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Please note the start time for this meeting 
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Welcome to this meeting.  We hope you find these notes useful. 
 
 
ACCESS 
 
The Council Chamber’s Public Gallery is situated at the rear of the Town Hall between the 
main building and the side entrance to the Colosseum.  Access is via the visitors’ and 
Members’ car parks. 
 
The Council Chamber is on the mezzanine floor of the Town Hall and a lift is available. 
 
Induction loops are available in the Council Chamber. 
  
 
NO SMOKING POLICY 
 
The Council operates a no smoking policy. 
 
 
TOILETS (including disabled) 
 
Toilets are situated on the first floor, near to the Committee Rooms. 
 
 
FIRE/EMERGENCY INSTRUCTIONS 
 
In the event of a fire alarm sounding, vacate the building immediately following the 
instructions given by the Democratic Services Officer. 
 
• Do not use the lifts 
• Do not stop to collect personal belongings 
• Go to the assembly point at the Pond and wait for further instructions 
• Do not re-enter the building until authorised to do so. 
 
 
MOBILE PHONES 
 
Could you please ensure that mobile phones are switched off before the start of the 
meeting. 
 
 
CONTACT 
 
If you require further information or you would like this agenda in another format e.g. large 
print, please contact Lucy Jobson or Sandra Hancock on 01923 226400 or by email to 
legalanddemocratic@watford.gov.uk  (Minicom available on 01923 278499). 
 
 
 
 

 



 
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 

 
Councillor Derbyshire (Chair) 
Councillor P Mortimer (Vice-Chair) 
 
Councillors Greenslade, Khan, Mahmood, McGovern and Mrs Punter (two vacancies) 
 
 

AGENDA   
 

PART “A” - OPEN TO THE PUBLIC 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE/COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 
 
 
2. DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS (if any) 
 
 
3. MINUTES 

 
To submit for signature the minutes of the meeting held on 20th November 2006 (all 
minutes are available on the Council’s website). 
 
 

4. REPORTS TO COMMITTEE 
 

A. CABINET RESPONSE TO THE SOCIAL COHESION REPORT 
 

The Committee is asked to consider Cabinet’s response, refer any issues 
arising back to Cabinet, agree further actions and consider what involvement 
the Committee wishes to have in the actions arising.  

 
 
B. REPORT OF THE BASINGSTOKE VISIT 
 

The report summarises the findings from the visit to the Anvil theatre, 
Basingstoke. The Committee is asked to consider the report, discuss the 
findings and their implications for the Colosseum report and agree points to be 
taken forward into the Colosseum options report. 

 
 
C. DRAFT COLOSSEUM REPORT 
 

The Committee is asked to consider the report and decide whether it contains 
sufficient information to reach a conclusion, identify any further requirements, 
review and discuss the options, add or delete according to the Committee’s 
wishes, consider and agree conclusions and consider and agree 
recommendations. 

 
 

 



 
5. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 

Tuesday 23rd January 2007  
  

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

Report to Scrutiny 

 Item Number: 4A 

 

Subject of report Social & Community Cohesion Project – Cabinet Response  

Responsible Officer(s) Scrutiny Manager  

Author(s) Mike Thomas – contact: 

Telephone 01923 278194;  

E-mail  Mike.Thomas@watford.gov.uk   

Portfolio(s) Community & Equalities 

Policy Scrutiny Committee   

Call-in & Performance Scrutiny Committee   

For Consideration By 

Budget Panel  

Date to be Considered 8 January 2007 

 

Reason for report 

Routine, periodic report (as set out in the scrutiny committee’s forward plan)  

Referral from another member committee (state which)  

Referral from a cabinet portfolio holder (state which)  

At the request of member of the Council  

At the request of the scrutiny committee (quote reference)  

Service Review Report  
Review of an executive decision previously taken.  

Consultation on a proposed executive decision  

A called in decision  

Report back from a sub- group  
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1. Report summary 
 

This report introduces the Cabinet’s response to the Committee’s 
report and recommendations on community and social cohesion.   
 

 
2. Issues for the committee to discuss 
 

Attached is an extract from the minutes of the Cabinet’s meeting on 12 
September 2006 covering its response to the Committee’s 
recommendations. 
 
The Committee is asked to: 

• consider the response  
• refer any issues arising back to Cabinet 
• agree further actions 
• consider what involvement the Committee wishes to have in the 

actions arising, e.g. periodic progress reports. 
 

 
3. What the committee needs to conclude  
 

Is the Committee content with the response or are further actions 
required? 
 
 

4. Attachments & Background papers. 
 

Attached  
• Extract for the Cabinet’s minutes of 12 September 2006.   
 

Background 
• The Committees report to Cabinet. 
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Final 

Policy Development Scrutiny Committee 
 

Attachment to the report on community and social cohesion for the Committee’s meeting 
on 8 January 2006 – extract from the minutes of the Cabinet’s meeting held on 12 

September 2006 
               

 
 

C14 - SOCIAL & COMMUNITY COHESION IN WATFORD 
06/07  

Following consultation across the Council, the Policy Development Scrutiny 
Committee had agreed in July 2005 to undertake a review of social and 
community cohesion in Watford.  This decision was taken in the immediate 
aftermath of the events in London in July 2005 and reflected Members’ 
concerns about the effect on local communities in Watford.  In discussion about 
the scope of the review, Members had also considered social problems and 
exclusion resulting from economic status, age and disabilities.  Consequently it 
was agreed to extend the remit beyond community issues to include these 
social issues. 

 
 The Chair of the Scrutiny Committee presented a report on the findings of the 

review.  
 
 He said that one of the key findings of the review was that community cohesion 

was well embedded in Watford and that the people interviewed had indicated 
that they were proud to live in the town. He added that this was partly due to the 
fact that Watford had a high profile mayor committed to the cohesion agenda. 
He stressed the importance of underpinning and encouraging respect and 
tolerance between the many diverse communities in the town. The Committee 
believed it was more appropriate to support umbrella groups than individual 
ethnic or faith groups. 

 
 The Mayor agreed with the sentiment that support should be concentrated on 

the bodies and events that brought together different ethnic and faith groups but 
commented that this would be a difficult issue for many community groups. The 
issue of grants had often resulted in a “divide and rule” culture in the past. She 
added that the Equalities Impact Study Panel, which comprised representatives 
from across the communities, was highlighting groups which were particularly 
disadvantaged.  

 
 She endorsed the comments in the report about improving engagement with the 

community and making it more meaningful. In response to the comments 
regarding community events, she gave examples of events which were already 
taking place such as the Senior Citizens’ Day and the Play-day which were all 
cross cultural and successful in bringing communities together.  

 
 The Portfolio Holder for Leisure commented that the report was very timely in 

terms of influencing the grants’ process. She asked for specific details of the 
many groups who had contributed, which the Chair of the Scrutiny Committee 
agreed to circulate.  She added that the withdrawal and reduction of grants to 
some single interest groups would be perceived as negative and there was a 
need to consider how to turn this into a positive message to the community 
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about wanting to support community cohesion. This could be done by ensuring 
that the process was fair and transparent.  

 
 A Cabinet member asked whether evidence had indicated a clear difference 

between different groups’ approach and attitude towards fund raising.  
 
 The Chair of the Scrutiny Committee responded that this issue had not been 

specifically addressed as part of the review. 
 
 The Member also commented on the suggestion that the Rainbow Festival be 

re-instated and said that the high cost of insurance and security made this 
unrealistic. He asked whether there had been any steer from the groups about 
getting involved in smaller social events. 

 
 The Chair of the Scrutiny Committee responded that a number of inter-faith 

events were already being organised. The Portfolio Holder for Leisure added 
that such events should be addressed through the cultural strategy. Another 
Member referred to the high level of cross cultural involvement in sports 
activities such as football and cricket.   

 A Member referred to the recommendation that the Council liaise closely with 
local education authority in respect of the “extended schools” policy in Watford 
and asked whether this should be a matter for county councillors. The Scrutiny 
Committee chair responded that district councils needed to know about such 
programmes as they could be beneficial for the socially disadvantaged in terms 
of extra tuition, after school care etc. 

 
 Cabinet thanked the Scrutiny Committee for its work and accepted the 

recommendations in the review with the exception of the recommendation to re-
establish the Rainbow Festival. Members agreed that the aim should be to 
encourage smaller cross cultural events in the town.     

   
RESOLVED 

 
that Cabinet endorses the following recommendations made by the 
Scrutiny Committee: 

 
1. that the One Watford Community Plan be updated to make 

community and social cohesion a core element of its vision 
and values statement. 

 
2. that the role of elected councillors at the ward level in 

promoting and sustaining community and social cohesion be 
given more prominence in council literature and other 
communication channels. 

 
3. that the Council looks at ways of promoting events which bring 

communities together and contribute and enhance the high 
degree of community cohesion in the town. 

 
4. that the Council brings together in one table all those 

indicators and other data relevant to community cohesion - 
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Final 

including crime statistics and survey data – and publishes this 
at regular intervals. 

 
5. that the Council include in its proposed criteria for grant giving 

the following: 
 

• Ability of recipient to cross divide and encourage interaction 
between groups. 

• Support for the disadvantaged members of the community; 
• The meeting of a public need. 
• Promoting community and social cohesion amongst young 

people. 
 

6. that groups/organisations receiving public funds are made fully 
accountable for the use of those funds. 

 
7. that community cohesion should be a standing item on the 

agendas of Local Safety Action Groups. 
 

8. that the Council liaise closely with the local education authority 
to ensure the successful implementation of the “extended 
schools” policy in Watford and takes a pro-active role in 
encouraging and developing this programme. 
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1. Report summary 
 

This report introduces the findings from the visit to Basingstoke & 
Deane Borough Council and the Anvil theatre. 
 

 
2. Issues for the committee to discuss 
 

The attached report is a summary of the findings from the visit to the 
Anvil theatre.  The Committee is asked to –  

• consider the report and discuss the findings and their 
implications for the Colosseum report 

• agree points to be taken forward into the Colosseum options 
report. 

 
 
3. What the committee needs to conclude  
 

Things learnt from the visit to be taken forward. 
 
 

4. Attachments & Background papers. 
 

Attached  
• report on the visit to Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council 

(The Anvil)  
 
Background 
Information pack containing – 

• Scope and terms of reference. 
• Research information collected to date. 

Please bring your copies to the meeting. 
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POLICY SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

The Colosseum Review 
 
 

Report of a visit to The Anvil, Basingstoke & Deane 
 
 

1. Introduction  
 

1.1. As part of its review of the future of the Colosseum the Committee 
made visits to other similar sized local authority venues. They are 
all fully-operational multi-purpose venues but operated under 
different management systems. This enabled the Committee to 
compare the different modes of operation and to learn from the 
experience of others. 

 
1.2. Three Committee Members (Councillors Derbyshire, McQuire and 

Mrs Punter) attended the visit to The Anvil together with officers 
from the service department, Dave Cobb and Andy Pickard. 

 
2. Basingstoke & Deane  
 

2.1. Basingstoke & Deane Borough is a second tier authority.    The 
Borough is over 245 square miles in area and has a population 
approaching 160,000 of which some 93,000 live in Basingstoke 
Town. 

 
2.2. Basingstoke Town itself is a thriving regional centre for commerce, 

shopping and leisure pursuits.  This reputation is welcomed, 
encouraged and promoted by the Council and the Anvil is a prestige 
entertainments venue which fits in with the Council’s picture of how 
it wishes the Town to be seen. 

