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Best Value 
The Government has placed a duty of best value on local authorities to deliver services to clear standards – of cost and quality – by the most economic, efficient and effective means available. Best value is a challenging new performance framework that requires authorities to publish annual best value performance plans and review all their services every five years.

Authorities must show that they have applied the 4Cs of best value to every review:

· challenging why and how a service is being provided

· comparing their performance with others’ (including organisations in the private and voluntary sectors)

· embracing fair competition as a means of securing efficient and effective services

· consulting with local taxpayers, customers and the wider business community.

Authorities must demonstrate to local people that they are achieving continuous improvement in all of their services.  The Government has decided that each authority should be scrutinised by an independent Inspectorate, so that the public will know whether best value is being achieved.  The purpose of the inspection and of this report is to:

· enable the public to see whether best value is being delivered

· enable the inspected body to see how well it is doing

· enable the Government to see how well its policies are working on the ground

· identify failing services where remedial action may be necessary

· identify and disseminate best practice.

The Local Government Act 1999 requires all best value authorities to make arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the way their functions are exercised, having regard to a combination of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. From 1st April 2000, best value authorities must prepare best value performance plans for each financial year and conduct best value reviews for all their functions over a five-year cycle. This report has been prepared by the Audit Commission (“the Commission) following an interim inspection under Section 10 of the Local Government Act 1999, and issued in accordance with its duty under Section 13 of the 1999 Act.
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Summary and Recommendations 

Summary

1 This report covers an inspection carried out 18 months into a two year Best Value Review of Highways and Street Care. The aim of the inspection is to assist the Council in completing the review by raising issues, either about the quality of services, or the processes and progress of the review.

Scoring the service

2 We have not sought to make judgements about service quality at this stage, but offer recommendations for the remainder of the review.
The Best Value Review

3 The Council is currently undertaking a thematic Best Value Review of its highways and street care services, comprising the following:

· Highway maintenance and street lighting

· Traffic and transportation

· Main drainage

· Refuse collection

· Street cleaning and winter maintenance

· Recycling

· Dog warden service

· Fly tipping/void clearance 

4 These services are carried out in three directorates. The review aims to address areas of service overlap and duplication, in order to achieve more co-ordinated services to the public.

5 The overall cost of the services included in the theme amounts to £11.7m, based on 1999/2000 service costs.

Are the Council’s aims clear and challenging?

6 The Best Value Review team found that there are currently no aims in place for the review theme, although there are aims for some, but not all the services covered by it.  Part of the review aims to develop specific areas of policy, to drive future service direction.

7 We consider that the aims of the environmental services directorate in respect of the services reviewed, are clear and challenging. 

8 So far the review has paid little attention to the LTP, and has not identified clear, challenging aims for the highways and transportation elements of the review, linking them to local and national issues.
9 The remainder of the review is therefore an opportunity to identify thematic aims and objectives, to re-orientate the review to take a more customer-focussed perspective, and to provide a more coherent policy structure to the highway maintenance service.

Does the service meet the aims?

10 In this section, and the following one on comparisons, we present a range of evidence and offer some conclusions.  We suggest that the Council should review this evidence, if necessary add to it, and then present their own interpretations.

11 So far the Council has not articulated the overall street care theme very well, and has little or no evidence on its performance against the theme.

12 Our conclusion on environmental services is that:

· the refuse collection service is performing well, particularly since the reorganisation earlier this year;

· satisfaction with street cleaning is quite poor;

· there is much to do on the recycling front; and

· there have been good initiatives on education and awareness through Salford pride.

13 Our conclusion on highways and transportation is that:

· satisfaction levels are low, but the Council has done well in several areas in spite of severe budgetary constraints;

· there is a high level of tripping accident claims;

· maintenance is heavily reactive, with little forward planning;

· there are no clear repair standards or provision for ongoing maintenance of capital projects;

· disabled access needs to be improved;

· there is a lack of off-road parking in residential areas;

· there are public concerns about traffic and transportation; and

· the planning and design of highway schemes could be improved.

How does its performance compare?

14 Satisfaction with environmental services is consistently low when compared with other AGMA authorities, through the KWEST survey.

15 National performance indicators show a relatively low spend on refuse collection could be a factor in the poor response to missed bins.  On the other hand a relatively high spend on street cleaning has not prevented a poor response to flytips.

16 In spite of a low proportion of highways SSA actually spent on highways, several national performance indicators relating to highways show the Council performing relatively well, with the exception of disabled access and easy to use footpaths.  This is in contrast to the low satisfaction levels and major challenges recognised in the Best Value Review

Does the Best Value Review drive improvement?

17 The main outcomes of this thematic review so far have been to identify areas of duplication and overlap of services. However, the review has not focused on street care from a public perspective.

18 In some areas, for example refuse collection, the Council has implemented radical changes, without waiting for the end of the review. However, there is a risk that benefits from a more holistic approach may be compromised by early action in one area. This suggests that the level of detail in such a thematic review should be chosen to enable completion in a shorter time scale.

19 The Council now needs to focus on the key customer outcomes and ensure that performance management arrangements are in place to monitor these outcomes.

20 We found that best value principles were well embedded into the service routines of some, but not all sections included in this review.  Future reviews could progress benchmarking earlier and engage councillors more.

21 The use of an external consultant brought a strong external perspective but has not provided the most effective project management.

