Perfitt 
Councillor Mrs P A Thurlow 
 

 
 Dartford Borough Council Officers:- 

 
 Sheri Green – SD(ES) 
 Sarah Martin – SD(IS) 
 Peter Dosad – Head Of Housing Services 
 Helen Griffith – Principal Accountant 
 Tony Philips – Heritage, Events and Projects 

Manager 
 Stephen Jefferson – Leisure & Communities Officer 

 
PRESENT TO RESPOND TO ISSUES RAISED BY THE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE: 
 
 Mr Chris Glover – Orchard Theatre Director 
 Mr Jim Lowrie – Chairman, Dartford Cricket Club 
 Matt Algar – Manager, KCC Action for Troubled 

Families Programme 
 
 

CABINET MEMBERS: 
 

 Councillor A Lloyd, Portfolio Holder for 
Environment, Leisure & Facilities 
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1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillor D A Hammock 
(substitute Cllr. Hunnisett), Councillor J A Hayes, Councillor R S L Perfitt 
(substitute Cllr. Sandhu) and Councillor Mrs P A Thurlow (substitute Cllr. 
Mote). 
 
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 

3. CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 29 
APRIL 2014  
 
The Chairman asked Members to confirm the minutes of the Committee’s 
previous meeting held on 29 April 2014. 
 
The Lead Member for Transportation and Infrastructure stated that his 
comments regarding the Big Bin Swap Scheme made at Scrutiny on 4 
February 2014 had not been fully recorded in the minutes of that meeting and 
that he wished them recorded retrospectively.  
 
The Chairman advised the Lead Member that his objections regarding the 
minutes of the meeting on 4 February had been discussed by the Committee 
on 29 April and that the Committee had agreed that the minutes which had 
appeared in the agenda were a true and accurate record of the previous 
meeting held on 4 February and that the matter was now closed. 
 
The Chairman then confirmed that Members had received copies of a letter 
dated 27 May 2014 from Councillor David Brazier, KCC Cabinet Member for 
Environment & Transport. The letter from Councillor Brazier was in response 
to the Chairman’s letter of 14 May 2014 (written jointly with Councillor Tony 
Martin as Chairman of Dartford JTB) recording the concerns of Dartford 
Members and residents both at Borough and Parish level over the 
implementation of KCC’s Street Lighting Policy [Draw-Down: Scrutiny 29 April 
2014 - Min. No.40 refers]. 
 
The Chairman expressed his disappointment with the KCC response which 
indicated little progress in addressing Dartford concerns as discussed by the 
Committee on 29 April and set out in his joint letter of 14 May. He advised that 
similar disappointment had been expressed by Members over the KCC 
response at JTB on 10 June.  
 
However, he noted that the policy was subject to review after 12 months and 
advised that Borough [and Parish] Members should gather information 
regarding the roll-out of the lighting scheme in their individual Wards in 
preparation for a challenge of the policy at the 12 month review stage.   
 
 
   RESOLVED: 
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1. That the minutes of the meeting held on 29 April 2014 be confirmed as 
presented in the agenda papers for 8 July 2014 as a true and accurate 
record of proceedings. 

 
4. URGENT ITEMS  

 
The Chairman announced that there were no urgent items for consideration. 
 

5. TO CONSIDER REFERENCES FROM OTHER COMMITTEES (IF ANY)  
 
There were no references from other committees. 
 

6. REGULATION 9 NOTICE  
 

RESOLVED:  
 

That the contents of the Notice for the period 16 June 2014 to 31 October 
2014 be noted. 
 

7. GENERAL EXCEPTION PROVISIONS RELATING TO KEY DECISIONS  
 
 RESOLVED: 
 
That Members note the details of the General Exception Regulation 10 Notice 
in respect of the provision of a new pavilion in Hesketh Park. 
 

8. ORCHARD THEATRE ANNUAL REPORT 2013-14 [WP]  
 
The Chairman welcomed the Orchard Theatre Director, Mr Chris Glover of 
HQ Theatres Ltd to the meeting, together with the Leisure & Communities 
Officer and noted the presence of the Strategic Director (Internal Services) 
and the Cabinet Portfolio holder for Environment, Leisure and Facilities.   
 
The Chairman reminded Members of the arrangements whereby the 
Committee reviewed the annual report and accounts for the management of 
the Orchard by HQ Theatres Ltd each year, to ensure that the terms and 
targets in the management contract were being met and the Theatre 
performing to expectations. The Committee would consider the principal 
2013-14 annual report document that evening, with consideration of the 
Orchard’s accounts for the corresponding period being undertaken when they 
became available [October 2014]. 
 
The Chairman congratulated the Theatre Director on another comprehensive 
and encouraging annual report for the Orchard and invited questions from 
Members. 
 