 
3. The Anvil  – Development  and Background  
 

3.1. The Anvil is owned by Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council, it 
was built in 1994 as part of a major town centre development.  The 
Council made the decision at the outset to operate the venue via a 
trust (company limited guarantee) and passed the building over to 
the trust on a 20 year lease.  It is the responsibility of the Council to 
maintain the external fabric of the building and the Trust to maintain 
the interior decoration and assets. Major works requiring capital 
expenditure (such as carpeting and seating) are a “grey” area and 
subject to negotiation between the Trust and the Council. 
Nevertheless, the Council has agreed to fund certain major capital 
improvements over the years. 
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3.2. The Anvil is nominally a multi-purpose venue. However the raked 
auditorium with its motorised lifting floor discourages its use in flat 
floor format and so there is little use made of the venue for events 
which require a large flat floor such as exhibitions, trade fairs and 
large dinners/weddings. 

 
3.3. The Anvil has a diverse programme of events designed to attract a 

range of audiences, the main variant being age. However it does 
see itself as a major music venue and is particularly proud of its 
focus as being the regional centre for the presentation of classical 
orchestral concerts by leading national and international orchestras. 
It has a policy that, in keeping with the desire to maintain the status 
of The Anvil, all performers or acts are of the highest standard 
within their particular field. 

 
3.4. After the first 3 years of trust operation a Council review decided 

that The Anvil was not being operated within the agreed financial 
constraints.  As a consequence a new Chief Executive and 
management team was appointed and over a period of time 
following the management changes a number of people on the 
board of trustees were replaced.  Since this time The Anvil has 
operated successfully both in terms of meeting financial targets and 
in measures of programme content and audience size.     

 
3.5. The Anvil is a multi-purpose entertainment venue similar in 

audience size to the Colosseum and the other two venues visited.  
However, being a much newer, purpose built, the stage of The Anvil 
is more flexible can therefore more easily accommodate a wider 
variety of performances.  

 
3.6. The Anvil describes itself as follows. 

 
“With its state-of-the-art design, incorporating some of the finest 
acoustics in the country, The Anvil has firmly established itself as one 
of the South’s leading venues for high quality live music.  Located in 
the town centre this prestigious concert hall offers a varied programme 
of classical, jazz, country, folk and popular music that has inspired, 
delighted and attracted audiences from far and wide.   It is also a 
popular comedy venue.” 

“Orchestral music is the flagship function of The Anvil, specialising in 
big name soloists, conductors and composers.  Such is The Anvil’s 
reputation, that even the lesser-known performers are popular among 
a highly discerning local audience.” 

“In recent years some of the biggest names in pop and stand-up 
comedy have included The Anvil in their tour schedules beside big city 
venues like London, Manchester and Birmingham.  Because of this 
jewel in Basingstoke’s crown, the reputation of the town, and the 
quality of performances offered to local audiences continues to rise.” 
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4. Findings from the Visit  
 

4.1. The decision to build The Anvil was taken to address what was 
seen as a “cultural desert “ in and around Basingstoke.  The 
Council also wished to raise the profile of the Borough and establish 
it as a major regional centre with a range of first class facilities. 

 
4.2. The decision to opt for trust status was taken largely on the grounds 

of finance, the Council considered that: 
• a trust would limit its financial commitment to a level which it 

could decide and control 
• allow the management greater freedom and flexibility to operate 
• a trust can raise income from sources not open the Council 
• reduce staffing costs in a service area where time and working 

hours flexibility are essential (not tied into JNC conditions).   
It is noted that although the Council’s financial commitment is 
nominally limited, problems still tend to be referred back to it.  See 
the comment in paragraph 3.1 of this paper. 

 
4.3. In 1994 the whole board of trustees were councillors. However, 

since this time councillor representation has been reduced to one 
out of a total eight directors.  The Council came round to the view 
that there was a problem with councillors sitting on the trust 
because of conflicts of interest. It also concluded that board 
members need to bring specialist knowledge and skills to assist the 
development and success of the trust.   

 
4.4. The Anvil has found difficulty in the past in finding good trust 

members who meet these requirements. Consequently, trustees 
are now appointed by a recruitment board which sets standards and 
assesses applicants against them.  Another issue which trustees 
have to face, and may deter some applicants, is the financial liability 
which comes with the position. 

 
4.5. The board of trustees is non-executive, setting direction and policy. 

It delegates full operational and programming responsibility to the 
chief Executive and her team. The Anvil is run by a management 
team of four, the Chief Executive, an Operations Manager, a 
Marketing Manager and a part time Accountant.  Below them are 
four functional areas: 
• box office – 1 f/t staff plus p/t and casual effort 
• technical team – 5 f/t staff plus casual effort 
• front of house – 3 f/t staff plus casual effort 
• marketing – 3 f/t staff. 

 
4.6. To compensate for its minority representation on the board of 

trustees, the Council now negotiates an annual service 
plan/agreement with The Anvil.  This is not prescriptive in the 
programming to be presented, but it does require a diverse range of 
events for all age groups and tastes.  The agreement also specifies 
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a range of performance targets and measures which the success of 
The Anvil is assessed against. 

 
4.7. The Council gives The Anvil an annual cash grant towards its 

revenue operations. For 2006/07 this grant is £775,562.  
Additionally, the Council, as landlord, subsidises the Anvil’s rent to 
the amount of £153,448 per annum. This one of the highest levels 
of second tier local authority grant/subsidy for the operation of this 
type of venue in the country. In addition it receives £25,000 from the 
County Council and £45,000 from the Arts Council for its 
programming of contemporary music, jazz and opera. 

 
4.8. Another financial matter to be considered is the question of VAT.  

Purchases by the Council do not attract VAT whereas purchases by 
The Anvil Trust do. 

 
4.9. The Council decided at the outset it wanted The Anvil, to be a first 

class concert hall, rivalling the best in the country for content and 
quality.  It was aware that such a standard could not be bought 
cheaply and hence agreed the level of subsidy it currently awards.   

 
4.10. To put the subsidy in context, the Anvil’s total turnover for 2005/06 

was £3.5 million.  It is also noted that that £100,000 of the grant is 
committed by the Anvil to the education programme.  Regardless of 
the Council’s financial support, The Anvil’s management is 
conscious of the need to drive costs down and work continually to 
achieve efficiencies.   

 
4.11. The board has developed a £200,000 plus ring fenced fund to bring 

in prestige orchestras from around the world. The philosophy is that 
success grows a reputation and as the reputation grows so it 
becomes easier to attract the best.   

 
4.12. In its early days the café in The Anvil provided a useful source of 

additional income. However the footfall for custom of The Anvil’s 
daytime catering was hit badly by the opening nearby of the new 
shopping centre and has now ceased.  

 
4.13. It was pointed out that The Anvil has a smaller capacity (1,200 

seats) compared with other venues which stage a similar 
programme. Major performers will not usually play venues of less 
than 1,400 seats but The Anvil is an exception because of the 
reputation is has developed. 

 
4.14. The Anvil does not operate as a venue for hire for professional 

programmes. It always acts as joint presenter of all its professional 
programme, taking 20% of the box office risk with the professional 
promoter taking the other 80% of the risk. Management are very 
selective about booked performances and will not compromise on 
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quality; most events sell very well.  Over all performances, the level 
of subsidy is approximately £5.50 per seat sold.  

 
4.15. The Anvil operates its own box office and sees this as an 

advantage as it has now acquired expertise in this function.  It also 
uses box office customer details to send out information.   

 
4.16. The venue is available however for hire by amateur music groups. 

The hire charge is £1,650 to £2,000 for an evening performance. 
The hirer is also charged 10% box office commission. As part of the 
service level agreement with the Council, The Mayors Charity 
Concert gets free use of the venue once a year. 

  
4.17. Regarding competition, the Hexagon in Reading is the closest but 

people also travel to Southampton and other places further away for 
their entertainment.    

 
4.18. The Anvil opens six evenings per week (closed on Monday) and on 

average the venue is booked out for five nights per week.  It closes 
for maintenance for the month of in August and for a week in 
January. 

 
4.19. The Council carries out regular surveys of residents which seek 

views on the satisfaction with and perceived benefit of key local 
venues including The Anvil.  Survey results for The Anvil have 
consistently recorded a score of 4 + on a scale of 1 – 5 (where 5 is 
the highest) for both satisfaction and benefit.   

 
4.20. As part of a review of arts funded organisations undertaken in 

2004/05 that included support for The Anvil, the Council conducted 
three focus groups, one of frequent users, one of infrequent users 
and one of non-users. All three agreed that The Anvil is good for the 
Borough and worth supporting even through subsidy even though 
costs are amongst the highest in the country.  The Anvil analyses 
its bookings for the periodic statistical reports it makes. These show 
that usage is approximately 50/50 of people from inside and outside 
the Borough. 

 
4.21. The Council also owns a theatre in the town, The Haymarket. This 

is also run by a trust and has been receiving a £416,000 annual 
subsidy from the Council and £260,000 from The Arts Council. 
However, both funders have recently lost confidence in the ability of 
the trust to run the theatre. They have therefore withdrawn their 
funding and the theatre has temporarily closed down. The council 
ahs decided and the Arts Council has also agreed that the 
management and operation of the theatre should be transferred to 
The Anvil trust incorporated into its operations. The advantages of 
this move are seen as: 
• proven management success of The Anvil 
• successful board operation of The Anvil 
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• economies of scale in operations 
• reduction in the overall level of Council subsidy. 

 
4.22. Financial Indicators 
 

4.22.1. The Council requires quarterly financial reports showing 
actual income and expenditure compared to budget profile.  
The Report also shows the adjusted expected out-turn 
figures for the end of the financial year.  

4.22.2. The report will be cost-centred to show the above figures 
for those activities funded by BDBC.  This will include all 
grants and sponsorship income with BDBC grants shown 
separately 

 
4.22.3. Where there is a significant variation (greater that 10%) 

between original budgets and actual, explanatory notes will 
be given and/or the specific points discussed with either 
the Lead Officer or Planning and Performance Officer.  
Should action be required the Lead Officer will be informed 
of this, and/or will be involved in discussions as 
appropriate. 

 
4.23. Quantitative Indicators 
 

4.23.1. Total numbers of admissions and total numbers of 
admissions compared to target. 

4.23.2. Percentage of actual houses compared to target 
percentages. 

4.23.3. Total number of performances. 
4.23.4. Total number of education activities /opportunities and                          

attendance. 
 

Note: the above will be analysed into categories, e.g. film, opera, ballet, 
etc. as currently in operation for the Board. 
 
4.23.5. Attendance analysed by post code. 

 
4.24. Qualitative Indicators 
 

4.24.1. Analysis of workshops, education or community activities. 
4.24.2. Annual Report – to be provided by 30 September. 
4.24.3. Annual Audited Accounts - to be provided by 30 September. 
4.24.4. Service Plan – provided by 30 November. 
4.24.5. It is a condition of BDBC funding that a completed copy of 

BDBC’s Company Monitoring Form returned quarterly. 
(NOTE: quarterly payments will not be issued until this 
form has been returned). 

 
- END - 
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1. Report summary 
 

This report introduces the second draft report on the Colosseum review 
project.    
 
The attached draft report draws together information and evidence 
considered at previous meetings for the Committee to review and draw 
conclusions from.  
 

 
2. Issues for the committee to discuss 
 

The attached report is a summary of the evidence sessions, papers 
and reports and site visits.  The Committee is asked to –  

• consider the report and decide whether it contains sufficient 
information to reach a conclusion 

• identify any further information requirements 
• review and discuss the options, add or delete according to the 

Committee’s wishes 
• consider and agree conclusions  
• consider and agree recommendations. 

 
 
3. What the committee needs to conclude  
 

To agree a redrafted set of conclusions and recommendations for 
consideration by Cabinet.   

 
  
4. Attachments & Background papers. 
 

Attached  
• draft report 

 
Background 
Information pack containing – 

• Scope and terms of reference. 
• Research information collected to date. 