22 Some aspects of the services have been challenged, but we have not seen evidence of a fundamental challenge to the need for the services and how they are provided.

23 Although there has been consultation on many aspects of the services, there has been none on the overall street care theme. The Council needs to be able to demonstrate that the outcomes from consultation have been assimilated, and used to inform the future direction of services.

24 More needs to be done to ensure that the views of front line staff are incorporated into future policy making. In addition to consultation with staff on specific projects and development activities, there is scope for more involvement of staff in the Best Value Review.

25 The Council still needs to address the issue of competition for the services covered by this review.

How good is the improvement plan?

26 The improvement plan is in the early stages of development.  It is important that the plan is ambitious, focused on outcomes for customers and SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and timely)

Will the Council deliver the improvements?

27 The Council has a corporate approach to its best value reviews, and there is evidence that best value is bedding into its services.

28 The Council has a successful track record in attracting funding from a variety of funding regimes and using it effectively. 

29 However, the fragmented nature of this review so far suggests that the Council needs to work more effectively across departments and directorates, with a greater customer focus.

Recommendations

30 In order to progress the review effectively, we recommend that the Council should:

· Formulate aims for the Best Value Review linked to strategies, objectives and programmes, such as the Urban Development plan and the Greater Manchester Local Transport plan.

· Collate and assess all information that addresses the customer perspective in order to identify and prioritise the improvements needed. For example:

· How clean are the streets?

· How safe and secure are the streets?

· How clear are the signs, road markings and directions?

· How well maintained are the roads?

· How quickly are highway repairs carried out?

· Is the long term life of footpaths and roads being adequately protected?

· Are footpaths signed where they leave the road? Are they easy to use?

· How easy is it for householders to take part in recycling?

· How is the Council tackling congestion?

· How accessible are alternatives to using the car?

· How easy is it to contact the Council?

· Identify an internal champion for this review and give him or her responsibility for:

· keeping the remainder of the review on schedule; and

· ensuring all stakeholders, including councillors and staff, are consulted and kept informed of their role in keeping the review on schedule.

· Ensure that the use and evaluation of service competitiveness is thoroughly addressed to see if this provides the Council with improved service quality and/or reduced cost.

· Document briefly the links between all the elements of this review so that action in any one area is taken in full cognisance of cross-cutting issues and overlaps

· Ensure , that the BVR  improvement plan goes beyond routine activity and includes short medium and long term goals, with clear, measurable success criteria and has:

· outcomes and  specific actions that focus on the customer perspective and represent significant improvement

· short term plans that can be implemented relatively quickly-where there is clear evidence of the need for change, a high priority is attached and resources are available (but taking account of the links to other council services);

· medium term plans, where the likely action is fairly clear, but some more analysis or research is required

· long term plans, where more option appraisal is required, or low priority areas or major uncertainty exists; and 

· ensure that systems are in place to monitor all three.

· Consider restricting best value reviews to 12 months. For thematic or cross-cutting reviews:

· be clear about what significant improvements you want the review process to bring about considering both the strategic implications and customer outcomes and perceptions;

· examine existing policies that affect the review; establish new or modified policies where required;

· collate and interpret existing information; identify gaps;

31 We would like to thank Council staff, particularly Stan Frost, who made us welcome and who met our requests efficiently and courteously.
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1 The context 

32 This report covers an inspection carried out 18 months into a two year review of Highways and Street care. The aim of the inspection is to assist the Council in completing the review by raising issues, either about the quality of services, or the processes and progress of the review.

The Best Value Review of Highways and Street Care

33 The Council has commenced a best value review of its highways and street care services, and is now 18 months into the two-year review.

34 The review covers the following services, provided in three directorates as detailed in the table below:

	Service area
	Directorate

	Highway maintenance
	Housing (estate roads)

	Highway maintenance
	Development services (all other adopted roads)

	Traffic and transportation (including road safety)
	Development services

	Highway services Direct Labour Organisation
	Development services

	Street lighting
	Development services

	Main drainage services
	Development services

	Winter maintenance
	Environmental services

	Landscape design
	Development services

	Sponsorship/advertising
	Development services

	Refuse collection
	Environmental services

	Property clearance
	Housing

	Street cleansing
	Environmental services

	Recycling
	Environmental services

	Dog wardens
	Environmental services

	Client services depots
	Development services


35 A brief overview of the services is given below.

Highway maintenance

36 This includes the management and maintenance of the majority of the highway network, ensuring that it is safe and convenient for users.  Works are undertaken by the Council’s direct services organisation, and there is currently a client side monitoring team which over sees the work of the contractor. The Council is responsible for the visual impact of the highway; the associated services include:

· highway safety, new road and street works inspections;

· patching and minor maintenance;

· weed spraying;

· accident insurance claims;

· drainage, street furniture, tree and shrub maintenance;

· grass cutting;

· highway enforcement;

· street lighting - design and maintenance; and 

· highway condition surveys.

37 The services are provided by two divisions within the development services directorate. Housing services currently maintain council housing estate roads.

