
 
 
Committee: 
 

CABINET 

Date: 
 

TUESDAY, 7 DECEMBER 2010 

Venue: 
 

MORECAMBE TOWN HALL 

Time: 10.00 A.M. 
 

A G E N D A 
 
1. Apologies  
 
2. Minutes  
 
 To receive as a correct record the minutes of Cabinet held on Tuesday 9 November 2010 

(previously circulated).    
  
3. Items of Urgent Business Authorised by the Leader  
 
 To consider any such items authorised by the Leader and to consider where in the 

agenda the item(s) are to be considered.   
  
4. Declarations of Interest  
 
 To consider any such declarations.   
  
5. Public Speaking  
 
 To consider any such requests received in accordance with the approved procedure.   

  
  

Reports from Overview and Scrutiny   
 

None.  
 

 Reports  
 
6. Lancaster John O'Gaunt Water Centre (Pages 1 - 5) 
 
 (Cabinet Members with Special Responsibility Councillors Ashworth and Bryning)  

 
Report of the Head of Community Engagement.  

  
7. Morecambe Central Promenade Development Agreement (Pages 6 - 10) 
 
 (Cabinet Member with Special Responsibility Councillor Bryning) 

 
Report of the Head of Regeneration and Policy.  

  
8. Shared Service Delivery- Public Realm (Pages 11 - 15) 



 

 (Cabinet Members with Special Responsibility Councillors Barry and Langhorn) 
 
Report of the Head of Environmental Services.  

  
9. Shared Service Arrangement with Preston City Council for Revenues and Benefits 

Service (Pages 16 - 53) 
 
 (Cabinet Member with Special Responsibility Councillor Langhorn)  

 
Report of the Head of Financial Services.  

  
10. Facilities Management Review & Property Services Restructure  
 
 (Cabinet Member with Special Responsibility Councillor Langhorn) 

 
Report of the Deputy Chief Executive (to follow).  

  
11. Budget & Policy Framework 2011/12  
 
 (Cabinet Member with Special Responsibility Councillor Langhorn) 

 
Report of the Deputy Chief Executive and Head of Financial Services (to follow). 

  
12. Lancaster Market  
 
 (Cabinet Member with Special Responsibility Councillor Barry)   

Oral update, for information only, from the Lancaster Market Cabinet Liaison Group.   
  

  
ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS 
 
(i) Membership 

 
 Councillors Stuart Langhorn (Chairman), June Ashworth, Jon Barry, Eileen Blamire, 

Abbott Bryning, Jane Fletcher, David Kerr, Peter Robinson, and 2 Conservative 
vacancies. 

  
(ii) Queries regarding this Agenda 

 
 Please contact Liz Bateson, Democratic Services - telephone (01524) 582047 or email 

ebateson@lancaster.gov.uk. 
 

(iii) Changes to Membership, substitutions or apologies 
 

 Please contact Members’ Secretary, telephone 582170, or alternatively email 
memberservices@lancaster.gov.uk. 
 

MARK CULLINAN 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
TOWN HALL, 
LANCASTER LA1 1 PJ 
 
Published on 25 November 2010 

 



  
 

CABINET  
 
 

Lancaster John O’Gaunt Water Centre 
07 December 2010 

 
Report of Head of Community Engagement 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To decide whether to offer Council support to develop a regionally significant centre for 
rowing, canoeing and kayaking at the current site of the Lancaster John O’Gaunt Rowing 
Club on the River Lune in Lancaster. 
 

Key Decision X Non-Key Decision  Referral from Cabinet 
Member  

Date Included in Forward Plan November 2010 

This report is public  

 
OFFICER RECOMMENDATIONS  

(1) Cabinet notes the details of the proposal, progress to date and 
partners involved. 

(2) Cabinet supports the concept of providing a regionally significant 
centre for rowing, canoeing and kayaking at the current site of the 
Lancaster John O’Gaunt Rowing Club on the River Lune in Lancaster. 

(3) Cabinet agrees to provide officer support from within the Community 
Engagement and Regeneration and Policy services as appropriate to 
assist the development of the water centre. 

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 The Lancaster John O’Gaunt Rowing Club, currently based on the River Lune 
near Skerton Weir, has asked the Council to support it development of a 
regionally significant centre for rowing, canoeing and kayaking. If successful, 
the proposed “water centre” could provide a variety of health, well-being, 
environmental and economic benefits in line with Council corporate priorities. 
In particular, the project would complement other initiatives in the area, most 
notably the “Connecting Communities project which has highlighted that many 
of Skerton’s natural assets are underutilised. 

 
1.2 Local architects, Mason Gillibrand, have assisted the club to draw up, in 

outline form, a proposal which would see a new water centre located on the 
club’s existing site just above Skerton Weir. In addition to new rowing, 
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canoeing and kayaking facilities, the scheme would also include a new hydro 
turbine facility at the weir itself. 

