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1 Purpose of the report 

1.1 This report is to advise members of the work undertaken to date on the proposal to 
create a shared service for local highway services by a number of local authorities 
within Greater Manchester (GM) in order to achieve a saving. This work is being 
developed by Local Authorities and Transport for Greater Manchester (TfGM).  
 

2 Recommendations 
2.1 Members are asked to: 

  
(i) support in principle the case for a proposed highways shared service and note 

the work to date;  
(ii) comment on the proposed shared services operating model and on those 

areas which lend themselves best to a shared service approach;  
(iii) support the further development of a business case with participating 

authorities; and 
(iv) Comment on the potential for the greater future management of the GM capital 

programme as outlined in 3.18 - 3.21. 
  

 
 

3 Background 
3.1 The Greater Manchester highways system supports a diversity of commuting, public 

transport and logistics traffic, which is critical to the economic performance and growth 
potential of the city region. This has been reflected in the continued emphasis that 
authorities have sought to place on highways maintenance and focussed network 
capacity investment, which is carried forward through the Growth Deal investment 
programme now underway.  
 

3.2 It is anticipated that further infrastructure investment will follow post-election, building 
on the growing consensus around highways investment to support growth and through 
the promotion of the Key Route Network as a national network investment priority. 



 
 

Under a “Northern Powerhouse” policy scenario, it can be reasonably expected that 
investment over the coming 10 years may approach £2 billion. 
 

3.3 The potential offered by this opportunity will only be possible if supported by the right 
level of professional resource and skills to deliver the highways improvements and 
maintain the performance of the network. However, Greater Manchester authorities will 
be required to organise for this opportunity against a continuing backdrop of fiscal 
constraint. Therefore, building on Greater Manchester’s wider approach to growth and 
reform, Leaders asked for work to be undertaken to identify scope for collaboration in 
service delivery, where this does not undermine the local priorities of individual 
Councils. 
 

3.4 This review of the scope for “shared services” has been undertaken by TfGM and Lead 
District Officers, overseen by Wider Leadership Team, alongside the development of 
arrangements for the Key Route Network. The work has reviewed the full scope of 
highways services that are undertaken across GM; and how the professional services 
are currently delivered. In particular, it has focussed on identifying those areas of 
activity where resource certainty and economies of scale can be secured for 
authorities through collaborative service delivery, as is already the case in Greater 
Manchester for areas including Urban Traffic Control; Highways Forecasting and 
Analysis; and Road Safety. 
 

3.5 Some GM authorities, including Rochdale, are now working closely with TfGM to 
explore options for a range of highway functions. Further work is proposed to 
determine the precise service and delivery model. 

Review of Potential Shared Service Highways Delivery models  

3.6 The review has demonstrated that, for those authorities that have not entered into 
supply contracts, it will become increasingly difficult for authorities to individually support 
a range of specialist highways management and design services that will determine the 
ability of the GM highways system to support growth. In some areas it may be difficult 
for authorities to effectively discharge all of their existing highways functions particularly 
in specialist areas or for one-off large scale projects where a relatively small authority 
cannot permanently hold the range of expertise. 
  

3.7 It is clear from the review that the main concerns from local authorities are lack of 
access to specialist skills compounded by rising costs against diminishing revenue 
budgets. In addition, whilst the Growth Deal will provide budgets for a number of 
significant capital projects, many are one-off in their size and nature and so local 
authorities are likely to find it very difficult to resource suitably equipped individual 
highways capital project teams.  
 

3.8 Against this backdrop, Officers have analysed where the current functional skills lie 
within the GM authorities; and the scope for economies of scale to be secured through 
the potential pooling of skills and resources in some functional areas. Table 1 below 
summarises the areas of activity where there is the greatest scope for economies of 
scale and the resolution of key skills gaps, in addition to the areas in 3.4 above that are 
already managed as shared services. 

 



 
 

Table 1 – Potential shared service areas 

 

Bridges and Structures 

• Managing highway structures (including Bridges, Retaining walls, footbridges, culverts, 
subways and gantries) through an inspection regime; and  

• Implementing capital funded improvements to existing structures, new build or associated 
works. 

Highway Design 

• Highway design from identification and feasibility to completion and incorporation of the 
asset into the network. 

Programme/ Project Management and Contract Management 

• Co-ordination and reporting of progress on single or multidisciplinary projects carried out 
by Core Function teams; and 

• Procurement and management of projects. 