38 The budget for undertaking highway maintenance works is £4.0m, and the total budget for this section, including street lighting is £5.2m (Based on 1999/2000 figures)

39 Currently the value of insurance claims against the Council, following tripping accidents, is £1.78m. 

40 The service receives around 10,000 telephone calls per annum and responds to over 1800 letters, requesting services.

Traffic and transportation

41 This service is split into two groups- the traffic management group, dealing with road markings, car parking and signage, and the transportation group, responsible for the planning and development of the network. Both groups are located within development services. The transportation group enables:

“safe and expeditious movement of traffic, including pedestrians”

42 The group is responsible for road safety policy, and for identifying road safety measures.

43 The net service cost for traffic and transportation was £1.16m. Income of £0.68m was derived from car parking charges in 1999/2000.

Main drainage

44 A sewerage maintenance contract on behalf of United Utilities (North West Water) is undertaken, which was won under competition for the period 1999-2004. The service includes all aspects of operation, maintenance, repair and management of the sewerage system within Salford City Council.

45 The service cost in 1999/2000 was £0.32m.

Refuse collection

46 The collection of domestic refuse and trade waste is undertaken by the contract services section, comprising 60 operational staff within the environmental services directorate. The contract has been retained in house after having won the contract against external competition on two occasions under CCT.  Housing services provide a refuse removal service in respect of vacant property clearances.

47 Waste disposal is undertaken by the Greater Manchester waste disposal authority at a number of landfill sites.  A disposal charge, based on the population of each collection authority, is made. A key issue for the Council is that the current system of charges does not offer an incentive to minimise the amount of waste.  Within the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities (AGMA), the charging system is seen as inequitable, with a suggestion that Manchester City in effect receives a subsidy of around £5.0m annually based on the per capita charges.

48 The budget for refuse collection in 1999/2000 was £2.19m. The budget for property clearances was £470,000.

Street cleansing

49 The service is split into the following areas:

· litter removal, including leaves, silt and general street debris, using both mechanical and manual means;

· gully cleansing-gullies are empties on behalf of the development services directorate;

· graffiti removal-from buildings, walls within the city;

· winter maintenance-keeping roads free of ice and snow in the winter months on behalf of the development services directorate; and

· weed control on behalf of the housing directorate.

50 The street cleansing contract was last won in competition in 1997 by an in-house bid. The total cost of the service in 1999/2000 was £2.11m.

Recycling

51 The Council promotes recycling and waste minimisation within the city, which involves educational initiatives and the provision of recycling facilities. Initiatives and activities include:

· home composting;

· “bring” recycling sites, provided through partnership and some capital investment;

· kerbside collection of waste paper, through a partner organisation known as Paperchase;

· education programmes through “Salford pride”, an education unit; and

· development of an integrated waste management strategy with the Greater Manchester waste disposal authority.

52 There is no identified budget for recycling. Development work is largely funded through recycling credits.

Dog warden service

53 The service is provided by two dog wardens in the environmental services directorate, at a cost of £0.062m (1999/2000)

Best value review theme

54 The overall cost of the services included in the theme amounted to £11.7m based on 1999/2000 service costs. Exhibit 1 below shows the relative costs of each service. 
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How good is the service?

Are the Council’s aims clear and challenging?

55 Inspectors look to see how a council has agreed the key aims for the service being inspected, how clear these aims are to the people that receive the service and whether these reflect the corporate aims of the organisation as a whole.

56 The Council’s mission is to: 

“To create the best possible quality of life for the people of Salford”

57 The Council seeks to achieve this through the six pledges below: 

· Better education for all – we want every child to get the best start in life 

· Quality homes for all – every person in Salford is entitled to live in a decent home 

· A clean & healthy city – we will make Salford a cleaner and healthier place to live 

· A safer Salford - we will make Salford a safer place to live and work 

· Stronger communities - we will help to make Salford a better place to live 

· Supporting Young People – we will create the best possible opportunities for Young People in the city.
The highways and street care theme

58 The Council has not yet clearly stated the collective aims of the services being considered in the review. Aims based on the customer’s view of the theme, which address the following questions, could be developed.  For example:

· How easy is it to contact the Council?

· How clean are the streets?

· How safe and secure are the streets?

· How well maintained are the roads?

· How quickly are highway repairs carried out?

· Is the long-term life of footpaths and roads being adequately protected?

· Are footpaths signed where they leave the road? Are they easy to use?

· How clear are signs, road markings and directions?

· How easy is it for householders to take part in recycling?

· How is the Council tackling congestion?

· How accessible are alternatives to using the car? (e.g. public transport facilities, cycling, walking)

· How is the Council addressing sustainability?

59 Some of the services within the Best Value Review do have aims and these are discussed below.

Development services (highways and transportation)

60 The Local Transport Plan (LTP) is produced by a consortium of the ten Greater Manchester district councils, and the Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority (GMPTA), 

61 The LTP aims to:

“establish Greater Manchester as a creative and distinctive European regional capital”

This is supported by five core objectives:

· To strengthen, modernise and diversify the local economy in ways that are environmentally sustainable.

· To support urban regeneration and bring disused and under used urban land back into effective use.

· To make Greater Manchester as a whole a more attractive, safer and healthier place to live, work and invest.

· To focus these improvements in the regional centre, the town centres and major employment centres (e.g. Manchester Airport, Salford Quays and Trafford Park).

· To reverse the de-centralisation of population and economic activity, sustain the community and cultural life of urban centres and neighbourhoods, and ensure that everyone can participate in the opportunities that the County has to offer.
62 The vision is integrated with the Greater Manchester strategic planning framework, which sets out the principles under-pinning strategic land use planning and establishes a context for both the LTP and the Unitary Development Plans of the ten districts.

