REPORT ON THE REVIEW OF LONDON FACILITIES

I ntroduction

1 The Fundamental Financid Review (FFR) identified the London Facilities as

an issue, noting in particular the congderable sums of money that passto the
Recreation Centre at Chadwick Street and the London Grounds at Chiswick and
Eltham. But that review, for reasons of time, |eft the issue unexplored. Two years

ago | was asked to take it up. A number of factors have interrupted the work over that
period. But | think thet the delay has if anything been useful (see, for example, para8
below). It has adso become clear to me that what is needed isrdatively
graightforward. The harder part is how we achieve it; and that, | have concluded, isa
matter for steady incrementaism rather than a one-shot prescription. So | have

limited mysdlf to indicating the first stages.

2. In reaching my conclusions | have had the benefit of the experience and idess
of anumber of colleagues, including asmall group which met from time to time.
Whilel think that we are of one mind at most points, nonetheless, now that we have
reached the stage of afind report each of them must fed free to comment and
disagree from his or her own particular slandpoint; none of them is committed,
therefore, to what is said here, for which | take responghbility. | have dso had the
benefit of comments from the three current bodies most concerned (the Management
Committees for the London Grounds and for the Recregtion Centre, and the London
Region Committee) on a“ consultation draft” outlining my proposds, | am grateful for
their helpful and condructive responses, which | have (1 hope faithfully) reflected in
thisfind report.

What isthe problem?

3. Thisreview had its originsin the FFR. But the longer it has gone on, the more
| have been convinced thet the issue is (fundamentaly) one not of finance but of
management.

4. London is different — a cliché with which al CSSC discussion of London
seemsto begin. There are clear differences, certainly; the largest single concentration
of members and potentid members and of government buildings, but dso most of
those members clear off to rdatively distant homes at the end of the working day.
Then we have two facilities which are nationd rather than merely loca, namedly the
Sports Ground at Chiswick (C) and the Recreation Centre at Chadwick Street (CS).
On top of these, thereisawider range of activity available to our membersin London
than in any other part of the country (and some digtinctive Sport Representative
Bodies— SRBs— like the riding and rowing clubs, and the Whitehal Theatre and
Whitehd| Orchestra); yet, perversay, awareness of what is on offer is probably less
than it is anywhere dse; members, even organisers, involved with one activity can be
largdly ignorant of what elseisavailable, or of CSSC as awhole rather than their own
smdl part of it.




5. But | think it is right to acknowledge that London is dso the same as other
areas in many important respects. | have heard again and again the call for more and
better communications and publicity, better liaison between Departmental
Asociations (DAS), SRBs and the London Region; and the lament that there are not
the volunteers any more with the time to devote to everything from communications
and publicity to committee work (look a CS's problemsin finding an hon treasurer, a
matter to which | return a para 18 below), or that even the most successful activity
can be vulnerable to the activities of the Grim Reaper or staff movements, and lasts
only aslong asthereis a particular volunteer enthusiast around to keep it going. None
of that is peculiar to London.

6. London, though, iswhat | have been asked to look at. If some of my
suggestions are felt to be of wider gpplication, that must be for others to consider. |
would be disappointed, though, if changein London were delayed as a consequence,
or out of respect for the Principle of the Dangerous Precedent.”

7. Sometimes the complaints (for want of a better word), about communications
or liaison or publicity or continuity, are expressed as criticism of Head Office (“What
are HO doing about this?’ or “We asked HO to do something months ago but
nothing’s happened”); but that seems to me to prejudge the prior question, namely
“Who should be doing what about this?”. They aso ignore some of the work that has
been done to improve matters in recent years — changesin Leisure Scene, aLondorn+
based website, the employment of an assstant for the Sports and Leisure Executive
(SLE); the recent resuscitation of aforum for smal departments; the issue of a
comprehensive London Information Booklet prepared by the Region; and generdly
the continuing efforts of volunteers throughout London to keep ralling a heavy stone
up asteep hill.