Please bring your copies to the meeting. 
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Policy Scrutiny Committee 
 

Colosseum Review 2006 
 
 

Second Draft Report – December 2006 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 

1.1. Background 
 

1.1.1. At its meeting on 11 July 2006 the Policy Development Scrutiny 
Committee resolved to undertake a review of the future of the 
Colosseum both as a building and a facility. 

 
1.1.2. The decision was taken because members considered the 

Colosseum to be a major Council asset and felt that the 
question marks over its future use and management needed 
resolving. Members were also conscious that there was 
significant public interest in the future of the Colosseum 
following the failure of the contract operator two years ago. 

 
1.2. Scope 
 

1.2.1. In considering the scope of its review, the Committee wished to 
review the current use of the Colosseum, to assess public 
attitudes to its current use and its future, and to examine 
options for its long-term use and operational management. The 
Committee hoped it would be able to make a recommendation 
on the best way forward, taking into account the outstanding 
characteristics of the building, the demand for its s use and cost 
to the Council. 

 
1.2.2. The full scope and terms of reference are appended at 

Appendix 1. 
  
 

1.3. Review Process 
 

1.3.1. The Committee’s approach has been one of investigation 
through a series of meetings and site visits.   

 
1.3.2. The committee has considered evidence from officers and 

members, listened to the considered views of various interest 
groups and tried as far as possible, within the context of its 
meetings in public, to hear the views of the general public. 
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1.3.3. The Committee held five meetings on the subject of the 
Colosseum: 

 
• 4 September – to consider documentary evidence and 

discuss the process of the review. 
• 18 September – to hear from members and officers of the 

Council and some public views. (See Appendix 2 for full 
report of this meeting). 

• 23 October – to hear from members of the public and 
interested organisations. (See Appendix 3 for full report of 
this meeting). 

• 07 November – to review further documentary evidence and 
to start to frame some conclusions around options. 

• 08 January – to agree findings and conclusions and consider 
draft report. 

  
1.3.4. In order to gain information about different models for the 

management and operation of local authority venues similar to 
the Colosseum, the Committee made three site visits: 

 
• 26 September – The Corn Exchange, Cambridge. (See 

Appendix 4 for full report of visit to a venue managed in-
house by the Council). 

•  5 October – The Guildhall, Southampton. (See Appendix 5 
for full report of visit to a venue managed by a commercial 
contractor). 

• 12 December 2006 – The Anvil, Basingstoke. (See 
Appendix 6 for full report of visit to a venue managed by a 
not-for-profit trust). 

 
1.3.5. Additionally, the Committee considered a range of documentary 

evidence which included: 
• the 2006 Watford Residents’ Survey,  
• the 2004 report on issues around the liquidation of Watford 

Colosseum Limited, 
• the 2004 consultants’ report on the future of the Colosseum, 
• the development of the Council’s cultural strategy, 
• issues of finances. 

 
 
 
2. Findings and Conclusions 
 

2.1 Background 
 

2.1.1 Until 1994 the Colosseum venue was managed and operated 
in-house by the Council itself. Following the Assembly Halls 
Review in 1993, the Council decided to close down the in-
house operation of the venue effective 1 April 1994 on account 
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of its high cost and to seek a more financially sustainable way 
of operating it through contract with an outside operator. 

 
2.1.2 After seeking expressions of interest through press advertising, 

the Council granted a lease for operation of the premises to 
Watford Colosseum Limited in August 1994. Initially Watford 
Country Club was involved in the management of this company 
but the ownership and management of the company changed 
around 2000. The company continued operating the Colosseum 
under the terms of its lease until it failed and was put into 
administration in June 2004. The Council then took back 
possession of the premises and operation of the venue.. 

 
2.2 Executive’s position  

 
2.2.1 At its meeting on 18 September the Committee listened to an 

outline the Executive’s position on the Colosseum from the 
Portfolio Holder for Leisure and from officers with managerial 
responsibility for the venue. 

 
2.2.2 The Executive’s position at the date of the meeting was that, 

because of other priorities and work still in process on the 
Council’s cultural strategy, it had not yet formulated a view of 
what the future of the Colosseum should be.  The Executive 
had taken advantage of the BBC contract to keep the venue 
ticking over, pending full consideration in due course of the 
Colosseum’s long-term future in due course. The 2004 
Consultants Report was likely to inform a future decision. Key 
issues would be finances, value for money and the level of 
subsidy required from the Council. 

 
2.2.3 The Executive saw public opinion as a key factor, both in terms 

of demand for the facility and costs of continued operation, 
which will fall upon council-tax payers.  The Executive is keen 
to hear the views of people who live in Watford on these 
matters. 

 
2.2.4 Regarding the timescale to move forward decisions on the long-

term future of the asset, it was the Executive’s position that as 
the BBC contract runs until April 2008 there was now time to 
look at are two aspects: 

 
• what do we want to see at the Colosseum after then; 
• how much do we need and how much do we have to 

spend. 
 

The Executive had planned to look at these matters at the end 
of 2006 / beginning of 2007 because until then the leisure 
centres had been the main priority. The Executive was now 
coming up to the stage where they would need to see business 
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options to be able to form opinions and make a decision on the 
future use, management and operation of the Colosseum. 

 
2.2.5 The Committee noted that the actual net cost to the Council of 

operation of the Colosseum under the present arrangements for 
the year 2005/2006 was £63,000, with 47% utilisation of 
available days. Officers hoped to improve on this for 2006/2007 
with a utilisation of 77%. 

 
2.2.6 The Committee noted that the BBC has indicated that it may 

seek to extend its contract for use of the Colosseum for a 
further two years until 2010. 

 
2.2.7 The Committee is concerned that the interests of the BBC 

should not drive decision-making in respect of the future of 
the Colosseum. The BBC hire income provides a good 
income-stream on which to move forward but the interests 
of the people of Watford regarding the future use of the 
venue should be paramount. The BBC hire should not be 
allowed to crowd out use of the venue for event 
programming appealing to audiences across the age 
groups and interest groups. The BBC contract need not 
inhibit any moves to a new long-term management and 
operational arrangement for the venue since the BBC 
contract could be passes on to any new venue 
management. 

 
2.3 Consultants Report 
 

2.3.1 The Consultants comments on options for the future 
management and operation of the Colosseum are dealt with 
late in this report.  

 
2.3.2 Regarding capital spending options detailed in the 

Consultant’s Report, the Committee feel that expenditure at 
the proposed minimum level (£1.5M) would be adequate to 
restore the Colosseum as a fit for purpose fully functioning 
public performance venue. 

 
2.3.3 The Committee’s visits to Cambridge and Southampton 

confirmed that motorised retractable tiered seating for the 
back part of the flat floor of the auditorium is highly 
desirable. Both venues had relatively new installations of 
this type and praised their effectiveness in improving the 
audience experience. Basingstoke’s venue standard set-up 
was raked audience seating. 
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2.4 The views of the Public and Interest Groups 
 

2.4.1 At its meetings on 18 September and 23 November the 
Committee listened to the views of members of the public and 
people representing organisations with an interest in the future 
of the Colosseum.  A list of people and organisations that 
contributed to the discussions is attached as Appendix 7.  

 
2.4.2 The discussions were wide ranging and covered a number of 

issues. However, some common views and concerns could be 
identified and are summarised under the following headings. 

 
Acoustic Quality 

 
2.4.3 There was unanimous agreement that a unique asset of the 

Colosseum is its acoustic. Almost every speaker referred to it 
as “exceptional”/ “amazing”/ “among the best in the country”. 

 
2.4.4  The Committee noted a recent article in the Daily Telegraph by 

the international cellist Julian Lloyd Webber praising the 
acoustic quality of the Colosseum.  

 
2.4.5 The Committee agrees that this unique acoustic 

characteristic should not be wasted. It should be used as a 
selling point in promoting the venue to put Watford on the 
entertainment and cultural map of the country. Music 
events should be a significant part of the venue public 
performance programme. 

 
2.4.6 The Classic Concert Trust had used the Colosseum since 1994 

until full operation ceased in 2004.  Their representative said 
that although in his view there was nothing special about the 
visual impact of the building either inside or out, its acoustic 
was rare and special and beyond price. The building was an 
excellent concert hall.  He said the Consultants Report looked 
at the Colosseum too scientifically, and had not sufficiently 
appreciated the importance of its acoustic.  

 
2.4.7 A member of the public said that the acoustic of the building 

was a miracle and should not be put in danger. He said that he 
had booked the Colosseum for an international performer who 
had said that he had never played anywhere with such 
outstanding acoustic qualities. 

 
Use of venue 

 
2.4.8 There was general agreement that the building was designed 

for multi-purpose use and that it should be made available for a 
wide range of purposes, including music events, light 
entertainment, trade fairs dances, recording/broadcasting, 
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dinners and weddings. The performance programming should 
be for all audiences across the age ranges and interest groups. 
However, because of the outstanding acoustic of the venue, 
music events should be a core activity. 

 
2.4.9 It was felt that the hire demand for large events such as dinners 

and weddings would require renovation of the kitchen which 
was included in the £1.5M capital programme recommended in 
the Consultants Report. 

 
2.4.10 It was understood that community groups wanting to use 

the venue would probably not be able to afford the rate 
card hire charges and would seek subsidised rates. 
Whatever option is chosen for the future management of 
the venue, the council will need to have a clear policy 
about the amount and type of community use it is prepared 
to subsidise. 

 
2.4.11 A number of speakers suggested that the installation of a day-

time café in the Colosseum would help to attract audiences and 
raise public awareness of the programme of events the venue 
was offering. 

 
Recordings and broadcasting 

 
2.4.12 Three officers of the Musicians Union (MU) attended the 

public/stakeholders meeting to represent the interests of their 
members who cover the whole gamut of music from pop, 
through jazz, to classical.  

 
2.4.13 There are now only two recording studios in London suitable for 

large-scale orchestral film and CD recordings – AIR studio and 
Abbey Road. (There were four. One in Soho closed recently for 
land redevelopment and another in Wembley closed because of 
the Wembley Stadium redevelopment). The remaining two 
cannot meet demand from the film and recording industries and 
so business is being lost to other places in Europe. The 
Colosseum is the only suitable alternative facility to the two 
London facilities. It is an important industry asset and the MU is 
committed to do all it can to help sustain its availability.  

 
2.4.14 The Colosseum’s reputation has been enhanced by having 

been used for high profile film recordings such as The Lord of 
the Rings. The MU believes It has a huge income generating 
potential if it is marketed properly. UK Trade and Investment 
are making a big push overseas about the use of UK recording 
facilities, but the two existing London studios for large 
film/orchestral recordings are fully booked for two years in 
advance. 
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2.4.15 The Musicians Union are committed to the Colosseum as a 
recording venue providing work for their members.  They are 
prepared to give practical help to promote and market the 
venue to the film and recording industries both at home and 
abroad, and they are also prepared to help market the venue to 
promoters for live music events. The detailed proposal’s of the 
MU are included at Appendix 7. 

 
2.4.16 The Committee appreciates the income-generating 

capacity of the Colosseum for recordings, but is concerned 
that, as with use of the venue as a rehearsal space for the 
BBC Concert Orchestra, this activity should not crowd out 
use of the venue for regular performance programming of 
live events for Watford audiences.  

 
Box Office, Promotion and , Advertising 
 

2.4.17 A number of people commented that there is a general 
perception amongst residents that the Colosseum is currently 
closed. This is because there is currently no regular programme 
of public performance events. And even for those public 
performance events that do take place there is little publicity 
and no box office facility. 

 
2.4.18 A suggestion was made that for future operations consideration 

should be given to incorporating the Colosseum box office with 
that of the Palace Theatre. This would produce economies in 
costs as well as offering a better service to potential audiences. 

 
2.4.19 It was generally felt that a big weakness in the past had the lack 

of publicity for events and that proper marketing and publicity 
would be essential for the future success of the venue. 