Asset Management 

• Whole life cycle review of highways assets, to select the optimum point to intervene with 
the optimum treatment; and 

• Structured long term approach to asset maintenance to ensure highway infrastructure that 
is serviceable and fit for purpose. 

Public Rights of Way 

• Managing Public Rights of Way within a relevant administrative boundary; and  

• Ensuring access is maintained for end users and that up to date and accurate information 
is available regarding the PROW network. 

Street Lighting 

• Street Lighting design for all types of highway and public thoroughfare; and 

• Provision of the optimum lighting infrastructure and lighting solution that offers the best 
whole life cost solution in terms of capital cost, energy efficiency and 
future maintenance, assessed against its designed lifecycle. 

Parking Services 

• Manage all Council controlled car parks. 

• Enforcement of all parking restrictions 

• Issuing & management of all parking related fixed penalty notices 

Drainage Design, Flood and Water Management   

• Undertaking of flood risk management duties for Councils as Lead Local Flood Authority 
(LLFA) under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 along with additional asset 
management and maintenance duties outside the act, including condition response to 
planning applications to comply with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) from a 
land drainage aspect. 

Transport Strategy 

• Development of evidence based policies and strategies that guide investment in and the 
use of Greater Manchester’s transport network; 

• Production of strategic transport input into planning and policy frameworks; and  

• Making the evidence based case for priority transport investments and funding 
submissions. 

Traffic Management (Network Management) 

• Ensuring the highway network operates reliably, safely and efficiently;  

• Managing the network, disruptions and events; and   

• Ensuring close communication links with neighbouring areas and transport agencies e.g. 
HA, bus operators, emergency services. 
 
 



 
 

Road Safety  

• Delivering Road Safety in GM to ensure that the number of deaths and serious injuries 
continues to reduce and to ensure that we improve the public perception of road safety in 
the interest of sustainable travel; health and wellbeing; economic growth; and access to 
employment;    

• Specifically fulfilling statutory duty functions; and 

• Identifying hotspot locations and trends to help target intervention measures and 
initiatives through partnership and collaborative working. 

Road Activities Permit Scheme 

• Management of GMRAPS to minimise congestion on the highway network by improving 
the strategic and operational management of the network through better planning, co-
ordination and management of activities, to ensure efficient and safe operation of the 
network;   

• Liaison with/coordination of activity promoters; 

• Granting and monitoring of permits; and 

• Reporting on scheme performance. 

Highways Development Control 

• Managing responses to development that has an impact on the highway with view to 
bringing forward high quality developments.  

• Assessing applications in terms of transport planning, highway design, streetscape and 
traffic management 

• Manage the discharge of conditions in relation to developments granted consent. 

 

3.9 At this stage, no presumptions have been made on where any specific shared service 
would be housed. However, at this stage, there is an assumption towards a 10-20% cost 
saving. This will need further detailed work by GM Treasurers as the full business case 
and service level agreements are developed with each LA. 

3.10 No authority feels able to commit all highway functions to the proposal at this stage. 
Further work is proposed with these authorities to refine their position in this regard 
however it is expected that for Rochdale, the activities shaded out in Table 1 will not 
transferred. 

Proposed Shared Services Operating Model 

3.11 The proposed shared service operating model is based on the following working 
assumptions:- 

•   All participating local authorities (LAs) will agree the most appropriate host 
organisation for areas of work, based on a single specification (allowing 
flexibility for local adjustment). 

•   There is, in principle, support from all 10 Districts, to the proposed Operating 
Model. 

•   Local authorities (LAs) would set and retain budgets and would request the 
shared service to provide highways related services.  Therefore, the LAs 
would retain an appropriate client service to support the shared service. This 
model will require clarity regarding member liaison, dealing with residents, 
correspondence etc.  

•   The move to a shared service, for those participating, should be concluded 
within one financial year so as to minimise any interruption in service 
continuity and maintain security for the staff involved. With several authorities 
involved and potentially large numbers of staff affected, the transition to a 
shared service will need strong leadership and support.    



 
 

•   In order to retain excellent working relationships the shared service would 
have dedicated account managers for each LA. The role of the Account 
Manager needs to be defined fully, but it could be expected that it would 
involve supporting the local authority client and the approvals processes, 
including dealing with Mayors, Members and Executives and producing key 
reports. Effective liaison arrangements between the Account Managers and 
the local authority will be key.  

•   The Shared Service would only employ sufficient staff to meet a guaranteed 
base level of work. Additional resources for peaks in workload and for special 
skills would be brought in through a consultancy framework. There is already 
a framework agreement in place until 2017 for highways related services that 
the shared service could use. Beyond that time, it is proposed that all 
highways and transport related services could be covered in a new framework 
covering all relevant disciplines.  

