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CABINET  
 
 
Referral of Call-In: Request from Dukes and Grand 

Theatres for Grant Support 
24th June 2014 

 
Report of Overview and Scrutiny 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To advise Cabinet of the outcome of the Call-in of the Cabinet Decision with regard to the 
request from Dukes and Grand Theatres for Grant Support (Cabinet Minute 6) and to 
request Cabinet to consider the recommendations of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
in relation to this matter.   
 

Key Decision  Non-Key Decision  Referral from Overview 
and Scrutiny x 

Date Included in Forthcoming Key Decision Notice N/a. 

This report is public. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

(1) Overview and Scrutiny recommends that Cabinet reconsiders its 
decision on the basis of the officer briefing note provided to the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee meeting held on 18th June 2014 and 
takes note of the recommendation in the original Cabinet report and 
the additional information supplied by the Grand Theatre at the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee meeting in respect of the requests 
from Dukes and Grand Theatres for grant support - 27th May 2014 
(Cabinet Minute 6).   

(2) Recommends that Cabinet takes steps to ensure that all parties share 
the Council's interpretation of the development brief for the Canal 
Corridor North, as set out in the General Comment Section of today's 
officer briefing note.   

(3) Recommends that Officers meet again with representatives of both 
theatres and consults with the Arts Council and British Land/Centros 
to provide clarity and openness for the way forward.   

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 At its meeting on 18th June 2014 the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
 considered the Call-in of the Cabinet decision on Requests from Dukes and 
 Grand Theatres for Grant Support (Cabinet Minute 6). The Call-in was 
 requested by Councillors Dennison and Mace from the Overview and Scrutiny 
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 Committee and Councillors Sowden, Joan Jackson and Caroline Jackson.  
 Councillor Hanson attended the meeting to outline the reasons for the 
 decision, supported by Andrew Dobson, Chief Officer (Regeneration and 
 Planning) and Nadine Muschamp, Chief Officer (Resources).   

 

2.0 Proposal Details 

 
2.1 Having reviewed the decision the Committee was of the view that Cabinet 

should reconsider its original decision.  Details are set out in the 
recommendations of this report.  It should be noted that the information 
provided by The Grand was presented during an adjournment of the 
Committee, rather than in the meeting itself.   

3.0 Conclusion 

3.1 The recommendations of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee allows 
 Cabinet to reconsider its decision. They allow Cabinet to remove any 
 misunderstanding between the various parties regarding the proposals and 
 makes sure that all parties are aware of what is practical.   
 
3.2 A copy of the report submitted to the Cabinet meeting of 27th May 2014 is 

attached, as are copies of the presentations made by The Dukes and The 
Grand to the Cabinet meeting on the 27th May 2014 and the officer briefing 
note provided to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee.  Cabinet Members 
are also asked to bring with them their Cabinet agenda for that meeting, 
which contains the appendices to the original report.    

 

RELATIONSHIP TO POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 
As set out in the attached report. 
 

CONCLUSION OF IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
(including Diversity, Human Rights, Community Safety, Sustainability and Rural 
Proofing) 

As set out in the attached report.   

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  

As set out in the attached report.    

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

As set out in the attached report.   

OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
As set out in the attached report.   

Human Resources: 

None arising from this report. 

Information Services: 

None arising from this report. 

Property: 
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None arising from this report. 

Open Spaces: 

None arising from this report. 

SECTION 151 OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The Section 151 Officer has been consulted.  With regard to the Grand’s request, although 
the Chairman of the Grand provided some information verbally, in order for Cabinet to 
reconsider its decision it still needs full information (i.e. the business case) being presented 
to it, setting out what any grant would be used for, and the exact amount of any funding and 
for what period, etc.  This is in addition to the Grand’s most recent accounts (these were 
referred to by the Grand’s chairman during the Committee meeting’s adjournment). 

 

MONITORING OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The Deputy Monitoring Officer has been consulted and has no further comments. 

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

None.   

Contact Officer: Stephen Metcalfe 
Telephone:  01524 582073 
E-mail: sjmetcalfe@lancaster.gov.uk 
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CABINET  
 
 
Requests from Dukes and Grand Theatres for Grant 

Support  
  

27th May 2014 
 

Report of Chief Officer (Regeneration and Planning)  
 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To consider requests from the Dukes and Grand theatres for additional funding support.  
  

