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(iv) Note that any capital scheme approved by Council may only proceed after a full report, including business case and financial appraisal, has been approved.  
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14 November 2005

PROVISIONAL CAPITAL PROGRAMME 2005/06 TO 2008/09

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This report details the revised capital programme for 2005/06 together with the proposed methods of financing as set out in paragraph 3 and Appendix A and B.

1.2 The report also details the capital spending proposals for 2006/07 to 2008/09, together with the potential resources available to fund the programme. Members are asked to give initial consideration to the spending proposals, details of which are contained in the pro forma Appendices C1 to C5 attached to this report.

1.3 
The guiding principles for the formulation of the capital programme over the next three year planning period are set out in the following policy documents that were approved by Council on 19 July 2005:

· Capital Strategy (Report FS3/05)

· Asset Management Plan (PS12/05)

1.4
A Capital Projects Board of senior officers has been established to take the lead on the prioritisation of investment and the monitoring and evaluation of schemes. The intention is to improve performance monitoring and business case analysis of capital projects. The Business Case Methodology used during the 2006/07-budget cycle is repeated at Appendix D.  

2. CAPITAL RESOURCES

2.1
There are several sources of capital resources available to the Council to fund capital expenditure, the main ones being:

· Borrowing (Prudential Code - see paragraph 6.2)

· Capital Grants e.g. Lottery Commission, Sports England, DFG 

· Capital Receipts e.g. proceeds from the sale of assets

· Council Reserves e.g. Projects Fund, Renewals Reserve

2.2
It should be noted that capital resources can only be used to fund capital expenditure and cannot (with the exception of the Council’s own Reserves), be used to fund revenue expenditure. There are strict definitions of what constitutes capital expenditure.

2.3 It should also be noted that the resources available to support the capital programme can only be estimated during the year. The final position is dependent in particular on how successful the Council has been in achieving Capital Receipts from the sale of assets against its target i.e. the more capital receipts generated, the less is required to be taken from Borrowing and Council Reserves (and vice versa).

2.4 The cost of borrowing £1m to fund the capital programme will result in a charge to the revenue account in the next full year of approximately £85,000.  This is made up of £45,000 for the cost of the interest payable (4.5% of £1m equates to £45,000) and a principal repayment provision of 4% of the outstanding sum (4% of £1m equates to £40,000).

3. REVISED CAPITAL PROGRAMME 2005/06

3.1 The capital programme for 2005/06 totalling £12,516,366 was approved by the Council on 19 July 2005 as detailed in the 2004/05 out-turn report (FS16/05).

3.2 An initial attempt has been made to identify the progress to date of each scheme in the current financial year. However it should be noted that the Quarterly Budget Monitoring report to September 2005 (which is considered elsewhere on the agenda) highlights that there is a significant underspend against the annual budget. An initial attempt has also been made to identify slippage on individual schemes. This slippage totals £2,464,200 and it is recommended that this be carried forward to 2006/07. This carry forward has been reflected in this report and in Appendix A.

3.3 The revised capital programme for 2005/06 now totals £10,107,006 as detailed in Appendix A, whilst Appendix B details the anticipated use of capital resources. A summary of the revised programme for 2005/06 is shown below:


£
App

2005/06 Original Capital Programme
12,516,366
A

Slippage to 2006/07
(2,464,200)
A

Other adjustments 
54,840
A

2005/06 Revised Capital Programme
10,107,006
A

Estimated Capital Resources available 
21,111,897
B

Projected (Surplus) capital resources
(11,004,891)


Less earmarked provision
1,000,000


Projected (Surplus) capital resources
(10,004,891


Projected Surplus Capital Resources as at 31/03/06:

· Projects Fund

· Capital Receipts
(4,536,568)

(5,468,323)


3.4 It is anticipated that additional capital receipts will be generated during 2005/06, which have been estimated at £958,000 over and above current projections. This has been built into the Capital resources figure available to fund the capital programme.

4. NEW CAPITAL SPENDING PROPOSALS 2006/07 TO 2008/09

4.1 The new capital spending proposals are included on the pro-formas attached to this report, and are summarised in the following Table. 

Capital Scheme
App/

Para
2006/07

£000
2007/08

£000
2008/09

£000
Future £000

Current Commitments:






Slippage from 2005/06
  A
2,464
0
0


Shaddonmill

12
0
0


GIS

91
0
0


Private Sector Housing Investment
4.2/4.3
768
768
768


Major Repairs to Council Property
4.2/4.4
250
250
250


Vehicles Plant & Equipment
4.2/4.4
293
437
437


Industrial Estate Maintenance
4.5
200
200
200


Cremator Replacements
4.2/4.6
450
0
330


Desk Top Replacement
4.2/4.7
120
120
120


Housing Strategy (5 Year)

1,250
1,250
1,550


Talkin Tarn

710
0
0


Heysham Park

100
154
0


Sheepmount 

50
0
0


Total Existing Commitments

6,758
3,179
3,655


New Spending Proposals






Play Areas
 4.8 
50




Synthetic Football Pitch
C1
250




Renaissance Improvements
C2
180




Waste Minimisation
C3
905




Electronic Document Records System
C4 & 4.9
353




CTS/EPS IT System
C5 & 4.9
130




Total New Proposals

1,868




TOTAL POTENTIAL PROGRAMME

8,626
3,179
3,655


Many of the proposals require further appraisal and strengthened Business Cases, and therefore should they be approved for inclusion in the Council’s Capital Programme as part of this budget process, the release of any budget would be subject to a further full report to the Capital Projects Board and the Executive as appropriate. 

4.2 Details of the proposals for spend in these committed areas will be subject to a full report and Business Case to the Capital Projects Board before the release of any budget. 

4.3 The Private Sector Housing Investment budget is to cover Disabled Adaptations Grants, Renovations Grants and Minor Works Grants.  Based on estimates of the future applications likely to be received it is suggested that this amount will be required each year over the period under review.

4.4 The budgetary implications concerning the Major Repairs to Council Property and Vehicles, Plant and Equipment will be set out in reports presented to the Executive on 21 November 2005. The current 2006/07 budget provision for use of the Renewals Reserve of £293,000 can be split as follows:

     £

Vehicles/Plant

200,500

IT 



71,766

Equipment


20,320




£292,586

4.5 It was previously agreed to contribute £200,000 per annum to provide a fund to maintain the Industrial Estates.  This was a recommendation that arose from the Best Value Review of Property Services.  The budget is to cover minor works needed and a programme of works will be prepared for approval.

4.6 The options for replacing the equipment at the Crematorium will be reviewed before procurement.

4.7 The IT systems desktop replacement programme is in the course of being developed.  Early indications are that a 4-year replacement programme will require  £120,000 per annum. 