 
1.3 A presentation of the outline scheme has been provided to officers who have 

subsequently briefed the Cabinet Portfolio Holders for Children and Young 
People and the Economy. The Council has now been asked to support the 
idea in principle and to provide officer support to further feasibility work to 
take the proposal forward. This support would be mainly from the Wellbeing 
arm of the Community Engagement service but would also involve some 
officer time from the Regeneration and Policy service. 

 

2.0 Proposal Details 

2.1 In summary, the water centre would include a new building consisting of a 
function room, outdoor viewing terrace, and flexible space for a 
gym/tuition/meetings and educational class use. Also provided would be 
changing rooms, and secure boat and equipment storage. All areas would be 
accessible with a platform lift included. 

 
Sports / Physical Activity 

2.2 The water centre would have the potential to provide a regionally significant 
facility for learning, coaching and competitions in many water based sports 
and activities including: 

 
i) Canoeing / Kayaking; 

ii) Rowing; 

iii) Small scale sailing; 

iv) Paddle boarding; 

v) Leisure rowing boats; 

vi) Pedalos; 

vii) 'Wild swimming'; and 

viii) Triathlon competitions. 
 
2.3 In addition, the building could have flexible use facilities for many other 

activities such as: 
 

i) Arts classes; 

ii) Coffee mornings; 

iii) Toddler groups; 

iv) Dance studio / yoga / pilates classes; 

v) Meeting / special event venue; and 

vi) Educational venue for sustainability and the environment. 
 
 

Partnerships and the Community 
2.4 The proposed water centre could open up potential partnerships with a large 

number of local schools, colleges, universities and community groups to offer 
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facilities for a wide range of water based sports, as well as associated 
coaching and water safety training. By centralising these facilities, coaches 
and equipment of the very highest standard can be offered to the widest 
possible audience. The wider public will have the chance to learn these water 
based sports for themselves in a safe and stimulating environment.  

 
Education 

2.5 The proposed hydro turbine will be a unique, publicly accessible, educational 
tool for the district. The disused sluice gate building, immediately off Halton 
Road, can be open for educational groups to visit and study. This will 
increase interest in the River Lune as an integral part of the future of 
Lancaster. 

 
Energy 

2.6 The turbine will supply sufficient energy for the building with the surplus 
exported to the grid. The exported energy will provide an income (via the 
Government’s 'feed in tariffs') and further discussions on this would take place 
with members and officers of the City Council prior to any agreement. 

 
Precedent Schemes 

2.7 The scheme being proposed would be one of only a handful currently 
available in the UK. Currently, the nearest similar facility is the Tees Barrage 
facility in Stockton on Tees, approx. 95 miles away. Opened in 1995, it 
comprises a river barrage, road bridge, foot bridge, barge lock, fish pass, 
white water course and rowing course. It is currently being used as a practice 
venue for the 2012 Olympic Games. The scheme has been so successful that 
a second phase is now underway. It includes 3 large Archimedes Screw 
hydro turbines, helping to pump the water around the courses and when not 
in use generating electricity to export. 

 

3.0 Details of Consultation  

3.1 The club have opened discussions with local residents regarding the 
proposed scheme and they are ongoing. Should Members determine value in 
proceeding with this scheme, it is envisaged that further consultation would 
take place with a wide range of partners and residents. 

 

4.0 Options and Options Analysis (including risk assessment) 

 
 Option 1: Members 

approve officers to 
provide advice and 
support to the scheme  

Option 2: Members do not 
approve officer support for this 
scheme. 

Advantages Officers could work 
with the various clubs, 
community and 
architects to ensure the 
proposal proceeds in 
line with corporate 
objectives. 

Officers free to utilise time on 
other areas of work. 

Disadvantages The scheme proceeds Scheme is in its infancy and 
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with minimal 
involvement from the 
Council and 
opportunities to 
maximise consultation/ 
benefits for clubs and 
community and energy 
saving implications are 
not provided. 

efficiencies around 
community/club integration, 
tourism and energy would not 
be explored. 

Risks As scheme develops it 
requires considerable 
officer time – would 
need to be managed 
by regular reporting to 
ensure work 
programmes are 
appropriate. 

Council not associated in a 
scheme which could positively 
impact on tourism, residents 
and clubs resulting in poor 
publicity. 

 

5.0 Conclusion  

5.1 The scheme is in its early stages and officers would have to monitor their time 
spent against demands from other areas on their time (should option 1 be 
approved). The scheme is potentially a considerable improvement on the 
current offer and at this stage, other than officer time, the club is not seeking 
financial support from the Council. 