8. We must acknowledge, though, if thereis Hill disstisfaction, thaet more needs
to be done.

TheWay Forward

0. As| seeit, thetrick must be to establish a mechanism which will provide and
manage the facilities which our membership in the London areawants and will use;
indeed, part of that mechanism should be concerned with systematically finding out
and responding to what the membership wants and will use. | think thisis bound to
mean more professond management — in the sense both that our management must
be more professona, and that more of it must be paid. That runs counter to the
FFR’'s emphasis on capping administration costs; but when one looks at the capital
employed in our London facilities, we may have to pay more to get a decent return (in
terms of usage by our members rather than revenue); and anyway, if we can't get the
unpaid volunteer to do the work, ether it will not get done or we must pay for it. This
again, | suggest, is not peculiar to London; and you can see the ROK O venture as

" The Principle of the Dangerous Precedent is that you should not now do an admittedly right action
for fear you, or your equally timid successors, should not have the courage to do right in some future
case, which, ex hypothesi, is essentialy different, but superficially resembles the present one. Every
public action which is not customary, either iswrong, or, if itisright, is adangerous precedent. It
follows that nothing should ever be done for thefirst time. (FM Cornford, Microcosmographia
Academica)
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professonalising our estate. It may be that, in the longer term, the revenues which we
hope to derive from our estate will finance wider professionalisation.

10.  Thecdl for improved liaison is, | think, an expression of a perception that
CSSC's London facilities need to be seen asawhole. While thereis cross-
membership of the CS, London Grounds and London Region committees, liaisonin
practice seems to hgppen more by accident than by design.

11.  Thetemporary doubling-up of the posts of manager at C and CS has provided
an opportunity to experiment with one aspect of “integrated management”. There
have been problems; and there is generd agreement that the job istoo big for one
person, aweakness which has now been addressed by the recruitment of a senior
member of aff to CS. But there have aso been some useful pointers.

12.  Thereis scope, and indeed a need, to extend “integrated management”. What
we have a the moment looks more like disintegration. The manager & CSand C
works for Head Office (HO) at High Wycombe, reporting to the Chief Executive.
The staff are gppointed and employed by the committees. The SLE (with his
assstant), who works out of CS, and hasamgor task of DA liaison, isamember of
HO g&ff reporting (now) to the Head of Marketing. The Londoncentred SRBs with
their own facilities such as the boathouse and the stables are autonomous, with alink
to HO in the person of the Sports Development Manager. And so on.

13.  Anyincreasein integrated management is going to reduce the power and role
of the exigting committees, and bring the London facilities more clearly under HO
direction. In the case of the national resources at C and CS, that seems|logica
enough. Thelogic for going further and including the L.ondon region committee isthe
idea of tregting the whole of what is available to our membership in London asan
entity.

14, But people are —rightly — wary of centrdisation. The centre can eadily get out
of touch and arrogantly prescriptive (and if there is one thing that characterises CSSC,
it isthe diversity of its congtituent bodies and what they offer — one Size does not fit

al, and atempts to impose uniformity by Procrustean methods will do damage); those
at the periphery dways have Someone Else to blame. Whileit is encouraging that
Investorsin People scrutineers have found among our members high levels of
satisfaction with the responsiveness of HO, we cannot rely smply on that. Any move
towards increased HO management of London facilities will have to be
counterbalanced by a mechanism to ensure ared didogue about the needs and views
of theuser.

15. What | propose, in essence, isasfollows. The senior saff a C/CS, and the
SLE, areto form anew single group charged with “making London work”. | am not
here offering a detailed senior structure for C/CS. Thiswill need to be determined in
the light of job descriptions derived from an analyss of dl the tasks that we want
delivered. But while| envisage thet there will be asingle overal “London Activities
Manager” (LAM), located at either C or CS. | dso suggest that at all times there does
need to be one person at each site competent to take al the practica decisions that
arise from day to day in the management of the facilities, and to sort out crises before
they become disasters. | also take the point that, whichever site the LAM islocated

3



a, the manager of the other site must have proper respongbility as its manager and
not as “Deputy LAM”, for dl that he would no doubt deputise in the LAM’ s absence.

16. TheLAM roleis, dearly, crucid. The particularities of the job specification,
and whether the job could be combined with one or other of the Manager postsat C
and CS, are questions for later consderation . All | would say hereisthat a post of
this importance should be publicly advertised so that we give ourselves the best
possible chance of getting the best person.