4.8 The Play Area strategy is not yet available but is being prepared. Members may wish to consider to allocating resources in 2006/07 pending approval of that strategy.

4.9 It is recommended that 10% of these budgets be approved initially, to enable the feasibility of the project to be undertaken and a full Business Case produced.  A further report will be required to the Capital Projects Board and the Executive to consider the releasing of the balance.

5.
FUTURE COMMITMENTS

5.1

In addition to the spending proposals in the above Table there are also potential 

capital implications arising from the following issues which will be reported on fully as details become available

· Carlisle Renaissance Development Plan Implications

· Tullie House Development Plan Implications

· Play Area Strategy Implications

· Sports Feasibility Study Implications

· Three Rivers Implication

· Greystone Community Centre

5.2
An earmarked reserve has been established for the Asset Investment Fund which totals £1m after the 2005/06 contribution.  A business case is in the course of being prepared to show how it is planned to utilise that resource.  There are no plans at the moment to contribute after 2005/06.

5. POTENTIAL CAPITAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE 

5.2 The table below sets out the estimated resources available to finance capital programme for 2006/07 to 2008/09.

Source of Funding
Para
2006/07

£000
2007/08

£000
2008/09

£000
Future

£000

Borrowing
6.2
1,110
1,110
1,110


Capital Grants:






· Disabled Facilities Grant
6.3
177
177
177


· ODPM (slippage from 2005/06)

330
0
0


Capital Receipts:






· Generated in year – General
6.4
1,480
500
500


· Generated in year – PRTB
6.5
2,000
1,400
1,200


Reserves:






· Projects Fund
6.6
(1,034)
(2,180)
(2,524)


· Renewals Reserve 
6.7
293
437
437


TOTAL

4,356
1,444
900


5.3 A new system of capital finance (Prudential Code) was introduced on1st April 2004, which gives authorities freedom to borrow to fund capital schemes subject to the over-riding principles of Affordability, Prudence and Sustainability. Whilst the new freedoms could significantly impact on the capital resources available to the Authority, the principles referred to in effect mean that the Council is limited by the ongoing cost of any borrowing (i.e. the cost of prudential borrowing falls to be met from the General Fund recurring expenditure). The Prudential Code requires authorities to develop their own programmes for investment in fixed assets, based upon what the authority and local taxpayers can afford, and subject to a full Business Case and Options appraisal process. Further details on the Code can be found elsewhere on the agenda in the Treasury Management Report (FS28/05). 

The Council currently has no need to take on any unsupported (prudential) borrowing due to the level of capital receipts it is currently generating. However, the projections of capital receipts start to reduce considerably after 2009/10 and at this stage, the use of unsupported borrowing to fund the capital programme may need to be considered. For the purposes of this report the assumption is that the Council’s borrowing will continue at its existing level i.e. at the level at which the ongoing cost is estimated to be supported by the Revenue Support Grant, and that no unsupported borrowing will be undertaken.

5.4 Disabled facilities grant allocation will not be announced until December 2005, and therefore the projection is based on current allocations. A further report will be presented to the Executive in January 2006 once the 2006/07 allocation has been received. It should be noted that the DFG grant covers 60% of the expenditure, with the Council meeting 40% from it’s own resources. 

5.5 Capital receipts from the sale of fixed assets as a result of the Councils Surplus Land Policy are estimated at £500,000 per annum, with additional receipts of £980,000 being anticipated for 2006/07 only.

5.6 The Preserved Right to Buy (PRTB) sharing arrangement with CHA is for a fifteen year period with the Council being entitled to a pre-agreed reducing percentage of the receipts. Right to Buy sales have been running at considerably above original projections, and the Table above sets out the current projections of receipts anticipated over the three-year period.

5.7 This is the estimated requirement to be taken from the Projects Reserve. The reserve also includes the amount transferred from the Housing Revenue Account Balance on 31stMarch 2005. It also takes account of the revenue budget shortfall projected as part of the 2005/06 budget setting process, which is a first call on the Projects Fund. All supplementary estimates approved to date have been funded from the Projects Reserve, these include the Cumbria Air Ambulance contribution of £10,000 as recommended by Council on 3 May 2005, and £1m for Carlisle Renaissance over the next three year period approved by the Executive on 20 August 2005.   

5.8 The Renewals Reserve is an earmarked reserve for the replacement of Vehicles, Equipment and Plant. A report will be considered by the Executive on 21 November giving details on the use of the Renewals Reserve.

7.
SUMMARY PROVISIONAL CAPITAL PROGRAMME 2006/07 TO 2008/09


A summary of the estimated resources compared to the proposed programme year on year is set out below:


2005/06

£000
2006/07

£000
2007/08

£000
2008/09

£000

Estimated Resources available (para 3.1 and 5.1)
21,111
4,356
1,444
900

Proposed Programme (para 4)
10,107
8,626
3,179
3,655

Projected Surplus/(deficit)

Transfer to earmarked reserve

Year on Year use of Resources:

· Projects Reserve 

· Capital Receipts

Cumulative year end Position

· Projects Reserve

· Capital Receipts
11,004

(1,000)

10,004

4,536

5,468

4,536

5,468

10,004


(4,270)
0

(4,270)

(1,034)

(3,236)

3,502

2,232

5,734
(1,735)

0

(1,735)

(2,180)

445

1,322

2,677

3,999
(2,755)

0

(2,755)

(2,524)

(231)

(1,202)

2,446

1,244

8.
CONSULTATION

8.1
The Corporate Resources, Infrastructure and Community Overview and Scrutiny Committees will consider the requests for their areas of responsibility at their meetings in November. Feedback of any comments on the proposals will be made to the Executive on 12th December prior to the Executive issuing their draft budget proposals for wider consultation on 19th December.

9.
RECOMMENDATIONS


The Executive is asked to:

(i) Note the revised capital programme and relevant financing for 2005/06 as set out in Appendices A and B;.

(ii) Note the budgets to be carried forward to 2006/07;

(iii) Give initial consideration and views on the capital spending requests for 2006/07 to 2008/09 contained in this report in the light of the estimated available resources.

(iv) Note that any capital scheme approved by Council may only proceed after a full report, including a financial appraisal, has been approved by the Executive. 

10.
IMPLICATIONS

· Staffing/Resources – as detailed on the individual appraisal forms

· Financial – included within the report

· Legal – none 

· Corporate – CMT, EMG and SFPG have considered the new spending proposals contained within this report. 