The Theatre Director and the Leisure & Communities Officer confirmed the 
following points for Members in subsequent discussion: 
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• Youth Theatre numbers had increased with the Orchard due to 
participate in a Youth Theatre festival that week-end; 

• The Theatre Director undertook to consider the business case for 
discounted and standby tickets for Youth Theatre participants to other 
Orchard shows; 

• The needs of the 18-25 year old age group were being met in the 
Orchard’s programme through comedy shows including stand-up and 
musicals e.g. ‘Joseph’; 

• It was acknowledged that the Panto run had been tailored to the 
availability of the major star Craig Revel Horwood and that the Panto 
run could have been extended, had Mr Horwood been available. 
However, the overriding concern was to secure a major star; 

• Dartford residents already benefited from discounted tickets under the 
‘Friends Scheme’ [receiving 2 tickets for the price of 1] but the Director 
undertook to look into a Premiere Card loyalty scheme for Dartford 
residents with a discounted membership rate; 

• Advertising discounted tickets for Dartford residents for poorly attended  
shows was difficult, given the potential impact on future advance 
bookings; 

• Average attendance at 57% was slightly down on the previous year 
explained in part by the increase in the number of shows performed; 

• New partnerships with Dance and Drama groups allied to a proposed 
standby scheme should raise the average attendance figure going 
forward;  

• The perceived need for larger seats for  larger patrons at the Theatre 
was noted; 

• The important role played by Group Co-ordinators in bringing more 
group bookings to the Orchard had been recognised by HQ 
Management Ltd [report page 3 agenda page 25]; 

• Group bookings currently ran at 7% of annual business with a target of 
10% the goal in the coming months; 

• It was hoped that the Orchard Accounts FOR 2013-14 would be 
available in October 2014. 

 
 
The Chairman thanked the Theatre Director for attending Scrutiny that 
evening and congratulated him and all his staff for another excellent year for 
the Orchard. 
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That the Committee note the Annual Report for the management of the 
Orchard Theatre for the period 1 April 2013 to 31 March 2014; 
 

2. That the Orchard Theatre Director and his staff be congratulated on 
another excellent year for the Theatre in the period under review.  

 
9. DRAW DOWN: PROVISION OF NEW PAVILION AT HESKETH PARK  

 
The Chairman advised that he had Drawn-Down the Cabinet report for 
discussion given that it was a Key Decision and that not all Members in his 
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Group had been able to attend CAP prior to the matter going to Cabinet [CAP 
B of 9 June 2014]. 
 
The report and EXEMPT Appendix set out the current position concerning the 
provision of a new pavilion at Hesketh Park. Funding for the project had been 
set at £1M from the capital budget under the capital programme for 
Community Facilities 2014-15. The project was termed a Key Decision as it 
would incur expenditure beyond the agreed Council threshold (currently 
£500,000). 
 
The Chairman welcomed the Council’s Heritage, Events and Projects 
Manager to the meeting and thanked the Chairman of Dartford Cricket Club, 
Mr Jim Lowrie for attending given the Club’s position as proprietor of the 
existing pavilion and major benefactor of the new building. He also noted the 
presence of the Cabinet portfolio holder to respond to the Committee’s 
questions. 
 
Prior to inviting the Stone Ward Member from his Group to open the debate; 
the Chairman reminded the Committee that given the presence of guests, the 
meeting would have to go into closed session if any Member wished to 
discuss the EXEMPT Appendix papers in detail. 
 
The Ward Member for Stone asked on what basis Cabinet had agreed to 
invest £1M from the capital budget in a new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park, 
given what could be achieved from a similar sum being invested in the 
development of Dartford’s High Street. He wondered how Cabinet had 
decided that the re-furbishment of the cricket pavilion should take priority over 
other projects. 
 
The Cabinet Portfolio holder for Environment, Leisure & Facilities advised the 
Committee that the project to provide a new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park 
was the next stage in the Council’s strategy of re-investing in sports and 
leisure facilities that the Council owned and controlled. The cricket pavilion 
project followed on from previous sports heritage work undertaken at Princes 
Park, the Judo Centre and the [ongoing] re-furbishment and expansion of the 
Fairfield Pool facility. Dartford Cricket Club was one of the oldest in Kent and 
represented the Borough across the County. Refurbishment of the new 
pavilion would attract jobs to the area and provide an enhanced community 
facility in addition to cricket, and had the full backing of the Friends of Hesketh 
Park. The project was being taken forward in a transparent process with three 
reports having been presented to Cabinet [and CAP] to date. 
 
The Ward Member then addressed the issue of funding for the project. He 
asked whether any alternative funding had been sought from KCC or the 
England and Wales Cricket Board (ECB) given the proposal to commit £1M of 
tax payer funding to the project. 
 
