North Lanarkshire Council
Report

Communities Committee

Does this report require to be approved? Yes [l No

Ref SL/LP/GS Date 27/04/26

Application from Glenmavis Community Group for transfer of

Glenmavis Community Centre

From Stephen Llewelyn, Chief Officer (Housing and Communities)

E-mail LlewellynS@northlan.gov.uk

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to provide the Communities Committee with the details of a
Community Asset Transfer (CAT) request relating to Glenmavis Community Centre
(Appendix 1 of this report) made by Glenmavis Community Group and to provide
information on the outcome of the assessment process together with a recommendation to
reject the application.

Recommendations
It is recommended that the Communities Committee:

(1) Considers the assessment of the application against approved criteria, included
at Appendix 2, of this report; and

(2) Support the recommendation by the Community Assets Leadership Group to
reject the Community Asset Transfer Request from Glenmavis Community Group
for the Glenmavis Community Centre as shown at Appendix 1.

The Plan for North Lanarkshire

Enhance participation, capacity, and empowerment across our
communities

(20) Improve the involvement of communities in the decisions,
and development of services and supports, that affect them

Priority
Ambition statement

Programme of Work  All Programmes of Work

1. Background

1.1 Part 5 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 encourages community
based groups to take control of assets to be utilised for positive outcomes as driven and
directed at a local level. Qualifying groups can apply to a relevant authority, which includes
local authorities, to either lease or purchase an asset.

1.2 Upon a formal application being made, the relevant authority is bound to carry out an
assessment of the request, establish that the applicant is a qualifying body and assess
both the sustainability and likely benefit of the asset transfer. Benefits can include social
wellbeing, economic benefits and provision of services and activities that would not
otherwise be provided.
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1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

In general terms where a group meets qualifying and eligibility criteria, they can apply for
most assets held by a relevant authority. The assets do not have to be surplus to the
council’s operational requirements. Under the Councils current Community Ownership
and Management of Assets Policy, Common Good assets are excluded. Exclusions also

apply to:

« NLP mortgaged properties
« Where the council has entered into a legal agreement for sale or demolition of an
asset.

The council must assess the operational benefit of retaining the asset against the potential
community benefits in approving the transfer. An application can be rejected on grounds
including, but not exclusive to, the business model is not sustainable, the proposal is not
financially viable, the group cannot evidence community support or community benefit, or
the group cannot demonstrate that they have the capacity to manage the asset.

In June 2024 the Policy and Strategy Committee approved a new Community Ownership
and Management of Assets Policy and associated resources aiming to improve the
council’s approach to building capacity and opportunity with organisations looking to take
on ownership, lease or management of a council owned asset. The aim is to shift the focus
to achieving positive outcomes where appropriate and using available resources and tools
to over time increase the pace and volume of successful outcomes while protecting the
business of the council, considering any negative impact on the wider community and
managing risk levels. The policy and approach can be accessed here and further
information and tools are available on the Council website.

Several operational improvements have been implemented because of the policy update
including: -

¢ Increased offer and more intensive, targeted capacity building and developmental
support and tools through the role of 2 dedicated officers

e Capital resources to support successful CAT applications

o CAT support fund available to assist groups in developing their plans

e Earlier communication and dialogue between services and with organisations to
ensure resources are directed in the most effective way to support improved
outcomes.

This has resulted in an increase in number of organisations accessing targeted capacity
building support and the number and pace of applications being received, assessed and
concluded.