 

RELATIONSHIP TO POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 
Supports Corporate Plan priorities in respect of Energy Coast, visitor economy and working 
in partnership. 
It further supports LDLSP Community Strategy priorities in respect of positive activities for 
children and young people, economic priorities (significant visitor destination with an 
outstanding waterfront) and environmental – achieve new development which is sustainable. 
 
The proposal complements the LDLSP’s recent decision to support a number of hydropower 
feasibility studies across the district.  

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

None at the moment. Any proposal arising out of feasibility work would include a full impact 
assessment. If successful, the project would complement other initiatives in the area such as 
“Connecting Communities”. 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  

There are no legal implications at this stage. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

There are no financial implications at this stage other than the cost of officer time. 
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OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

Human Resources: 

Officer time would be needed from both the Community Engagement and Regeneration and 
Policy Services.  

Information Services: 

None at the moment 

Property: 

None at the moment 

Open Spaces: 

None at the moment 

SECTION 151 OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The section 151 officer has been consulted and on the basis that the resource input is not 
significant and there is no expectation of any direct financial input from the Council, the s151 
Officer would highlight only that the proposal is based on the Council's existing corporate 
priorities and there is a risk that these could well change in due course. 

MONITORING OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The Monitoring Officer has been consulted and has nothing further to add, 

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

None 

Contact Officer: Simon Kirby 
Telephone:  01524 582831 
E-mail: skirby@lancaster.gov.uk 
Ref:  
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CABINET  
 
 

Morecambe Central Promenade Development 
Agreement 

 
7th December 2010 

 
Report of Head of Regeneration and Policy 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To obtain the views of Cabinet on how they wish to proceed with the Development 
agreement with Urban Splash taking into account updates in circumstances since it was 
entered into. 
 

Key Decision X Non-Key Decision  Referral from Cabinet 
Member  

Date Included in Forward Plan October 2010  

 
This report is public 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF COUNCILLOR BRYNING  
 
(1) That Members consider the results of the investigations into the 

potential for a marina to be incorporated in the Central Promenade 
Development and instruct officers on how they wish to proceed with the 
current development agreement.   

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 In June 2006 the Council entered into a development agreement with Urban 

Splash to facilitate the development of an area of the council’s land adjoining 
the Midland Hotel.  The agreement covered the public realm area of the 
central promenade site, the harbour band arena, the area occupied by the 
Dome and an area of public car parking.  The selection of Urban Splash as 
preferred developer had occurred as they had become the owners of the 
adjoining site occupied by the Midland Hotel.  To secure public funding from 
the North West Development Agency to assist in the extensive costs of 
refurbishing the hotel the Council was expected to grant exclusivity rights to 
Urban Splash in relation to this adjoining land. 

 
1.2 The development agreement among its numerous clauses required Urban 

Splash to hold a design competition for the site, which they subsequently did, 
and to submit a planning application to secure permission for the chosen 
scheme.  Two planning applications (one outline and one detail relating to a 
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smaller part of the site) were submitted on 13th June 2008.  Aspects of the 
scheme raised adverse comments not only from local objectors, but also 
statutory bodies including English Heritage.  Although the Council’s officers 
had negotiated amendments between the developer and English Heritage by 
Christmas 2009 these had not been submitted and the application was 
reported to Planning Committee in February 2010 with a recommendation for 
refusal.   The Planning Committee deferred consideration of the application 
after reassurances from Urban Splash that the promised revisions would be 
submitted.  Those revisions were subsequently received and are currently 
pending a decision. 

 
1.3 The development agreement has a long stop date of June 2011 beyond 

which both parties could opt to allow it to lapse without claim against each 
other, provided they have both performed to the obligations within it.  Since 
the original development agreement was entered into there have been a 
number of concerns raised by Members about the relationship between the 
design of the scheme in comparison to that which won the architectural 
competition.  In addition to that the Council has adopted its Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy and resolved to prepare an Area 
Action Plan for central Morecambe.  In an Area Acton Plan this site would be 
a prominent feature.   

 
1.4 The popularity of the Beachcomber concept with local residents has given 

rise to a level of support within the town for a different approach to be taken in 
relation to this site.  In addition scoping work for the Area Action Plan 
revealed requests by some commentators that the Council consider whether 
or not the land adjoining the Midland Hotel could be developed with a scheme 
which included a Marina.  The challenges of trying to do this are considerable, 
not simply because of the high conservation value of the bay which could 
raise strong technical objections, but also because of the difficult tidal 
conditions arising from the shallowness of the bay which would affect access.  
It is also unclear whether or not with existing marinas at Barrow, Fleetwood 
and Glasson, there would be a commercial demand for such a feature.   