· Risk Management – as detailed on the individual appraisal forms

· Equality Issues – none

· Environmental – as detailed on the individual appraisal forms

· Crime and Disorder –as detailed on the individual appraisal forms

ANGELA BROWN

Head of Finance
Contact Officer:
Angela Brown
Ext:
 7299

REVISED CAPITAL PROGRAMME 2005/06




APPENDIX A

Scheme
2005/06

Original July 

£
2005/06

Revised Nov 2005 

£
Notes

Crematorium refurbishment
19,100
19,100


Land & Property Gazateer
52,740
52,740


National Land Information System
8,000
8,000


Bitts Park Water Feature
10,800
10,800


Leisuretime Investment
597,860
527,860
1

IEG
253,350
253,350


Kingmoor Nature Reserve
15,000
7,000
1

Asset Investment Fund
138,960
138,960


Vehicles Plant & Equipment
1,932,241
1,943,881
2

DDA
238,300
238,300


Major Repairs
320,000
320,000


Hardwick Circus Fountain
20,000
20,000


City Wi Fi
20,000
20,000


Desk Top replacement
120,000
120,000


Payroll/personnel replacement
159,915
9,915
1

Private Sector Renewal
1,613,500
1,087,500
1

Sheepmount Development
1,085,000
1,085,000


Customer Contact
231,660
231,660


Customer Services
150,000
0
1

Raffles Vision
213,500
213,500


Car Park (signage)
7,020
7,020


Newark Street Car Park
74,000
74,000


Millennium Scheme
286,700
240,000
1

Shaddonmill
24,210
24,210


Civic Centre
90,000
90,000


Recycling
76,000
94,200
3

Back Lanes
50,000
50,000


Willowholme Industrial estate
200,000
200,000


California Road Football pitch
10,000
10,000


Dale End Road Football pitch
10,000
10,000


Fusehill Street Play Area
62,000
62,000


Corporate IT Infrastructure
35,000
35,000


Litter Bins
12,070
12,070


Street Lighting
56,800
56,800


GIS
231,140
231,140


Document Image Processing
45,000
15,000
1

ODPM Private Sector Renewal
1,500,000
1,170,000
1

Flood recovery Civic Centre
235,000
235,000


Bitts Park Play Area
165,000
165,000


Heysham Park
100,000
100,000


Sheepmount Bridge
488,000
513,000
4

Housing Strategy
1,250,000
405,000
1

Talkin Tarn
308,500
0
1/5

TOTAL
12,516,366
10,107,006


Notes:

1. Slippage into 2006/07as detailed in paragraph 3.2 totalling £2,464,200.

2. Additional item to be replaced as approved by Council on 19 July 2005.

3. Additional DEFRA grant received for Waste Performance and Efficiency Grant totalling £32,344 of which £18,200 related to Capital.

4. Contributions receivable from Cumbria County Council relating to this scheme.

5. Reduction in total scheme costs as approved by the Executive on 4 July 2005. Scheme now not expected to commence until 2006/07. 

APPENDIX B

REVISED CAPITAL PROGRAMME 2005/06 – PROPOSED FINANCING 

Source of funding
2005/06

Original

£
2005/06

Revised

£
Notes

Borrowing (supported by RSG)
1,109,700
1,109,700


Capital Grants:




· DFG
177,000
177,000


· Sports England/Football Foundation
2,494,586
2,182,786
1

Capital Receipts:




· B/fwd from previous year
4,559,862
4,559,862


· PRTB receipts
5,100,000
5,100,000


· Generated in year
500,000
1,458,000
2

Capital Reserves:




· Projects Fund
4,546,568
4,536,568
3

· Renewals Reserve
1,951,341
1,962,981
4

Revenue Reserves:




· GF Balances
0
0


· External contributions
0
25,000
5

· Property Surplus
0
0


· HRA Balances
0
0


TOTAL FINANCE AVAILABLE 
20,439,057
21,111,897


TOTAL PROGRAMME (SEE APP A)
12,516,366
10,107,006


PROJECTED SURPLUS CAPITAL RESOURCES C/F TO 2006/07
(7,922,691)
(11,004,891)


Notes:

1. Funding carried forward as a result of total scheme slippage into 2006/07 (£330,000) and additional grant received in 2005/06 from DEFRA.

2. Additional receipts anticipated as detailed in paragraph 3.3.

3. Use of the Projects Reserve to fund the Cumbria Air Ambulance contribution.

4. Additional item to be replaced as approved by Council on 19 July 2005 funded from the Renewals Reserve.

5. External funding expected in relation to the Sheepmount Bridge.

Reference C1
BUDGET 2006/07 – NEW SPENDING PRESSURE

NB: All Projects over £60,000 will be considered by the Capital Projects Board

NB: The Business Case Methodology must be followed as attached.

Scheme Title:     Synthetic Pitch

  

Proposed By:      Mark Beveridge                                                       (Head of Service)



Portfolio Holder: Cllr R Knapton



Relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee:

Community

Business Case:

Details of Scheme:

The Football Association have identified that a football specific synthetic pitch is required  in the Carlisle area, a so-called 3rd Generation Pitch.  They have will consider funding up to 50% of the cost of such a facility.  It is proposed that the City Council in part funding the pitch at the Sheepmount could then through an amendment to the CLL contract recover it’s investment in approximately 4 years.  Thereafter the management fee with CLL could be reduced in line with the income that the facility produces.  If the City declines the opportunity CLL are likely to borrow the money and install the pitch at Morton School, which will still benefit the community but not the City Council’s Budget position.

Why is the change needed?

The existing synthetic provision in the city does not meet the demand for football, there is no outdoor football specific pitch in the city area.

What will happen if we do nothing?

Any funding made available will not be influenced by the City Council and a pitch may not be built if match funding is not made available at this time. 

Benefits Expected?

Increased participation for clubs and schools. Enhanced training opportunities for young people to learn football skills and potential links to community development and partnership schemes with such as NACRO and the CDRP

Reduction in the annual sum payable to CLL as a result of providing a facility which increases the income potential of the site. It is unlikely that the full income realised from the investment would accrue to the City because CLL would require a management fee.



Option Appraisal Process:

(Please indicate the different options considered for the achievement of this objective)

1. Seeking CLL to deliver the pitch, this would not take place at the Sheepmount but at Morton where they are seeking to develop other leisure facilities.

2. Alternative match funding sources, other lottery funds cannot be matched with  Football Foundation



Budget Implications:

This section to include:

· An indication of whether the expenditure is recurring or one off in nature.

· A full breakdown of the main items of expenditure and total costs of the project split between Capital (e.g. investment in fixed assets) and Revenue (e.g. expenditure used in a year) particularly identifying any ongoing impact on the revenue budget. 

· A projection of anticipated expenditure between financial years.

· The extent to which the budget projections are based on firm costings.

Capital:

The estimated cost of a pitch with floodlights is £500,000, build time from start on site to playing would be around 4-5 months.  The City Council capital input would be £250,000, based on matching funding being available from Football Foundation. There is no guarantee of this funding until a bid were actually made. The bid could be put together using existing staff resources in the council

Revenue: 

 Income for such a pitch is estimated at £53,200p.a.