Continued improvement work includes:

¢ Review of end-to-end procedures for submission and assessment

e Consideration of the Councils position related to Common Good Assets which will be
presented to Policy and Strategy Committee later this year

o Desktop review of policy to check for any updates required based on learning since its
introduction

e Piloting a shared ‘valuation’ framework between the council and community
organisations to ensure consistency

e Continued use of resources to target capacity building support offer and support fund
to assist organisations to develop their application

e Explore options around digital tools to enhance application, scoring and allocation of
officer

o tasks for reporting and monitoring
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Report

2.1 Glenmavis Community Group is Scottish Charitable Incorporated Organisation. The
organisation has submitted a formal request to purchase Glenmavis Community
Glenmavis Community Centre, Coatbridge Road, ML6 ONJ (UPRN 90008227) as show at
Appendix 1 of this report with an offer price of £ 55,537.00

2.2  The application and supporting documents present a proposal to bring the asset back into
community use as a traditional community facility for local people and groups to meet to
socialise and deliver activities. They plan to reinstate similar activities to those previously
delivered from the venue for example Zumba and allowing access to the Boys Brigade
who previously used the centre. They also propose a lease/hiring arrangement with the
Army Cadets Force and to make the facility available for other groups and residents to
use for private functions such as kids birthday parties, IT facilities and lets.

2.3 A summary of the scores achieved is outlined in figure 1 below. Additional details of the
proposal, the CAT application and supporting documents can be viewed on the Council's
website and assessment of the application can be found at appendix

Figure 1.

Summary Very Strong Moderate Weak Very Weak
Grading Strong
1.Details of X
the asset
2.0rganisation X
information
3.Type of X
Request
4.Llink to the X
NL Plan
5.Community X
Proposal
6.Support X
7 .Financial X
Information
8.Risk/Social X
Impact
24 In line with the Council’s Community Ownership and Management of Assets Policy and

associated scoring process the findings of the Officer Assessment Panel were reported to
the Community Asset Leadership Group for consideration and for a recommendation to
be made to the Communities Committee.

The Group comprises of:

Chief Officer (Housing and Communities);
Chief Officer (Asset and Procurement);
Chief Officer (Community Operations);
Chief Officer (Legal and Democratic); and
Chief Officer (Finance & Technology).

The recommendation is that the Communities Committee reject the application based on the
findings of the assessment attached at Appendix
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Measures of success

3.1 Support provided to community groups and organisations because of initial CAT or
PR enquiries.

3.2 Positive outcomes or referrals because of initial CAT or PR enquiries; and

3.3 Increased completions for transfer of assets to community organisations.

4, Supporting documentation

4.1 Community Ownership and Management of Assets Policy and approach here.

4.2 Further information and tools are available on the Council's website

4.3 Full application can be accessed on the Council's website here.

4.4 Appendix 1 — Map of Asset.

4.5 Appendix 2 — Assessment of application.

Stephen Llewellyn
Chief Officer (Housing and Communities)
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5.

Impacts

5.1

Public Sector Equality Duty and Fairer Scotland Duty

Does the report contain information that has an impact as a result of the Public
Sector Equality Duty and/or Fairer Scotland Duty?

Yes No O

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

The recommendations within this report have the potential to impact on members
of the community who may use, benefit or otherwise be impacted on by the
proposed services outlined as part of the CAT application. If Yes, has an
assessment been carried out and published on the council’s website? An EQIA will
consider any impact on equalities groups and will be available online.

If Yes, has an assessment been carried out and published on the council’s
website?

Yes No O

5.2

Financial impact

Does the report contain any financial impacts?

Yes No O

If Yes, have all relevant financial impacts been discussed and agreed with
Finance?

Yes No |

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

As outlined in the assessment at Appendix 2 and within this report, the offered
price to purchase the asset is £ 55,537.00. Based on an independent valuation
undertaken by the applicant organisation of £100k and an internal valuation of
£140k which has been considered against the social value and community benefit
of the proposal. Colleagues from Finance are engaged in the scoring process

5.3

HR policy impact

Does the report contain any HR policy or procedure impacts?

Yes O No

If Yes, have all relevant HR impacts been discussed and agreed with People
Resources?

Yes O No O

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

5.4

Legal impact

Does the report contain any legal impacts (such as general legal matters, statutory
considerations (including employment law considerations), or new legislation)?
Yes No O

If Yes, have all relevant legal impacts been discussed and agreed with Legal and
Democratic?

