







CCWG Paper 19
Proposed Pilot/Evaluation Schemes 

CCWG Paper 10 was previously issued to the group for consideration and comment.  The following questions were posed in the Paper and suggestions and comments (in short form) received to date are listed below.  
1.
What specific expanded roles/responsibilities do members of the CCWG think should be considered (with or without the need for any legislative changes)?

· Administer the maintenance of all burial grounds

· Monitor and report any defects in public roads and associated drainage issues

· Monitor and report coastal erosion

· Monitor the condition of public buildings, footpaths, lighting etc

· Monitor and report anti-social behaviour

· Arrange minor repairs of certain LA amenities

· Report unsafe buildings

· Identify uses for vacant LA properties

· Name any new roads in LA area

· Identify road safety issues

· Control of Common Good funds

· More control over spending on public amenities (do we need to decide amenities?)
· Local grants (for what?)
· Environmental issues i.e.parks, litter, street sweeping, xmas decorations

· Seat on Planning/ Licensing Board ( already have statutory role, how else can CCs be involved?)
· Community Hall management/maintenance 
2.
We are aware of Local Authority areas where additional responsibilities are currently undertaken by Community Councils.  Are there any specific Community Councils known to CCWG members who would be capable/willing to be considered as a pilot?

· Several Community Councils within the areas represented on the Group have been suggested.  Would it be appropriate to select Community Councils for evaluation from the LA areas represented on the Group to aid and ease monitoring?  Specific Community Councils will be decided in due course.
3.
What criteria does the CCWG think should be considered when evaluating any pilot?

· A record of responsibilities before and after pilot in addition to an analysis of tangible outcomes

· An assessment from the community, the CC and the LA perspective of the success or failure of the pilot
· Direct comparison between CCs with added responsibilities and those without

· Costs

· Funding

· Obstacles encountered
· Implementation issues

4.
Do members of CCWG feel that the proposed numbers of Community Councils in the first two categories would be a  sufficient number on which to base evidence?

· Minimum 6  

· Minimum 5

· Minimum 3

· Areas for evaluation must include urban, rural, coastal, town, village and island

5.
Are you aware of any Community Councils that would be suitable for evaluation that neither want and/or are capable of taking on extended responsibilities?

· As at Q2 several have been suggested and will be narrowed down in due course
6.
Do you agree that it would be reasonable to compare Community Councils with other community groups? 
· Difficult as CCs have potential for wider remit

· Difficult to make meaningful comparison

· No – but other community groups may have lessons in terms of implementation

· Oppose inclusion of any non CC Group
7.
Are you aware of any Groups/organisations which may be suitable for evaluation?
· Local CVS
· Community Associations

· Development Trusts

It should be noted that the above is for general discussion at this point as we are still awaiting responses from other Group members.  
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