The Cabinet Member advised that he had discussed with the Managing 
Director (MD) the prospects of possible external funding for both the new 
cricket pavilion and the Fairfield expansion and refurbishment projects. The 
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England & Wales Cricket Board (ECB) had recently been in contact with the 
MD about the prospect of some funding help, but had made no concrete 
proposals. 
 
The Heritage, Events and Projects Manager (HEPM) confirmed that no direct 
approaches had been made to external funding bodies based on experience 
with other projects. The application process for external funding was a lengthy 
and time-consuming process with no guarantee of success. The project to 
provide a new pavilion in Hesketh Park was time-critical, both in terms of 
manufacturing start-up and completion of the new building for the 2015 cricket 
season. 
 
The Chairman of Dartford Cricket Club (DCC) advised, in response to a 
further funding question from the Ward Member; that the DCC had 
approached the ECB for funding to upgrade the existing pavilion but had been 
rejected by the Board on the grounds that the proposal did not meet ECB 
funding criteria. It was only after the Council had announced its own project 
for a new pavilion, with funding, that the ECB had belatedly offered some very 
limited monies to support coaching at the Club. 
 
The Ward Member next sought to ‘drill-down’ into the detail of the Council’s 
proposals to invest £1M in the provision of a new pavilion. He asked how the 
wider community would benefit from this major investment; in particular the 
disadvantaged and disabled sections of Dartford society and whether DCC 
pursued an open admissions and playing policy for all; irrespective of 
personal circumstances. 
 
The DCC Chairman confirmed that the Club had an inclusive no barriers 
approach to membership and playing irrespective of handicap, low income or 
gender and cited examples where fees had been waived entirely in cases of 
genuine hardship. The Club would continue to consider similar applications 
from disadvantaged and disabled applicants in the future.  
 
Members were advised that other pro-active community schemes being 
pursued by the Club included; making the pavilion changing room facilities 
open to Dartford Road Runners and Darenth Valley Rugby Club, in addition to 
the disabled archery group as at present. The new pavilion would enhance 
the facilities for all Hesketh Park users, in addition to improving the present 
car parking provision for the park. Going forward the new pavilion lay–out 
would enable more teams to use the facility than at present. Saturday sides 
had increased from 4 to 5, the present 4 Sunday sides could expand and 
there were a further 6 players floating at present who could form the core of a 
further team. The Colts and Youth set-up was flourishing and providing a 
steady stream of Juniors progressing to the senior teams and the Leigh 
Academy continued to be a good recruiting source for players. At present 
DCC membership was estimated at 45 adults and some 100 juniors plus their 
parents as club members. The eventual target was for 200 junior members. 
 
The Ward Member for Stone acknowledged some good target-setting by DCC 
in terms of membership; but asked how the Council proposed to measure the 
outcomes for the project in terms of group profile and community benefit; for 
the £1M investment of tax payer’s money. 
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The Cabinet Member advised that the project represented an investment for 
Dartford as a whole in the holistic sense. Increased use of the new pavilion 
and the Park as a whole would be the measure of success. He cited the case 
of Central Park previously under-utilised but now full at week-ends and 
offering many additional features and events throughout the year following the 
Council’s investment. Princes Park was another example of major Council 
investment benefiting the Dartford community as a whole. Whilst £1M was a 
considerable sum; in terms of building a pavilion and enhancing the facilities 
of Hesketh Park as a whole; it represented good investment for an acceptable 
capital outlay. 
 
The Ward Member accepted that £1M was not a large sum for a new pavilion, 
but continued to question whether the project was a priority in the current 
economic climate when balanced against, for example; £1M being invested in 
the re-furbishment of Dartford High Street in the next 12 month period. If the 
use of the new pavilion and DCC facilities did not increase following 
completion of the project, the proposed investment could not be considered a 
success in terms of community benefit and expanded involvement. 
 
The Cabinet Member reminded the Committee that the ‘Friends of Hesketh 
Park’ received a quarterly update from DCC on their current activities and 
future plans, so scrutiny was in place and continuous. He did not accept that 
repairing the High Street was a greater priority than building a new and 
enhanced community facility in Hesketh Park. High Street repairs to paving 
and other ancillary measures were estimated at some £4M and the last 
repairs [completed in 2009 by national utility companies] had not increased 
footfall in the High Street to any measureable extent. The policy to invest in 
sport brought both personal and community benefits in terms of health and 
well-being. The contract for the new pavilion would be monitored at every 
stage and the project as a whole, would cost only a quarter of the sum 
required to re-pave the High Street and represented a sound investment for 
the community. 
 
In response to a variety of further questions from Members the Cabinet 
Member and the DCC Chairman confirmed the following points: 
 

• The DCC bar was open to members and the public during match days,  
but was not a social club and was not open every night; 

• The bar was available for hire under a TEN’s (Temporary Event 
Licence) both by Club members and the general public; 

• DCC’s current beer supplier was paying to re-furbish the bar area free 
of charge following the construction stage; 

• DCC currently had a pool of some 10-11 girl members with 8 playing 
consistently in a Thursday team. It was hoped to recruit more female 
members from both Dartford Grammar Girl’s School and the Leigh 
Academy, 2 DCC girls currently played for the Kent county side. 
 