17.  These g&ff would be (a detached) part of HO. The overal manager would be
clearly identified as a member of the senior team a HO, along with the Heads of
Marketing, Finance, Personnel ... Thiswould aso be important if, as| sugget, the
SLE were, as part of the London team, to report to the London manager rather than
(as at present) the Head of Marketing. We must preserve the strength of the present
arrangement under which the London SLE, for al that his job isin some respects
different from that of his colleagues, is nonetheless sill seen and managed from Heed
Office as one of a single group, and kept in close touch with his colleagues in other
Regions.

18. Responghility for promoting and developing CSSC activitiesin London
would fal to this group of saff. Treating them as a single group should make for
gregter flexibility, eg to cover local crises or to enable a member of saff at one
location to acquire and offer the benefit of specidist knowledge across the region. It
should dso go some way to address the problem of continuity, keeping things going
when akey volunteer fdls by thewaysde. Asl have said, | do not wish to prescribe
at this stlage how many posts covering which functions there should be. But oneidea
that may be worth pursuing is that many of the present functions of the hon treasurer
a CS and the London Grounds could be assumed by apaid member of gaff. This
would both address the chronic difficulty of finding atreasurer, and be consstent with
the idea that “technical” specidist services (personne, finance, publicity for example)
should be undertaken by paid staff, leaving volunteers to concentrate their enthusasm
on the support of sporting activity or on oversght of the paid staff.

19. Readers will by now perhaps have spotted that much of thisthinking is
informed by the roles of and relationship between HO gtaff and the Management
Board, particularly since the changes made afew years ago. AsHonorary Treasurer,
for example, | do not (which is perhaps just as well) attempt to do the work which the
Finance gtaff are paid to carry out; but | and Finance Committee colleagues do
concern ourselves with, and report to the Management Board on, both the overall sate
of CSSC's finances, and the financid systems and the way these are operated by our
saff. Nor does the Finance Committee draw up the budget; but we do scrutinise very
carefully and if appropriate amend a draft prepared by the Head of Financein
consultation with the Chief Executive,

20.  Thisdigtinction of roles holds more generdly. Most proposds or ideas (from
minor changes to mgor exercises like the Strategic Plan) will be worked up by the
daff, sometimes on their own initiative, sometimes at the request of a committee; and
will then be considered, modified, accepted or regected by the committee.



21.  Thequestion then arises, what would happen to the existing Management
Committeesin London. | suggest that it would be quite out of keeping with the way
CSSC runsits affairs for there not to be some sort of committee of volunteersto
provide broad oversight of the work of the paid hands, and to represent and to ensure
accountability to the membership.  If thereisto be asingle group of staff for

London, there should aso be a single “London Strategic Committee” (LSC) to replace
the three existing bodies. (Theterm “srategic” is not essentia, and the word has
unfortunately lost much of its meaning through over-use, but | include it to emphasise
that the role is to be concerned with high-leve, long-term issues. It should not be
necessary, for example, for members of that committee to show their faces at C or CS
any more often than members of the Management Board turn up at High Wycombe.,)
Such a committee needs to be small — between 5 and 10 members, chosen for what
they can offer rather than as representatives of any particular interest group. One
possibility would be to congtitute this as a further (sub)-committee of the (nationd)
Management Committee. | am not sure that thisis the best gpproach, since the
London remit would extend into those of al three of the present committees, which
could lead to overlgp and confusion; and we would not, | fancy, want to go down the
road of having dections to the Management Committee with a particular geographica
bias (shades of West Lothian). The fact that the staff would be closdly involved with
the work of HO, and the near-inevitability that at least one member of the
Management Committee would aso be a member of the LSC however that
membership was chosen, should be enough to ensure that the two bodies did not
operate each in ignorance of the other’s doings.

22.  We had an entertaining discusson in our group about the name for this
proposed committee. There does seem to be afashion for changing names, usudly in
the direction of meaninglessness, ether by using initias only (no doubt in the hope
that people will forget what they ever sood for) or by inventing some high-sounding
nonce-word nonsense (Congignial). “Sports and Leisure London” seemed to have
some apped. | think this a matter that can be left to alater date.

