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The Grange  

Board Meeting Minutes 

 24th May 2016 

 

 
Present: John Pagella   Chair  Sally Lines CEO 
  Anna Coss  Vice Chair Di Cunliffe PA to Board & CEO 
  Karen Stevens  Treasurer 
  Pam Barrett  Trustee 

Denis Coulon  Trustee 
  Linda Ferguson Trustee 
  George Kalorkoti Trustee 
  Laurence Oates Trustee 
  Carol Riddington Trustee 
 
1. Apologies and welcomes 

JP welcomed Board members. 
 

2. Minutes of the meeting on 1st March 2016 
a. Accuracy: The Board approved the minutes. 
b.  Matters arising: SL confirmed that she has yet to contact HCA re.possible Home Loss 
& Disturbance Payment for Bardolin Cottage tenants. All other action points have been 
completed. 
 

3.   CEO report 
SL invited questions on matters covered in her report.  
a) JP asked whether Trustees should be considering any compensation for Bardolin Cottage 

tenants who have been served notice, irrespective of the outcome on Home Loss & 
Disturbance Payments.  SL explained that The Grange has offered to pay moving costs 
and repay one tenant (PB) for investing equipment into the property. LO said that the 
Board should fulfil its responsibilities as a good housing association landlord. It was 
agreed that ‘reasonableness’ should be the principle. CR said clarity for the individual 
and wider community was vital and JP concluded that the first step was to clarify the 
tenants’ legal entitlements.1 

b) DC asked about the impact of SCC’s refusal to continue funding a session if someone we 
support does not attend. SL explained that systems are being developed to monitor 
absence and to fill vacant places on sessions with people on the waiting lists or people 
who want to take part in sessions as part of their respite arrangements.  She anticipated 
that the new IT system would help but the Finance Department would still need to 
compile reports to SCC manually. She had estimated that ca. £20k income could be lost 
due to people we support taking leave.  

c) LF advised that tax implications associated with trading should be covered in the 
strategic options and forecasts options SL is drawing up, as agreed at the Board 
Awayday. 

                                                           
1 SL to clarify whether or not Bardolin tenants are entitled to Home Loss and Disturbance payments. 
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d) SL updated the Board on 2 individuals’ cases. 
Regarding MS, Trustees had previously been informed how his nocturnal behaviour 
constituted a safeguarding risk if waking night staff were not available to support him. 
The Grange has now issued LB Croydon notice and that they will be charged for the 
provision of waking nights from 31 May at agency rates, if arrangements to meet MS’ 
needs had not been finalised by then. It now looks likely that LBC will be prepared to pay 
£30k for MS’ package rather than identify and require MS to move to another suitable 
alternative provider. This sum will go some way towards paying for waking nights to be 
implemented. AC congratulated SL on how this case was handled in MS’ best interests.     
 
SL had had an inconclusive meeting with WN’s only relative and one of the trustees of 
her private funding, to discuss raising her rates for residential care, which are currently 
at supported living rates due to a historical agreement. She will be meeting him again on 
9 June. The Board agreed that The Grange should not be drawn into litigation in this case 
and noted the position.   

 
4. Recommendations from the Committees 

Social Care Committee 
Further to SL’s update, LO said that the Committee at its April meeting had discussed 
the MS case and wanted to alert the Board to the risks of not having waking nights staff 
in Residential Care.  
 
Housing and Facilities Committee 
CR reported that plans to convert Chestnut Lodge into single accommodation had been 
revised from creating 3 bedsits to creating 2 single flats, with a single flat above from 
the conversion of the current HR office. Plans for both Chestnut Lodge and Walnut 
Lodge will be drawn up and planning application(s) submitted, with confirmation from 
Adrian as to whether Chestnut Cottage needed an application or not. The Committee 
recognised the need for more parking facilities and agreed that a single application for 
planning permission should cover all the identified sites for additional parking spaces.  
Also, for some time the US Group has expressed concerns about road safety in Rectory 
Lane, partly due to the Preston Cross development, and the Committee suggested that 
they may be involved in the application in some way. Regarding “The Base”, JP noted 
the continued delay by the architect in producing specifications for the build and 
pointed out that fundraising efforts, which will need to begin as soon as work on the 
Main House is complete, will be fruitless without these details.2 
 
Finance Committee 
DC reported that the Committee had reviewed the accounts prepared to the end of 
February. There was a £133k operating surplus, (against a budgeted surplus of £75k) 
and an overall surplus of £451k (that includes funds raised for the Main House 
refurbishment). This represents a very satisfactory position. He noted that the outcome 
was due in part to lower than expected expenditure (due to a prolonged low headcount) 
rather than an increase in income. He expected the year end picture to be similar. The 
Committee had briefly discussed the estimated £10k cost possibly resulting from the 