In response to a specific question from the Lead Member for Transport & 
Infrastructure; the Cabinet Member agreed that future annual reports for DCC 
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could be Drawn-Down for scrutiny by the Committee; as was presently the 
case for the Orchard Theatre and Dartford Football Club [in the context of 
community provision in Princes Park].  
 
The Scrutiny Chairman confirmed that a future Draw-Down of the pavilion 
project would be permissible under the terms of the Committee’s Protocol; to 
examine the terms of the Club’s new tenancy agreement and SLA (Service 
Level Agreement) with the Council following completion of the project. 
 
In response to further questioning relating to subsidy; the Cabinet Member 
advised that the Council did not intend to subsidise DCC following its 
occupancy of the new pavilion. He added, in related discussion of existing 
Council subsidy provision; that the Orchard Theatre subsidy was reducing in 
real terms given the increase in profit share accruing to the Council annually 
and that the Council subsidy paid to DFC was for the provision of community 
facilities in Princess Park [not to subsidise the Club]. 
 
The Mayor (attending as a substitute) fully endorsed the project to build a new 
pavilion in Hesketh Park to enhance a community facility at a relatively 
moderate cost. The project would provide long-term value to Dartford 
residents in terms of youth and community development and health and 
wellbeing benefits across the community. The new pavilion would provide 
increased employment locally at the re-furbishment stage and provide an 
example of sporting excellence for Dartford in the greater Kent community. 
 
In response to further separate questioning concerning the possibility of 
Lottery or Sport UK funding; the Heritage, Events and Projects Manager 
(HEPM) advised that both potential sources were tortuous and labour 
intensive funding routes in terms of Officer time and effort; with no realistic 
prospect of a positive or speedy outcome in the timeframe required for the 
project. The HEPM added, with regard to the modern design and lightweight 
materials proposed for the new pavilion [in contrast to a more traditional bricks 
and mortar build]; that the building and materials were guaranteed for 25 
years and the roof for 30 years.  
 
In further response to the Ward Member for Stone and his concerns that the 
Council should apply internal measurement criteria for the project’s outcomes, 
especially in terms of development through sport for the disabled and 
disadvantaged; the Cabinet Member advised that the project was not about 
targeting individual groups in Dartford. Rather it was about access and usage 
by all Dartford residents playing and watching. Increased usage of the new 
pavilion would be the measurement of success.  
 
The Lead Member for Transportation and Infrastructure echoed the comments 
of his Cabinet colleague. The Council had an excellent track record of 
investing in sporting facilities for the greater good of the Dartford community 
without pre-conditions. He advised that the expansion of the Fairfield Pool 
facility would benefit all sections of the community, the Judo Club was more 
than just judo and the DCC was more than just cricket. 
 
The Chairman next turned his attention to the procurement process for the 
project, noting that it involved an overseas contractor from Bosnia [Krivaja] in 
terms of fabrication, importation and specialised construction, and was not a 
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traditional build or design for a cricket pavilion. He asked how and why the 
Council had chosen this route and were there any examples of the company’s 
work in the U.K. for comparison purposes. 
 
The HEPM advised that the Council’s consultants, Sports Clubhouses Ltd, 
had investigated the U.K. market but could find no single supplier who could 
manufacture, deliver and construct the new pavilion. Bosnia and Poland were 
the leaders in the European market for the proposed work and the Bosnian 
firm chosen[Krivaja] had a proven European track record most recently in 
Norway and with its own Government, providing some 60 units of residential 
accommodation following the recent flooding in Bosnia. The company had a 
workforce of 1500 personnel employed at a major factory site of some 
280,000 square meters. European standards in many respects e.g. for 
insulation and fire protection, exceeded those of the U.K. The foundation work 
for the pre-fabricated building would be undertaken by local U.K. contractors 
as would the fitting-out of the new pavilion building. He confirmed that there 
were no examples of the company’s work in the U.K. for comparison 
purposes.  
 
The Chairman accepted that the current cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park was 
beyond repair and in need of urgent replacement. However, there was a 
balance to be struck between DCC need and greater public access. He also 
requested details of what measures the Club had taken to safeguard the 
cricket square and outfield both of which were valuable long-term assets 
requiring high standards of maintenance. 
 
Members were advised that that both assets were being maintained to the 
highest standards by DCC; the cricket square had benefitted from some £20 – 
30K of investment over the previous 5 year period and the outfield improved 
considerably in the last 2 years. Investment in an eco-friendly and cost 
effective rainwater system had helped in this respect.  
 