23. More importart is the composition of the committee. As| have suggested, it
should not be large. (Wallace' s Second Law of Bureaucracy states that the efficiency
of any meeting varies inversaly with the square of one less than the number of persons
present.) The Chair should be held by a Management Board appointee; knowledge
and experience of CSSC in London would be valuable. Then there would be one
nominee from each of: Chadwick Street; the London Grounds; London Region; a
Departmentd Association active in London; a Sport Representative Body activein
London. The crucid point about these nominessis that they should not be
“delegates’, each representing the views and interests of his or her parent bodies, but
should act collectively as members of the committee in the interests of London asa
whole. | suggest that the overall manager of London activities should aso be afull
member of the committee. There would be room for one further nominee, eg a
member of the Management Committeg, if that were felt useful; and no doubt others,
eg Head Office staff with a particular interest in atopic under discussion, or someone
from a club particularly concerned with an agenda item, would be invited to attend ad
hoc. The SLE and other staff from the London group would provide the secretariat.

24. What further structure should there be below the LSC? Oneideaisto havea
“User Committee’ to replace each of the three current main organisations (C, CS,
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London Region). | have had arange of reactionsto the idea of such committees: and |
can certainly sympathise with the view that they can be talking shops of the worst

sort, composed of serid complainers and single-issue advocates who would turn up to
mesetings, sound off, and do nothing; and unless the committees had ared role, they
would not attract people with a significant contribution to make. On the other hand,
no-one disputes the need for a strong user input, and we would al, no doubt, like to
think that there are users who have congtructive suggestions to make about the
facilities and would react congtructively to ideas for developing them. The question
then ishow best to tap thisresource. What | think is beyond doubt is that, whatever
route we go down, much would depend on the permanent staff for stimulating and
supporting the users both in bringing their own idess to the table and in responding
respond to ideas from elsawhere. And if there were to be a User Committee, that
should not relieve the saff of the essentid task of continualy surveying user opinion

by other means.

25.  Whether the LSC should have its own sub-committees (for example, to pursue
the Management Committee analogy, for Finance, Estate, and Sport and Leisure) is, |
think, for the LSC itsdlf to determine.

26. What | have proposed so far takesin C and CS and London Region. | think that
thisis quite enough to begin with. | can see the progpect in the longer term of

extending the idea of professiona support in such speciaisms as finance and

personnd to certain London-based SRBs in particular, and to (especidly the smdler)
DAs with amembership largely confined to London. But we need to work such

things out as we go aong.

27. In creating a new management structure | see thefirst seps as

a to discuss these proposals with the present committees; | regard the
circulation of my earlier consultation draft asthe first stage of that process,
which is essentid to the successful implementation of any change; and

a to draw up a series of job descriptions for the “London Group” staff
based upon an analysis of the tasks to be undertaken. Thiswould then need to
be looked at in the light of the potential costs of such a structure.

I mplementation

28.  If the broad proposals set out here are acceptable (and reactions to the
consultation draft suggest that they are) there will need to be amechanism for
working out the details and putting them into practice. For this purpose | suggest that
we establish the LSC in “shadow” form as the Implementation Group. Thereis
nothing sinister or shadowy about this device. It Smply means that we would gppoint
abody with the composition of the proposed LSC some time before it was formally
congdtituted, so that it could run itsdlf in as the existing bodies were running
themsdlves down (and, indeed, formaly voting themsdves out of existence), and
thereby ensure asmooth transtion. The Implementation Group, serviced by C/CS
gaff, would have the remit of determining the tasks to be carried out and ther priority
order, and then seeing that programme through to the point a which the Group
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became the LSC. | attach as an appendix a number of possible tasks. | do not want to
predict or prescribe any particular length of life for this “shadow” Group, save to say
that it should not run for more than ayear, and preferably a good ded less than that.

Other issues
29. There are afew other matters to which | should draw attention.