Key Decision  Non-Key Decision X Referral from Cabinet 
Member  

Date of notice of forthcoming key decision n/a 

This report is public  

 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF COUNCILLOR JANICE HANSON 
 

1. That neither of the requests be granted. 
 
 

1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 Both the Dukes and Grand Theatres sits alongside and are effectively an 

integral part of the Canal Corridor North site and one of the ambitions for that 
project is to provide the means to improve the cultural offer of both the Grand 
and Dukes theatres within the city.  British Land remain committed to this aim 
but have made it clear that in both cases the complementary investment into 
the theatres alongside the development will be capped in capital contributions 
terms, and further contributions made in kind via architectural design 
assistance.  In short any significant business improvement proposals for each 
theatre would not be capable of being funded fully by that project.  In both 
cases the theatres intend to use the potential for those contributions to assist 
in the development of their business plans.    

    

2.0 The request from the Dukes 

2.1 The Dukes have already benefitted from assistance with business planning 
when the council recently appointed consultants to advise it on the theatre’s 
potential to be developed further in business terms (part of the recent service 
review process). Following on from the work done on the council’s behalf by 
the business consultants a second phase of work was programmed to use 
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specialist theatre architects Levitt Bernstein to work on draft proposals  (in 
concept form rather that detailed architecture) to evaluate options for 
developing the Dukes offer to match the potential business opportunities.   
These would be expected to consider extending the existing Dukes Building, 
potentially utilising space in the Mitchells Brewery Building or improving the 
screening facilities in the Storey Creative Arts Centre.   

 
2.2 The Dukes have allocated a limited amount of funding towards that work 

being undertaken (£6.75K) but are now asking the City Council to provide 
additional grant amounting to £12k to complete the commission. It is also very 
much in British Land’s interests that any uncertainty over the growth 
requirements of the Dukes be removed and it has been put to them that they 
might at this key time provide the additional funding for this commission.  To 
date they have given a mild commitment to potentially meeting 50% of the 
concept design and costing element by Levitt Bernstein but this still leaves a 
potential £6K funding gap for the Dukes to find – assuming that British Land 
did not increase their potential funding offer. 

 
2.3 The contributions to business planning which the council has made so far 

have highlighted the lack of focus that the Dukes have had on this vital area 
of business to date.  From the Council’s perspective, in particular as part 
funder of the theatre’s current operations, it has evidenced the justification for 
support given so far, and the potential for business growth to reduce this level 
of support.  Unfortunately this has also led to an expectation by the Dukes 
that the Council should continue to fund some of its further business 
development activities.  

 
3.0 The request from the Grand 
 
3.1 The details of the request are set out in some detail in the report to Cabinet 

on 11th March. In summary, the request is for financial assistance equivalent 
to the cost of the Grand’s lease from the City Council for part of the car park 
at the front of the theatre. This equates to £3,400 per annum, noting that this 
includes VAT as the Grand is not VAT registered. Members will recall the 
officer view that if such assistance was to be offered, this would need to be 
in the form of a grant but that more information was needed to consider this 
properly. 

 
3.2 In response, the Grand has provided copies of its last two completed 

accounts (2011/12 and 2012/13). The 2013/14 accounts are not yet 
available as the Grand’s financial year runs to the end of April. This is 
expanded upon later in the financial implications section. The Chairman of 
Lancaster Footlights has also provided a short note (appended) explaining 
the context for the accounts which also contains observations on the link 
between the Grand’s performances and the City Council’s car parking 
revenue.   

 
3.3 In terms of this latter point, the Parking Manager has confirmed that for the 

latest 12 months that is available the Council generated £12,700 in parking 
fees from evening parking and tariffs that include an element of evening 
parking (those customers arriving before 6.00pm and staying into the 
evening).  When VAT is deducted this equates to £10,590. This is from 
Upper and Lower St Leonard’s Gate and Lodge Street car parks. This 
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accounts for around 10% of our total revenue generated from evening 
parking charges. However, it is impossible to say what proportion of this 
income is directly attributable to the Grand Theatre or for that matter any 
other local businesses. The fact is that the Council has a car parking 
strategy which is underpinned by a pricing policy which has already been 
agreed as part of the 14/15 budget process, and this in turn directly supports 
the aims and objectives of the Council’s corporate plan.   It should be further 
noted however, that in terms of fairness this principle could also be applied 
to all local businesses whose customers use the council’s public car parks. 