 
Venue amenities and facilities 

 
2.4.20 A number of stakeholders commented on the back stage 

facilities for artists and felt that they needed refurbishment. The 
Manager of the BBC Concert Orchestra said that they avoided 
using top rank soloists in concerts being rehearsed/recorded at 
the Colosseum because the back stage facilities are not 
acceptable for artist of this standing.  

 
2.4.21 There were a number of comments about the Town Hall car 

park facilities which users found confusing. Also the access 
from the car park to the Colosseum entrance was not signed 
and was poorly lit. Also, there was no drop off point at the front 
of the building for disabled people. The Colosseum was a 
potential venue for trade fairs and exhibitions, but the car 
parking arrangements for visitors to such events were poor. 
Comments were made that the Council’s car park was full of 
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Councillors and employees’ cars during the day so that there 
was nowhere for the public to park when there for daytime 
events. 

 
2.4.22 Regarding car parking, the Committee noted that none of 

the venues visited had their own dedicated car parks. 
Patrons were expected to use nearby public car parks. 

 
  Venue name 
 

2.4.23 At the public meeting there was overwhelming support for 
dropping the name Colosseum for the venue.  Preference 
seemed to be for a reversal to “Watford Town Hall” or “The 
Assembly Halls”. The Committee supports this view. 

 
2.5 NIGHTVISION – Town centres for all 
 

2.5.1 The Committee considered the future of the Colosseum in the 
context of the recent October 2006 Civic Trust research report 
on the kind of town centres we want in the future, and how to 
make them happen. 

 
2.5.2 The report concluded that many town centres are currently 

dominated by after hours by commercial eating and drinking 
venues. This description could fit Watford. 

 
2.5.3 The Committee agrees with the Civic Trust that the following 

statement is an imperative for the future success of Watford 
town centre and should underpin decision-making with regard 
to the future of the Colosseum: 

 
“Vision and strategy 
Replace the policy vacuum with positive visions and strategies 
for a more diverse future. Develop a new agenda, with the aim 
of ensuring a greater balance of venues, more variety of choice 
and accessibility for all. Our vision is of town centres where 
everyone should be able to go out at any hour – young and old, 
families and children. Town centres should not be a no-go area 
for anyone at any time”. 

  
2.5.4 The committee believes that restoration of the Colosseum 

to a fully-functioning performance venue with a regular 
programme of diverse entertainment and music events 
appealing across the age and interest ranges would make a 
significant contribution to the attaining the Civic Trust 
vision for town centres of the future. 
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3 Options for future management and operation of the Colosseum. 
 

3.1 The Consultants report identified four options for the future of the 
Colosseum: 

 
• close and mothball it; 
• transfer its management and operation to a not-for profit 

company (trust). 
 

3.2 The committee identified three other options to be added to the 
above two: 

 
• continue current restricted in-house operation; 
• develop to full operation on in-house basis; 
• transfer management and operation to commercial 

operator. 
 

3.3 Closure and mothballing 
 

3.3.1 Reasons for: 
 

• Possibly least expensive option for Council, although this 
is doubtful. 

 
3.3.2 Reasons against: 

 
• It is likely to cost more to keep the venue in mothballs 

than it does to run the current restricted operation 
(£60,000 in 2005/2006); 

• It fails to meet the overwhelming aspiration of the people 
consulted that the venue should be restored to full 
operation as a fully functioning public performance venue 
with a regular programme of wide-ranging entertainment 
and music events, as well as being a venue for hire for 
rehearsal, recording and other purposes; 

• It does nothing to contribute to the vision of a family 
friendly town centre less dominated for relaxation and 
entertainment on eating and drinking venues. 

• The interior decoration will continue to deteriorate and 
become more costly to repair should the Council wish to 
do so in the future. 

• Any exterior maintenance work required as a result of the 
stock condition survey will still be needed. 

 
3.3.3  The Committee does not support this option 
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3.4 Continue current restricted operation 
 

3.4.1 This option would seek to extend the BBC arrangement and 
other similar bookings, but without major performance and 
promotion facilities and with a minimum of maintenance and 
other expenditure. 

 
3.4.2 Reasons for: 

 
• Keeps the building open and accessible for community 

use; 
• Good market for hire for recording and other without large 

expenditure on advertising and promotion; 
• Potential for  making venue self financing. 

 
3.4.3 Reasons against: 
 

• Fails to meet the overwhelming aspiration of the people 
consulted that the venue should be restored to full 
operation as a fully functioning public performance venue 
with a regular programme of wide-ranging entertainment 
and music events, as well as being a venue for hire for 
other purposes; 

• It does nothing to contribute to the vision of a family 
friendly town centre less dominated for relaxation and 
entertainment by eating and drinking venues; 

• The building and its interior decoration will continue to 
deteriorate.  

 
3.5 Develop along lines of current operation 
 

3.5.1 This would also seek to extend the BBC arrangement and also 
concentrate on building up the recording market as proposed by 
the MU.  

 
3.5.2 Reasons for: 
 

• Cautious, step by step, approach would not commit the 
Council to any capital expenditure in the short term 
beyond essential maintenance; 

• Would build the reputation of the Colosseum and its 
attractiveness as a recording venue; 

• Could be achieved without large expenditure on 
advertising and promotion; 

• If successful, surplus generated could be reinvested in 
the building and its decoration; 

• Keeps the building open and accessible for some 
community use and if successful capacity for community 
use can be increased over time; 
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• Immediate revenue costs to the Council should be no 
greater that at present. 

 
3.5.3 Reasons against: 
 

• Fails to meet the overwhelming aspiration of the people 
consulted that the venue should be restored to full 
operation as a fully functioning public performance venue 
with a regular programme of wide-ranging entertainment 
and music events, as well as being a venue for hire for 
other purposes; 

• It does nothing to contribute to the vision of a family 
friendly town centre less dominated for relaxation and 
entertainment by eating and drinking venues; 

• It serves the needs of the film and recording industry 
more than the needs of the people of Watford.  

 
 
3.6 Develop to full operation on in-house basis  
 

3.6.1 The facility would be managed and operated in-house by the 
Council as a multi-purpose performance venue with a regular 
programme of public performance entertainment and music 
events, as well as being a venue for hire for recordings, trade 
fairs, weddings etc. It would seek collaboration with Watford 
Palace Theatre in respect of box office facilities and possibly 
joint presentation. 

 
3.6.2 Reasons for: 

 
• Meets the overwhelming aspiration of the people 

consulted that the venue should be restored to full 
operation as a fully functioning public performance venue 
with a regular programme of wide-ranging entertainment 
and music events, as well as being a venue for hire for 
rehearsal, recording and other purposes; 

• Contributes to the vision of a family friendly town centre 
less dominated for relaxation and entertainment on eating 
and drinking venues. 

• Maximises the use of the building both in terms of 
capacity and in terms of variety of use; 

• The programme of events would be entirely controlled by 
the Council; 

• Would quickly re-instate a major entertainment and 
meeting facility within the town. 

 
3.6.3 Reasons against: 

 
• Both Southampton and Basingstoke Councils said the 

one of their main reasons for rejecting the in-house option 
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for managing and operating their venues was the cost 
and inflexibility of local authority terms and conditions of 
service for operations demanding flexible working hours, 
often in the evenings and at week-ends. Southampton 
changed from in-house operation in 2000 because of 
budget problems and the need to save money on the 
operation of their venue. Basingstoke decided from the 
outset when they built The Anvil in 1994 that leasing the 
venue to a not-for –profit trust to manage and operate 
was the most cost effective option; 

• In 1994 Watford Council wound up its in-house 
management and operation of the Colosseum (then 
called The Assembly Halls) in favour of the more 
financially viable option of leasing the venue for operation 
by an outside company. 

• This option is likely to be expensive. The revenue cost of 
the Cambridge operation is around £500,000 per year. 

• Difficulty of recruiting a management team with  the 
professional experience and entrepreneur qualities 
needed for managing a successful entertainment and 
music venue and programme. 

 
3.7 Develop to full operation by entering into management 

contract with an outside commercial operator (Southampton 
model) 

 
3.7.1 Reasons for: 

 
• Meets the overwhelming aspiration of the people 

consulted that the venue should be restored to full 
operation as a fully functioning public performance venue 
with a regular programme of wide-ranging entertainment 
and music events, as well as being a venue for hire for 
rehearsal, recording and other purposes; 

• Contributes to the vision of a family friendly town centre 
less dominated for relaxation and entertainment on eating 
and drinking venues. 

• Maximises the use of the building both in terms of 
capacity and variety of use. 

• Would quickly re-instate a major entertainment and 
meeting facility within the Town. 

• Minimises the Council’s risk (the Council could set a fixed 
subsidy level within the contract).  

• Dependent upon contract negotiations, the Council might 
expect some capital investment by the contractor. 
(LiveNation made a substantial capital investment in The 
Guildhall at the start of the ten year contract). 

• Brings in commercial management and professional 
operational experience to the venue. 
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• Allows flexible entertainment industry terms and 
conditions of employment to be used. 

• Would provide a cap on Council financial support for the 
venue. The net subsidy paid by Southampton is around 
$200,000 per annum. 

 
3.7.2 Reasons against: 

 
• This option would almost certainly require some subsidy 

by the Council, although less that the in-house option. 
The net subsidy paid by Southampton is around 
$200,000 per annum. 

• The Council would have less control over the programme 
of events, although the contract could contain general 
provisions about the mix of programming.  

• The contractor would look for commercially successful 
bookings in order to maximise his returns. 

 
3.8 Develop to full operation by leasing venue for management 

and operation by a not-for profit organisation (Basingstoke 
model) 

 
3.9 The Watford Musical Heritage Trust expressed great interest in 

being the vehicle for this option. 
 
3.10 Reasons for: 
 

• Meets the overwhelming aspiration of the people 
consulted that the venue should be restored to full 
operation as a fully functioning public performance venue 
with a regular programme of wide-ranging entertainment 
and music events, as well as being a venue for hire for 
rehearsal, recording and other purposes; 

• Contributes to the vision of a family friendly town centre 
less dominated for relaxation and entertainment on eating 
and drinking venues. 

• Utilises enthusiasm and commitment of local people and 
local knowledge in the management of the venue. 

• Less commercial pressure on the type of programming 
offered by the venue. 

•  Allows flexible entertainment industry terms and 
conditions of employment to be used. 

 
3.11 Reasons against: 

 
• This option is likely to be expensive because of the type 

of programming a not-for profit organisation would aspire 
to. In order to sustain the operation and programme of 
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The Anvil, Basingstoke Council makes a revenue grant to 
The Anvil Trust of £750,000 per year. 

• Difficulty of recruiting board members with the right 
knowledge and expertise to oversee a large venue 
management operation. 

• Need of organisation to recruit a professional 
management and operation team from scratch. 

 
 
 
 
 

- END - 
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Appendix 1 
 

Policy Development Scrutiny Committee – Development 
Project 

 
Scope and terms of reference for the Colosseum building 

 
Agreed at its meeting on 11 July 2006  

 
 
Why undertake this review? 
 
Members regard understand that the Colosseum as a major Council asset. They are 
conscious that there has been uncertainty about its future since the failure of the 
contract operator two years ago, and they are aware that there is  that has a doubtful 
future because of question marks over its use and funding.  There is significant public 
interest in its the future. 
 