63 The Best Value Review identifies that :

“the Council has no distinct policy in place in respect of the maintenance of the highways and street lighting. The service is also provided on a fragmented basis, with development services and housing services maintaining different parts of the highway.”

64 The Highway Services Direct Labour Organisation (DLO) has set out  four objectives which can be summarised as:

· To be economic, efficient and effective.

· To improve service delivery in partnership with others.

· To retain and develop a highly skilled and experienced workforce.

· To create the best possible quality of life for the people of Salford.

65 However, the Council has no clear and challenging aims that link the strategic objectives of the LTP with the operational objectives of the DLO – there are no specific aims for the highways and transportation services that address the needs and priorities of the people of Salford.
Environmental services

66 The environmental services directorate has a key role to play in achieving the city’s objective seven in:

“ensuring the city has a clean, healthy and sustainable environment”

67 Under the city’s pledge to make Salford a cleaner and healthier place to live, the Council aims to :

· introduce kerbside recycling so that all household recycling rises to 20% by 2004;

· ensure that all bins are emptied every week; and

· ensure that all main roads are cleaned every week, and every other street every three weeks – part of compliance with the revised Code of Practice arising from the Environmental Protecion Act, 1990.

68 National waste strategies such a s “Making Waste Work” and the Waste strategy 2000 have set national targets for recycling. These are:

· to recycle 25% of domestically produced waste by 2005; and

· to recycle 30% of domestically produced waste by 2010

69 The street cleaning services aim for Salford to be classed in the top 20 cleanest cities in the UK.

Does the service meet the aims?

70 Having considered the aims the council has set for the service, inspectors make an assessment of how well the council is performing in meeting these aims. This includes an assessment of performance against specific standards and targets and the council’s approach to measuring whether it is actually delivering what it sets out to do.

71 In this section, and the following one on comparisons, we present a range of evidence and offer some tentative conclusions.  We suggest that the Council should review this evidence, if necessary add to it, and then present their own interpretations. 

The highways and street care theme

72 In the absence of any aims or policies for the theme of this review, it is difficult for the Council, or inspectors, to assess performance on thematic issues, as opposed to individual service performance.  Indeed, we have not seen any evidence for performance against the theme.

Environmental services

73 The Council has introduced a “green budget” to ensure improved grounds maintenance across the city and is working with community committees to prioritise future grounds maintenance work in line with what local people want.

74 The Year 2000 Survey of Residents, carried out by Kwest Research indicates that

· 78%  were satisfied with the waste collection service overall

· 55% were satisfied with then provision of recycling facilities overall.

· 32%  were satisfied with the Council keeping land clear of litter and refuse
· 53%  were satisfied with the Council’s overall environmental services.
In the above, ‘satisfied’ is the sum of ‘very satisfied’ and fairly satisfied’ in the survey results.

75 In a 1998 Quality of Life survey street cleaning services ranked 28th out of the Council’s 33 services, with 44% of respondents expressing dissatisfaction with the service.

76 The environmental services directorate is striving to maintain city-wide coverage of the kerbside collection scheme for newspapers and magazines, and is working to double the city’s recycling rate.  The amount of domestic waste recycled has risen from 2.7% in 1997/98 to 6.6% in 1999/00

77 In addition the Council’s environmental strategy aimed to recycle 25% of domestically produced waste by 2000.  This target has not been achieved.  It further aims to recover/recycle 40% by 2006 and to have easily accessible multi-material recycling facilities for 80% of all households by 2000. 

78 The creation of the city’s Salford Pride unit has enabled the environmental services to target environmental education and awareness alongside its operational activities, to ensure a holistic approach to the improvement of the environment.

Development services (highways and transportation)

79 The Council’s Quality of Life survey in 1998 indicates that:

· 44% of residents surveyed were fairly or very dissatisfied with the condition of roads.

· 52% of residents surveyed were fairly or very dissatisfied with the pavements.
· The worst area was Irlam, where 63% and 61% were fairly or very dissatisfied with road condition and pavements respectively
· Drainage: North West Water work is “satisfactory”.
Given the date of this survey data, the Council needs to judge carefully whether it is still valid.

80 We found that much work had been carried out within the development services directorate to streamline and improve its services in the face of severe budgetary pressures over many years. For example, the service’s performance in relation to the maintenance of street lighting, responding to road repairs within 24 hours and performance in relation to road safety are all in the upper quartile in relation to national comparisons (see the next section and Appendix 4).

81 We have not carried out extensive reality checks, but have  identified the following issues in relation to the services that were being addressed in the review:

· The value of tripping accident claims settlements made against the Council in relation to highways is increasing, and currently stands at £1.78m.  A substantial amount work is involved in investigating and reacting to complaints.

· Highway maintenance is essentially reactive.  The Council performs well in relation to its response to requests for urgent (24hour) and non-urgent (14day) repairs. (See graphs at Appendix 4).  However the Council does not know the number, type and length of its roads and has not yet completed a condition assessment.  The Council is therefore unable to plan road maintenance, other than that associated with regeneration activity linked to the LTP settlement.