 
3.4 The Grand Theatre remain in dialogue with British Land/Centros over their 

inclusion within the Canal Corridor scheme. These discussions need to 
continue in parallel with development of the Canal Corridor scheme but at 
the time of writing there is nothing further to add to the comments included in 
the March report. 

 
4. Details of consultation 

 
4.1 No consultation has been necessary 
 

5.0 Options and Options Analysis (including risk assessment) 

 Option 1: That 
neither request be 
granted.  

Option 2: To 
award grant 
funding in full to 
one or both 
theatres.  

Option 3: To 
award one or both 
theatres grant 
funding in part  
(e.g. lower 
amount, or for 
shorter period). 

Advantages No further draw on 
the Council’s budget 
at a time of budgetary 
pressure. 
 
Reduces the 
likelihood of a future 
conflict of interest with 
the Canal Corridor 
redevelopment. 
 
May help maintain / 
encourage financial   
independence of the 
theatres, and/or 
encourage greater 
financial contribution 
from British Land. 

Supports the 
theatres at a time 
when they need to 
make provision for 
development 
proposals.    

The draw on the 
Council’s budget 
is less than the full 
cost.   

Disadvantages The theatres may not 
be able to advance 
their preparations for 
developing their offers 
alongside the Canal 
Corridor 

Additional cost to 
the Council at a 
time of increasing 
budgetary 
pressure.  

As per option 2, 
albeit a lesser 
amount. 
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redevelopment. 

Risks Could be perceived 
as showing a lack of 
support for well-
known cultural 
facilities in the area 
and the theatres 
might not support the 
council in its 
ambitions for the 
Canal Corridor 
redevelopment. 

May raise future 
expectations. 
 
Runs contra to 
aims for moving 
towards a 
commissioning 
approach. 
 
Could lead to other 
similar applications 
for grant aid, or 
perceived 
unfairness. 

As per option 2. 
 
May fail to meet 
either theatre’s 
objectives. 

 

5.1 Officer Preferred Option  

Option 1 is the preferred option for the reasons given below. 

 

6.0 Conclusion 

6.1 Successful theatres benefit the district in a number of ways and are a key 
element of the Canal Corridor scheme. The case for providing more financial 
support must be balanced against the potential for other similar operators to 
approach the council for support (given the current budgetary climate) and 
possible conflicts of interest in terms of the Canal Corridor scheme.  

 

RELATIONSHIP TO POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 

The development of the district’s arts offer is highlighted as a key economic development 
objective in the Council’s Cultural Heritage Strategy.  This form of economic development 
activity aligns with the Corporate priority for economic growth in the Corporate Plan.  

 

CONCLUSION OF IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
(including Health & Safety, Equality & Diversity, Human Rights, Community Safety, 
HR, Sustainability and Rural Proofing) 

No impacts on the above 

 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  

The two requests relate to discretionary grants and there are no direct legal implications 
arising from this report. However the Canal Corridor Development Agreement with 
Centros/British Land places obligations on the Council and the Developer which may  
influence the aspirations for both theatres and it would be premature to consider offering 
financial assistance at this time until the development proposals are crystallised, as they 
may offer a more holistic solution to the ambitions of both theatres. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
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There are no additional financial implications arising from the officer preferred option 1. 

  

The Dukes reported a £33.1K deficit within their audited accounts on their general 
unrestricted operating reserve for the period ending 31 March 2013.  The Trustees report 
states that going forward the Dukes have set a budget for the 3 years to March 2016 with the 
aim of achieving a forecast £64.9K on their general unrestricted reserve.  It is not possible to 
comment fully on their latest financial position however, as the 2013/14 draft accounts will 
not be available until the end of May.  It is worth noting that the Dukes have recently 
advertised a new senior Executive Director role within the organisation to take on 
responsibility for the financial direction and increasing complex tasks in managing the 
theatre, although it is not clear how this will be funded at this stage. 