Objectives & Outcomes 
 
Objectives 

 
i) To determine how the Colosseum does, or could, fit in with the Council’s 

Cultural Strategy and what part it plays. 
ii) To determine the extent to which current use meets the desires of the 

people who live Watford. 
iii) To assess the potential for increasing the use of the Colosseum and the 

resulting benefits for the Town.  
iv) To examine the range of potential uses for this capital asset. 
v) To determine how the Colosseum relates with the Council’s Cultural 

Strategy. To assess the potential for increasing the use of the Colosseum 
and the resulting benefits for the Town.  

vi) To examine options for the operational alternatives for ownership, 
management and development of the Colloseum for the maximum benefit 
of the people of Watford. 

vii) In the case of an “in-house” option, Tto determine assess the current and 
future costs to the Council of supporting the Coloseum under the options 
available to it, and whether they represent vis is likely to provide value for 
money. 

 
Outcomes 
 

To provide a recommendation on the best future use of the Colosseum, taking 
into account the building and the facility.    

 
Tasks/Terms of Reference 
 

• To conduct a scrutiny review of all issues surrounding the Colosseum. 
• To look at past and current uses of the Colosseum compared to its capacity 

and potential. 
• To examine current and assess potential uses for the Colosseum. 
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• To review the place of the Colosseum in the Councils cultural strategy 
• To examine Council policy for the maintenance and renovation of the 

Colosseum. 
• To visit successful venues owned by other councils but managed in different 

ways, particularly in-house, by transfer to trust responsibility or by a 
commercial operator. 

• To examine the consultants report (November 2004) on the Colosseum and 
to assess progress of its recommendations. 

• To examine the current funding for the Colosseum and longer term funding 
issues. 

• To seek public opinion on the options, uses and costs for the Colosseum.   
• Involve representatives of the community to ensure that members of the 

public have shared their views on the potential uses for the Colosseum. 

• To consider existing and future policy for subsidised use of the Colosseum by 
community organisations. 
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Appendix  2 
 

Notes of 18 September 2006 Committee Meeting 
 

   
COLOSSEUM REVIEW  

 
The Chair explained that the purpose of this meeting was for Members of the 
Committee to ask questions of the Portfolio Holder and officers. The main 
opportunity to get the opinions of the public would be at the meeting on the 23 
October, but the Chair said he would also give the public some chance to ask 
questions and give opinions at this meeting also. 

 
The Chair asked the Portfolio Holder for Leisure what her vision was for the 
Colosseum. The Portfolio Holder for Leisure said that she was keen to hear 
the views of the people of Watford. She said that any vision would be limited 
by financial constraints and value for money and said that she was pleased 
that the Committee had chosen to look at this topic. 
 
The Chair also commented that the previous management company had 
folded in the summer of 2004 and asked what the timescale was to move 
forward as at present, the asset was underused. The Portfolio Holder for 
Leisure stated that the BBC contract ran until April 2008 and that there were 
two aspects to look at; what do we want to see at the Colosseum and how 
much do we need and have to spend. She said that the Executive had 
planned to look at this matter at the end of 2006/beginning of 2007 as until 
now, the leisure centres had been the main priority. They were now coming 
up to the stage where they would need to see business options to be able to 
form opinions and make a decision on the future of the Colosseum.  
 
The Chair asked what had been done since the results of the consultants’ 
report. The Portfolio Holder for Leisure said that only minor health and safety 
issues and minor improvements had been made. There had been no other 
progress with the report. Another Member asked why nothing had been done 
and said that there had been no work looking at risk management in terms of 
the risk of lack of use or a major problem with the building occurring. The 
Portfolio Holder for Leisure said that risk management had been looked at 
and some work had been carried out. 
 
Another Member asked about the option from the report to do nothing with the 
Colosseum. The Portfolio Holder for Leisure said that this option would cost 
closer to £200,000 per year if the Council did not have a contract with the 
BBC and that she thought that the majority of opinion would be to keep it 
open. 
 
The Chair invited Members of the public to ask questions of the Portfolio 
Holder for Leisure. One member of the public asked if the Council had looked 
into other funding such as BBC restoration grants or lottery grants. The 
Portfolio Holder for Leisure said that the Council were limited to what they 
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could do as a local authority but that they were working with the Watford 
Musical Heritage Trust.  
 
Another member of the public commented that the building was not designed 
originally purely for entertainment, but for multi purposes and that the public 
relied on Councillors who were better informed to reach sensible conclusions. 
Another member of the public said that the unique asset of the Colosseum 
was the sound quality, but that it was impossible for people to use it as there 
was no advertising facility or box office. 
 
The Chair then invited questions from Members of the Committee to the 
officers. The Chair asked the Head of Leisure and Community Services what 
she saw as the main challenges in moving the Colosseum to a multiuse 
venue. The Head of Leisure and Community Services said that the state of 
the building would need updating to bring it up to the standard of other venues 
but that the constraints would be capital availability and how the Colosseum 
fitted in with the Medium Term Plan. In terms of the Cultural Strategy, the 
Colosseum could come under two strands; people participating in local 
activities and for people to be audience at high quality events. 
 
Another Member questioned if the development of the two leisure centres 
would leave any capital for any development of the Colosseum. The Portfolio 
Holder for Leisure said that it was not necessarily the case that there was no 
capital, but that until they knew what was left from the contingency fund for 
the leisure centre developments, it was impossible to know the amount. She 
said that they would know more once the developments were underway. 
 
Another Member asked if it was possible to take a more organic approach to 
building up usage and have a box office. The Head of Leisure and Community 
Services said that a box office could be considered as an interim arrangement 
and that the BBC’s contract ran until 2008. Any further extension of contract 
could be renegotiated and agreed by Cabinet. 
 
The Chair commented that the motto of One Watford was a town to be proud 
of, but could the town be proud without an operational venue as the regional 
centre in Hertfordshire and that other towns and cities run successful venues. 
The Head of Leisure and Community Services said that a balance was 
needed between the aspiration and what was realistic in terms of available 
funds and other priorities. The Chair said that the aspiration would be for a 
fully functioning multi purpose venue with a box office, but that it seemed that 
the current situation was being driven by the BBC contract. 
 
One Member asked about the utilisation figures of the Colosseum. The 
Service Manager explained that in 2005/06, the Colosseum was open for 335 
days of the year, due to some closure following the liquidation, of those 335 
days, 47% of days were used. From bookings to date, 2006/07 had a potential 
usage of 77% which equated to approximately only one in five days with 
nothing booked. He said it would be useful to learn the usage of other venues 
from the planned visits and that they would struggle to cope with any further 
usage with the current staffing levels. The Member asked if the usage was 
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already that high, what benefit the refurbishment would bring. The Service 
Manager stated that some of the refurbishment was necessary, roof repairs, 
for example. He said that they had issued a tender to a property services 
company to carry out a stock condition survey which would identify the exact 
costs of the refurbishments. 
 
One Member questioned if the Colosseum was worthwhile as local people 
could not use it. Another Member said that as a small borough, the tax payer 
could not be expected to fund the Colosseum and that the Council had 
managed to run the building when consultants said it was not possible. He 
said that the building looked better than it had done for a long time but felt that 
to move forward they would need to think outside the box and was keen to get 
the opinions of the members of the public. 
 
The Chair commented that the Council was currently subsidising the running 
of the Colosseum and asked if the officers had considered looking at the BBC 
contract in order to minimise this subsidy. The Head of Leisure and 
Community Services explained that the one year extension until 2008 had 
been part of the original contract at a fixed rate, but that any further extension 
would be negotiated. The Service Manager explained that an internal charge 
was made when the Council used the venue.  
 
The Chair then invited comments and questions from the public. One person 
said that the venue should be used for the community with resources to 
promote young artists and musicians. He said that a café or bar could also be 
opened up draw in the public. Another member of the public said that there 
was a perceived local apathy as it was generally thought that the venue had 
been shut. One person suggested that a box office could be run through an 
external agent. A further comment was made that the Council could look at 
and learn from other venues which were run successfully. The Chair 
explained that two visits to other venues were planned with a potential third 
visit to look at venues which were run by a Council, contracted to a 
commercial agent and run by a not for profit organisation. 
 
A member of the public said that the Colosseum had amazing acoustics and 
that the BBC were getting value for money as there were very few venues as 
acoustically good. He said there was an opportunity to put Watford on the 
cultural map and that it should therefore not be closed down. 
 
Another member of the public said that knowledge of the financial situation 
was necessary in order to look at possible future options. The capital 
expenditure needed to be considered in relation to the revenue expenditure. 
He said that the dream was for more opportunities to be available and used 
for a wide range of performances and purposes. He said that a successfully 
run Colosseum could increase the business coming into the town. He also felt 
that the Colosseum was an inappropriate name for the venue and denoted 
failure. He said that a full clear policy on where the Colosseum was heading 
was necessary.  
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One Member said that when the Council took over the running of the venue, a 
pre booked comedy performance was honoured and was successful. The 
Portfolio Holder for Leisure said that at the time, there would have been a lot 
of costs associated with running the venue commercially, but that they were 
now at the stage where this option could be viable. The Head of Leisure and 
Community Services pointed out that a few commercial events were held at 
the Colosseum. Another Member questioned the design of the brochure and 
commented that it was not very inspiring. 
 

- END - 
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Appendix 3  
 

Notes of 23rd October 2006 Committee Meeting 
   
  
COLOSSEUM REVIEW - EVIDENCE FROM PUBLIC 
  
Mr Gordon Higham, Chairman of the Watford Philharmonic Society, said that 
the Colosseum was an internationally renowned concert hall, with one of the 
best acoustics in the country. The Society holds four concerts per year at the 
Colosseum and attracts an overall audience of 2000 people. Although they do 
not require the full audience space the Colosseum provided, it is the only local 
venue which had a stage big enough to accommodate both a choir and an 
orchestra. Nevertheless, the Society still has to spend £1000 per concert for 
installation of temporary staging for the choir as the Colosseum’s fixed choir 
staging had been removed in 1994. They also have to spend an additional 
£300 at each concert for an extension to provide extra room at the front of the 
stage.  
 
Mr Higham said he saw three possible options for the future of the 
Colosseum: leasing it to a private contractor – which, given the failure of the 
previous contractor, he did not see as a viable option; continued operation by 
Watford Borough Council - which was his preferred option as he felt it was run 
very well currently; or management by an external trust. He said that a trust 
would need to be widely based and represent all types of entertainment. He 
added that the status of the last contractor as a tenant had fettered the 
Council in having any influence in the running of the venue. He said that the 
building needed refurbishment to make a better quality experience back stage 
for artists as well front of house as for the audience. He said that the Town 
Hall car park was confusing and that access from the car park to the 
Colosseum entrance was through dark alleyways. He pointed out that there 
was no drop off point at the front for disabled people. Mr Higham also said 
that the name of the venue should be changed back to “Watford Town Hall”. 
Finally he stressed the importance of the continued operation of venues like 
the Colosseum for the future of live music. 
  
Mr Higham said that about 60% of ticket sales for Society concerts were to 
Watford residents. Asked if the Watford Philharmonic Society would be willing 
to pay higher hire charges if the Colosseum was returned to full operation, Mr 
Higham said that if the Society were relieved of having to pay the additional 
£1300 per concert staging costs, then they would be able to pay more for the 
hire of the venue. 
 
Mr Jonathan Brett, a concert promoter from Classics Concert Trust, said he 
had used the Colosseum from 1994 until full operation ceased in 2005. Mr 
Brett said that although he found nothing special about the visual impact of 
the building either inside or out, its acoustics were very rare and special and 
beyond price. He said the building was an excellent concert hall. In his view 
the report of the consultants commissioned by the Council report had looked 
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at the Colosseum too scientifically, and not sufficiently appreciated the 
importance of its acoustics. He felt the best way to exploit the asset was to 
develop it as a concert hall and music education centre. He recognised that 
this would be expensive, but instanced the Barbican in Basingstoke and the 
Sage in Gateshead as being successful models for this type of venture. He 
said that the consultants had identified that 2 million people lived within a 12-
mile radius of the Colosseum. There was therefore a potential annual 
audience of at least 615,000 people. He said that people travel up to 26 miles 
for concerts and so the 615,000 figure could be doubled. He said that to sell 
the Colosseum site to a commercial developer for redevelopment was 
unthinkable. He also felt that to give the management to a commercial 
operator or a trust could also have negative results. Finally he said that in his 
view £12 million would be needed to be spent on renovation, and that this was 
now was an opportunity to develop a world class music venue.  
 