· The Council currently has no policy in respect of highway maintenance to enable it to focus its resources where they are most needed, or to define suitable types of surface treatment, for example flags or tarmac for pavements. Higher standards of surface treatments are often applied where capital funding is available e.g. in conjunction with other regeneration initiatives, compared to revenue funded projects.  No provision is currently made for on going maintenance of capital funded projects.

· We found that wheel chair users had difficulty in finding routes to key destinations such as local shopping facilities, due to a lack of dropped kerb facilities. We are unclear as to what access information is available to disabled people. 

But some other, more strategic issues were not being adequately addressed.  For example:

· Lack of parking in residential areas, leading to deterioration of the footpaths, and on street parking causing access difficulties to refuse collection and street cleaning vehicles.

· Public concerns about traffic and transportation.

· Longer term planning, including the design of highway schemes to enable better access by all road users-cyclists, pedestrians, wheelchair users, visually impaired, cleansing vehicles, refuse collection vehicles.

(For example, designing out shrubbery  and re-designing barriers to prevent the collection of litter, or enabling ease of access by cleansing vehicles).

How does the service compare?

82 In order to judge the quality of a service it is important to compare the performance of that service against other suppliers across a range of sectors. The aim is not exact comparison, but an exploration of how similar services (or elements of services) perform in order to identify significant differences, the reasons for them, and the extent to which improvements are required.

83 Appendix 3 lists the national performance indicators applying to the services under review, and Appendix 4 shows the Council’s performance in relation to some of these indicators.

84 The Council is part of the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities (AGMA) and the Greater Manchester Association of District Engineers, both of which have given rise to comparative information.  The Tidy Britain Group has been engaged to do on-going work to give an independent assessment of street cleanliness.

Environmental Services

85 The table below shows some of the results of the Year 2000 survey of residents, and compares them with other AGMA authorities.  

	Environmental Services - AGMA comparisons

(Year 2000 Survey of Residents by Kwest)

Satisfaction % = very satisfied + fairly satisfied

	
	Salford
	AGMA Average
	Salford rank (out of 11)

	Satisfaction with Council keeping land clear of litter and refuse
	32%
	50%
	11th

	Satisfaction with the waste collection service overall
	78%
	86%
	11th

	Satisfaction with the provision of recycling facilities overall
	55%
	60%
	8th

	Satisfaction with the civic amenity site service overall
	69%
	75%
	9th

	Satisfaction with the Council's environmental services
	53%
	60%
	11th


86 The comparison does not reflect well on Salford, though we recognise that the Refuse Collection service has been reorganised and improved since the survey was carried out.

87 The following table summarises the national performance indicators relating to environmental services (see Appendix 4 for more detail).
	National Performance Indicators (1999/00)

Salford's position in relation to other metropolitan authorities (Environmental Services)

	Missed bins put right by the end of the next working day
	In worst 25%

	Net cost per household of refuse collection
	In lowest 25%

	Net spending per head on street cleaning
	In highest 25%

	Average time to remove flytips
	In worst 25%


88 This shows a relatively low spend on refuse collection and could be reflected in the poor response to missed bins.  On the other hand a relatively high spend on street cleaning has not prevented a poor response to flytips.

Development Services (highways and transportation)

89 The following graph illustrates the percentage of the Council’s highways SSA actually spent on highway maintenance, compared to the CIPFA nearest neighbours group (2000/01 estimates). At 56% Salford is the lowest.
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90 The following table summarises the national performance indicators relating to highways (see Appendix 4 for more detail).

	National Performance Indicators (1999/00)

Salford's position in relation to other metropolitan authorities (Highways)

	Percentage of street lights not working
	In best 25%

	Percentage of dangerous road damage repaired in 24 hours
	Above the median

	No. of serious accidents per 1,000,000 miles travelled
	At border of best 25%

	No.of days roadworks are in place per mile of busy road
	Very high, in worst 25%

	Cost of rood maintenance per 100 miles travelled
	In lowest 25%

	Percentage of crossings with facilities for the disabled
	Below the median

	Percentage of footpaths easy to use
	In worst 25%


91 This suggests a good performance on serious accidents, street lights and repairing dangerous roads, at a low cost, which is compatible with the low SSA percentage.  Disabled facilities and footpaths are not good, and the number of days roadworks are in place is so high that the figure needs further investigation.

Is the service going to improve? 

 Does the Best Value Review drive improvement?

92 The best value review is the mechanism for ensuring authorities deliver continuous improvement in the services they provide.

93 The main outcomes of this thematic review so far have been to identify areas of duplication and overlap of services. However, the review has not taken a view of street care from a public perspective. This partly results from a lack of strategy and policy relating to the theme, and also to some of the services within it.

94 Because of the size of this review the Council decided to spread it over two years. By dividing the review into specific assignments, the Council has been able to examine issues in depth. In some areas, for example refuse collection, the Council has implemented radical changes, without waiting for the end of the review.

95 However, there is a risk that benefits from a more holistic approach may be compromised by early action in one area. This suggests that the level of detail in such a thematic review should be chosen to enable completion in a shorter time scale. We believe that this could have been achieved by focusing on key customer outcomes rather than service processes, thereby identifying key opportunities for improvement, delaying less important issues for later consideration.

96 One approach would have been to use a multi-disciplinary task group to analyse and challenge existing service provision, focusing on improving customer outcomes.

97 We found that the Best Value Review had not examined how effectively the LTP is used as a means of securing change. The review should consider whether the Council’s activities are co-ordinated with the LTP to secure maximum benefit and added value.