   
1.5 Because of the development agreement it is important that consideration of a 

marina, which would involve a step change in policy from the current land 
allocation and development brief should be undertaken promptly and avoid 
hindering the development processes.  In this regard the current economic 
down turn has affected perceived demand for the development envisaged so 
there remains a window of opportunity to consider the feasibility of a marina 
without prejudicing a confirmed development programme.  This window is 
however not extensive and Urban Splash have confirmed that they would like 
their outstanding planning application considered by the new year.  This 
report has been prepared in advance therefore to anticipate the receipt of 
consultancy advice on marina feasibility and obtain members’ instructions on 
how they want to proceed in the alternative scenarios.    

 
2.0 Proposal Details 
 
2.1 Expressions of interest in a focussed piece of work to assess the feasibility of 

a marina were sought in late September 2010. Only experienced 
consultancies with a track record of experience in marina development were 
invited to submit quotations.  A period for the work programme has been set 
and initial findings should be available for the Council to consider in late 
November 2010. 
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2.2 If the findings of this investigative work suggest that a marina is not 

commercially or environmentally viable in this location then the Council 
should continue as originally intended and aim to determine Urban Splash’s 
pending development proposals.  There remain outstanding issues with the 
current revised planning application so it might not be practical to expect 
determination by early in the new year.  To give extended time to resolve the 
issues with that application therefore, the Council could grant an extension to 
the development agreement. 

 
2.3 If the findings suggest that a marina might be feasible further more detailed 

work would be necessary. Urban Splash’s current development proposals 
could not be implemented and the Council could seek to renegotiate with 
Urban Splash to establish whether or not an alternative set of proposals can 
be produced for the site.  Urban Splash have indicated in writing that they 
would wish to continue as a development partner with the Council to attempt 
to deliver a marina and mixed use development including extended 
accommodation for the Midland Hotel, should such a scenario be considered 
viable. 

 
2.4 If a marina proposal were feasible but would have to monopolise the whole 

area of land adjoining the Midland, then this would effectively rule out any 
other form of development on the site and materially alter the circumstances 
surrounding this development brief.  In these circumstances the Council will 
have to consider whether not to open new negotiations with Urban Splash 
relating to this and other sites in the area, or whether to withdraw from the 
current Development scheme and re market the site as part of new proposals 
arising from the Area Action Plan.  

   
2.5 Clearly at the time of writing the commercial and environmental feasibility of a 

marina in this location is not yet known, but Urban Splash’s attitude to two of 
the three scenarios has been made clear.  

 
3.0 Details of Consultation  
 
3.1 Extensive consultation has been carried out by Urban Splash and the Council 

in relation to the current planning application. The Council has also carried 
out consultations with the public on the scoping section of the Morecambe 
Area Action Plan. Consultation on the consideration of these options has 
been limited to appraising Urban Splash of the alternative. Urban Splash’s 
initial response is appended to this report.     

 
4.0 Options and Options Analysis (including risk assessment) 
 
 Option 1: Marina 

not feasible, extend 
existing 
development 
agreement  

Option 2: Marina 
feasible. 
Renegotiate 
development 
agreement with 
Urban Splash. 

Option 3: Marina 
feasible. Re market 
site with view to 
negotiating a fresh 
development 
agreement.   

Advantages Continuity of 
approach, no major 
conflicts with current 
development 
agreement. 

Addresses some 
community 
aspirations for site 
and decreases 
density on site.    

Fresh approach to 
review use of site 
with wider 
considerations in 
Area Action plan. 
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Disadvantages Council still has to 
deal with local 
concerns about 
scale of 
development on this 
side of Promenade.    

May not be fundable 
without significant 
public sector subsidy 
and reduces values 
from development to 
Council receipts. 

Means abandoning 
potential higher value 
scheme on site 
including scope for 
Midland Hotel to 
expand.   

Risks No new risks so long 
as Urban Splash do 
not dispute delays to 
consider this issue.     

Potential challenge 
for breach of existing 
agreement if Urban 
Splash do not agree 
to variation.  

Potential challenge 
for breach of existing 
agreement with 
Urban Splash. 

 
5.0 Officer Preferred Option (and comments) 
 
5.1 At the time of writing no conclusion has been reached on the commercial or 

environmental feasibility of a marina on the site therefore officers cannot 
support any other option than Option 1.  The Council’s current policy position 
in relation to the development of the site is that expressed in the development 
brief and until that is changed Option 1 is the only one which could be 
recommended.  If the feasibility of a marina on the site is shown to potentially 
change from previous assessment of marina potential at Morecambe the 
preferred option will be reviewed in the light of that new information.  
Members will be given a written update for the meeting.  

 
  
     
 
 

RELATIONSHIP TO POLICY FRAMEWORK  
The regeneration of Morecambe remains one of the Council’s top priorities.  The 
development of the land adjoining the Midland Hotel is identified in the Local Development 
Framework Core Strategy as one of the key regeneration projects. 
 