Asked what he felt were the main deficiencies were of the Colosseum as a 
concert venue Mr Brett said that the stage was not big enough. The 
installation of an opera pit would also help to attract large audiences. He said 
that the seats needed improvement, although an acoustic expert should be 
consulted when making any changes. He said that two floors could be built 
above the small hall, with the large hall sealed so that more than one thing 
could go on at once when recordings were taking place. Mr Brett said that 
without a fully functioning box office, it was very difficult for promoters to get 
an audience sufficient to fill the venue. 
 
Mr Norman Thyritt of the Watford Musical Heritage Trust, referring to the aim 
of Watford “to be a town to be proud of”, spoke of three major venues which in 
the Town made which made it it that: the Palace Theatre, the Colosseum and 
the Museum. He said that like many public leisure activities, they did not make 
money but were important to the life of the town notwithstanding. He said that 
one option was for the future management the Colosseum to give it to a Trust, 
which could then apply for funding from other sources. He gave as an 
example the financial support of the Arts Council for the refurbishment of the 
Palace Theatre. He mentioned the need for a box office for the Colosseum 
and the expense of these services. He suggested joint operation of the box 
office in partnership with the Palace Theatre as a way of keeping costs down. 
 
Asked about the status of the Watford Musical Heritage Trust, Mr Thyritt said 
that it was a registered company limited by guarantee and also had charitable 
status. Asked about the new facility for Watford Music School on the site of 
Watford Boys Grammar School he said that it would have a lot of rehearsal 
rooms as well as a small concert hall for an audience of about 300 people. He 
saw this as complementary to the Colosseum. He said that he saw a Trust 
working with the Council to encourage community events as well as concerts 
and other multipurpose uses. He also understood the commercial need to hire 
the venue out for events such as large weddings for weddings and said that 
the kitchens may need renovating to develop more of this and other similar 
uses. He said that community use always involved some form of subsidy. 
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Mr Nigel McEwan, Head of Media; Mr Alex Mann, Officer for the South region; 
and Mr Pete Tomms, Sessions Organiser. Mr McEwan said that there were 
now only two studios in London for suitable for large-scale orchestral film and 
CD recordings – AIR studio and Abbey Road. (One in Soho closed recently 
for land redevelopment and another in Wembley closed because of the 
Wembley Stadium redevelopment). The remaining two cannot meet demand 
from the film and recording industries and so business is being lost to other 
places in Europe. Mr McEwan said that the Colosseum had a reputation for 
having been used for high profile film recordings such as The Lord of the 
Rings and that it had a huge income generation potential if it was marketed 
properly. He said that UK Trade and Investment were making a big push 
overseas about the use of UK recording facilities, but the the two existing 
London studios for large film/orchestral recordings were fully booked for two 
years in advance. Mr Tomms said that there were a lot of people in Hollywood 
who loved working in the UK because many of the best musicians were in the 
UK, but they were being forced by lack of recording studio availabliity 
elsewhere, such as to Eastern Europe. Mr Mann said that there was a huge 
demand for recording facilities in the UK and there was a very good long term 
potential. 
 
Asked why two studios had closed down if there was so much demand, Mr 
McEwan said that one studio had been forced to close down because of the 
redevelopment of Wembley stadium. In the other case the lease on the 
premises had run out and the landowner decided to take advantage of the 
redevelopment potential of the site in the West End. He said that the two 
remaining studios were booked for two years and that this demonstrated the 
demand. He said that the Musician’s Union had excellent relations with fixers 
who booked recording sessions and that the Union would be willing to work 
with the Council to market the Colosseum as a recording facility. He said that 
they could put a questionnaire to the fixers on the Council’s behalf and then 
help put some bespoke publicity together. In response to a question from 
another Member, Mr McEwan said that the Musician’s Union had members 
from all sections of the music industry from pop musicians to classical 
orchestral players. 
 
Mr Graham Mordue, also of the Watford Musical Heritage Trust, said that the 
Colosseum had been built as a multipurpose venue and that is where the 
future lay. He said the issues were around the finances and the way it would 
be managed in the future. He felt that it would be better run by a Trust than 
the Council itself because of the financial and other constraints of in-house 
Council management. A Trust would have greater potential to take initiatives 
forward and it would be easier for a Trust to attract specialised high quality 
personnel. Mr Mordue said that if a Trust were to be successful, it would need 
a clear lead, support and policy direction from the Council. 
 
A member of the public said that the acoustics of the building were a miracle 
and should not be put in danger. He said that he had booked the Colosseum 
for a performer who had said that he had never played anywhere with such 
outstanding acoustic qualities.  
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Another person said that the Colosseum should be used for more than music. 
She said that it had in the past been used for bazaars, antique shows and 
boxing as well as music and other community uses. She said if it had been 
successful before and it could be successful again. 
 
Another person said that the Sage in Gateshead and the Bridgewater Hall in 
Manchester had both intended to house resident classical orchestras. Both 
venues, however, had come to realise that they could not survive on classical 
concerts alone and had developed excellent profiles in jazz, folk and pop 
music. He said that the age profile audiences was changing and that people 
now expected good facilities. 
 
A Member said that classical music would need underpinning and that the 
Council needed to look at broader programming options financially. She said 
that visits to other venues had showed that the backstage facilities generally 
were no better than at the Colosseum. 
 
Mr Andrew Collier, General Manager of the BBC Concert Orchestra 
introduced himself. He said that the Colosseum suited the Orchestra and they 
were happy to be there for 90 days per year. He said the BBC was looking at 
other long-term options for a home for the Orchestra but that no decision had 
yet been made. He said that if high profile solo artists were to persuaded to 
perform at the Colosseum, then there would need to be better dressing-room 
facilities since the existing facilities were not of an acceptable standard for top 
performers. He said the BBC Concert Orchestra would do more public 
performances at the Colosseum if the back-stage facilities for top-name solo 
artists were improved. 
 
A member of the public said that the Colosseum was a potential venue for 
exhibitions, but that the car parking arrangements were poor. Another 
member of the public agreed and said that the Council’s car park was full of 
Councillors and employees’ cars during the day so that and that there was 
nowhere for the public to park when there were day time events in the 
Colosseum. 
 
It was pointed out that the parking issue was currently being addressed in the 
context of the development of the building of the new leisure centre on the 
Central Baths site. Attention was drawn to the availability of town centre 
parking and that a lot of town centre venues  - like the Palace Theatre - did 
not have their own parking facilities. 
 
Several members of the public felt that the Colosseum should could be used 
as a multipurpose venue, but that its focus should be as a concert hall.   
 
There was general agreement when a member of the public said  that the 
name of the venue should be changed back to “Watford Town Hall”. 
 
A member of the public felt that a big weakness of the Colosseum was the 
lack of publicity for events and said that proper publicity was essential if the 
venue was to be a success.  
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Another person said that the audience chairs were not comfortable and that 
the experience was not great. Another member of the public - a recording 
engineer – said that fixed seating should not be considered as it would 
change the acoustics and removable seating is needed to  allow for 
recordings in the centre of the hall.  
 
Another person said that they had been involved in a recording of a choir and 
orchestra at the Colosseum, generating £20,000 income for the town from 
fees for hiring of the hall and overnight accommodation in the town.  
 
Another member of the public said that a joint town box office should 
considered, which would help promote the excellent reputation for culture that 
attracted people to the town. 
 
 

- END - 
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Appendix 4 
 

POLICY SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

The Colosseum Review 
 

Report of visit to The Corn Exchange, Cambridge 
 
 

1. Introduction  
 

1.1. As part of its review of the future of the Colosseum the Committee 
made visits to other similar sized local authority venues. They were 
both fully-operational multi-purpose venues but operated under 
different management systems. This enabled the Committee to 
compare the different modes of operation and to learn from the 
experience of others.  

 
1.2. Three Committee Members (Councillors Derbyshire, Greenslade 

and Mrs Punter) attended the visit to The Corn Exchange in 
Cambridge.  

 
2. Cambridge City  
 

2.1. Cambridge city is a second tier authority within Cambridgeshire 
County.  

 
2.2. Some facts about the City here. 

 
2.3. Population, demographics, ethnic mix etc.  

 
3. The Corn Exchange – Development  and Background  
 

3.1. The Corn Exchange is owned and managed, both as a building and 
a leisure facility by Cambridge City Council.  It is a multi purpose 
entertainment venue similar in size and facilities to the Colosseum; 
the main auditorium is 16.5m by 55m and has a seated capacity of 
1400.  It has gone through periods of great uncertainty about its 
future and the Council has had to make some difficult decisions in 
order to keep it running.  

 
3.2. In 1982 builders started the first stage of a conversion to update the 

building to a modern, multi purpose, entertainment venue.  Due to 
financial over-runs and unexpected problems (rotten roof timbers) 
the renovated building was finally completed in 1984 at a cost of 
roughly £4million. The renovated building attracted a range of 
events well attended by the public and by 1987 extra staff were 
engaged as booking were up by 30% on expectations.  
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3.3. In 1988 consultants recommended a radical reorganisation in which 
the venue management was given more independence and control 
over how it ran, especially its finances. A new post of Director was 
created to lead a more self-sufficient management and staff.  
However the staff still remained Council employees. 

 
3.4. By 1998 The Corn Exchange was described by the local media as a 

priceless public asset. Since 1988 It had increased audiences by 
50% and reduced its running cost by 30%. It has twice won a 
Charter Mark for excellence in public service and is regionally and 
nationally renowned for its new music and contemporary events 
programme.  It is regularly grant-aided by the Arts Council of 
England, Eastern Arts Board, Eastern Orchestral Board and New 
Audiences Fund.  

 
3.5. However the 2002-2005 Business Plan for the venue noted that 

during the period 1998 to 2001 there was repeated failure to adhere 
to the Business Plan’s budgets due to: 

 
• Over-budgeting of orchestral concerts; 
• Under-budgeting of profitable popular events; 
• Significant losses in jazz, opera and some musicals. 

 
 

3.6. The 2002-2005 Business Plan had this to say about the future 
status of the venue: 

 
“The Corn Exchange is operated as part of the City Council, and whilst 
various reviews of preferred control have been undertaken, the BVFSR 
concluded it preferable to retain council status for the immediate 
future.” 
 

4. Findings from the Visit  
 

4.1. Although The Corn Exchange is owned and managed by the City 
Council, the café and licensed bar are run on contract by a 
commercial operator. The operator pays the Council a fee for the 
use of the premises on a three-year contract.  It is understood that 
the café does not make money but any loss on the café operation is 
more than offset by profits from the licensed bar operation. The 
operator has made a significant investment in the café and bar 
areas. The bar investment has been aimed at increasing serving 
capacity during busy periods when there are public performances in 
the venue. The café opens during the day (not just when a booking 
is playing) for the use of the public.  

 
4.2. The Corn Exchange management has recently invested in new 

retractable motorised seating system for the rear part of the flat 
floor of the venue. The capital cost of the system was high but this 
will be recovered through savings in labour over the lifetime of the 
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seating.   There are limitations with the Corn Exchange building 
which present challenges for some productions, the main one being 
having only five dressing rooms for performers.  

 
4.3. Within the City there is little competition for the Corn exchange 

although there are similar (competitive) venues in Norwich and 
Ipswich.  The City provides a catchment population of about 
130,000 for the Corn Exchange.  The City is also a major regional 
centre and draws in tourists and people from the surrounding area 
that adds greatly to the catchment area of the venue. 