 

The Grand has provided accounts for the years ending 30 April 2012 and 2013 and these 
show that at the end of their 2012/13 financial year, they hold an operating reserve totalling 
£36K (exceeding their stated policy of maintaining an operating balance of £20K).  A further 
note has been provided by the Chairman of Footlights predicting a £5K loss for the period 
ending April 2014 compared to an underlying £7K surplus in the previous year after 
accounting for one off income and capital expenditure funded from reserves. Again, at this 
stage as there are no accounts available for 2013/14 it is not possible to comment fully on 
the Grand’s latest financial position.   

 

It is re-iterated that to date neither theatre has provided a clear reason/strong business case 
to support their respective request for grant funding.  Should Members be minded to support 
either option 2 or 3, however, then there will be an additional one-off cost to the Council of 
up to £12K relating to the Dukes and a further additional cost of up to £3.4K per annum 
relating to the Grand, for as many years as the grant is awarded with the following sources 
of funding identified: 

• Performance Reward Grant Reserve (from the £15K allocated for voluntary sector 
initiatives) 

• Arts Development Budget (from the £4.6K uncommitted balance remaining in 
2014/15, noting that this could mean a redirection of resources from other Arts 
Development activities as and when they come forward meaning they might not be 
able to progress in the current financial year). 

  

OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

Human Resources: 

None 

Information Services: 

None  

Property: 

The Dukes Theatre is owned by the City Council so any expansion or improvement of the 
building would have a direct impact on the council’s property portfolio. 

Open Spaces: 

None  
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SECTION 151 OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The Section 151 Officer advises Cabinet to consider carefully the considerations outlined in 
this report in reaching any decision; she is in support of the officer preferred option. 

MONITORING OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The Monitoring Officer has been consulted and has no further comments. 

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

None.  

Contact Officer: Andrew Dobson 
Telephone:  01524 582303 
E-mail: adobson@lancaster.gov.uk 
Ref:  
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Call in of Cabinet Decisions to Allocate Additional Funding to the 
Dukes Theatre and invite an Application for Funding from The 

Grand Theatre 
 

Officer Briefing Note: Comments regarding The Grand’s and The 
Dukes’ Written Submissions to Cabinet  

 
General Comment: 
 
Both the Dukes Theatre and the Grand Theatre will be integral parts of any Canal 
Corridor North Development.  The development brief for the Canal Corridor North 
(CCN) requires the scheme to retain and reinforce the existing cultural uses on the 
site and particularly refers to the importance of the two theatres.  A proper 
interpretation of that guidance is that the existing theatre operations should, at the 
very least, be able to continue the current level of operations, and preferably 
provision should be made within the scheme to accommodate any future 
improvement and expansion that might be identified.  This has always formed the 
basis of all pre application negotiations between the Council and the developer. 
 
The Grand 
 
1. As previously reported, the piece of land in question is covered by the CCN 

development agreement.  Furthermore, the Council has a policy of charging 
market rents.  These points mean that the Council is not in a position to grant a 
lease on a peppercorn rent. 
 

2. Another way of viewing the Grand’s request is that of grant funding.  The Grand 
has not presented any substantive, detailed information on what any grant would 
be used for, and for what specific period it seeks funding for.  In short, Cabinet 
had insufficient information on which to make any award, and for there to be any 
demonstration of value for money. 

 
3. The references to other organisations receiving grant support, car parking income 

generation, and any lending of costumes etc, do not constitute a business case 
for awarding grant funding. 

 
4. With regard to the use of the term ‘surplus’ in the Financial Implications of the 

May Cabinet report, this is simply drawing on a term that the Grand itself uses 
within its own financial statements, and the accompanying note from its 
Chairman.  

 
The Dukes 
 
1. There has never been a commitment from the Council to fund, specifically, the 

Dukes’ architectural plans. 
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2. The Chief Officer (Regeneration and Planning) did agree to procure some 
specialist advice on behalf of the Council, however, following due consultation 
with other Chief Officers.  This is because it was considered expedient for the 
Council, in the public interest, to remove as soon as possible any uncertainty 
about what potential expansion and operating space would need to be facilitated 
for the Dukes within this top priority regeneration project, given that British Land 
are progressing their master plan proposals.  As a part funder (as well as 
landlord) of the Dukes, it was also considered expedient for the Council to 
understand the facility’s real potential for improvement and development, and 
whether realistically, the Dukes could develop the operation to become more 
financially sound.  The Arts Council England will require evidence of these, if 
capital funding for improvement is to be sought. 