Members were further advised that DCC was not a ‘top-end results orientated’ 
club. The development of juniors and the benefits of wider community 
development were the Club’s guiding principles. Good links had been 
established with the nearby Leigh Academy and the wider community groups 
that used Hesketh Park. The Council’s proposed investment in the new 
pavilion would further strengthen and develop the Club’s community ties.  
 
The Chairman thanked the Cabinet Member for his contribution to the debate 
and Officers for attending, and gave special thanks to Mr Lowrie the DCC 
Chairman for attending and wished the Club success in the current season. 
 
 RESOLVED: 
 

1. That the Committee notes the Council’s substantial investment 
proposal in a new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park;  
 

2. That the Committee hopes to see the outcomes of the investment in 
terms of benefits to the greater community, particularly in terms of 
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youth development and participation in the new pavilion facilities by the 
wider community of Dartford following completion of the project.  

 
 
 

10. DARTFORD TURNAROUND PROJECT - PART OF THE KENT TROUBLED 
FAMILIES PROGRAMME  
 
The report from the Community Safety Officer (CSO) set out the formation 
and delivery (to date) of the Dartford ‘Turnaround’ project. The Project forms 
part of the Kent Troubled Families Programme which, in turn, forms part of the 
National Troubled Families Programme aimed at working with families which; 
have a parent out of work, a child who has poor school attendance or is a 
cause of anti-social behaviour (ASB) or crime; were (as a family) a high cost 
to the public purse. 
 
The Chairman thanked the Strategic Director (External Services), the CSO 
and the Kent County Council Troubled Families Programme Manager for their 
attendance that evening and patience during discussion of preceding agenda 
business.  
 
He welcomed the CSO’s report which he found helpful in terms of background 
and funding both for the Kent-wide programme and the Dartford project. He 
noted that a number of issues were due for year-end assessment and 
wondered how the various targets would be met.  
 
In particular, the Chairman sought an explanation of the nature of the work 
undertaken with Troubled Families whom, it appeared, fell into two distinct 
groups: ‘Troubled’ and ‘Troublesome’. He noted the four criteria applied to 
families for inclusion in the Programme and the weight given to the criteria 
and each family group category to determine resource allocation. He 
surmised that families in the ‘Troubled’ category appeared easier to help and 
required fewer resources. 
 
The CSO in his role as manager of the Dartford Turnaround Project gave an 
initial response to Members. He advised that: 
 

• ‘Troubled’ families were defined as having ‘internal’ problems such as 
parental unemployment and/or children with poor school attendance 
records and could be viewed as ‘easier’ to help on a 1 to 1 basis and 
be less resource intensive; 

• ‘Troublesome’ families by comparison involved in crime and anti-social 
behaviour (ASB) had a wider impact on the community as a whole and 
potentially on the Council’s resources; 

• Both categories of troubled family attracted a High/Medium/Low 
intervention rating by the Council, but in reality, all families in the 
Dartford Project needed a High to Medium degree of support in both 
groups; 

• Significant reductions in the levels of youth crime and ASB by 
members of Dartford Troubled families had been achieved, building on 
existing partnership connections within the Dartford CSU; 
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• Helping parents back into work was now seeing good progress, as was 
increasingly positive school attendance figures, although the challenge 
was to maintain those good attendance figures for children over the 
required 3 term criterion, given the variety of complex problems 
affecting performance in this category; 

• 38 families had been helped in the current period representing a 40% 
claim against the target of 95 families to be turned around in total over 
the 3 years of the Project; 

• KCC data indicated that Kent was performing well in the national 
rankings on a numerical basis, given the number of families that have 
been worked with, but in percentage terms Kent still had a way to go to 
meet the national average given the very high number of families 
needing to be worked with over the life of the Programme;  

• It was acknowledged that Dartford was performing well in working with 
its families compared against performance in other districts.  

 
In response to further questions from the Chairman and Members of his 
Group regarding; voluntary family engagement, staffing levels, the recruitment 
and use of dedicated family workers and mentors, financially driven targets, 
and future Programme and Project funding; the CSO gave the following 
further response: 
 

• Only 2 troubled families in Dartford had refused to engage with the 
Project. Voluntary co-operation by a family was deemed essential to 
successfully addressing its problems. A persistent ‘knock on the door’ 
approach being equally important with a key family worker representing 
multiple agencies and taking a holistic approach to dealing with 
multiple issues; 

• Kent had developed its Troubled Families delivery model based on the 
Family Intervention Programme (FIP) approach, whereby specialist 
workers provide intensive support and intervention for nominated 
families. The FIP worker approach had been implemented across Kent 
including Dartford, funded by the County Council from a DCLG grant. 
There were four delivery streams within the Kent model: 
a) FIP (Family Intervention Project) key workers who questioned the 

behaviour of troubled families and drove the recovery process 
forward; 

b)  FIP light workers providing practical support to a family; 
c)  Multi-agency lead workers allocated from existing resources; 
d) Family support workers as a dedicated resource  to make initial 

contact with a troubled family to engage and enter it into the 
Programme via a CAF assessment [Family Contact Record]; 