30.  Frg, | amawarethat | have left Eltham on one Sde. It isnot particularly well
used, and it is perhaps not in the best place for trangport. But | am reluctant to
condemn any facility until we have seen what a new management structure can
achieve. | am aso chastened by the experience at Dundee, where the prospect of
closure by HO after a period of remote management by HO provoked loca
enthusiasts into saving their club and making ared go of it (so far). If we can
chdlenge membersin the SE of London, working with the management, to develop a
plan for making best use of Eltham in the light of eg changesin avallability of

facilities esawhere or on the disposition of government offices, we might, asthey say,
get aresult; and if that result was, in the end, closure, we could not be said not to have
tried. Inview of the ending of the lease shortly, thiswould have to be an early matter
for congderation by the Implementation Group.

31.  Secondly, | an wel awarethat clubs, areas, DAs, SRBs, especidly the smdll
ones, find it difficult to obtain volunteers to do necessary but sometimes demanding
jobs like keeping the books. One service that a properly-gaffed London management
could offer would be to help out with such things. Money is an obvious candidate;
and in the longer term there may be scope for a centralised syslem. But employment
law and lighilities are not getting any less onerous, and one can only fed for smal
volunteer-led organisations that have one or two paid staff. We would have to think
about costs (recharging? reduction of grant?). The matter is not altogether
graightforward if one remembers that some large DASs have paid officers, but paid by
their departments, and do not suffer any loss of grant as aresult, so we might seem to
be pendising the smdler bodies. On the other hand, we have to control HO cogts, and
goods and services offered free can be abused.

25.  Thirdly, this review has been conducted against a background of some
uncertainties, such as whether we might obtain the freehold of CS. | hope that what |
have suggested makes sense independent of such things. All | would add isthat the
fact that C and CS are nationd rather than just locd facilities means that any question
of putting them into the ROK O pot (assuming we did purchase the CS freehold)
would require an gpproach that recognised their national status.

26. Fourthly, | am aware that these proposals raise again a number of
“condtitutiona” issues. Thereisthe question of proprietary club status, a matter
which has been reviewed on aanumber of occasonsin the past. It hasimplications
beyond London, and | do not wish to do more here than smply flag it up. Then there
is the matter of the employment status of existing staff a C and CSif the present
Management Committees are replaced by aLSC. These isues require early attention,
and legd advice.



27.

Findly, three things which take us back to the origins of this study in metters

financid.

a

It has been suggested that the mechanisms for caculating, paying and
managing the annua grants to the London facilities needs review. | don't
want to tread on the Finance Committee Chairman’ s toes as he picks hisway
through this difficult ground. 1t isdso amatter which the Implementation
Group might consder.

The pricing of the facilities at both C and CS needsreview. Sofar asl can
gather, the present rates charged, eg for the hire of aroom or a pitch, arethe
product of years of incrementalism more or less related to RPI, with an
occasiona check againgt local competition. | think we need to go back to
basics, to work out what each room/pitch costs, and relate our charges to both
that and to comparable “commercid” hirers. Full economic cost (with an
alowance for profit) would idedlly be the charge to non-civil service users,
such acharge would need to be adjusted if it were not competitive with what is
on offer dsawhere in theloca market. The discount from that charge for civil
service users would then be whatever we decided it should be. But what is
important is that, in the case of both the full and the discounted charge, we
would know what is the cogt to CSSC in terms of ashortfal againg the full
€conomic cog, ie the degree of subsdy; that figure could then be a ussful
performance indicator, or could be the basis for a performance target (egto
reduce the subsidy by x per cent over y years).

Thereisan immediate need for some works at both C and CS. For dl the
uncertainty, we cannot defer this indefinitely; and it makeslittle senseto am
for an improved management structure charged with* making London work”
if any options dependent on spending money to make what is offered more
like what iswanted are to be closed off. | suggest that the current London
Grounds and SCRC committees be asked to draw up aprioritised, costed list
of works, asabassfor discusson with HO.

R A Wadlace
December 2001



London Review: Appendix

Some possibletasksfor early consideration by the Implementation Group

The LAC's Terms of Reference (subject to confirmation by Management

Committee) and remit, “ standing orders’ etc (and name!)

The LAC' s sub-committee structure

How best to tap into user opinion

Andysis of duties/tasks of London Group staff, followed by ...
Staffing structure for London Group staff, with Job Descriptions
Whither Eltham?

Financid arrangements