 
3. After seeking advice on the commissioning and procurement from a specialist 

theatre architect (Levitt Bernstein), it was the architects themselves who advised 
on the need for a specialist cultural sector business consultant to inform their 
work as “we are not able to comment directly on matters of financial viability”. 
This made sense.  In discussion with the architect, the Chief Officer 
(Regeneration and Planning) was able to establish that the architects could not 
realistically produce conceptual options for the Dukes without a business plan to 
work to.  Other Chief Officers were again consulted and agreed with this 
approach. 

 
4. For this reason the first call on the funds from the Regeneration and Planning 

consultancy budget allocated to this specific commission was to engage the 
specialist cultural sector business consultant.  That consultant produced two 
pieces of work at the Chief Officer’s request: 

 
A. They considered (in broad summary) whether the Dukes were properly 

prepared in business planning terms to prepare submissions for Arts Council 
funding for a development project for the Theatre.  The conclusion was that 
they were not, although the Dukes representative at Cabinet suggested that 
the work had concluded they were. 
 

B. The second piece of work was to establish a business case for developing the 
theatre towards a position of sound financial viability.  Only then realistically 
could the architects, Levitt Bernstein, produce conceptual ideas for a project. 
 

5. By the time the two business reports had been produced, which in part 
compensated for the absence of a properly worked up business plan by the 
Dukes, the limited consultancy funds in the Regeneration and Planning Service’s 
budget left insufficient funds to commission any architectural work.  Furthermore, 
the service Review process taking place at the same time also cast doubt over 
the Council’s budgetary position regarding the arts, although some further 
certainty, albeit comparatively short term, was gained through annual budget 
setting.  In short, Member approval would have been required should further 
funds have been needed to complete the Council’s information needs. 
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6. This information need centred on understanding the physical space that the 
Dukes may need providing for in the overall CCN regeneration scheme.  With the 
need to consider seeking Cabinet approval for additional funds for the 
architectural concept, a delay in progress occurred.  The Dukes themselves 
however found limited funds to start the process.  Using just those funds the 
architects have been able to produce conceptual plans.  Independently, British 
Land have also worked up conceptual plans for the Dukes and there are strong 
similarities between the two. 

 
7. These two plans, presented to Cabinet by the Dukes speaker, only became 

available together the week before the Cabinet meeting, but by that time the 
Chief Officer (Regeneration and Planning) was able to advise Cabinet that the 
Council’s need to understand the space requirements of the Dukes has now been 
met, without the need for further expenditure. 

 
8. Accordingly, the Officer preferred option (not to support the Dukes request) 

remained unchanged.   
 

9. To emphasise the linkages between establishing deliverable capital plans and 
sound business planning, at a meeting with the Dukes on 20th May 2014 the 
estimated costs of the conceptual plans emerging from the business plan, which 
the Dukes have endorsed, were considered.  At around £16M for the Dukes 
alone, the scheme is extremely ambitious.  It is considered, therefore, that 
thought needs to be given on whether this could be a long term deliverable 
project, broken into more realistically implementable phases.  That work still 
needs to be done.  Officer views are that this should be paid for by British Land 
and/or the Dukes and not by the Council, as certainty has now been achieved 
about the space needed to enhance the Dukes.   

 
10. One final point to clarify relates to the Dukes’ suggestion that unlike 2008 when 

the Dukes was protected by a Section 106 planning agreement, other 
arrangements need to be put in place now to protect them.  This is not correct.  
Had outline planning permission been granted in 2008, the Heads of Terms 
suggested for the Section 106 Agreement required the payment of funds to the 
Council to repair, alter and improve the Dukes Theatre shortly after the 
commencement of development.  Those terms would still be expected in any 
future Section 106 Agreement, to ensure that the contribution British Land make 
to assist in the funding of a scheme of phased improvements to the Dukes were 
delivered as part of the development.   

 
11. Given all the above points, Officers do not accept The Dukes’ statement that that 

the Dukes were exposed to “serious business sustainability risk” …”because the 
offer made by the Council … to pay the fees for the architect’s designs ... has not 
been fulfilled“.   

 
 
Chief Officer (Regeneration) and Chief Officer (Resources) / s151 Officer 
10th June 2014 
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