CONCLUSION OF IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
(including Diversity, Human Rights, Community Safety, Sustainability and Rural 
Proofing) 
The development of this land has major impacts for the tourist economy in Morecambe.  Its 
profile adjoining the Midland Hotel is one of the highest in the District.  The continued 
regeneration of Morecambe’s local economy will be highly influenced by changes to the land 
use and appearance of this site.  Creating a stimulating economic use on the site has the 
potential to safeguard the significant investments which have already taken place. 
 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  
The development agreement between Urban Splash and the City Council is still conditional 
upon determination of the planning application and matters arising from such determination.  
If the City Council decides to change its view about the form of development it requires to 
take place on the site without agreement with Urban Splash, there is the potential for the 
Council to be in breach of the terms of the agreement. In the event of such a situation arising 
the Council would need to consider its contractual position and if deemed appropriate seek 
specialist legal advice to mitigate any potential claim.  If there is a material change in 
planning circumstances such as a shift in the policy position then the developer and the 
Council in its land owning role have to this into account even if this means that earlier 
aspirations for the site have to be revised.  Should the potential for such a position occur, 
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specialist legal advice would be taken to ensure that the Councils position is protected if a 
policy change occurs.   
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no new financial implications arising from the preferred officer option 1.  With 
options 2 and 3 there is an increased risk that the council could incur additional costs arising 
from potential legal challenge by Urban Splash, however, which at this stage is neither 
quantified or budgeted for. 
 
Members are reminded that the council continues to hold a £250K deposit from Urban 
Splash, which can only be released to us in the form of payment for a licence to commence 
works on site if the pre-commencement conditions on any planning permission are 
discharged.  If the existing development agreement is not extended or re-negotiated with 
Urban Splash, however, then this would have to be paid back to Urban Splash.  
 
Regardless of which option is chosen, a more detailed report will need to be brought back to 
Cabinet prior to the council entering into any financial or contractual commitment for the 
development stage. 
 
 

OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
Human Resources: None 
 
Information Services: No implications 
 
 
Property: The land is currently in the Council’s ownership and modifications to the 
Development agreement would require a significant input from the Councils property 
professionals.    
 
 
Open Spaces:  The site currently provides open space on this portion of the central 
promenade.  Proposals for redevelopment of the site would remove that facility. 
 

SECTION 151 OFFICER’S COMMENTS 
The s151 Officer has been consulted and has no further comments at this stage, 
pending a recommendation regarding which option to pursue. 
 
 

MONITORING OFFICER’S COMMENTS 
The Monitoring Officer has been consulted and has no further comments at this stage. 
 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Impact Reports : Advice note by the 
Infrastructure Planning Commission 

Contact Officer: Andrew Dobson 
Telephone: 01524 582303 
E-mail: adobson@lancaster.gov.uk 
Ref:  
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CABINET    
 
 

SHARED SERVICES- Public Realm 
Dec 7th 2010 

 
Report of Head of Environmental Services 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To seek approval for the principle of the City Council directly delivering a range of public 
realm services on behalf of the County Council.   
 

Key Decision X Non-Key Decision  Referral from Cabinet 
Member  

Date Included in Forward Plan Nov 2010 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF HEAD OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

(1) That Cabinet approves the principle of the City Council directly delivering a 
range of public realm services on behalf of the County Council. 

(2) That the Head of Environmental Services is delegated to agree the details of 
the public realm agreement with County. 

(3) That, once details are agreed relevant general fund budgets are updated 
accordingly, subject to there being no costs falling to the City Council. 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Lancaster City Council and Lancashire County Council are keen to promote 
closer working and shared service delivery arrangements to provide better 
value for money and improved service delivery standards for citizens of 
Lancashire.  A key action of the City Council’s corporate plan is ‘to implement 
the council’s agreed programme for shared services and research other 
opportunities wherever possible.’ The ‘public realm’ is an area where by 
working together it is expected improvements can be made. For the purposes 
of this report ‘public realm’ refers mainly to highways, grassed verges and 
hedges for which the County Council has responsibility. 

1.2 The following functions are already carried out by the City Council on behalf 
of the County Council under an existing agreement: - 

 
• Highways grass cutting- urban core of District 
• Weed control- urban core of District 
• Tree maintenance- urban core of District 
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• Shrub maintenance- urban core of District 
• Leaf sweep- full district 

 
There is a clear business case for the City Council continuing to provide these 
services. 

 

1.3 Work has been taking place to establish what benefits there would be if the 
County and City Council developed this relationship further.  

2.0 Proposal Details 

2.1 To this end detailed work has taken place to establish the benefits of the City 
Council directly delivering the following services on behalf of the County 
Council- 

• Highways grass cutting- in rural settlements. Currently delivered by a 
combination of contractors and Parish Councils on behalf of the County 
Council. 