98 The Council has identified a number of issues across the theme for further investigation and has allocated these as a series of assignments, to groups of staff involved in the review. The assignments are listed at Appendix 2.

99 Although we recognise the need to identify key processes and review them, the Council now needs to focus on the key customer outcomes sought from these processes and ensure that performance management arrangements are in place to monitor these outcomes. We note that the BVPP adopts this approach in measuring performance against the ten strategic objectives.

100 We found evidence of innovation, and a culture of continual improvement within the some services we looked at.  For example, following an analysis of customer comments which suggested that there was dissatisfaction with the lack of refuse collection over bank holiday periods, the Council conducted a review of the service and has implemented a four day working week, in line with customer requirements.

101 We found that best value principles were well embedded into the service routines of some, but not all sections included in this review.  For other services the review has presented more difficulty and has been more resource intensive. However, senior managers and staff are enthusiastic towards the need for change, and are committed to improvement.

102 During our interviews, we identified the need for further engagement of councillors in the review process.  Some front line staff appear to have been actively involved in consultation activities, whereas others have not. The remainder of the review offers an opportunity to re-engage with councillors and staff in the development of the improvement plan, and in developing the actions needed to ensure its implementation.

103 The Council brought in an external consultant to lead the review team and we found that this has provided a strong external perspective and challenge to the process.  But we have the following concerns.

· Some of the learning from this review will be lost to the Council once the review is complete.

· Staff and some managers perceived a lack of leadership in the review.

· There was a perception that the leader did not have the necessary degree of authority to ensure the effective co-ordination of some of the review activities. 

104 We believe that an internal project leader could have been found from within the Council and that this would have overcome many of these difficulties.

Challenge

105 At the service profile stage, the review team undertook a SWOT analysis of the services covered in the review.  A range of issues needing further investigation was identified.  These included areas where performance was weak, such as the need to develop policies, the need to address service prioritisation and the impact of budgetary constraints on service delivery.

106 In this process, the highway and street care theme was considered. The Council now needs to ensure that a rigorous challenge is applied to how services across the theme are provided, as well as to the need for each service element.

107 We found during our visit that the environmental services directorate was challenging the charges levied for the disposal of waste.  Working with the Greater Manchester waste disposal authority, the Council hopes to see a reform of the charge basis to reflect the tonnage of waste, rather than the size of the population of the collection authority.  At the same time the service is negotiating with alternative providers of disposal facilities to drive down the cost of disposal and secure better recycling and recovery rates.

108 After establishing a baseline (the service profile stage report), a challenge session was held including councillors, the chief executive, directors and other officers.

109 We have seen the minutes of a challenge meeting held on 6th September 2001. These contained only limited information, and therefore the following comments are based on what we have seen. 

· The fundamental challenge for the theme is to consider the outcomes from a customer perspective, and this appears to be absent from the documentation.

· There appears to have been no fundamental challenge as to why the Council is providing the services.  We would have at least expected to see a fundamental challenge of the trade waste service, which is not a statutory function.

· We have not seen evidence that the Council has challenged how it provides the services.  The challenge process should enable the Council to consider a wide range of options for service delivery such as externalising all or part of a service, providing it in conjunction with other local authorities, or jointly with another sector.  Challenging the service should take into account the needs and aspirations identified by service users through the consultation process.

· As the refuse collection service had already implemented a number of changes, this was not subject to any degree of challenge at the meeting. We would, however, expect to see evidence that challenge was applied to the way in which the service is provided, before the changes were undertaken.

Consult

110 The Council has carried out lots of consultation including the quality of life survey in 1998, and, together with nine other Greater Manchester authorities, an independent  satisfaction survey of residents (the Kwest survey) in 2000.

111 The Council now needs to be able to demonstrate that the outcomes from consultation have been assimilated, and used to inform the future direction of services.  Service priorities should be set in line with the priorities of users and stakeholders.

112 The service profile stage report indicates that 

“consultation with customers has not been a feature across the theme.  Significant consultation has occurred in some areas whilst virtually none has occurred in others”

113 We are unclear as to what, if any, consultation with disabled users and hard to reach groups has been carried out across the theme.

114 Whilst no specific consultation has been carried out in relation to the theme, some general issues for customers have emerged. 

· Out of the top ten issues that were most important for residents, identified in the 1998 quality of life survey, traffic calming is the fourth top priority, after more police, safe places for young people to go and more discipline in schools. Traffic calming was more important to residents than improving educational standards or improving health care. 

· Improving the environment and the roads and pavements were the 9th and 10th most important issues for residents.

· With the exception of the fire service, respondents were more satisfied with environmental services and transport services than any other services provided by Salford.

115 Whilst customer satisfaction with services appears generally low, in some areas it is achieving upper quartile performance.  This suggests that the Council needs to re-engage with communities to promote positive messages about its services, and what is being achieved, whilst at the same time addressing those areas of service where performance is known to be weak. 

116 No consultation has been carried out in respect of drainage, and limited consultation was carried out into traffic and transportation. 

117 The Council carries out regular consultation on individual highway projects such as traffic calming measures, and we saw evidence that this approach was being refined to improve the way in which they tap into public opinion.  However, future consultation should aim to involve as wide a range of consultees as possible, since traffic calming measures affect all road users e.g. disabled groups, cyclists, cleansing operatives. Consultation should aim to ask both closed and open questions, to identify all issues of importance to customers.