                                                           
2 SL to discuss with AC what additional action can be taken to expedite the production of the architect’s 
specifications for “The Base”. 
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inclusion of holiday pay calculations. He noted the full Board’s approval to meet from 
reserves any shortfall in Main House refurbishment fundraising income that remains at 
the end of June. The Reserves Policy will consequently need to be updated.3  
 
Governance Committee 
LO commended the minutes of the meeting to Board colleagues. The Board agreed to 
consider the outstanding matter of whether and how delegated decision making for 
committees should be reflected in their Terms of Reference.  As an aid to reaching a 
conclusion at the meeting, SL circulated a proposal (see Annex A) drafted to reflect 
Trustees’ comments on the latest draft versions of the generic and Committee-specific 
Terms of References that they had circulated by email in the run up to the meeting (see 
Annex B for a copy of the emailed comments). With this proposal she circulated an 
updated Financial Controls Policy Summary (see Annex C) that was revised to reflect 
DC’s proposal that the Finance Committee can approve unbudgeted expenditure up to 
£5k. Trustees discussed the proposals and examples of decisions that might need to be 
taken in the Social Care and Governance Committees. By way of clarification, SL noted 
that the Committees other than the Finance Committee already have authority to 
decide on budgeted expenditure up to £10k. This would indicate that their power to 
take decisions already exists, albeit implicitly. GK proposed that the new proposals (see 
Annex A) were accepted and that they should be reviewed in due course. This was 
seconded by AC and agreed by The Board. KS raised concerns about a different issue in 
the generic terms of reference, pointing out that clauses A7 and A11 were 
contradictory. After discussion it was agreed to reword A11 to read “If the quorum as 
per A7 is not met then the meeting will be postponed ….”.    JP summarized that the 
Terms of Reference, as now agreed, would be reviewed in due course to ensure that 
they serve the purpose intended.4   
 
US Group 
JP commented that while the topics and requests raised by US Group generally tend to 
be of a “housekeeping” nature, the Group serves a very useful purpose. He observed 
that while the US Group had voiced concerns about road safety near The Grange they 
did not appear able to raise them with the appropriate authorities. He suggested that SL 
might facilitate the next steps. 5 
 
Family Carers and Trustees Consultative Forum    
Trustees who have had the opportunity to attend these meetings agreed that they   
tend to result in positive discussions. 

 
5. KPI’s 

KS queried the method of calculating the staff turnover KPI, as she understood there have 
been relatively high number of leavers, but the turnover percentage appears low. LF 
made a similar point about sickness absence. JP pointed out that is generally for the 

                                                           
3 SL to update Reserves Policy. 
4 DCu to circulate final agreed versions to all Trustees for their records.  
5 SL to consider how to ensure concerns of road safety and inadequacy of pedestrian crossings are taken 
forward with the appropriate authorities. 
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relevant Committee to comment on the KPIs and commented that generally the KPIs 
provided trustees with accessible way to monitor performance. 6 

 
6. Matters arising from the Board Awayday 

JP sensed that the Awayday had been a useful and productive event for Trustees and SMT 
and he welcomed the evaluation done by SMT on Trustees. SL noted that individual SMT 
members could only comment on Trustees with whom they come into contact, so it was 
not a comprehensive evaluation of the Board as a whole. GK suggested that the next 
awayday might include a Board self-evaluation and a review of the trustee skills 
specification.  CR questioned whether Trustees areas of expertise are sufficiently visible, 
particularly to an SMT or other staff member who may want to seek a Trustees advice. 
Regarding the balance between strategy and day to day operations, the Social Care 
Committee has to be mindful of the Board’s responsibilities under the Care Act, 
safeguarding and reports such as that into Winterbourne View and Trustees need to 
understand The Grange in the context of these developments, as well as policy and 
proposed legislation for charities. 7 Feedback that SL could give to SMT following the 
Board’s discussion on its evaluation was agreed as follows: 
- Committee Chairs will remind committees of the need to remain strategic rather 

than operational in discussions, and will pick up on this if discussions do veer too 
much into operations; 

- Committee Chairs will welcome SMT members flagging up in a meeting if they feel 
that items of discussion are becoming overly operational; 

- If trustees are expected to respond to something by email, then staff should include 
a deadline or response time in the subject line of the email. 

- All trustees to be mindful of the feedback given as situations arise in the future.8  
 
 
7. Any other business 
PB congratulated SL on the excellent article about The Grange in Surrey Life. 
SL reminded the Board that the AGM and Annual Review would take place on 6th October. 
Further details would be available as planning progresses. 
JP gave his apologies for the next Board meeting. 
 