• Highways grass cutting- safety swathes outside of rural settlements. Currently 
delivered by contractors on behalf of the County Council. 

• Weed control- in rural settlements. Currently delivered by contractors on 
behalf of the County Council. 

• Emergency tree work- extension of existing arrangements with the City 
Council. 

• Shrub maintenance- all District. Currently delivered by contractors on behalf 
of the County Council. 

• First stage enforcement of overhanging vegetation- currently delivered by 
County Council. 

• Emergency out of hours sweeping after road traffic incidents- formalisation of 
existing arrangement with the City Council. 

2.2 The benefits of the City Council delivering these services would be - 

• Service delivery joined up with other services- eg we could easily coordinate 
grass cutting which is currently carried out by contractors on behalf of the 
County Council with street sweeping which is carried out by the City Council. 

• Improved customer service- the current split of responsibility between County 
and City Council is confusing to residents and causes frustration. Regardless 
of which Council the resident contacted the issue would be dealt with by the 
City Council. 

• Improved efficiency- the City Council already has a directly provided grounds 
maintenance service that undertakes County work in the urban core. 
Extending this provides economies of scale and improves value for money. 

• Improved service for Parish Councils- the majority of the proposed work is 
carried out in Parished areas. This proposal will ensure a consistent approach 
to service delivery in those areas. For public realm issues the main point of 
contact for the Parish Council would be the City Council. 

2.3 The undertaking to do this work would be clearly set out in a formal 
agreement. It is expected that the City Council would commence provision of 
the majority of the work in April 2011. The remainder of the work would 
commence April 2012. 
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2.4 Based on current budgets for all the scheduled work an annual amount of 
approx £83,000 will be provided by County Council to the City Council 
(£57,000 in 2011/12). For emergency works payments will be made by the 
County Council following orders to carry out the works. 

2.5 The majority of the scheduled work is grass cutting in rural settlements. In 
order to best fit in with the existing City Council mowing operations it is 
expected that County Council land in these areas will be mowed to similar 
frequencies as in the urban core. In many areas this will represent a 
significant improvement in service delivery. To mow less than this would 
require completely different machinery and cause major disruption to the 
existing City Council operation. 

2.6 An agreement between the City and County Council to carry out this public 
realm work would result in the cessation of any existing arrangements the 
County Council have with individual Parish Councils to undertake activities 
such as mowing. It is expected that the benefits as outlined would more than 
compensate for this. 

 

3.0 Details of Consultation  

4.0 Options and Options Analysis (including risk assessment) 

 Option 1: To enter into  a 
public realm agreement with 
the County Council for direct 
delivery by the City Council of 
a range of services 

Option 2: To not enter into a 
public realm agreement  

Advantages Joins up District and County 
public realm services 
 
Improved customer service 
 
Improved efficiency 
 
Consistent service for rural 
settlements / Parishes 
 
Improved consistency of 
service between rural and 
urban areas. 

Maintains status quo 

Disadvantages Parish Councils that previously 
directly undertook work on 
behalf of the County Council 
may feel they have less control 
of service delivery. 
 

Contrary to Corporate Plan 
and goes against agreed 
shared services programme. 

Risks The County Council decide to 
offer Parishes the option to 
deliver some of the services 
themselves- in which case the 
business case on which our 
agreement would be based 
would no longer be viable. 
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As a result of the 
comprehensive spending 
review the County Council 
reduces budgets available for 
this work. 

The Officer preferred option is Option 1 

5.0 Conclusion 

5.1 The report provides Cabinet with information on which to determine whether 
the principle of entering into a public realm agreement with the County 
Council achieves the City Council’s objectives. 

 

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

The impact of the public realm services outlined in the report will be mainly felt within the 
rural areas of the District. A public realm agreement would seek to ensure that consistent 
levels of service are provided within the rural areas.  

 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
Legal Services will advise on the contents of any proposed agreement with the County 
Council. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

An initial appraisal of the costs related to the delivery of a range of public realm services on 
behalf of the County Council has been undertaken and the work can be completed on a cost 
neutral basis.   

 

OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

Human Resources: 

At this stage there are no known Human Resource implications to consider. 

Information Services: 

There are no IS implications to consider 

Property: 

There are no property implications to consider 

Open Spaces: 

There will be implications for the way the County Council’s land is managed and the details 
of these will be set out in any public realm agreement. 
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SECTION 151 OFFICER’S COMMENTS 
 

The s151 Officer has been consulted and would advise that safeguards are in place to 
ensure that any agreement would be implemented and managed within the existing budget 
framework. 

