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1
PURPOSE

1.1
To tell members of this Committee about the proposals of the Executive Director of the Environment at Lancashire County Council to introduce a county wide Public Realm Integration Project involving services being delivered at County, District and Parish Council level and

1.2
To decide whether or not to support this wide reaching and innovative initiative in the way services are delivered in the public realm in the future in Ribble Valley.

1.3
Relevance to the Council’s Ambitions & Priorities

· Mission Statement & Vision shared with Ribble Valley Strategic Partnership: -

· An area with an exceptional environment and quality of life for all; sustained by vital and vibrant market towns and villages acting as thriving services centres meeting the needs of residents, businesses and visitors.

· Council Ambitions

· To protect and enhance the existing environmental quality of our area; especially to protect the natural and built environment and ensure that we provide clean streets and open spaces;

· To be a well managed Council providing efficient services based on identified customer needs.

· Community Objectives

· To encourage economic activity to increase business and employment opportunities;

· To support the regeneration of Market Towns and sustainable service centres;

· To ensure continuous improvement;

· To reduce levels of and perception of crime and disorder;

· To contribute to minimising the impact of Global Warming;

· To provide a high quality environment, keeping land clear of litter and refuse and reducing the incidents of dog fouling.

· Citizens Charter

· We will clean the streets;

· Clean our public conveniences on a daily basis;

· Carry out enforcement of our pay and display car parks;

· Manage the CCTV system in Clitheroe and Whalley;

· Cut the grass in our parks and open spaces regularly;

· Encourage tourism in our area;

· Control fly tipping, graffiti and dog fouling.

· RVBC Environmental Charter

· Promote the public enjoyment and access to the countryside and to develop the most effective use of our own areas of public open space.

· Other Considerations

· The public do not really understand the division of functions between the County Council and the Borough Council.  As the Borough Council is the collection agency for Council Tax most residents assume and believe therefore that we either provide or manage particular County services such as highway maintenance, traffic management, cutting of grass verges, street lighting, gritting, etc, and look to Ribble Valley members and officers who are situated locally to their problems to deal with their requests and complaints.

2
BACKGROUND

2.1
Since Local Government Reorganisation in 1974 the County Council has been responsible for the delivery of all highway related functions.  At that time all the newly created District/Borough Councils were offered an Agency Agreement for the maintenance of certain roads in their area in what were described as ‘core areas’.  In the case of Ribble Valley this amounted to a very small nucleus of streets in Clitheroe and Longridge with the County Council maintaining all other roads, streets and footpaths in the Borough.  In all other authorities the core areas were significant, for instance the core area of Hyndburn was the whole Borough, and so the other districts entered into Highways Agency Agreements.  Members of Ribble Valley at the time wanted to take responsibility for all the roads in the Borough except trunk roads but Lancashire County Council would not agree to that.  As a result the Borough Council declined to take on any highways maintenance responsibilities in the area as it was neither viable to do so nor helpful to the publics perception of who did what. 

2.2
However the Borough Council did enter into an Agency Agreement to make up to an adoptable standard any privately owned streets in the Borough and to supervise the design and construction of new roads, such as on housing estates, in the Borough.  This arrangement continued very successfully until the Agency Agreement was terminated and replaced with the Lancashire Highways Partnership Agreement in 2003.  In 2006 that Agreement was replaced with the Residual Highways Partnership.  Each time the Agreements had changed the County Council took back more functions in-house and reduced the funding for those functions delivered by Districts.

2.3
In the report presented to the meeting of this Committee held on Tuesday 14th July 2009 regarding the Street Services Agreement with Lancashire County Council I mentioned the likely emergence of the intentions to launch a Public Realm strategy by the County Council.  Committee resolved at Min 190(2) to

· continue to press the County Council for greater devolvement to the Borough Council in order to deliver locally other highway related services and that they be properly funded so that they do not become a burden on this Council’s budget and resources.

3
ISSUES

3.1
Attached at Annex ‘A’ to this report is a copy of the report prepared by Lancashire County Councils Executive Director of Environment Jo Turton for their Cabinet meeting held on Thursday 8th October 2009 in which is set out the background and proposals regarding their Public Realm Integration Project.

3.2
The content and proposals in the report are self explanatory and clearly there is now a strong desire for Lancashire County Council to bring about a change in emphasis in their role as the highway authority and to consider how all activities that take place in, on and around the highway are provided by various bodies can be brought together to the greatest advantage of all concerned and particularly for our residents.

3.3
In preparing this report officers and consultants working for the County Council spoke to both John Heap, Director of Community Services and Graham Jagger, Street Scene Manager in their consultation with all Districts in the County.  From the report it is clear to see that all Districts, at least at officer level, believe this concept of an approach to joined up service delivery in the current two-tier structure of local government in Lancashire has support and is the type of thing that all Districts have been suggesting for many, many years now.  However as always it will be the issues of detail, finance, resources, priorities and delivery mechanism that will need to be agreed that will determine its success or otherwise.

3.4
Some of the key issues of note in the report I would wish to bring to members attention are as follows: -

· the County Council intend to roll out this project by using their available resources in a more cost effective manner and within existing budget provision;

· there may be delegation of powers to Districts in order for them to carry out statutory functions presently carried out by the County Council;

· the County Council Environment Directorate is to undergo a restructuring with a view to it being a smaller organisation with a focus on being outward facing, outcome and value driven and having greater clarity of purpose more closely aligned to the County Councils role and corporate priorities.  The core purpose of the Environment Directorate is to commission and deliver the best quality, value for money services possible to the people and places of Lancashire:  to work with partners and businesses to create the conditions for business and prosperity to thrive and to work with partners and communities to build safe, sustainable and secure communities;

· it is acknowledged there is disjoint within the various sections in the highway service teams in the County Council, Lancashire County Engineering Services and Borough Councils;

· there are poor lines of communication and integration between County and District staff;

· recent customer surveys reveal wide dissatisfaction, in varying degrees, with the current service delivery arrangements;

· customer confusion over contact arrangements needs to be more integrated as customers seek a ‘one team’ approach;

· retention of local democracy;

· to achieve a unified service delivery model as outlined by Central Government in ‘Strong and Prosperous Communities – the Local Government White Paper’ of 2006.