•   LAs would provide sufficient funding to meet core functions (these are yet to 
be agreed) and would request additional services from their available revenue 
and capital budgets. LAs would give a firm indication of predicted funding 
available for the shared service as part of their medium term financial 
planning. 

•   Service Level Agreements (SLAs) will be setup between the Shared Service 
and the local authorities.  These would define the levels of service to be 
provided with respect to particular functions and will include metrics to 
measure performance, outcomes and payments. 

3.12   It is proposed the model will involve the transfer of staff and, as such, will require 
careful consideration in terms of current terms and conditions, possible TUPE 
arrangements and a detailed understanding of the profile of the affected workforce, or 
from external suppliers. A working group of GM senior HR representatives will be 
required to map out and progress the various HR issues.  

3.13  Detailed work is required to fully understand the legal framework under which the 
Shared Service is delivered to ensure that risks are managed appropriately and it 
operates at all times in a manner consistent with its powers.  

3.14   Senior level working groups will be set up as a matter of priority to take forwards the 
financial, HR and legal issues associated with the Shared Service. A project risk 
register will be developed to ensure that risks are captured and appropriately managed 
as the project progresses.  

3.15   Rochdale has set up a key Project group of those key workstream officers as stated 
above. It is proposed to further develop a detailed business case for the shared 
services model, with the intention of the shared services model being in place for April 
2016. In order to achieve the milestones as set out in 3.17 it will be necessary to 
engage with GM colleagues to set up a number of workstreams to provide specialist 
advice. 

3.16   As part of the development of proposals, it has been possible to secure support (at no 
cost) from Proving Services Limited, a research company with specific experience and 
expertise in regional collaboration and services sharing. In parallel with the 
development of the operating model and business case, Proving Services has carried 
out research with the local authorities to establish, for each, the value for money 
benefits of resource sharing and the barriers to realising those benefits. The research 
will help identify the risks and should assist in ensuring a robust and realistic business 
case is established for the GM Shared Service.  



 
 

3.17   The timetable for the establishment of the Shared Service is challenging considering 
the scope of services and the number of staff and authorities involved. A critical path 
timeline has been prepared and a number of key milestones have been set which will 
require full support from the participating local authorities involved, these milestones 
are outlined below; 

o July 2015 – Communication with elected Members, unions and staff 
commences 

o August 2015 – the organisational structure for the service to be agreed as a 
basis for consultation with staff 

o September 2015 – agree the potential staff who are to be part of the service and 
finalise the Service Level Agreements with each client, under which the service 
will operate 

o November / December 2015  -  conclude consultation and full business case to 
be finalised 

o March 2016 – publish the 2016/17 business plan for the Shared Service  

o April 2016 – service ‘go live’  

Major Capital Schemes 

3.18  In addition, the Highways Reform Group has begun to consider the scope across GM 
to respond to the significant investment programme that GM is set to deliver by 
2020/21 through the successful Growth Deal outcome, which encompasses 12 major 
schemes prioritised by the GMCA with a combined value of £351million. 

3.19  Shared delivery arrangements for those highway services would assist in providing the 
skills and capacity to deliver these programmes within the identified timescales, which 
in turn will help to safeguard the forecast economic benefits of the schemes.  Pooling 
of resources to increase the level of specialist knowledge and expertise will ensure 
that the Greater Manchester authorities can have an intelligent client to manage 
providers, help raise the quality of outputs, and increase value for money.  The new 
delivery arrangements could include a new major projects team that is qualified and 
experienced to develop progress and deliver major schemes and programmes across 
the conurbation. 

3.20  An example of how this may work to the benefit of GM is the A6MARR scheme. This 
£290m highway scheme is sponsored by Stockport, Manchester, and Cheshire East 
Councils, with Stockport taking the lead role for the three authorities. Funding was 
confirmed in 2012 as part of the City Deal, and is a priority scheme for the coalition 
Government’s national infrastructure plan.  

3.21 The governance arrangements for the A6MARR are that Stockport's CEO is the SRO 
for the scheme, with one of his chief officers dedicated as a full time Project Director. 
The Project Director has brought in external resources to act as Project Managers to 
provide support and technical expertise for the project. They have also commissioned 
external consultants to provide a number of specialist services which were not 
available within the GM family. TfGM has been providing support to Stockport via the 
project board to manage governance and project assurance, through their gateway 
review process. The CEO of Stockport will remain as SRO and TfGM will employ the 
Project Director to act as the dedicated client officer to support the SRO.  TfGM will 
also employ the Project Managers to provide a greater level of project management 
and delivery support. This project team will provide GM with pool of talent and skills to 
manage future major highway schemes. 