Based on: Average Hourly rate of £35

40 weeks of  use at 6 days per week and 4hrs per day

40 weeks of use at 5 days per week and 4 hours per day (school terms)

 The income after the payback period would be subject to an agreement with CLL but then assist to offset the cost of the management contract for the Sheepmount, currently at around £140,000.

Annual running costs: cleaning and electricity for the floodlights plus any additional costs which CLL may wish to recover. It is expected that such costs would be in the region of £10,000 p.a



Sources of Funding Proposed:

Proposals for funding the scheme must be considered, for example Grants, Partnership working, reallocation of resources etc)

Football Foundation 50% of capital cost



Proposed Project Plan:

(Please insert details for projects over £60,000 in value including estimated dates:)

Planning and formal approval to project:

No planning proposals have been submitted to date, without any budget provision this would be pointless, a pitch would require planning permission

Tender Process Completed:

Implementation Programme:

Estimated Completion:

Post Contract Evaluation:



Staffing Resource Requirements:

(Please Indicate whether internal or external resources are intended to be utilised):

Project Management:  Internal staff resources

Internal Lead Officer: 

Project Team (names):



Risk Assessment

Please indicate under the following categories whether the perceived risk is High,Medium or Low for both Likelihood and Impact:

Strategic and Reputational:

Low

Professional:

Low

Financial:

Medium

Legal:

Low

Contractual:

Low

Tecnological:

Low

Environmental:

Low

Physical: 

Low

Other:



Will or has the proposal been the subject of a separate report to Members (including Overview and Scrutiny)?     

(If yes, please indicate report reference and dates):

not yet



Identified Corporate, Capital Strategy or Asset Management Plan Priority (please give specific details and references):



Specific Impact on Corporate Priorities and Service Standards:



Impact on Gershon Annual Efficiency Plan (e.g. is this considered a redirection of resources under Gershon)

 Spend to save proposal



Reference C2
BUDGET 2006/07 – NEW SPENDING PRESSURE

NB: All Projects over £60,000 will be considered by the Capital Projects Board

NB: The Business Case Methodology must be followed as attached.

Scheme Title:    CARLISLE RENAISSANCE 

  

Proposed By:       HEAD OF CTS & INTERIM HEAD OF EPS           (Head of Service)



Portfolio Holder:     COUNCILLOR BLOXHAM



Relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee:          INFRASTRUCTURE



Business Case:

Details of Scheme:

Public Realm - £100,000

City Centre improvements to upgrade the existing pedestranised area:-

· replacement of street furniture

· review of landscaping and trees

· entrance features

· improvement of paved surfaces

Old Walled City improvements:-

· greater use of traditional materials

· review traffic restrictions

· removal of unnecessary street litter

· where appropriate street furniture

Residential Areas - identify and address 'grot-spots' through community engagement

Arterial Routes - identify improvements to key routes into the City

Subject to endorsement priorities would need to be developed but this provides a sample of the key aspects.

Litter Bin Installation -£10,000

The Council does not have a base budget for replacing existing damaged bins or providing new bins at problem locations.   The provision of enough suitable bins does reduce the level of littering on the streets.

There is a significant demand from all parts of the City for additional bins.

In each of these areas, subject to funding approval detailed programmes would be developed for implementation in summer/autumn 2006.   The work is a similar nature to that undertaken successfully in recent years.

The risks associated with not doing those items would be the potential to lose momentum with Carlisle Renaissance from a public perspective and the Council not responding to public demand.   The results of the recent Citizens Panel survey identify the quality of the local environment as a major community priority and these elements contribute to that priority.

The proposal is to increase the number of available litterbins in order to meet the number of requests received from the public.

Similarly existing bins are frequently subjected to arson attack and vandalism as well as vehicle damage.

The increased availability of bins will reduce the volume of littering being experienced.

Back Lanes - £50,000

A clear priority within the older residential areas is the need to improve the local environment and improvements to back lanes are an integral aspect.   The investment in improvements facilities improved maintenance and management regimes to be applied from existing budgets together with Alleygate measures.


This was a priority in flood hit areas where £300,000 was allocated and both the City & County Council's also contributed £50,000 each in 2005/6.   It is understood £50,000 will again be made available by the County in 2006/7 subject to match funding from the City.

Work is currently underway and at this time it is difficult to measure the impacts.   Having completed many of the flood hit areas there is an expectation that the programme will be continued in other parts of the City.

Funding has been approved in 2005/06 to improve the quality of Back Lanes from Government Grants, City Council Funding and County Council Funding.   The monies allocated however are not sufficient to deliver improvements to all the Lanes in need of improvement in the City.   The work is linked to the corporate priority of a cleaner, greener and safer environment.   Where this type of work had been undertaken there has been a marked improvement in relation to littering, fly tipping and dog fouling.   The improved surfacing, drainage and where appropriate, lighting increases safety.

Amenity Lighting - £20,000

The public perceptions are that improved lighting is the most important factor in improving the safety in problem areas.   The ongoing demand for additional lighting greatly exceeds the existing budget.

On average an additional lighting point costs £800 (column mounted) so the bid would enable an additional 25 lights approx. to be provided.   In the past the County Council have not the additional energy costs.

Priority locations have in the past been agreed in conjunction with the CDRP and have been at specific locations or a specific area addressed.   The CDRP are currently assessing the impact of previous lighting schemes.

In recent years significant contributory funding has been achieved through both CHA and the County Council.

More requests are received each year to install new or replacement street lights than the current allocation can meet.

Much of the existing stock is also in need replacement as spare parts are no longer available.

The proposed Scheme links to the corporate priority of a cleaner, greener and safer Carlisle.

New lighting is more energy efficient with much reduced light pollution.

Why is the change needed?

Public Realm

A number of issues and public realm areas need to be improved to improve the overall quality of the environment.

Litter Bin Installation

To enhance the existing provision.
Improvements to Back Lanes

Many lanes are in need of improvement due to lack of investment over the years.

Street lighting Improvements

The existing lighting stock is dated and unreliable as well as being inefficient.

What will happen if we do nothing?

Public Realm

These areas will continue to deteriorate with the consequential impact on public esteem and visitors.

Litter Bin Installation

More littering and the negative associated effect on the environment
Improvements to Back Lanes

The Lanes will continue to deteriorate with the increased littering, fly tipping and danger to the public.

Street lighting Improvements

Further deterioration and failure of asset.

Benefits Expected?

Public Realm

The improvements would provide a tangible impact and provide an immediate benefit as part of the renaissance.

Litter Bins

Less littering and improved environment which will help our clean, green and safe initiative.   Less dog fouling.

Back Lanes

An enhanced environment with improved, surfacing and security.

Amenity Lighting

Improved lighting levels, Increased security, Reduced light pollution and increased energy efficiency.