MONITORING OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

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

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

None 

Contact Officer: Mark Davies 
Telephone:  01524 582401 
E-mail: mdavies@lancaster.gov.uk 
Ref:  

 
 

Page 15



 

 

CABINET  
 
 
 

Shared Services – Revenues & Benefits 
07 December 2010 

 
Report of Head of Financial Services 

 
 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
To seek approval for entering into a full shared service with Preston City Council for 
the provision of Revenues and Benefits services on the basis as set out in the 
attached business case, subject to the necessary constitutional changes being 
approved in due course. 
 

Key Decision X Non-Key Decision  Referral  
Date Included in Forward Plan December 2010 

This report is public. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF COUNCILLOR LANGHORN: 
 

1. That Cabinet considers the Business Case as set out at Appendix A and 
approves a shared service arrangement for the delivery of the Revenues and 
Benefits service, with Preston City Council acting as host authority. 

 
2. That further reports be presented to Members in due course to address the 

further details of the governance and contractual arrangements. 
 
3. That in due course Personnel Committee be requested to update the Council’s 

establishment. 
 
4. That subject to the outcome of the above, the Revenue Budget be updated 

accordingly, including changes in respect of any approved efficiency 
proposals. 

 
 
1 Background 
 
1.1 At its previous meeting on 31 August 2010, Cabinet reaffirmed its support for the 

development of a full business case to explore the opportunities of working with 
Preston City Council to deliver the Revenues and Benefits service more cost 
effectively. 

 
1.2 This work has now been completed.  Members will be aware that a senior 

management arrangement is already operating successfully between the two 
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Councils and the consideration of the attached business case represents a major 
step in taking this initiative further forward, with the overriding need for both Councils 
to make efficiency savings in service delivery. 

 
1.3 Work on developing shared services for Revenues and Benefits has been ongoing 

since October 2009, however.  As part of this development stage, both Councils have 
taken the opportunity to identify efficiency savings prior to any decision being taken 
regarding a full shared service and they are identified separately within the Business 
Case.  Those affecting Lancaster City Council’s staff are due to be considered by 
Personnel Committee on 14 December.  Generally it is considered good practice to 
ensure that any service is ‘fit for purpose’ prior to entering into any formal 
arrangements, as this helps avoid any unnecessary complications during transition. 

 
1.4 Members should note that prior to the shared services agenda proceeding, efficiency 

savings will be proposed within the service, which will be considered by Personnel 
Committee on the 14 December.  The financial implications of these efficiencies are 
outlined later in this report. 

 
 
2 Business Case Proposals 
 
2.1 Cabinet is requested to consider the Business Case attached at Appendix A:  This 

contains all relevant information surrounding the proposals.   
 

2.2 Whilst the establishment of a full shared service would represent a significant step 
for the Council, it should be appreciated that the proposal represents only a change 
in the way that the service is administered, rather than it being a change to overall 
Member responsibility for the service.  This is an important point; proposals that 
change current methods of service delivery are expected to become more 
commonplace, as councils respond to the financial pressures facing them. 

 
2.3 The proposals would still provide flexibility for each Council to determine its local 

policies.  This is particularly relevant given Government’s intended future changes to 
council tax benefits.  A full shared service would not prevent each Council adopting 
different solutions to this challenge, but it should assist both Councils to be better 
prepared. 

 
2.4 Subject to Cabinet approving the business case, there would be a need for Members 

to address locally the setting up of the governance and contractual arrangements;  
this would involve reporting to both Cabinet and Council early in the New Year.  The 
Council’s establishment would also need to be updated accordingly. 

 
2.5 As such, therefore, if the proposals are ultimately approved they would result in the 

following: 
 

• a full shared service for Revenues and Benefits administration being established 
with Preston City Council, to meet broadly the same service targets as currently in 
place; 

• designation of Preston City Council as host authority for the shared service,  
excluding respective customer services, with the subsequent transfer of around 80 
staff from Lancaster’s establishment to Preston’s; 

• customer services being retained by the Council, together with any other relatively 
minor residual functions; 

• the establishment of a Joint Committee made up of Members from each authority, 
predominantly to oversee the development and operation of the shared service. 
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3 Details of Consultation  
 
3.1 Information on the consultation undertaken with stakeholders is outlined in the 

attached business case. 
 
3.2 In particular, staff within the Revenues and Benefits services at both Councils have 

received briefings on possible future service proposals and a Staff Consultation 
Group has been set up whereby representatives are advised on progress to date.  
Union officials sit as members of this consultation group. 

 
3.3 At the time of writing this report consultation was still underway regarding the 

efficiency proposals referred to in section 1.3 and should the business case be 
approved, further consultation would be undertaken with Lancaster City Council’s 
staff on their proposed transfer to Preston City Council, in line with the Transfer of 
Undertakings (Protection of Earnings) Regulations (TUPE).  This would be done prior 
to requesting Personnel Committee to update the establishment. 