• In early 2013 existing agencies within the Dartford CSU and the 
Council’s Housing team began to put together a list of Dartford families 
who were known to or had previously come to the notice of agencies; 

• Operational delivery of the Dartford Project began in May 2013 (the 
second year of the national Programme) following the award by the 
County authority of the FIP contract to KCA (Kent Council for Alcohol) 
a registered charity, to supply, train and administer FIP workers; 
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• In August 2013 additional staff resources from the Kent Supporting 
People contract were committed to work with Dartford families after it 
became apparent that the number of families with complex and 
entrenched problems were found to be much higher than expected; 
 

• The Kent Programme then suffered from a high turnover in staff in the 
autumn of 2013, with the North Kent Cluster (Dartford, Gravesham and 
Sevenoaks) being especially affected by a multiple of staffing factors 
resulting in some disruption for families; 

• Since September 2013 staffing levels had stabilised for the Dartford 
Project with troubled families benefiting from FIP and Family Support 
Workers in addition to staff from agencies that were already working 
with identified families 

• The use of volunteers to act as Family Mentors, either working with 
identified families from the outset or helping them to exit the Project 
following a successful intervention by professional agency staff, was an 
innovative and cost effect approach. VAWK (Voluntary Action Within 
Kent) were appointed to recruit, train and manage the pool of 
volunteers; 

• Successful outcomes for troubled families were judged on the criteria 
of reductions in crime /ASB, parent(s) returning to work and improved 
and sustained school attendance, with KCC being rewarded by the 
DCLG on a ‘Payment by Results’ (PbR) basis. Successes achieved 
under the Dartford Project accrued to KCC; 

• The Council continued to work with families after initial targets had 
been met and were committed to a third and final year of the Dartford 
Project to engage with the final cohort of families to be ‘turned around’ 
under the scheme by October 2014. This would allow sufficient time to 
achieve successful outcomes and submit further PbR claims to the 
DCLG; 

• The Government had pledged to extend the Troubled Families 
Programme with a 4th year of funding for 2015-16, but finite details 
were yet to be announced. 

 
The Lead Member for Transportation and Infrastructure expressed his 
satisfaction with the outcomes of the Programme to date. He had welcomed 
the announcement of the Dartford Troubled Families Project and personally 
placed great importance on educating and assisting families in difficulties. He 
believed Dartford’s approach of bringing the various agencies together under 
one roof and using established agency working relationships within the 
Dartford CSU had been particularly effective. He referred Members to the 
figures set out in the second and third tables on page 54 of the agenda which 
illustrated that offences committed by 10-17 year olds and families in Dartford 
had fallen in the period under review. The holistic approach being adopted by 
the Council for the Dartford Turnaround Project, under the management of the 
CSO from within the CSU was producing significant results and making real 
progress.  
 
In response to further specific questions from Members the CSO and the KCC 
Troubled Families Programme Manager confirmed the following: 
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• Kent’s performance under the Troubled Families Programme in 
comparison to other major authorities [Manchester, Lancashire, 
Birmingham and Essex] and within the South East Region [agenda 
page 53 para 8.3 and 8.4] could be improved. Effective partnership 
working to address the multiple problems of ‘Troubled Families’ took 
time to establish, with many partners involved in the Kent-wide 
programme with individual agencies needing to adapt their working 
methods. The Kent Programme had shown improvement in its third 
year of operation with increasingly useful partnership working based on 
sensible discussions and good senior management direction within 
KCC; 

• The money to fund the Kent Programme had come from several 
sources including start-up costs from the DCLG on a family basis. KCA 
who had been awarded the FIP contract to provide 30 FIP workers to 
work with some 500 families were a charity based not-for-profit 
organisation that had previously operated in Kent in the areas of 
substance and alcohol misuse; 

• The 95 families identified for ‘turnaround’ under the Dartford Project 
[agenda p 50 para 7.2] had been identified by the CSU from their lists 
of young offenders and those known for ASB or subject to ASBOs. 
Further input from the local Education authority, the Council’s Housing 
team and subsequent multi-agency discussions had identified 
additional families eligible for inclusion in the programme. 
  

In response to a final question from the Chairman; the Strategic Director (ES) 
advised that KCC had provided back-funding to the Council for the use of the 
CSO as the Dartford Local Project Delivery Manager, and had also funded an 
extra position of Community Safety and Troubled Families Support Officer, 
until March 2015; to ensure that Dartford’s community safety work would not 
be adversely impacted by the Troubled Families Project.  
 