118 As part of its highway policy development work (October 2001), the review has identified that:

“the management of all highway consultations and communications with the public requires further consideration and a communications strategy developed as a matter of urgency”

119 The Council carried out a separate consultation exercise in relation to street cleaning and highway maintenance, but this was relatively  limited, covering a sample of around 200 people, of which only two were cyclists. 

120 Consultation with staff has been patchy. We found that staff in some services have been very involved in the development of the service. For example the refuse collection team have been actively involved in the selection of new vehicles.  But more needs to be done to ensure that the views of front line staff are incorporated into future policy making - for instance, in designing the street environment to enable effective cleaning and maintenance.

121 In addition to consultation with staff on specific projects and development activities, there is scope for more involvement of staff in the Best Value Review.

Compare

122 The Council has recognised its performance in relation to national performance indicators. For some services (refuse collection and street cleaning) performance indicators have been used for the justification of a radical change of the service during the review.  In other areas, for example highway maintenance, performance indicators have been part of the on-going collection of evidence for the review. 

123 We note the Council’s position in relation to tripping accident claims referred to in an earlier paragraph.  We would expect the Council to seek comparative performance information in relation to this issue with neighbouring or similar authorities, and to use this information in the development of a strategy to reduce the current level of claims to within acceptable limits. 

124 The Council has identified that the cost of its street cleaning service is high (see Appendix 4) and is actively seeking detailed information from other metropolitan authorities, in order to identify potential cost savings, and to establish an accurate basis for comparing service quality.

125 Although the Council has gone some way towards developing benchmarking with groups such as AGMA, future reviews need to progress benchmarking issues early.  This would enable services to develop an understanding of their relative performance, and to develop a vision of where they need to be, earlier in the process and to focus review activity on planning for improvement.

Compete

126 DETR Circular 10/99 states the best value will not be achieved

“if authorities fail to approach competition positively, taking full account of the opportunities for innovation and genuine partnership which are available from working with others in the public, private and voluntary sectors”

127 Although the Council has successfully re-organised its refuse collection service, targeting top quartile performance indicators, it has so far missed the opportunity to achieve the full benefits of market testing or partnering. The Council still needs to address the issue of competition for the services covered by this review. 

128 We would expect the Council to consider what economies of scale could be achieved by joining up with other authorities and exposing services to competition as an alternative to the current methods of service delivery.

129  The review needs to be able to clearly demonstrate the competitiveness of different functions by reference to other providers.

How good is the improvement plan?

130 A Best Value review should produce an improvement plan that sets out what needs to improve, why, and how that improvement will be delivered. It should contain targets which are not only challenging but also designed to demonstrate and ensure the continuous improvement necessary to put the service amongst the top 25% of councils within five years.

131 The improvement plan is in the early stages of development. We would expect the plan to address the following points.

· How will your improvement plan achieve step change?

· Is the plan ambitious and far reaching?

· Does it address the right issues, identified in the review and from consultation?

· Will achieving the plan make a significant difference to the service? Will customers notice? How will you know?

· Is the plan focused on outcomes for customers?

· How will you measure success?
· Are the targets identified “SMART”?
· What are the resource implications- has the Council committed resources to the plan? What other resources will be needed?
· Does the plan cover short, medium and long term changes? 
Will the authority deliver the improvements?

132 Inspectors look for evidence that a council will deliver what it has set out in the improvement plan.  We look for a track record of managing change within the council and, ideally, within the service itself.  The plan should also have sufficient support from councillors, management, staff, service users and other stakeholders, particularly those responsible for delivering it.

133 The Council has a corporate approach to its best value reviews, and there is evidence that best value is bedding into services, such as refuse collection, which has achieved upper quartile performance, and waste management, independently of the review process.

134 The environmental services directorate has achieved IIP and chartermark status, and has been successful in achieving a number of awards for innovation and improvement.

135 The development services directorate has had success in applying process mapping techniques to the management of its planning application function, and, in some areas, has driven the service from lower to upper quartile performance within existing budgets.

136 However, the fragmented nature of this review so far suggests that the Council needs to work more effectively across departments and directorates, with a greater customer focus.

137 The Council has a successful track record in attracting funding from a variety of funding regimes - SRB, Capital Challenge, New Deal, ERDF, and the Home Office.  Funding has particularly driven area-based regeneration schemes.  The Council is a “pathfinder” for the DTLR for regeneration, and more recently has become a pathfinder for E-Government.

138 It is also apparent that there is some commitement corporately to working in partnership, including transferring services to other providers or to partnership-based provision.  Examples include:

· closing some cash collection points in favour of partnership with the Post Office;

· transferring council homes for older people to other providers; and

· creating a not-for-profit trust to provide domestic care for adults and older people.

139 The Council has developed Community Committees to enable local, area-based decision making about services to take place. 

Appendix 1. What did the inspectors do?

We have undertaken this inspection 18 months into a two year review and have not therefore sought to make any judgements. 

We carried out a range of activities in coming to our conclusions about the progress of this review.