Option Appraisal Process:

(Please indicate the different options considered for the achievement of this objective)

Public Realm

Initial problems/areas of improvement have been identified but solutions, community engagement and partner contributions are still being explored.

Litter Bins

Options are to repair or renew where damage occurs but bins are rarely capable of being repaired.

New bins is the optimum solution
Back Lanes

Each Lane must be considered on its merit taking into amount status and condition.   This will enable assessment of work required and budget required.

Amenity Lighting

Options are to replace the columns in a particular street or area as opposed to a piecemeal approach.



Budget Implications:

This section to include:

· An indication of whether the expenditure is recurring or one off in nature.

· A full breakdown of the main items of expenditure and total costs of the project split between Capital (e.g. investment in fixed assets) and Revenue (e.g. expenditure used in a year) particularly identifying any ongoing impact on the revenue budget. 

· A projection of anticipated expenditure between financial years.

· The extent to which the budget projections are based on firm costings.

Capital:

An initial budget of £180,000

Revenue:
N/A



Sources of Funding Proposed:

Proposals for funding the scheme must be considered, for example Grants, Partnership working, reallocation of resources etc)

The funding would be helpful as tangible evidence of the Council’s intent and benefit the approach to other agencies for partnership funding.

Match funding could be requested from the County Council for the Back Lanes

Match funding could be requested from the County Council for Amenity Lighting



Proposed Project Plan:

(Please insert details for projects over £60,000 in value including estimated dates:)

Planning and formal approval to project:

Tender Process Completed:

Implementation Programme:                     To be agreed
Estimated Completion:

Post Contract Evaluation:



Staffing Resource Requirements:

(Please Indicate whether internal or external resources are intended to be utilised):

Project Management:               Existing in-house resources
Internal Lead Officer:                M Battersby
Project Team (names):              To be defined


Risk Assessment

Please indicate under the following categories whether the perceived risk is High, Medium or Low for both Likelihood and Impact:

                                                                 Likelihood                                   Impact
Strategic and Reputational:                   High                                            High

Professional:                                           Medium                                      High

Financial:                                                 Medium                                      Low
Legal:                                                       N/A                                              N/A

Contractual:                     Procurement process not yet defined.  Assume

                                          partnership relations:
                                                                  High                                            High

Tecnological:                                           N/A                                               N/A

Environmental:                                        Medium                                        High
Physical:                 

Other:   

Community Commitment

And Engagement                                     Medium                                      High


Will or has the proposal been the subject of a separate report to Members (including Overview and Scrutiny)?     

(If yes, please indicate report reference and dates):

Yes – To be defined



Identified Corporate, Capital Strategy or Asset Management Plan Priority (please give specific details and references):

Carlisle Renaissance implementation



Specific Impact on Corporate Priorities and Service Standards:

Will have a beneficial impact on Cleaner, Greener, Safer priority



Impact on Gershon Annual Efficiency Plan (e.g. is this considered a redirection of resources under Gershon)

 The bid is for capital funding but another aspect of this initiative would be to review some Streetscene Service standards to re-distribute resources/funding from low to higher profile areas. Details likely to be developed during 2006/07.


Reference C3 
BUDGET 2006/07 – NEW SPENDING PRESSURE

NB: All Projects over £60,000 will be considered by the Capital Projects Board

NB: The Business Case Methodology must be followed as attached.

Scheme Title:       WASTE MINIMISATION

  

Proposed By:       HEAD OF CTS & INTERIM HEAD OF EPS          (Head of Service)



Portfolio Holder:     COUNCILLOR BLOXHAM



Relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee:    INFRASTRUCTURE O/S



Business Case:

Details of Scheme:

The City Council performs poorly in BVPI 84 insofar as the volumes of waste collected/household are in the upper quartile.

The scheme details are to integrate domestic refuse collection and recycling to amend the current refuse collection service and introduce controls on the volumes of residual domestic waste collected.

Why is the change needed?

To improve performance on BVPI 84

Reduce LATS fines within Cumbria

Comply with Audit Commission recommendations
What will happen if we do nothing?

· Council Tax levels likely to increase

· Environmental performance of the Council deteriorates
Benefits Expected?

· Reduce volumes of waste to landfill

· Increased recycling levels

· Improved BV indicators

· Less risk of increased Council Tax


Option Appraisal Process:

(Please indicate the different options considered for the achievement of this objective)

Three options currently being considered:-

· Wheeled Bin weekly collection for domestic refuse

· Wheeled Bin alternate weekly  collections of domestic refuse and recyclables

· Black sack weekly collections

A range of other factors associated with each option.



Budget Implications:

This section to include:

· An indication of whether the expenditure is recurring or one off in nature.

· A full breakdown of the main items of expenditure and total costs of the project split between Capital (e.g. investment in fixed assets) and Revenue (e.g. expenditure used in a year) particularly identifying any ongoing impact on the revenue budget. 

· A projection of anticipated expenditure between financial years.

· The extent to which the budget projections are based on firm costings.

Capital:

Capital requirement up to £905,000 dependent upon option selected.

Revenue:
Dependent upon option selected, range from a saving of approximately £50,000 to increased cost of £160,000.



Sources of Funding Proposed:

Proposals for funding the scheme must be considered, for example Grants, Partnership working, reallocation of resources etc)

Partnership opportunities with Eden being explored and contributory funding from County Council will be sought.



Proposed Project Plan:

(Please insert details for projects over £60,000 in value including estimated dates:)

Planning and formal approval to project:

Approval in principle November 2005

Detailed approval summer 2006
Tender Process Completed:

N/A in-house provision

Implementation Programme:

Projected implementation Jan – March 2007

Estimated Completion:

Launched on above dates

Post Contract Evaluation:

N/A



Staffing Resource Requirements:

(Please Indicate whether internal or external resources are intended to be utilised):

Project Management:      In house, existing resources
Internal Lead Officer:     M Battersby
Project Team (names):       M Battersby

                                              L Tickner

                                              M Gardner

                                              Waste Team Reps as required

                                              Finance Unit Rep


Risk Assessment

Please indicate under the following categories whether the perceived risk is High,Medium or Low for both Likelihood and Impact:

                                                                 Likelihood                                   Impact
Strategic and Reputational:                   High                                            High
Professional:                                           Medium                                      Low
Financial:                                                 High                                             High
Legal:                                                       Medium                                       Low
Contractual:                                             N/A                                             N/A
Tecnological:                                           N/A                                               N/A
Environmental:                                        High                                            High
Physical:                                                  N/A                                                N/A
Other:   

Cumbria Strategic Waste 

Partnership                                              High                                              Medium


Will or has the proposal been the subject of a separate report to Members (including Overview and Scrutiny)?     