 
 

3.22   In addition, in recent years, the DfT has allocated a larger share of funding based on 
competitive bids against discrete funding sources, with lower levels of funding 
allocated through the block funding grants. TfGM has increasingly acted as the bid 
development agency in such circumstances, resulting successes such as the LSTF 
Large Project and the Growth Deal outcomes. Bringing the relevant expertise together 
would assist in better positioning Greater Manchester to respond to these 
opportunities, thereby improving our ability to ensure that GM secures the forward 
programme needed to sustains our growth ambitions.     

3.23   Further work is required to identify a full model in this regard. However, the views of 
WLT are sought on the potential for the greater future management of the GM capital 
programme as discussed above. 

Alternatives considered 
 

 The highways service could remain in house. However to achieve a revenue saving of 
circa £150-200k in 2016-17 as shown in section 4 of this report this would result in 
significantly reducing staffing levels and would mean that the capital programme for 
Rochdale in 16-17 and key capital projects could not be delivered. 

 
4 Financial Implications 

4.1 The transfer to a shared service is expected to save the authority revenue 
budget in the region of £150k to £200k. 

 
4.2 The savings will be generated by the following; 

• A review of core function delivery to align with other AGMA authorities. 

• Economies in scale at line management level where teams will be larger 
thus reducing the overheads/management cost per head.  

• Increased recharges to capital  
 
 4.3 Members need to be mindful that the Property and Highways service currently 

have efficiency targets until 2020/21 relating to the Impact partnership transfer 
totalling £1.07m.  This proposal will contribute to these, but will also minimise 
the potential of mitigating the remaining target. 

 
 4.4 With any TUPE transfer there could be a financial implication to the Council as 

a result of settling any pension deficit prior to transfer. A valuation report from 
GMPF would be required to estimate this cost. This will only be an estimate as 
the actual value of any pension deficit can only be determined at the point of 
transfer. The Council will be charged for a valuation report and so this will not 
be requested until a decision to proceed with the transfer has been taken 

 
5   Legal Implications 

5.1 A representative from Rochdale Borough Council’s Legal Services will 
participate in the legal working group to consider the legal issues associated 
with the Shared Service.  Cabinet will be advised of the legal structure for the 
delivery of the Shared Service in due course. 

 
6  Personnel Implications 

6.1  There are HR implications surrounding this potential TUPE transfer for which 
appropriate consultation with the trade unions and staff affected will be 
undertaken according to a HR-specific timeline agreed across participating 
authorities. 

 
6.2 The number of staff potentially in scope to be possibly TUPE transferred to the 

shared service is yet to be determined.  The precise detail around the nature of 



 
 

the staffing arrangements has yet to be confirmed.  
 
7 Corporate Priorities 

7.1 Within the asset management strategy and the Directorate plan the highways 
service is responsible for the Transport Asset Management Plan (Tamp) and has to 
deliver outcomes related to interventions on Highways bridges and Structures 
 
7.2 Delivery of Junction 19 Improvement is with the Directorate plan 
 
7.3 Within the council programme and central capital funded schemes the highway 
services is responsible for delivery of the following capital schemes 

• Junction 19 

• Kirkholt highway schemes 

• Middleton Public Realm 

• Lincoln Road Link 

• Rochdale town centre connectivity 

• Town Head 

• Wood street Link 
  

 
8. Risk Assessment Implications 

 
8.1All the issues raised and the recommendations in this report involve risk 
considerations. There is a shared over-arching risk register being prepared jointly with 
LA’s and TfGM but in addition the Rochdale project group is preparing its own risk 
register to ensure risks specific to Rochdale are captured and mitigated throughout the 
whole process.  
 

9. Equalities Impacts 
 
This proposal will impact upon the workforce and also potentially upon the service 
delivered to the community. 
 
9.1 Workforce Equality Impacts Assessment 

 

As the proposal is developed over the forthcoming months and the business case is 
developed a Workforce Equality Impacts Assessment will be prepared and lead by HR 
 
9.2 Equality/Community Impact Assessments 

 

With regard to the impact upon the service delivered to the community, as the proposal 
and the business case is developed a full assessment of the equality impact of this 
proposal on protected groups will be undertaken in accordance with the Council’s 
corporate guidance. 
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