8. Date of next meeting – Thursday 25th August 10am 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
6 SL to review staff turnover and sickness absence calculation and bandings with HR manager, who will report 
back to the next Social Care Committee meeting. 
7 Dcu to circulate password for the Civil Society website. 
8 SL to feedback the actions the Board has agreed to take in light of SMT’s evaluation of Trustee performance. 
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Annex A 
The Grange 

Board Meeting  

24.5.2016  

 

 

Finalising Committee Terms of Reference 

 

1 Following Trustees’ comments received on 22 – 23 May on the latest drafts of 

terms of reference, the Board may want to consider the following proposals: 

 

a) The generic terms of reference include the following clause 

 

“Any decision taken by the Committee must: 

o fall within the Board’s agreed strategy and may not overturn 

Board decisions: and 

o be within the financial limits for the Committee as set out in The 

Grange’s Financial Controls policy. 

Where there is any doubt about whether these restrictions apply, the matter should 

be referred to the Board.” 

 

b)  The Finance Committee specific terms of reference should include the following 

clauses: 

 

“ -  Consider proposals and make decision on accounting and   

      monitoring methods. 

- Consider proposals and make decisions on cash management 

- Make decisions on other Committees’ requests for unbudgeted expenditure 

to the limits set out in The Grange’s Financial Controls policy. “ 
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-  

 Annex B 

Draft Terms of Reference for Committees 

 Emailed responses from Board members on version of draft Terms of 

Reference circulated for comment in advance of the Board meeting on 

24th May 2016. 

From George Kalorkoti 

Dear All 

Although I am responding following Linda’s last email, my comments are concerned 

with the overall debate rather than Linda’s last comments. 

In considering this I have re-read the SMT Trustee evaluation circulated with the 

Board papers.  I get a sense from it that, at least from the perspective of some on the 

SMT, at times Trustees get too “operational” in their interventions.  Personally I 

believe that at least some of the issues raised in relation to authority levels are 

operational in nature, and as such executive management should be allowed to get 

on with it.  I also do have a concern that in trying to dot every “i” and cross every “t” 

we will finish up with excessively complex rules and procedures.  In saying that, I am 

mindful of the risks of being too vague.  No doubt we will discuss this, I just hope we 

focus more on the longer term than on processes and procedures. 

Best wishes 

George 

 

From: Linda Ferguson [mailto:lindaferguson33@gmail.com]  

Sent: 23 May 2016 16:43 

To: Laurence Oates 

Subject: Re: The Grange: Board Meeting Tuesday 24th May 10am 

 

Laurence - without wishing to prolong the agony, I'm not convinced that this is only 

about the TOR for the Housing & Facilities Committee.  The planning consent 

example was just one example.  I should have thought all committees would need to 

be able to decide not to go ahead with proposals put forward by the executive, what 

KPIs they want to see, whether extra mitigations are needed on "their committee's" 

risks, etc.   No doubt something we will come back to... 

thanks 

Linda 
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On 23 May 2016 at 15:34, Laurence Oates <laurenceoates@virginmedia.com> 

wrote: 

I have been sitting here thinking about what I could contribute tomorrow! As I 

understand it, there is an outstanding issue relating only to decision-making powers 

for the Housing & Facilities Committee. You will have read the conclusion reached at 

the Governance Committee, where we then thought that the need for a decision to 

be taken which was not required to be referred to the Finance Committee would 

rarely arise, but I see the example given in the minutes of the Housing & Facilities 

meeting was to apply for planning consent. I think that any decision-making power 

should be limited to any item the cost for which does not need to be approved by 

the Finance Committee (both budgeted and unbudgeted expenditure). One 

technique would be to write into the ToR of Housing and Facilities that that any 

decision-making power can only be exercised within the terms of the authority 

delegated to that Committee by the Board – and then there is a separate piece of 

paper we can go away and draft and obtain Board approval for setting out in more 

detail what decision-making is being delegated. 

  

From: John Pagella  

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2016 1:32 PM 

To: Denis Coulon ; Di Cunliffe  

Subject: RE: The Grange: Board Meeting Tuesday 24th May 10am 

  

Dear Dennis, Linda and everyone. 

Thank you for these points Dennis, and also Linda for your earlier comments. 

 Whether we will be able to reach a conclusion on these points tomorrow remains to 

be seen. I will of course be happy to find time to discuss them, but Board Meetings 

are not perhaps the best forum to enter into discussion on important matters of 

detail such as this. 