(If yes, please indicate report reference and dates):

Executive  3rd October 2005

Special Infrastructure O/S 12th October 2005 

Executive 24th October 2005



Identified Corporate, Capital Strategy or Asset Management Plan Priority (please give specific details and references):

Cleaner, Greener, Safer



Specific Impact on Corporate Priorities and Service Standards:

Change is likely to attract a high level of Political and public interest, as it provides a fundamental impact on a key service.  Once implemented the environmental performance of the Council would improve.



Impact on Gershon Annual Efficiency Plan (e.g. is this considered a redirection of resources under Gershon)

 Dependant upon option selected



Reference C4 
BUDGET 2006/07 – NEW SPENDING PRESSURE

NB: All Projects over £60,000 will be considered by the Capital Projects Board

NB: The Business Case Methodology must be followed as attached.

Scheme Title:     EDRMS (Electronic Document and Records Management System)

  

Proposed By:              (Head of Service)



Portfolio Holder:



Relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee:



Business Case:

The Business Case for an EDRMS has to be looked at as part of a wider Business Case for Records Management. 

Reasons

CPA, e-government, the Freedom of Information Act (FoIA), the Gershon Efficiencies – all these things are putting pressure on the way that the Council holds, retrieves, distributes and destroys information.

Information is a valuable resource that must be managed with as much care and attention as the traditional resources of people, money, buildings and plant. It is an asset that needs to be used effectively to the benefit of our customers. 

The Council needs to be sure that the right information is captured, stored, retrieved and preserved according to the business needs of the organisation. To exploit the ‘information asset’ it must be fully exploited to meet current and future needs, and to support change and development. Information must be accessible and meaningful, in the right format, to those who need to use it, and the most appropriate technical, organisational and human resource elements must exist to make this possible. An EDRMS will help to deliver these benefits but Records Management is about a wider Culture change around the organisation.

An EDRMS is necessary to improve the management of the information assets within the Council and is fundamental to the successful implementation of the Council’s Information Management Policy. It will support the Council Priorities:

· Assist with the compliance of the Council’s e-government targets particularly the G19 – the adoption of ISO 15489 methodology for electronic document records management. (Council priority CM1.3)

· The implementation of the Council’s Information Management Policy is heavily dependant on there being a document management techniques and tools in use within the Council (CM3.2)

· It will encourage the development and sharing of skills and knowledge of staff (CM2.2)

· It will ensure decisions are based on the most appropriate, timely and accurate information available (CM3)

Good Records Management will:

· Help achieve greater efficiency

· Improve customer service

· Make retrieval of information faster/easier

· Create space savings

· Promote the use of metadata and classification schemes to help categorise, locate and identify information assets

Options

EDRMS - The option proposed is the implementation of an EDRMS to exploit the Information Assets of the Council. This is fundamental to the achievement of the principles of the Councils Information Management Strategy.

Why is the change needed?

· Is part of Modernising Government agenda

· e-GMS part of e-government targets

· Help comply with FOI, DP

· Gershon efficiencies

· ISO 15489

What will happen if we do nothing?

The current information management regime at Carlisle City Council is one of too much paper, no version control of electronic documents, a document can not be easily located, and where it is difficult to share knowledge/information.

· People can’t find information

· Poor business decisions

· Legal liability for inaccuracies

· Inadmissibility of evidence

· Lack of trust in and reliability of records

· Embarrassment

Benefits Expected

A Single repository for all created and stored information will:

· Deliver information quickly and cost-effectively 

· Give equality of access for all to information

· Become the trusted repository for consistently up-to-date information which will help produce better information to feed the proposed Performance Management Framework

· Help give staff and members the information they need to do their job well 

· Promote inclusion

The EDRMS will allow easier collaboration by:

· The setting up of team “areas” for virtual teams, for the life of a project

· Locating and creating of team documents and plans using check-in and check-out

· Document management and version control

The EDRMS will also offer:

· A more inclusive culture through equality of access to information 

· Increased and better communication 

· Completely remove the need for Public Folders

Risks

There are risks around the option to “do nothing” 

· People can’t find information

· Poor business decisions

· Legal liability for inaccuracies

· Inadmissibility of evidence

· Lack of trust in and reliability of records

· Embarrassment 

And there are other risks in implementing systems, which change the working practices of the whole organisation.

· No buy-in, no-one uses it

· Internal resistance to change in working practices

· Work systems not implemented

· Expectations too high, “it can’t do everything!”

· Poor integration with other systems

Costs

There will be costs in officer time that is difficult to put a figure on. Posts may need to be back filled, workshops with interested parties, involvement of Chief Officers and Members. The evaluation of various software options, getting user buy-in, training, project management will all add to the final costs of the project.
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As an indicative guide only, it is believed that a National Archives 2005 approved EDRMS for 800 users will cost in the region of £200,000 to £240,000.  This is a reasonable price range for budgeting;  negotiations with the vendors may achieve a reduction.  

To facilitate the firming up of these figures, it is proposed that a proportion of the budget could be released early in the project to permit officers and Members to fully investigate the project options. Including working in partnership with another Council; OpenSource opportunities; as well as exploring other possibilities around Document and Records Management, this may even include a decision not to proceed with the implementation at all.

£35,000 will be required to be able to do this. This early work would include the  Information Audit as well the production of Classification and Category schemes.

Investment Appraisal

Some helpful statistics:

· Office workers create on average the equivalent of 45 pages of information per day;

· Organisations double their filing every 10 years;

· 25% of total filing time is spent walking;

· most records over 4 years old are retrieved fewer that 4 times/month;

· 32% documentation is unavailable (in use, mis-filed or lost); and

· it takes 10-30 minutes to locate mis-filed documents at a cost of £30- £60.

In addition, 

· Staff spend literally hours each week browsing through long folder hierarchies and searching for files. Research indicates that with an appropriate EDRMS, there is the potential to reduce this time by up to 90%.

· it is estimated that each document is copied on average 11 times, with a quantifiable human resource cost associated with this. 

· there is the problem of managing the version of the document 

· how do you know that the copy you have is the most recent version – this adds additional un-quantifiable costs to the problem. 

Savings

Efficiency savings

It is estimated that a total time saving (search time, locating lost documents, unnecessary copying of documents) of 10 minutes a day could be made by each employee. An average employee costing £25,000 p.a. including on-costs has the potential to save £563 per year for each employee. 

This has the potentiality to give a saving to The Council of (assuming 300 regular users of the system) more than £165,000p.a.
Resource Savings

It is estimated that each document, is copied on average 11 times, with quantifiable human and physical (paper/toner) resource costs associated with this. 

There will be savings on paper and other consumables as staff will not need to print multiple copies of letters for files, as it will be easy to associate documents with cases and e-mails.

As well as these monetary savings this will also make the Council more ecologically friendly.

Space savings

There will be a long term saving in the reduction in need for physical filing and storage areas and systems.