 
4.4. Opposite the Corn Exchange is the Cambridge Arts Theatre. This is 

of similar size to the Watford Palace Theatre. It is run by a trust and 
grant aided by the Council with a grant of £55,000 per year. The 
theatre concentrates on fully staged dramatic productions which are 
not suitable for The Corn Exchange and so there programming is 
complementary rather than competitive. 

 
4.5. The Corn Exchange currently sells 250 days of bookings per year 

from a target of 280.  The balance of days during the year is 
allocated for the Council’s use and for venue maintenance work.  

 
4.6. Responsibility for bookings and promotions lies within the 

management team (a structure chart is attached). The Council 
operates its own box office that also sells tickets on behalf of other 
venues in the town.  

 
4.7. Bookings for use of the Corn Exchange can be: 

 
• by a promoter who pays a fee for the use of the building, takes the 

box office receipts and accepts the risk;  
• by the Council which promotes the event, takes the box office 

receipts and accepts the risk; 
• a joint venture between the Council and a promoter on a shared 

risk basis; 
• a booking for a private function which is covered by a straight fee.  

 
4.8. There is no published “rate card” for hiring of the venue as such. The 

venue the Corn Exchange operates with an internal price guide which is 
subject to negotiation ation with hirers.  

 
4.9. The management team meets every two weeks to discuss bookings 

and how to draw in new promotions.  
 

4.10. The Council consults people who live in the City annually on their 
views on the Corn Exchange and the entertainment it offers.  The 
Council requires that a mix of entertainment be offered over the 
year to suit a range of audiences.  The results of the consultation 
contribute to the Business Plan.  
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4.11. Details of hirers and users are kept on an active mailing list and are 
regularly kept up to date with what is happening at the Corn 
Exchange.  The Council also keeps a profile of users in terms of the 
their ethnicity, age, locality etc.  Events are published in local 
papers, the Council’s free paper and on the Council’s website which 
has a section set aside for the Corn Exchange.  

 
4.12. The finances of the Corn Exchange are set out in the Business 

Plan; this prescribes the projected expenditure over the period of 
the Plan year and income targets.  The balance of income and 
expenditure in terms of revenue currently projects a £500,000 per 
year deficit although the management team are working to reduce 
this over future years.  Capital expenditure, such as the recent 
seating installation, is met from available Council capital funds 
rather than revenue. 

 
4.13. The operating deficit represents the Council subsidy for the 

operation of the venue. In justifying the level of subsidy the Council 
says that the Corn exchange is a major, high profile, regional asset 
which provides an extensive range of top quality entertainment for 
the people of the City.  Without the subsidy, the Corn Exchange 
would not be able to operate as a multi-purpose venue.  

 
 
 
 

- END - 
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Appendix 5 
 

POLICY SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

The Colosseum Review 
 
 

Report of visit to The Guildhall, Southampton 
 
 

1. Introduction  
 

1.1. As part of its review of the future of the Colosseum the Committee 
made visits to other similar sized local authority venues. They were 
both fully operational multi-purpose venues but operated under 
different management systems. This enabled the Committee to 
compare the different modes of operation and to learn from the 
experience of others. 

 
1.2. Three Committee Members (Councillors Derbyshire, Mrs McQuire 

and Mrs Punter) attended the visit to The Guildhall in Southampton. 
 
2. Southampton City  
 

2.1. Southampton City is a unitary authority.  
 

2.2. (Some facts about the City here)  
 

2.3. Population, demographics, ethnic mix etc.  
 
3. The Guildhall  – Development  and Background  
 

3.1. The Guildhall is owned by Southampton Council and, like Watford, 
the building) is physically an integral part of the town hall (Civic 
Centre) complex.  

 
3.2. The Guildhall is a multi-purpose venue. It is operated on behalf of 

the Council under a management contract by one of the countries 
leading commercial venue operators – Live Nation (formerly Clear 
Channel). Under the contract the maintenance responsibility for the 
building is shared between the Council and \live Nation.  

 
3.3. Prior to 2001 the venue was operated in-house by the Council itself 

with Council staff. The operating deficit in 2001 was £750,000 per 
annum and the Council set up a strategy review group to consider 
alternative options for the operation of the venue with view to 
reducing its operating cost. The review resulted in the decision to 
contract out the operation of the venue to Live Nation. 
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3.4. The Guildhall is a multi-purpose entertainment venue similar in size 
and facilities to the Colosseum and the The Corn Exchange in 
Cambridge. The main auditorium is  ? by ? and has a capacity of ?? 

 
4. Findings from the Visit  
 

4.1. Financial problems came to a head in the year 2000 because of a 
squeeze on leisure services budgets.  Up until this time the Council 
had run the Guildhall. The operating deficit in 2000/01 was 
£750,000.  Steps were initially taken to reduce the loss. The main 
measure was to cut a number of posts with highly graded salaries.  
This reduced the deficit but left the Guildhall with an uncertain 
future.  

 
4.2. A cross party steering group, including trade union and officer 

representation, was set up to look at options for the future operation 
of the Guildhall. This included considering its alternate use as an art 
gallery or closing the hall completely. The final outcome was a 
strong desire to maintain The Guildhall as a multi purpose 
entertainment venue.  

 
4.3. Two options for this emerged:  

 
• giving the operation over to a trust;  
• contracting the operation to a commercial operator.  

 
4.4. The trust option was discarded because of the problems and costs 

associated with the setting up of a new trust. Southampton had 
previous experience of a trust operation with its Mayflower Theatre. 
Contracting with a commercial operator was agreed as the 
preferred option. The Council’s main consideration at this time was 
that a commercial contract would allow the Council to limit its 
financial commitment to the running of The Guildhall.  

 
4.5. The Council carried out some “soft” market testing and found six 

companies that might be interested in a contract.  During the 
procurement process the Council received four expressions of 
interest; two were rejected at an early stage and two taken forward 
for detailed consideration.  During this second phase, one of the 
companies withdrew leaving Live Nation (Clear Channel) as the 
only bidder.   

 
4.6. A contract was eventually agreed for a ten year period, with a break 

clause by either party after five years.  The “bottom line” was a 
management fee payment by the Council to Clear Channel of 
£350,000 per year inflated annually by RPI.  The contract required 
that the Council maintain the building outside structure of the 
building and its services to ensure it is fit for business.  There was 
no capital expenditure required by the Council.   
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4.7. Other provisions of the contract included:  
 

• all non building fabric improvements, such as bar refurbishment, 
to carried out by Clear Channel at their cost;  

• a monthly payment to the Council to cover building costs such 
as power, rates etc; 

• a number of free lets to the Council for its own use plus release 
for elections as and when required; a 

•  community fund of £10,000 is available for community use.  
 

4.8. Taking into account profit the Council makes on its supply of energy 
to Live Nation and on provision of security services, the Council 
estimates that its net annual costs (subsidy) for operation of the 
venue is around £200,000.   

 
4.9. Since taking on the contract, Live Nation have invested 

approximately £200,000 in improvements, including refurbishing the 
bar and the installation of a new motorised retractable seating 
system (similar to the Cambridge Corn Exchange).   

 
4.10. The contract is approaching its five year review period and neither 

party has indicated a wish to exercise the break clause. Live Nation 
has indicated a willingness to make further capital investment next 
year of £200,000 to be spent on  ………..?  

 
4.11. The contract partly prescribes the programming mix in the contract 

but for the majority of letting days leaves programming decisions 
the commercial discretion of the contractor. The degree of 
programming freedom left to the contractor was part of the contract 
negotiation and impacted on the final fee agreement.  

 
4.12. In reply to the question “what does the Council get for its subsidy”, 

the Council representative responded:  
 

“A regionally important centre for entertainment, drawing in people 
from within and outside the town.  It enables a high profile 
(sometimes televised) events and a major regional presence.”  

 
4.13. Regarding competition, within the region there are similar and larger 

venues in Bournemouth, Portsmouth and Southampton itself.  
 
4.14. Live Nation operates the box office through Ticketmaster for the 

Guildhall and all other Council events, as well as for other venues in 
the town.  

 
4.15. Live Nation publishes a detailed rate card for hire of the venue. 

Advertising and promotion of events is the responsibility of the 
event promoter. Live Nations target is to let 80% of available days 
(about the same as Cambridge).   

Item 4C Page 34 



 
4.16. Bookings for use of The Guildhall can be: 

 
• by a promoter who pays a fee for the use of the building and 

takes the box office receipts, and accepts the risk;  
• by the contractor which promotes the event takes the box office 

receipts, and accepts the risk;  
• joint venture between the contractor and a promoter; 
• a booking for a private function which is covered by a straight 

fee.  
 

4.17. The contractor has the licensed bar concession as part of his 
contract. Profits from the bar operation are a critical element of the 
venue operator’s income stream and underpin the financial viability 
of the operation of the venue. there is no café directly attached to 
the Guildhall.  All catering for functions in the Guildhall is prepared 
offsite and brought into the building when required.  

 
4.18. Unlike Cambridge, Southampton does not consult widely on the 

events programme which is largely down to the commercial 
judgment of the contractor.  The Council did however consult at the 
time the contract was let to identify a range of events to include in 
the contract document. 

 
 
 

- END - 
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Appendix 6 
 

The Colosseum Review 
 

Report of a visit to The Anvil, Basingstoke & Deane 
 
 

1. Introduction  
 

1.1. As part of its review of the future of the Colosseum the Committee 
made visits to other similar sized local authority venues. They are 
all fully-operational multi-purpose venues but operated under 
different management systems. This enabled the Committee to 
compare the different modes of operation and to learn from the 
experience of others. 

 
1.2. Three Committee Members (Councillors Derbyshire, McQuire and 

Mrs Punter) attended the visit to The Anvil together with officers 
from the service department, Dave Cobb and Andy Pickard. 

 
2. Basingstoke & Deane  
 

2.1. Basingstoke & Deane Borough is a second tier authority.    The 
Borough is over 245 square miles in area and has a population 
approaching 160,000 of which some 93,000 live in Basingstoke 
Town. 

 
2.2. Basingstoke Town itself is a thriving regional centre for commerce, 

shopping and leisure pursuits.  This reputation is welcomed, 
encouraged and promoted by the Council and the Anvil is a prestige 
entertainments venue which fits in with the Council’s picture of how 
it wishes the Town to be seen. 

 
3. The Anvil  – Development  and Background  
 

3.1. The Anvil is owned by Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council, it 
was built in 1994 as part of a major town centre development.  The 
Council made the decision at the outset to operate the venue via a 
trust (company limited guarantee) and passed the building over to 
the trust on a 20 year lease.  It is the responsibility of the Council to 
maintain the external fabric of the building and the Trust to maintain 
the interior decoration and assets. Major works requiring capital 
expenditure (such as carpeting and seating) are a “grey” area and 
subject to negotiation between the Trust and the Council. 
Nevertheless, the Council has agreed to fund certain major capital 
improvements over the years. 

 
3.2. The Anvil is nominally a multi-purpose venue. However the raked 

auditorium with its motorised lifting floor discourages its use in flat 
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floor format and so there is little use made of the venue for events 
which require a large flat floor such as exhibitions, trade fairs and 
large dinners/weddings. 

 
3.3. The Anvil has a diverse programme of events designed to attract a 

range of audiences, the main variant being age. However it does 
see itself as a major music venue and is particularly proud of its 
focus as being the regional centre for the presentation of classical 
orchestral concerts by leading national and international orchestras. 
It has a policy that, in keeping with the desire to maintain the status 
of The Anvil, all performers or acts are of the highest standard 
within their particular field. 

 
3.4. After the first 3 years of trust operation a Council review decided 

that The Anvil was not being operated within the agreed financial 
constraints.  As a consequence a new Chief Executive and 
management team was appointed and over a period of time 
following the management changes a number of people on the 
board of trustees were replaced.  Since this time The Anvil has 
operated successfully both in terms of meeting financial targets and 
in measures of programme content and audience size.     