Yes No |

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

The Council’s approach to Community Ownership and Management of Assets
reflects and supports the requirements of the Community Empowerment (Scotland)
Act 2015. Representatives from Legal and Democratic Services are involved in the
Corporate Community Ownership and Management of Assets Working Group and
the Leadership Group.




5.5

Data protection impact

Does the report / project / practice contain or involve the processing of personal
data?

Yes O No

If Yes, is the processing of this personal data likely to result in a high risk to the
data subject?

Yes O No O

If Yes, has a Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) been carried out and e-
mailed to dataprotection@northlan.gov.uk

Yes O No |

5.6

Technology / Digital impact

Does the report contain information that has an impact on either technology, digital
transformation, service redesign / business change processes, data management,
or connectivity / broadband / Wi-Fi?

Yes O No

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

Where the impact identifies a requirement for significant technology change, has
an assessment been carried out (or is scheduled to be carried out) by the
Enterprise Architecture Governance Group (EAGG)?

Yes O No O

5.7

Environmental / Carbon impact

Does the report / project / practice contain information that has an impact on any
environmental or carbon matters?

Yes O No

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

5.8

Communications impact

Does the report contain any information that has an impact on the council’s
communications activities?

Yes O No

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact?

5.9

Risk impact

Is there a risk impact?

Yes O No

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the key risks and potential impacts,
highlighting where the risk(s) are assessed and recorded (e.g. Corporate or
Service or Project Risk Registers), and how they are managed?

There is an inherent reputational risk to the council of transferring an asset for
community ownership. While the proposal shows some awareness of risk and
impact, mitigation measures are limited and often reliant on external assumptions.
The approach to monitoring impact is not fully developed or part of a
comprehensive or robust framework. The proposal provides Risks to the council
related to Asset Transfer are reflected in the Housing and Communities Risk
Register and the Councils Corporate Risk Register
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5.10

Armed Forces Covenant Duty

Does the report require to take due regard of the Armed Forces Covenant Duty (i.e.
does it relate to healthcare, housing, or education services for in-Service or ex-
Service personnel, or their families, or widow(er)s)?

Yes O No

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the provision which has been made to
ensure there has been appropriate consideration of the particular needs of the
Armed Forces community to make sure that they do not face disadvantage
compared to other citizens in the provision of public services.

5.11

Children’s rights and wellbeing impact

Does the report contain any information regarding any council activity, service
delivery, policy, or plan that has an impact on children and young people up to the
age of 18, or on a specific group of these?

Yes O No

If Yes, please provide a brief summary of the impact and the provision that has
been made to ensure there has been appropriate consideration of the relevant
Articles from the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC).

If Yes, has a Children’s Rights and Wellbeing Impact Assessment (CRWIA) been
carried out?

Yes O No O




Location Map

Appendix 1

Glenmavis Community Centre

Coatbridge Road

ML6 ONJ




Scoring Assessment

Appendix 2

Name of Organisation/Applicant

Glenmavis Community Group

Details of the Asset

Glenmavis Community Centre

Community Area/Ward

Airdrie North —\Ward 8

Date submitted

10 December 2025

25 & 27 March 2026
Reject

Date of Scoring Panel
Recommendation

Summary comments

The Glenmavis Community Group proposal presents a local community-led ambition to take
ownership of the asset and deliver locally beneficial activity. The

application demonstrates broad alignment with community planning priorities, particularly in
relation to wellbeing, participation, and increased utilisation of local facilities. There

is some evidence albeit at a minimal level of need and initial community engagement,
alongside a defined vision for use of the building.

The overall assessment comprises predominantly Moderate scores, with two Weak themes
(Organisational Capacity and Financial Sustainability) indicating that while the proposal has
merit, it does not yet provide a sufficiently robust or low-risk case for transfer in its current
form.