No data specific to Carlisle City Council is available for this but the following comparisons were found:

· an exercise carried out by the DTI identified potentially the value of space saved estimated to be £742k p.a. 

· Norfolk Constabulary – with 300 users – saved in excess of £200k in 18 month period in storage space

· Wandsworth Council, has 300 users, and reports that through the use of EDRMS software it has saved approximately £80,000 per annum from storage costs.

These savings are based on data available in other organisations and a full Investment appraisal will be need in order to ensure the benefits are be measured, tracked and realised.

A diagram to represent how the benefits are broken down into quantified/un-quantified, cashable/non-cashable etc., is included as Appendix A.
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Option Appraisal Process:

(Please indicate the different options considered for the achievement of this objective)

See Business Case



Budget Implications:

This section to include:

· An indication of whether the expenditure is recurring or one off in nature.

· A full breakdown of the main items of expenditure and total costs of the project split between Capital (e.g. investment in fixed assets) and Revenue (e.g. expenditure used in a year) particularly identifying any ongoing impact on the revenue budget. 

· A projection of anticipated expenditure between financial years.

· The extent to which the budget projections are based on firm costings.

Capital:
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£352,550


Revenue:
£35,000 – Further development of the system, integration with other systems, training new staff.

These budget predictions are based on ESTIMATED costs.



Sources of Funding Proposed:

Proposals for funding the scheme must be considered, for example Grants, Partnership working, reallocation of resources etc)



Proposed Project Plan:

(Please insert details for projects over £60,000 in value including estimated dates:)
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Staffing Resource Requirements:

(Please Indicate whether internal or external resources are intended to be utilised):

Project Management:

It is likely that for a undertaking of this size, project management may well need to be done by an external company.

Internal Lead Officer: 

Fiona Musgrave

Project Team (names):



Risk Assessment

Indications of the expected risks are included in the Business Case, and a full risk identification and assessment will be done when a report is submitted to Members when the project is proposed. 



Will or has the proposal been the subject of a separate report to Members (including Overview and Scrutiny)?     

(If yes, please indicate report reference and dates):



Identified Corporate, Capital Strategy or Asset Management Plan Priority (please give specific details and references):



Specific Impact on Corporate Priorities and Service Standards:

An EDRMS is necessary to improve the management of the information assets within the Council and is fundamental to the successful implementation of the Council’s Information Management Policy. It will support the Council Priorities:

· Assist with the compliance of the Council’s e-government targets particularly the G19 – the adoption of ISO 15489 methodology for electronic document records management. (Council priority CM1.3)

· The implementation of the Council’s Information Management Policy is heavily dependant on there being a document management techniques and tools in use within the Council (CM3.2)

· It will encourage the development and sharing of skills and knowledge of staff (CM2.2)

· It will ensure decisions are based on the most appropriate, timely and accurate information available (CM3)



Impact on Gershon Annual Efficiency Plan (e.g. is this considered a redirection of resources under Gershon)

 See Efficiency savings identified in the Business Case. 
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Appendix A

Reference C5 
BUDGET 2006/07 – NEW SPENDING PRESSURE

NB: All Projects over £60,000 will be considered by the Capital Projects Board

NB: The Business Case Methodology must be followed as attached.

Scheme Title:     New EPS-CTS System

  

Proposed By:     Head of CIS


Portfolio Holder:  Corporate Resources


Relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee: Corporate Resources


Business Case:

Details of Scheme:

The recently approved action plan for EPS service improvement recommended the introduction of a fully integrated computer system covering EPS operations.  The existing IT arrangements for the Business Unit are fragmented and in some cases non-existent.  In order to modernise the service and e-enable the service there is no alternative but to implement this recommendation.

The existing CTS computer system is now at least 12 years old and was designed for a different era when the Unit acted in a contractor role to the Council.  This business model is now outdated but the supporting computer system has not moved on and still reflects this.  Additionally, it does not support any form of direct access by the Customer that is a fundamental requirement of e-government.  It is generally accepted that the existing system is in need of replacement. 

As there is a large degree of overlap between CTS and EPS, particularly in the areas of activity which are generally referred to as “Streetscene” it makes sense to introduce a new computer system which would satisfy both of the Business Units needs.  This becomes particularly true in the light of the relationship of these two Business Units post reorganisation.  It is the procurement and implementation of such a system that forms basis of this proposal.

Why is the change needed?

The convergence of the two Business Units coupled with the need to improve Customer access to these services means that this is the appropriate time to move this proposal forward. 

This project will also enable the services managed by these Units to be presented to their customers electronically as envisaged by the Government’s e-government program.

What will happen if we do nothing?

A major part of the Council’s customer facing services will struggle to provide a modern service to the Customer.  Additionally it will prove difficult to have a comprehensive management overview of the totality of this business area.  Basic performance and information needs will prove difficult to determine, potential operational efficiencies will be difficult to assess and opportunities to effect change management will be lost.

Benefits Expected?

Effective integration of diverse operational business units.  As part of the organisational review, elements of these two Business Units are being brought together in those specific areas under consideration by this proposal.   It makes sense for the services in this combined Directorate to be served by the same software solution if at all possible.

Efficiencies in shared processes.  Many of business processes used in dealing with customers are common to both Business Units.  By fundamentally re-appraising these processes it will be possible to substitute these with common, reengineered and more efficient ones. 

Enhanced Customer Service.  This proposal will modernise these services giving the Business Units more options to improve services to the customer, offer joined up customer services and present their services electronically to the public.  

Cost effective.  The software currently in use is old and relies upon older more expensive software and hardware.  By moving towards more modern and cheaper software, better functionality and improved services are achieved at no extra cost.



Option Appraisal Process:

(Please indicate the different options considered for the achievement of this objective)

The proposal originally comprised of just implementing a new EPS system before an assessment of  the CTS system was considered.  This would be feasible but many of the benefits outlined above would not be realised.

The possibility of having two replacement systems was considered briefly but the benefits of having a single integrated system shared between both Units were so significant that this approach was dropped. 



Budget Implications:

This section to include:

· An indication of whether the expenditure is recurring or one off in nature.

· A full breakdown of the main items of expenditure and total costs of the project split between Capital (e.g. investment in fixed assets) and Revenue (e.g. expenditure used in a year) particularly identifying any ongoing impact on the revenue budget. 

· A projection of anticipated expenditure between financial years.

· The extent to which the budget projections are based on firm costings.

Capital:

A full costing exercise still needs to be carried out for this project but as the eventual system will be catering for the majority of our customer facing services it must be considered a significant project and initiative for the Council and it’s Customers.  The cost incurred includes project management, computer hardware, a number of modules to cover discrete operational area, integration to other systems, migration from existing systems, process improvement and training.

Enquiries about software from the leading supplier in this area suggest that the necessary modules would cost approximately £120k.