 
3.5. The Anvil is a multi-purpose entertainment venue similar in 

audience size to the Colosseum and the other two venues visited.  
However, being a much newer, purpose built, the stage of The Anvil 
is more flexible can therefore more easily accommodate a wider 
variety of performances.  

 
3.6. The Anvil describes itself as follows. 

 
“With its state-of-the-art design, incorporating some of the finest 
acoustics in the country, The Anvil has firmly established itself as one 
of the South’s leading venues for high quality live music.  Located in 
the town centre this prestigious concert hall offers a varied programme 
of classical, jazz, country, folk and popular music that has inspired, 
delighted and attracted audiences from far and wide.   It is also a 
popular comedy venue.” 

“Orchestral music is the flagship function of The Anvil, specialising in 
big name soloists, conductors and composers.  Such is The Anvil’s 
reputation, that even the lesser-known performers are popular among 
a highly discerning local audience.” 

“In recent years some of the biggest names in pop and stand-up 
comedy have included The Anvil in their tour schedules beside big city 
venues like London, Manchester and Birmingham.  Because of this 
jewel in Basingstoke’s crown, the reputation of the town, and the 
quality of performances offered to local audiences continues to rise.” 
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4. Findings from the Visit  
 

4.1. The decision to build The Anvil was taken to address what was 
seen as a “cultural desert “ in and around Basingstoke.  The 
Council also wished to raise the profile of the Borough and establish 
it as a major regional centre with a range of first class facilities. 

 
4.2. The decision to opt for trust status was taken largely on the grounds 

of finance, the Council considered that: 
• a trust would limit its financial commitment to a level which it 

could decide and control 
• allow the management greater freedom and flexibility to operate 
• a trust can raise income from sources not open the Council 
• reduce staffing costs in a service area where time and working 

hours flexibility are essential (not tied into JNC conditions).   
It is noted that although the Council’s financial commitment is 
nominally limited, problems still tend to be referred back to it.  See 
the comment in paragraph 3.1 of this paper. 

 
4.3. In 1994 the whole board of trustees were councillors. However, 

since this time councillor representation has been reduced to one 
out of a total eight directors.  The Council came round to the view 
that there was a problem with councillors sitting on the trust 
because of conflicts of interest. It also concluded that board 
members need to bring specialist knowledge and skills to assist the 
development and success of the trust.   

 
4.4. The Anvil has found difficulty in the past in finding good trust 

members who meet these requirements. Consequently, trustees 
are now appointed by a recruitment board which sets standards and 
assesses applicants against them.  Another issue which trustees 
have to face, and may deter some applicants, is the financial liability 
which comes with the position. 

 
4.5. The board of trustees is non-executive, setting direction and policy. 

It delegates full operational and programming responsibility to the 
chief Executive and her team. The Anvil is run by a management 
team of four, the Chief Executive, an Operations Manager, a 
Marketing Manager and a part time Accountant.  Below them are 
four functional areas: 
• box office – 1 f/t staff plus p/t and casual effort 
• technical team – 5 f/t staff plus casual effort 
• front of house – 3 f/t staff plus casual effort 
• marketing – 3 f/t staff. 

 
4.6. To compensate for its minority representation on the board of 

trustees, the Council now negotiates an annual service 
plan/agreement with The Anvil.  This is not prescriptive in the 
programming to be presented, but it does require a diverse range of 
events for all age groups and tastes.  The agreement also specifies 

Item 4C Page 38 



a range of performance targets and measures which the success of 
The Anvil is assessed against. 

 
4.7. The Council gives The Anvil an annual cash grant towards its 

revenue operations. For 2006/07 this grant is £775,562.  
Additionally, the Council, as landlord, subsidises the Anvil’s rent to 
the amount of £153,448 per annum. This one of the highest levels 
of second tier local authority grant/subsidy for the operation of this 
type of venue in the country. In addition it receives £25,000 from the 
County Council and £45,000 from the Arts Council for its 
programming of contemporary music, jazz and opera. 

 
4.8. Another financial matter to be considered is the question of VAT.  

Purchases by the Council do not attract VAT whereas purchases by 
The Anvil Trust do. 

 
4.9. The Council decided at the outset it wanted The Anvil, to be a first 

class concert hall, rivalling the best in the country for content and 
quality.  It was aware that such a standard could not be bought 
cheaply and hence agreed the level of subsidy it currently awards.   

 
4.10. To put the subsidy in context, the Anvil’s total turnover for 2005/06 

was £3.5 million.  It is also noted that that £100,000 of the grant is 
committed by the Anvil to the education programme.  Regardless of 
the Council’s financial support, The Anvil’s management is 
conscious of the need to drive costs down and work continually to 
achieve efficiencies.   

 
4.11. The board has developed a £200,000 plus ring fenced fund to bring 

in prestige orchestras from around the world. The philosophy is that 
success grows a reputation and as the reputation grows so it 
becomes easier to attract the best.   

 
4.12. In its early days the café in The Anvil provided a useful source of 

additional income. However the footfall for custom of The Anvil’s 
daytime catering was hit badly by the opening nearby of the new 
shopping centre and has now ceased.  

 
4.13. It was pointed out that The Anvil has a smaller capacity (1,200 

seats) compared with other venues which stage a similar 
programme. Major performers will not usually play venues of less 
than 1,400 seats but The Anvil is an exception because of the 
reputation is has developed. 

 
4.14. The Anvil does not operate as a venue for hire for professional 

programmes. It always acts as joint presenter of all its professional 
programme, taking 20% of the box office risk with the professional 
promoter taking the other 80% of the risk. Management are very 
selective about booked performances and will not compromise on 
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quality; most events sell very well.  Over all performances, the level 
of subsidy is approximately £5.50 per seat sold.  

 
4.15. The Anvil operates its own box office and sees this as an 

advantage as it has now acquired expertise in this function.  It also 
uses box office customer details to send out information.   

 
4.16. The venue is available however for hire by amateur music groups. 

The hire charge is £1,650 to £2,000 for an evening performance. 
The hirer is also charged 10% box office commission. As part of the 
service level agreement with the Council, The Mayors Charity 
Concert gets free use of the venue once a year. 

  
4.17. Regarding competition, the Hexagon in Reading is the closest but 

people also travel to Southampton and other places further away for 
their entertainment.    

 
4.18. The Anvil opens six evenings per week (closed on Monday) and on 

average the venue is booked out for five nights per week.  It closes 
for maintenance for the month of in August and for a week in 
January. 

 
4.19. The Council carries out regular surveys of residents which seek 

views on the satisfaction with and perceived benefit of key local 
venues including The Anvil.  Survey results for The Anvil have 
consistently recorded a score of 4 + on a scale of 1 – 5 (where 5 is 
the highest) for both satisfaction and benefit.   

 
4.20. As part of a review of arts funded organisations undertaken in 

2004/05 that included support for The Anvil, the Council conducted 
three focus groups, one of frequent users, one of infrequent users 
and one of non-users. All three agreed that The Anvil is good for the 
Borough and worth supporting even through subsidy even though 
costs are amongst the highest in the country.  The Anvil analyses 
its bookings for the periodic statistical reports it makes. These show 
that usage is approximately 50/50 of people from inside and outside 
the Borough. 

 
4.21. The Council also owns a theatre in the town, The Haymarket. This 

is also run by a trust and has been receiving a £416,000 annual 
subsidy from the Council and £260,000 from The Arts Council. 
However, both funders have recently lost confidence in the ability of 
the trust to run the theatre. They have therefore withdrawn their 
funding and the theatre has temporarily closed down. The council 
ahs decided and the Arts Council has also agreed that the 
management and operation of the theatre should be transferred to 
The Anvil trust incorporated into its operations. The advantages of 
this move are seen as: 
• proven management success of The Anvil 
• successful board operation of The Anvil 
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• economies of scale in operations 
• reduction in the overall level of Council subsidy. 

 
4.22. Financial Indicators 
 

4.22.1. The Council requires quarterly financial reports showing 
actual income and expenditure compared to budget 
profile.  The Report also shows the adjusted expected 
out-turn figures for the end of the financial year.  

 
4.22.2. The report will be cost-centred to show the above figures 

for those activities funded by BDBC.  This will include all 
grants and sponsorship income with BDBC grants shown 
separately 

 
4.22.3. Where there is a significant variation (greater that 10%) 

between original budgets and actual, explanatory notes 
will be given and/or the specific points discussed with 
either the Lead Officer or Planning and Performance 
Officer.  Should action be required the Lead Officer will 
be informed of this, and/or will be involved in discussions 
as appropriate. 

 
4.23. Quantitative Indicators 
 

4.23.1. Total numbers of admissions and total numbers of 
admissions compared to target. 

 
4.23.2. Percentage of actual houses compared to target 

percentages. 
 

4.23.3. Total number of performances. 
 

4.23.4. Total number of education activities /opportunities and                          
attendance. 

 
Note: the above will be analysed into categories, e.g. film, opera, ballet, 
etc. as currently in operation for the Board. 
 

4.23.5. Attendance analysed by post code. 
 
4.24. Qualitative Indicators 
 

4.24.1. Analysis of workshops, education or community activities. 
 
4.24.2. Annual Report – to be provided by 30 September. 

 
4.24.3. Annual Audited Accounts - to be provided by 30 September. 

 
4.24.4. Service Plan – provided by 30 November. 
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4.24.5. It is a condition of BDBC funding that a completed copy of 
BDBC’s Company Monitoring Form returned quarterly. 
(NOTE: quarterly payments will not be issued until this 
form has been returned). 

 
- END -
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Appendix 7 
 

Musicians Union Proposals 
 

Having addressed the Policy Development Scrutiny Committee at the meeting of 23rd 
October 2006, the Musicians Union (MU) made a number of suggestions and 
proposals for the development of Watford Colosseum as a venue for both recording 
and live music. 
 
The MU have agreed to work with the committee to this end, and have produced a 
number of actions and recommendations in order to move forward. We look forward 
to working with the committee to develop the following actions -  
 

1. MU to send a ‘contractors bulletin’ for those involved in session work for 
music, TV and film in the New Year – this will go out to around 60 contractors. 
This could include details of the hall and its facilities, an outline of the 
consultation process and a questionnaire regarding future use. 

2.  An article on Watford Colosseum and the surrounding issues has been 
included in the current issue of ‘Musician’ magazine, which is circulated to all 
MU members quarterly. 

3. A site visit to be made to Watford Colosseum by principle UK session fixers. 
(To be arranged between the media department of the MU and the 
committee).  

4. Pete Thoms and Nigel McCune have had meetings with UK producers during 
w/c 20th November 2006. The issues surrounding Watford Colosseum were 
raised at this meeting. 

5. Nigel McCune will be meeting with UK Trade and Investment regarding 
overseas promotion opportunities for the venue and bringing in international 
work. 

6. The MU will help to stimulate interest in the Colosseum as a live venue as 
well as a recording facility. Nigel McCune has contacts with Metropolis Music 
who are key music promoters in the UK. In order to move forward with this, 
we would need the following from the committee: 

• A contact at Watford to arrange meetings with 
• Flexibility around time,  date and place of meetings 
• A Schedule for Watford Colosseum bookings so they can see this in 

use. 
7. MU to contact Naxos, Chandos and Decca who make use of the venue to 

help establish future ways of working. 
8. Questionnaire to be produced for key users of the venue. If the committee 

could produce this, MU can provide a list of users we are aware of. 
9. Does the committee recognise the financial commitment made by the LPO 

(London Philharmonic Orchestra) – we feel that this is a very significant 
relationship and there would be considerable value in continuing it.  
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