The Chairman thanked the Strategic Director (ES) and the CSO for attending 
Scrutiny that evening and the KCC Programme Manager for his input. He 
noted the importance of both the Dartford Turnaround Project and the Kent 
Troubled Families Programme, as part of the national effort and looked 
forward to the Committee receiving the outcomes in due course.  
 
  RESOLVED: 
 
1.  That the report be noted; 
 
2.  That the outcomes of the Dartford Turnaround Project be reported to a         

future meeting of the Committee when known.  
 
 

11. REVIEW OF HOUSING REVENUE ACCOUNT (HRA) 2013-14 [WP]  
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The Chairman invited the Lead Member for Transportation and Infrastructure 
to open the debate given his proposal that the topic be added to the 
Committee’s Work Plan for 2014-15 [Min. No. 32 of 4February 2014]. 
 
In the absence of a specific report for the Committee to consider; the 
Council’s Principal Accountant, Head of Housing Services and the Strategic 
Director (Internal Services) in her role as the Council’s Section 151 Officer, 
were present to respond to Members’ questions. 
 
The Lead Member for Transportation and Infrastructure advised the meeting 
that the area of the Housing Revenue Account (HRA) 2013-14 that he 
particularly wished to examine that evening were the financial arrangements 
the Council had entered into to secure the Council’s Housing Stock. The Lead 
Member added that it was his understanding that the Council were paying-off 
the loan quicker than anticipated. 
 
The Committee received an initial response from the Principal Accountant, 
who confirmed the following points for Members: 
 

• The capital sum borrowed by the Council in February 2012 to buy itself 
out of the previous annual Housing subsidy payment to central 
Government was £86.9M; 

• Repayment of the principal sum was being undertaken on schedule, 
with annual repayments of £4.4M which had reduced the capital sum 
outstanding [debt.] to £78M; 

• In 8 years’ time [2022] an additional payment of £5M over and above 
the £4.4M annual repayment for that year, would considerably reduce 
the annual interest the Council paid on the outstanding capital sum 
borrowed, from that point onwards to the end of the loan period; 

• At present the annual interest payment on the principal sum borrowed 
was £1.9M which combined with the annual capital repayment [£4.4M] 
meant that the Council was now paying less annually to secure its 
Housing Stock than under the previous annual subsidy payment to 
central Government; 

• The Council had accrued some £1.267M in receipts in the 6 quarters to 
date under the Government’s ‘Right to Buy’ Replace scheme (RtB) 
which allowed local authorities to retain a higher proportion of the 
receipts from the sale of Council properties to tenants with the balance 
accruing to the Government; 

• Provided the Council match-funded the retained receipts from the RtB 
replacement scheme on a 70:30 basis (some £2.957M) from the HRA 
by March 2017; the receipts could be retained to fund the building of 
new affordable housing under the 1-4-1 Scheme. 

 
The Head of Housing Services added the following detail and background to 
the Council’s new build programme as previously reported to Cabinet on 3 
April 2014 [Min. No. 150]:  
 

• Under the former annual subsidy payment arrangements to central 
Government the amount of money the Council was asked to repay 
annually was subject to fluctuation, which made long-term planning 
difficult; 
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• Following the Council’s decision to progress with the HRA reform, and 
to make a one-off long-term payment (ending the need for the 
fluctuating annual payment) it was now easier to construct and 
manage a 30 year business plan for the Housing Revenue Account 
going forward; 
 

• Separately the Council was participating in the Government’s ‘Right to 
Buy’ (RtB) replacement scheme, whereby the Council retained a 
proportion of RtB receipts which must be spent on the provision of new 
social rented homes; 
 

• The retained receipts together with the Council’s matched funding 
(70%) would then enable the re-provision of the HRA stock on a 1-4-1 
basis from the combined HRA / retained receipts monies of 
approximately £4.25M for the period ending 31 March 2017; 
 

• The Council proposed an initial spend of £2M by the last Quarter of 
2015/16 with further funding tranches to follow. In total, this should 
provide between 30/40 units of affordable housing in the next 2 year 
period; 
 

• The certainty around the business plan; secured via participation in the 
HRA reform; had greatly assisted the management of the HRA 
business plan and provided financial certainty around the process from 
the outset and going forward. 

 
The Lead Member for Transport and Infrastructure expressed his approval of 
the progress being made and what was proposed for the future. He said that 
by his calculations the Council’s HRA was some £1.2M per annum in 
‘surplus’, in comparison to previous years under the subsidy payment 
arrangements to central Government. He asked whether the ‘surplus’ funds 
would be used to make additional early repayments against the capital sum 
the Council had borrowed or re-invested in the Housing stock. 
 