Seven different interfaces with other corporate systems have so far been identified. These would vary in complexity but experience suggests an allowance of £5k each plus a data migration  from existing systems at a cost of £5k giving a total cost of £40k

Computer hardware £20K.  

Training and associated services £10k.  

The project is so large and complex it would warrant external project management resource costed at £15k. 

This gives an overall cost of £205k.  The ISG group identified this particular project as being important and prioritised it as a piece of work to go forward during the coming year. As such they allocated £75k from the ISG grant towards the capital cost of the project.  This leaves a shortfall of £130k capital that needs to be found from the current budget process.

Revenue:
The main revenue cost would be an annual maintenance cost for the core software.  The industry standard is 20% of initial cost.  This equates to £24k pa.  There may also, depending on the software selected, be ancillary software costs.  A R&R contribution for replacement hardware of £4k pa is also required.  The total could be some £30k pa.

This cost would be covered by the existing CTS software revenue and applications cost for a net zero revenue cost to the Council.   



Sources of Funding Proposed:

Proposals for funding the scheme must be considered, for example Grants, Partnership working, reallocation of resources etc)

Proposals for funding have been detailed above.


Proposed Project Plan:

(Please insert details for projects over £60,000 in value including estimated dates:)

Many of the details of the proposed project are still uncertain because of the late introduction of the idea of merging the replacement CTS system with new EPS system.  The original Project Initiation Document will need to be re-written and only then will the details below become clearer.  However, the scale of the project suggests a year long implementation which would give a go-live date of April 2008.

Planning and formal approval to project:

To be confirmed

Tender Process Completed:

To be confirmed
Implementation Programme:

To be confirmed
Estimated Completion:

To be confirmed
Post Contract Evaluation:

To be confirmed


Staffing Resource Requirements:

(Please Indicate whether internal or external resources are intended to be utilised):

Project Management:

To be confirmed
Internal Lead Officer: 

To be confirmed
Project Team (names):

To be confirmed


Risk Assessment

Please indicate under the following categories whether the perceived risk is High,Medium or Low for both Likelihood and Impact:

Strategic and Reputational:

Professional:

Financial:

Legal:

Contractual:

Tecnological:

Environmental:

Physical: 

Other:



Will or has the proposal been the subject of a separate report to Members (including Overview and Scrutiny)?     

(If yes, please indicate report reference and dates):



Identified Corporate, Capital Strategy or Asset Management Plan Priority (please give specific details and references):



Specific Impact on Corporate Priorities and Service Standards:



Impact on Gershon Annual Efficiency Plan (e.g. is this considered a redirection of resources under Gershon)

 Yes.  This proposal falls under the category of  a redirection of resources to a front line service
















APPENDIX D

Business Case Methodology

Business Cases are used to justify the decision to invest in a development or a project. This justification is based on the estimated cost of development and implementation against the risks, benefits and savings to be gained. The total business change must be considered, which may be much wider than just the cost.

The Business Case must say why the effort and time will be worth the expenditure. Members and officers will evaluate the effectiveness and viability of the proposed investment against the Business case.

They are required for all significant investment decisions to ensure that;

· Officers can make recommendations to members based on an objective appraisal of cost, benefits, risks and links to corporate strategy

· Members can make decisions based on a consistent and repeatable methodology for assessing a business case

· Overview and Scrutiny Committees can clearly understand and challenge the thinking behind recommendations and decisions to invest

· All stakeholders can objectively evaluate the effectiveness of investment in terms of the delivery of clearly stated benefits

· New investments and transfer of resources can be clearly linked to our performance management framework and corporate governance arrangements.

The requirements for a business case will depend upon the level of investment and strategic significance of the proposed investment. For some low value proposals a concise but clear business case will suffice Whereas high value, high risk and strategically important projects may require a detailed business case to facilitate transparent scrutiny, performance management and to drive project management.

Officers will use their judgement with regard to the detail required for a business case—however there are some ‘mandatory’ requirements as specified below.

All business cases must objectively address the following questions under these headings:

Reasons

Why is this change needed?

What will happen if we do nothing?

This section of the Business case needs to clearly explain the case for change. Consideration may need to be given to drivers for change either externally (e.g. legislation) or internally (e.g. corporate strategy).

Options

What are the options under consideration? (NB do nothing or do minimum must always be a properly evaluated option)

An objective and full assessment of at least two (do nothing and recommended change) must be included here. Bear in mind that the purpose of the business case is not to win an argument, it is to ensure that decisions are made with a clear understanding of the consequences.

A quality business case will include assessment of a range of options and demonstrate a good understanding of the opportunities presented by partnership working, innovative procurement etc.

Benefits Expected

What are the measurable benefits against today’s situation?

The Business Case will be the point of reference for a future review of the effectiveness of the investment. This will be a critical part of the Council’s performance management framework.

Risks

What are the risks associated with various options?

What are the strategies for managing risk?

What is the relationship between risk and benefit?

Risks must be evaluated in accordance with the Council’s Risk Management Policy. The Business Case will be evaluated and scrutinised by officers and members with reference to this policy.

Cost

What is the cost of the options?

What is the full cost of change?

All costs must be franked by the Financial Services Business Unit.

Timescales

What are the timescales for development, implementation and benefit realisation?

Timescales are particularly important to ensure the effective profiling of budgets. This profiling not only enables financial performance management, it helps develop realistic financial plans. Over-commitment of financial resources to undeliverable plans within a financial year is unacceptable and inefficient.

Investment appraisal

What is the preferred option and why?

What will success look like?

This part of the business case needs to demonstrate a ‘return on investment’, for example by reducing risk, driving up performance or increasing efficiency. It is critical to define how successful delivery of the anticipated outcomes will be demonstrated. For significant investments these details must be integrated into the Business Plan for the relevant Business Unit and therefore subsumed into the performance management framework.
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		Time Scale

				Major milestones		Date

				Scoping Study		September-05

				Retention schedules		November-05

				Information audit		March-06

				Select software (assuming an OJEU process)		May-06

				Identify infrastructure requirements		March-06

				Configure and test system		September-06

				Training		October-06

				Implement and manage EDRMS		January-07

				Post implementation review		February-07
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		Time Scale

				Major milestones		Date

				Scoping Study		September-05

				Retention schedules		November-05

				Information audit		March-06

				Select software (assuming an OJEU process)		May-06

				Identify infrastructure requirements		March-06

				Configure and test system		September-06

				Training		October-06

				Implement and manage EDRMS		January-07

				Post implementation review		February-07
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		Retention schedules		$3,000

		Information audit		$15,150

		Configure and test system		$17,400

		Training		$55,200

		hardware and Software		$220,000

		Implement and manage EDRMS		$40,000

		Post implementation review		$1,800

		TOTAL		$352,550