The most significant concerns relate to organisational readiness (Weak). While a formal
structure is in place, there is limited demonstrable evidence of governance maturity,
operational capacity, or experience in managing an asset of comparable scale. This
introduces a material risk in relation to delivery and ongoing management.

Similarly, the financial case (Weak) is not sufficiently developed. The proposal relies

on several assumptions, including projected income and external contributions that are not
formally secured. There is limited contingency planning and no clear evidence of financial
resilience, raising concerns regarding long-term sustainability.

Across the remaining themes, type of request, strategic alignment, community proposal,
support, and risk/social impact (all Moderate) the application demonstrates a baseline level
of compliance and intent. However, evidence is generally descriptive rather than analytical,
and lacks the depth required to provide strong assurance. In particular:

e Strategic alignment is stated but not fully evidenced through measurable outcomes
e The community proposal outlines intended activity but lacks detailed delivery
planning
e Support is evident but not sufficiently formalised
e Risk awareness is present, but mitigation and monitoring frameworks
are underdeveloped

In summary, the application reflects a positive community aspiration but remains at an early
stage of organisational and financial maturity. The current evidence base does not
sufficiently mitigate delivery and sustainability risks to support a stronger assessment.




Additionally, it is important to mention, that the proposed use of the asset is that of a typical
community centre / hall. However, the applicant has not referenced the previous low
community usage prior to official closure. This is a critical omission. The applicants focus
appears to be forward looking and presents the asset as a valuable community resource.
Although limited assurances have been supplied that backs up the future potential.

Summary Grading Very Strong Moderate [Weak Very Weak
Strong

1.Details of the asset X

2.0rganisation information X

3.Type of Request

4 .Link to the NL Plan

5.Community Proposal

X | X | XX

6.Support

7.Financial Information X

8.Risk/Social Impact X

1 Details of the Asset:
Includes asset status and proposed use. This section asks the council to
ensure they are in a position to transfer the asset

Notes:
The asset is clearly identified, currently closed, and in good condition. The applicant has
not identified any title restrictions preventing transfer.

However, from the internal checks, there is encroachment and access issues. Title
boundary is limited to western/southern edge of the building. No legal rights of access
around rear of building.

The proposed uses are broadly compatible with a community centre and are feasible in
physical terms. While volunteer reliance introduces minor delivery risk, this does
not completely undermine feasibility.

The overall robustness of the information provided prevents a Strong score. The evidence
supports that transfer is plausible, but not fully without risk, which aligns with the Moderate
assessment.

Assessment:

Moderate: the proposals present difficulties on the council in terms of one or two of the
following — direct cost, council direct delivery of services and or restrictions on
the asset transfer.

2 |Organisational Information — Includes governance and capacity to deliver

Notes:

The organisation is constituted as a SCIO and whilst governance is described it is only
partially evidenced in practice. Six trustees manage the charity on a day-to-day basis, with
involvement of other local organisations at committee meetings. Which have been taking
place 2-3 times per month during the initial setting-up period. Policies are referenced (but
on clarifying this with the applicant) only some have been developed.

There is limited evidence of organisational maturity, minimal demonstration of experience
managing a comparable asset, and no detailed operational or workforce

planning. Reference is made to the involvement of Lowland RFCA (government

body) through a sub-leasing agreement / contract. Limited details have been provided
about how this will work in practice.




The submission relies heavily on general statements rather than demonstrable capability.
This aligns with a weak score, indicating insufficient evidence of a robust
and viable organisation capable of managing the asset at the required level.

Assessment:
Weak: Applicant has shown no evidence of being robust and viable and no/little information
being provided on governance arrangements.

3 [Type of request, payment and conditions
This section confirms the type of request and seeks and whether or not the price
reflects a fair price for the asset taking into consideration community benefit

Notes:

The request for ownership is clearly stated and appropriate for long-term community
control. A community benefit rationale is provided. However, the financial offer is below
market value and is not supported by a detailed or quantified justification.