 
 
4 Options and Options Analysis (including risk assessment)  
 
4.1 In summary, the options are as follows: 
 

Option 1: to approve the business case for entering into a full shared service with 
Preston City Council for the provision of Revenues and Benefits services, on the 
basis as set out at Appendix A (with supporting recommendations regarding 
contractual and constitutional matters).  The attached provides for a full appraisal of 
this option, including risk considerations. 

 
Option 2: to not approve the business case and instead instruct Officers to pursue 
an alternative option as outlined in the business case.  Whilst the key advantages 
and disadvantages are outlined in the Appendix, depending on the alternative 
chosen, Officers may need to undertake further development work and report back 
accordingly.  

 
 
5 Officer Preferred Option 
 
5.1 The Officer preferred option is Option 1, as this is considered to the most cost-

effective option at this time;  the full rationale is set out in the attachment. 
 
6 Conclusion  
 
6.1 The Business Case demonstrates that there is a strong case for creating a shared 

service in Revenues and Benefits and highlights opportunities for improving service 
efficiency at a much reduced cost.  The Officer Project Board has endorsed the 
Business Case and considers that the full shared service delivery model best meets 
the needs of both Councils. 

 
 
 
 

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

The service has been exceeding its performance targets in recent months, particularly for 
benefits processing, and albeit at a high cost.  The proposals (and those being considered 
by Personnel Committee next week) are based on removing such excess investment and 
over-achievement but still retaining, in broad terms, existing service targets. Overall 
therefore, whilst these proposals may affect the housing benefits service and clearly this will 
include more vulnerable groups within the community, any impact is not expect to reduce 
standards below those set out in the current Corporate Plan.   

That said, the position is more complicated as Government has already indicated that 
existing performance indicators will be changed from April next year and therefore current 
targets will need to be changed accordingly in any event.  This is expected to be a matter for 
any Joint Committee, in line with any delegations granted to it. 

Whilst there may be some dip in performance during the transitional period, arrangements 
are in place to manage and mitigate this as far as possible.   

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  

Legal Services have been represented on the Project Board.  There are no further 
comments at this time.  

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The financial implications of Option 1 are as set out in the attached business case.  In simple 
terms, this option would generate total savings of around £212K per year, as adjusted for 
pay and price changes, and of this amount an estimated £46K would be attributable to 
Lancaster City Council.  The main reason why there is a difference in the balance of savings 
is because of the extent to which Lancaster has taken savings in the lead up. 
 
The above savings are on top of the efficiency proposals due to be considered by Personnel 
Committee next week. 
 
Assuming both sets of proposals (efficiency and full shared service) are ultimately approved, 
savings totalling around £446K per year would be gained from the service, again as adjusted 
for inflation etc and subject to any future changes to the cost sharing arrangements.   This 
does not allow for any one-off costs associated with the transition, but in view of 
circumstances and previous experiences, these are expected to be well within pay-back 
requirements. 
 
In terms of timing, if Option 1 is approved it is expected to be autumn time before the shared 
service would be fully implemented and therefore part-year savings for next year may be in 
the region of £23K, plus the full year efficiency savings of £400K, giving a total for next year 
of around £423K.  Should the proposals be approved, this would be assessed in more detail 
and reported as part of the budget process. 

OTHER RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

Human Resources: 

As set out in the report and attachment.  In summary the proposals would involve around 80 
staff transferring from the Council’s establishment to Preston City Council.  Subsequently 
there would be further reductions of around 9 full time equivalent posts in the shared service 
establishment, but this would be subject to consideration by the Joint Committee. 
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From a support service perspective, it is considered that in due course the proposals would 
generate some capacity with the HR service to devote to the many other organisational and 
pay related reviews facing the Council.  

Information Services: 

As set out in the report and attachment.  The ICT infrastructure and network is robust 
enough to accommodate significant growth, and the similarity in systems creates the 
potential for shared services between the two Councils.   

Property: 

There are no significant property issues arising as there would be no changes to the 
proposed locations for the service.  There would be a commitment, however, to provide 
existing accommodation to locate Preston City Council staff within Lancaster Town Hall.  
Any proposed changes would need to be agreed jointly. 

Open Spaces: 

No implications arising. 

 

SECTION 151 OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The s151 Officer has prepared this report;  both she and the Deputy s151 Officer have been 
involved in the development of the shared service proposals. 

MONITORING OFFICER’S COMMENTS 

The Monitoring Officer has been consulted and has no further comments at this stage, but 
will be involve as the more detailed constitutional and governance arrangements are 
developed. 

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

Shared Services report to Cabinet, 31 
August 2010. 

Contact Officer: Nadine Muschamp 
Telephone:  01524 582138 
E-mail: nmuschamp@lancaster.gov.uk 
Ref:  
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