I suspect that there will be a consensus about what we want to achieve ( as indeed 

there was at the Awayday ), but as ever it is sorting out the detail that can be 

challenging. 

 If time allows I would welcome any thoughts that Laurence ( and others ) might wish 

to circulate before tomorrow's meeting. 

 Kind regards, 

  

John.   

 ________________________________________ 

Date: Mon, 23 May 2016 12:26:26 +0100 

From: cdcoulon@gmail.com 

To: Di.Cunliffe@grangecentre.org.uk 

Hello Di, 
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 I agree with Linda's observation that decision-making by Committees now seems to 

be too open-ended.  In addition, I don't see any reference to what Committees' 

financial authority may be.  Could we not limit Committees' decision-making 

authority as follows: 

-  a decision that falls within the Board's agreed strategy (as proposed by Linda) 

-  a decision that does not trigger an additional unbudgeted cost in excess of a 

certain amount e.g. £5000. 

  

If this was agreed, a decision that falls within the Board's strategy and has no cost 

impact could be taken by the relevant Committee alone.  A decision that falls within 

the Board's strategy and has a financial impact of less than £5000 could be taken by 

the relevant Committee and the Finance Committee.  Any other decision would have 

to be taken by the Board.   

 Re the Finance Committee, it seems to me that we should add decision-making 

ability on the following points: 

-  Consider proposals and make decisions on accounting and monitoring methods, 

-  Consider proposals and make decisions on cash management (this is separate and 

different from investments) 

-  If the above were agreed, make decisions on other Committees' requests for 

unbudgeted expenditure not exceeding £5000. 

  

I also agree with Linda's proposal that, if there is any doubt on the interpretation of 

the restrictions, the matter should be referred to the Board. 

 I don't wish to complicate matters, but I think we need to come up with definitions 

that are clear for everyone. 

 Best regards, 

 Denis 

   

On 22 May 2016 at 18:30, Linda Ferguson <lindaferguson33@gmail.com> wrote: 

Thank you, Di.  I am pleased to see delegated decision-making in the Committee 

terms of reference, but I fear that we have left the scope of that decision-making too 

open-ended.  Would it be appropriate to include something like "decisions taken by 

Committees must fall within the Board's agreed strategy, and may not overturn 

Board decisions.  Where there is any doubt about whether either of these 

restrictions apply, the matter should be referred to the Board" in either the generic 

TOR or in those of each committee? 

Linda 

  

 On 17 May 2016 at 17:32, Di Cunliffe <Di.Cunliffe@grangecentre.org.uk> wrote: 

Dear Trustees 

 Here are the papers for next week’s Board meeting. 
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It would be extremely helpful if you could let Sally and I know before the meeting if 

you have any comments on the Terms of Reference papers. These have been 

updated following comments by the Housing and Facilities and Finance Committees 

who identified the need for delegated decision making; clarification of the respective 

roles of Trustees and SMT in risk  management; and clarification of the quora for 

holding and taking decisions in meetings. We have therefore reflected their 

comments on decision making and risk management in the specific terms of 

reference for all the Committees and revised the generic terms of reference relating 

to quora. 

Kind regards 

 Di 

Di Cunliffe 

Personal Assistant to the Chief Executive and the Board 

The Grange Centre for People with Disabilities 
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Annex C  
Revised Financial Controls and Limit of Authority Policy Summary 
 
APPENDIX 1 

Table of authorities for Board and Committees 

 

Position & specific items authorised Items specific to Committee 

Board & Committees 
 
Board members individually 
 
Chairman & all contactable board 
members out of committee in emergency 
circumstances only – other board 
members must be contacted for their prior 
agreement & the expenditure ratified in 
the next committee meeting. 
 
Finance Committee 
& approval of requests from other 
committees of up to £5,000 unbudgeted 
expenditure 
 
Minimum 2 Finance Committee members 
(known spend that requires a more 
indepth level of detailed info in order to 
authorise e.g. insurance) 
 
CEO + minimum of 1 Finance Committee 
member (known, routine spend only, with 
report at next committee meeting) 
 
Other Committees 
 

 
 

None 
 
 

over 
£50,000 

 
 

 
 

Up to £50,000 
 
 
 
 

£25k – £50k 
 
 
 
 

£10k – £25k 
 
 
 

Up to £10,000 
 

 

Table of authority for regular monthly, routine and/or statutory payments (HMRC, payroll & 

pension) where the Finance Manager and one trustee are to authorise: 

HMRC monthly (tax & NI): up to £60,000 (Finance Manager + one trustee) 

Pension monthly:  up to £20,000 (Finance Manager + one trustee) 

Payroll monthly:  up to £200,000 (Finance Manager + one trustee) 

 
 