The request for ownership is acceptable in principle; however, the financial offer of
£55,537 is below the market value of £100,000 per the commercial valuation completed by
DM Hall. Additionally, the internal valuation of £140,000 also means there is a significant
gap between the property values.

In the round, the offer price does not present a fair value for the council and community
benefit of such a discount is not fully justified in quantifiable terms. Reliance on external
arrangements is noted.

The proposal relies on external arrangements with the (Lowland RFCA) to support
affordability, but details of the arrangement is limited to the signed agreement pages of a
contract. However, the specific details were not presented at the time of assessment.

Assessment:
Moderate: Applicant has proposed terms, with prices well below Market/Fair Value.

4 Link to Strategy— How the project links into the vision and ambitions set out in
the Plan for North Lanarkshire (TPFNL)

Notes:

The proposal references outcomes such as improved wellbeing,

community participation and social cohesion. These align broadly with the Plan for North
Lanarkshire and local priorities.

However, the links are largely descriptive. There is limited explicit mapping to strategic
outcomes or demonstration of how delivery will contribute to measurable long-term
impacts.

This reflects an understanding of strategic alignment, but not a fully developed
or evidenced strategic case. Therefore, Moderate is appropriate.

Assessment:
Moderate: Limited evidence that the applicant understands the need to ensure the projects
reflect one of more of the strands of the TPFNL.




5 |Community Proposal — Includes project aims, community engagement and
community benefit/need

Notes:

The application outlines a range of activities and identifies community need, supported by
some consultation activity. While the vision and intent are clear, the proposal lacks detailed
delivery planning, robust needs analysis, and a clear impact framework. Much of the case
is aspirational rather than evidenced.

The evidence demonstrates some understanding of community benefit aligning with
the moderate grade score.

Assessment:

Moderate: Limited description of the aims, objectives and vision for the proposal. Some
understanding of the community benefit but not underpinned by substantive
evidence. Some evidence of need/demand provided including limited
consultations, research and surveys.

6 [Support — Includes stakeholder engagement and partnership working

This section looks Including evidence community and stakeholders have been
engaged

Notes:
The submission includes evidence of community support and references to stakeholder
engagement, including letters and local backing.

However, the depth and breadth of support are not fully evidenced, and partnership
arrangements are not formalised. The support base appears credible but not extensive or
sufficiently evidenced to significantly reduce delivery risk. This supports a moderate score.

Assessment:
Moderate: Applicant has demonstrated limited links with groups and community
engagement activity. Some evidence of partnership working provided.

7 |Financial Information — Includes fundraising, financial planning and management
We will seek clarification of funding being in place or any potential delay in
funding being in place in time for the final transfer deadline.

Note:

A three-year financial projection is provided, outlining intended income and

expenditure. However, the model relies heavily on assumptions and external arrangements,
particularly with Lowland RFCA. Income projections appear optimistic and contingency
planning is limited.

There is insufficient /limited evidence of financial resilience or secured funding.
This represents a material risk to sustainability and aligns with a weak score

Assessment:

Weak: Insufficient financial resources currently in place and unlikely to be ready within the
Time frame. No evidence to demonstrate resource planning. No income and
expenditure and cash flow forecast provided and no contingency plan outlined.




8 |Risk/Social Impact — Includes potential impact and barriers/challenges and
understanding of managing the asset.

Notes:

The submission identifies several risks and outlines potential social benefits.

\While there is some awareness of risk and impact, mitigation measures are limited and often
reliant on external assumptions. The approach to monitoring impact is not fully developed.

The evidence demonstrates partial understanding but not a comprehensive or robust
framework. This aligns with the moderate grading.

Assessment:

Moderate: Limited evidence to demonstrate capabilities to manage the asset. Some
awareness of the potential impact of transfer on others and consideration given to
potential barriers/challenges. Minimal information provided on the anticipated
social benefit/impact of the transfer.