The Head of Housing Services advised that the ‘surplus’ funds in relation to 
previous arrangements was in fact some £1M per annum and that those 
monies were being re-invested into the Council’s Housing stock which was 
considered to be  amongst the best local authority housing in Kent. On 
average, some £7M has been re-invested, per annum in the Council’s 
Housing stock since 2006. Past and ongoing works have included upgrades 
to kitchens, bathrooms, electrical systems, environmental projects, disabled 
adaptions and solar panels. The budget spend and the quality of works 
delivered bore testament to the skills and ability of the relatively small Housing 
maintenance team to deliver effective projects. Increasing the size of the 
capital improvement plan was an option which had to be balanced against the 
size of the maintenance team and the requirement to maintain both quality of 
workmanship and Value for Money (VfM) within current overall staff 
resources. Moving forward the HRA Business Plan had allocated £7M for the 
capital investment programme for future years. 
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The Lead Member re-iterated his satisfaction in the progress being made in 
relation to the re-financing of the Council’s Housing stock and re-investment in 
the fabric of the Stock. He asked whether Government changes to Council 
Tax collection and the funding of benefits had affected the Council’s HRA 
programme.  
 
The Head of Housing Services advised that rent collection was arguably the 
single most important business process to fund the HRA Business Plan. At 
present rent collection was good at 98%, better than the previous year and a 
result of working closely with tenants in light of Welfare Reform measures and 
mitigating the impact on the Cochin arrears levels. The Council’s down-sizing 
for cash policy had also helped as had the joint effort with the Council’s 
Housing Benefits team. He added that moving forward the introduction of 
Universal Credit would bring new challenges for the Housing team. 
 
In response to other specific questions from Members the Head of Housing 
confirmed that: 
 

• There were sufficient HRA land holdings in Dartford to support a new 
build affordable homes programme under the 1-4-1 scheme for the 
next 4-5 year period; 
 

• The rate of progress for the new build programme approved by Cabinet 
in April would be tailored to match in-coming receipts from the ‘Right to 
Buy’ (RtB) replacement scheme over the next 18-24 month period to 
ensure that sufficient receipts were accrued to finance the new build 
programme allied to match-funding from the HRA; thus avoiding the 
prospect of returning any ‘unspent’ retained receipts to central 
Government; 
 

• It was not possible to gauge the impact the new build programme 
would have on the Council’s Housing Register which had been reduced 
from 4,000 down to some 800 under the new criteria of ‘housing need’; 
 

• Numbers on the Council’s Housing Register could increase in the 
future, given factors in the private rental market across Kent including 
Dartford; 
 

• It was proposed to build up to 100 new affordable homes in the next 5 
year period rising to as many as 200 new homes in the future providing 
retained receipts from the ‘Right to Buy’ (RtB) replacement scheme 
continued to accrue and match-funding was available from the HRA 
and Capital Accounts; 
 

• The new 5 year ‘Flexible’ Council Tenancy contracts [replacing the 
‘lifetime’ entitlement for Council tenants] had been well-received at the 
1st year assessment stage. The true measure of success would be 
confirmed at the 5 year milestone stage when the Council might have 
to consider non-renewal of contracts to tenants who no longer met the 
conditions of their contract on a consistent basis; 
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• The Council had a limited Garage maintenance budget which was 
available to address lighting issues and other health and safety 
concerns of tenants. However, the Council owned some 1300 garages 
spread over 110 sites with full maintenance and investment costs 
estimated at some £4M: tenants were encouraged to self-help over 
such issues as rubbish clearance and weeding. 

 
In drawing discussion to a close, the Chairman thanked the Lead Member for 
Transportation and Infrastructure for leading the debate and Officers for 
attending and responding to Member’s questions. 
 
 

12. SCRUTINY COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT 2013/14 [WP]  
 
The Chairman thanked the Committee Co-ordinator for preparing the draft 
Scrutiny Annual Report 2013-14 document and appendices and commended 
it to Members for presentation to the next meeting of the General Assembly of 
the Council. 
 
The Chairman advised that following the Committee’s scrutiny of Kent County 
Council’s (KCC) Flood Protection Policy on 4 February 2014; the KCC 
Cabinet had subsequently approved 17 recommendations to improve the 
Policy including issues raised by the Committee. He re-emphasised the 
importance of two-way communication between County and Borough / Parish 
Councillors and noted that the amended KCC policy included all important 
resilience measures.   
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That the Scrutiny Committee Annual Report 2013-14 and appendices 
be submitted to the next meeting of the General Assembly of the 
Council. 

 
13. REVIEW SCRUTINY COMMITTEE WORK PLAN 2014-15  

 
The Chairman noted that the following items had been added to the Work 
Programme (WP) for consideration by the Committee in November: 
 

• Managing the Marshes; 
• Review of the Council’s Business Continuity (Resilience) Plans. 

 
He also noted the absence of WP items prior to that date. 
 

 RESOLVED: 
 

1. That the current Work Programme for the Committee be noted. 
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The meeting closed at 9.40 pm 
 
  

Councillor G T Prout 
CHAIRMAN 