3.5
In the proposals in the report Ribble Valley is included in the first group of Councils to be involved in the ‘Clean and Green’ activities phase.  The timetable sets the period between November 2009 to May 2010 for review to implementation.  This is a demanding schedule that will require a considerable commitment to achieve.

3.6
Project governance arrangements and the link with Lancashire Locals are seen as key issues in driving the project forward.

3.7
There is reference in the report to a Project Manager and I anticipate that that might be a senior officer within the Environment Directorate of the County Council but there could be a good case for it being a District officer also.

3.8
This Committee is the one most affected by these proposals and as such needs to take a view on whether or not it wishes to commit this Council to be part of this initiative.

3.9
Members need to be aware as to what this project might mean to the Council, its services and resources.  There is the potential for transfer of services, budgets and resources between the County and Districts – in both directions.  Until the reviews on each of the phases are completed the most efficient and effective methods of service integration will not be known.  Members may wish to indicate what parameters officers should be given to work within and whether or not they would be prepared to take on the delivery of what are County Council services or transfer the delivery of Borough Council services to the County Council.

3.10
The work necessary to see this project through will be intense and demanding and no doubt have an effect on existing workloads during the second half of this financial year.  Any financial/resource issues would have to be reflected within the 2010/11 budget.  There could well be a significant commitment required from the Resources Directorate for financial, legal and Human Resources support during this period also.

3.11
As the report suggests there will need to be regular engagement with elected members at County, District and Parish level through a mixture of formal reporting, one to one collective meetings and existing defined links such as Lancashire Locals or Mulit-Area Agreement clusters.  This will require a decision to be made as to which elected member will represent the Council in any meetings and their remit and what authority should be given to members on the Ribble Valley Lancashire Local to commit the Council to actions through that forum.

3.12 
The proposal by the County Council, if delivered to its potential, is likely to give the Borough Council a real and meaningful say in how those aspects of the ‘public realm’ as set out in the report affect Ribble Valley and its residents.  There is the opportunity to create better, joined up working across the two-tiers of local government and provide even better value for money services that can make a difference to peoples lives.  Some of the difficulties that we have experienced in working with the County Council appear likely to be overcome if this more enlightened approach to working together is applied successfully.  There will need to be give and take on both sides to achieve the objectives of the strategy.

3.13
The extent to which it is decided to commit to this initiative will determine if resources should be redirected from within the Council towards this project.  The County Councils Environment Directorate is to undergo a restructuring to remove the confusion within its organisational structure as to who does what, how and why and so alleviate some issues that have hindered progress in the past.

3.14
There will need to be an ‘across the Council’ buy-in to this project to make it effective as it cannot be left to just one small section of the Community Services Department to see it through and make it work.

3.15
Members of Committee need to be aware that this would be additional work being added to a small team already with a sizable workload and which is waiting to find out what the effect of the emerging Floods and Water Management Bill previously reported to this Committee is likely to mean to them.  If this is considered to be important to the Council then other less important work may have to be deferred.

4
RISK MANAGEMENT

Resources

· To take this initiative forward (in particular considering the project timetable) will mean a significant amount of key staff time will need to be dedicated to the project.  This is likely to have an effect on other work.  Until work is done to review the most effective ways of service integration then it is not possible to predict the financial or human resource implications for the Council.


Technical, Environmental & Legal

· The Street Scene/Engineering Services Section is where the effect of this project is likely to have the biggest impact.  The outcome of the review of the Cleaner and Greener activities will determine what technical skills and resources will be needed to deliver the services.  If services are devolved and better integrated there are likely to be environmental benefits resulting from any changes.

The legal issues which will need to be addressed during the project may include delegation of powers and the enabling of statutory functions to be carried out by the Council through agreements under S101 Local Government Act 1972 and other agreed arrangements.

If the changes involve any transfer of staff this will require the involvement of the Human Resources Section.


Political

· There will inevitably be significant Member involvement required in the early phase of this project in steering it through the negotiation process and onto a satisfactory conclusion that meets the needs and expectations of this Council.  The role of the Lancashire Local to date has been questioned as to its effectiveness in shaping service delivery and decision-making.  As it is for the Councils Committees to determine the strategies, policies and priorities of this Council rather than the Ribble Valley Lancashire Local, the Council may have to consider the constitutional implications of any proposals arising from the review.

Reputation

· This proposed project has the potential, if delivered effectively, to remove much confusion for the public about who does what and why; to improve services through better coordination and joined up working across the two tiers of local government; and to develop a more customer focused service.  In doing so it would enhance the reputation of the Council.

5
RECOMMENDED THAT COMMITTEE

5.1
Consider the issues arising for this Council out of the report prepared by the Executive Directorate of the Environment to the Cabinet of Lancashire County Council and

5.2
Decides whether or not to support the project.

5.3
If supporting the project, nominate a Member to lead on this issue on behalf of this Committee and the Council.

5.4
If supporting the project, consider what parameters, if any, should be set to guide the nominated Member and officers through any discussions and negotiations that might take place and

5.5
If supporting the project, ask that officers report back on progress to all subsequent meetings of this Committee.

JOHN C HEAP

DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

· Report of Executive Director of Environment to LCC Cabinet on 8th October 2009.

For further information please contact Graham Jagger on 01200 414523.
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