Documents examined 

Before going on site we reviewed a range of documents which had been provided in advance by the Council for us. This included:

The profile stage report-Best Value Review highways and street care

City of Salford strategic plan and best value performance plan 2001/2002

Greater Manchester Local Transport plan

Salford community plan (draft) 2001-2006

Year 2000 survey of residents-Summary report of findings (KWEST survey)

Aims and objectives for stage 2 of the review

List of those interviewed

	Graham Boyd
	Environmental Services, Call Centre Agent

	Cllr Val Burgoyne
	Deputy Lead member, Development Services

	Ian Crook
	Highway Maintenance Manager

	Dave Dean
	Highways Maintenance Group Leader

	Stan Frost
	Best Value and Performance

	Bruce Jassi
	Director of Environmental Services

	Cllr Roger Jones
	Chair of GMPTA

	Cllr David Lancaster
	Lead Member, Environmental Services

	Jez Leaper
	KPMG, Review Team Leader

	Steven Lee
	Traffic and Transportation Manager

	Cllr Roger Lightup
	Chairman, Environmental Scrutiny Committee

	Mark Longworth
	Contracts Manager, Highway Services DLO

	Pam Lowe
	Best Value and Performance

	Paul Mallendar
	Business and Support Services Manager, Development Services

	Wayne Priestley
	Strategy and Business Development Manager,Environmental Services

	Allan Reid
	Head of Engineering and Highways

	Dave Robinson
	Refuse Collection and Cleansing Manager

	Malcolm Sykes
	Director of Development Services

	John Tanner
	Manager, Call Centre

	Bill Taylor
	Deputy Director of Development Services

	Damien Thornton
	Senior Environmental Co-ordinator

	Malcolm Thorpe
	Assistant Director, Contract Services, Environmental Services

	David Tinker
	Deputy Director of Environmental Services

	Stuart Whittle
	Team Leader, Highway Maintenance

	Focus Group

Ian Worthington

Tony Marsh

Gary Brookes

John Hughes

Paul Dylan

Mark Nealon
	Refuse Collection
	
	          Principal Officer (Special Projects)

	Focus Group

Denis Wilson

Lee Jackson

Scott Henderson

Mike McGuire

Malcolm Hebday

Graham Sutherland
	Street Cleaning

	Focus Group

Stuart Collins

Steve Mangan

Neil Hedgecock

Stuart Harper

Tom Hanbridge
	Highway Maintenance

	Phone Calls
	

	Geoff Bean
	Northern Municipal Spares (mini-mechanical sweepers)

	Frank Murphy
	Paperchase (kerbside collection)

	Harry Page
	Colas (surfacing contractor)

	Jim Wheelton
	Salford Disabled Motorists and Accessibility Association

	Mark Wiggan
	N.W. Employee Services (agency for environmental services staff)


Appendix 2. Assignments

Issues identified during the Best Value Review as assignments for further investigation:

· Highway maintenance:

· risk management - the cost and number of claims, due to faulty highways and pavements, has been rising over the past few years

· benchmarking - gaining an appreciation about how service s covered by the review compare with other similar services 

· policy - developing a clear and consistent strategy and policy covering all aspects of highway maintenance

· integration- implementing an earlier decision to bring together client and contractor

· procurement - identifying existing cost of client and contractor and investigate other options for service delivery

· business case – standard spending assessment, benchmarking, condition survey and housing highways

· Street cleansing

· option appraisal - examine current service provision and identify options for future service delivery

· review enforcement - identify current relevant legislation and evaluate effectiveness of implementation

· litter bin provision - establish policy for the type, location and procurement of litter bins

· Recycling

· option appraisal - identify current situation and scope for improvement

· Dog wardens

· Role of outsourcing/partnerships- assess current service provision and examine alternatives for service delivery

· Refuse Collection

· Measuring customer satisfaction - benchmark against other authorities and develop an on going programme for consultation

· Street cleansing

· cost comparison- identify best practice and methods of assessing public perception and value for money 

· Overlapping services 
· Assess the current organisational arrangement for overlapping services such as:
· customer contact

· winter maintenance
· gully emptying
· “ownership” of highways
· inspection
· procurement

· fly tipping

· asset management (depots)

Appendix 3. National Performance Indicators

National performance indicators applying to the services under review:

· Percentage of highways that are of a high standard of cleanliness

· Percentage of highways that are of an acceptable standards of cleanliness

· Average time taken to remove fly tips

· Net spending per head of population on street cleaning

· Percentage of street lights not working as planned

· Percentage of repairs to dangerous/ damaged roads and pavements that were carried out in 24 hours

· Number of serious accidents caused per 1,000,000 miles travelled by a vehicle on principal roads

· Percentage of principal roads which have reached the point at which repairs to prolong their future life should be considered

· Number of days major council road works in place per mile of busy road

· Cost of highway maintenance per 100 miles travelled by a vehicle

· Percentage of pedestrian crossings with facilities for disabled people

· Percentage of footpaths and other rights of way which were sign posted where they leave the road

· Percentage of footpaths and other rights of way which were easy to use by members of the public

· Number of household waste collections which were missed per 100, 000 collections

· Percentage of missed collections put right by the end of the next working day

· Tonnes of waste collected per householder that was recycled

· Tonnes of waste collected per householder that was not recycled

· Net cost per household of refuse collection

[image: image3.wmf]Percentage of dangerous road damage repaired in 24hrs

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

96%

98%

100%

P2a

Salford

Met median

75th pc

25th pc

Appendix 4. Performance Indicator Results (99/00)
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