Environmental Services Directorate


REPORT BY

DAVID ROBINSON, ENVIRONMENTAL MAINTENANCE MANAGER

SUBJECT

GRAFFITI SERVICE

1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1
In recent months, graffiti has been the cause of much greater concern than in the past.  It is often described as a “cancer within society”.  The Deputy Office of the Prime Minister considers graffiti to be one of the first steps of a downward spiral of the street scene within an area.  Consequently, this has resulted in a recent Government White Paper entitled “Respect and Responsibility”, which takes a stand against anti-social behaviour and focuses on initially tackling the visible effects of anti-social behaviour in public places, and also introduces a new offence in the selling of spray paints to people under 18 years old.

1.2
If graffiti is not removed promptly, then this could result in an “epidemic” of further attacks within an area, which can in turn produce a “magnet” for further anti-social behaviour.

1.3
The public awareness has been heightened by graffiti attacks on prominent buildings and in particular, graffiti has been used by political / criminal activists who use it as a means to target members of the community (i.e. “Grass”, “Paedophile” etc), or, as in recent months, anti war slogans aimed at the Government.

1.4
The problem cannot be ignored, but with rapid and effective removal, combined with police assistance in investigating these “attacks”, we are nearer controlling a problem that is currently blighting not only our City, but also the whole country.

2.0
CURRENT SERVICE PROVISION

2.1
The Directorate presently has two graffiti teams who operate citywide.  One team is funded solely by Environmental Services and the second team, introduced in January of this year, is partially funded from the Crime and Disorder budget.  This funding has enabled the Directorate to obtain the operational resources (i.e. high power jet wash and chemical graffiti remover) required.  However, the staffing costs are met from savings within the Directorate (see attached Service Costs – Appendix 2).

2.2
The Service has been in operation for approximately ten years and the performance of the teams has grown by experience, rather than by design.  It is intended that Management Services be asked to monitor the performance of the teams (a task never before carried out), so that we can report / monitor their productivity.  This will then enable us to establish Local Performance Indicators, and a thorough scrutiny of the effectiveness of the service.

2.3
Internal Audit was asked to review the service and its procedures, which was completed on the 1st April 2003.  Their findings were:  -

· The Authority is vulnerable to risks of claims being made from any damage, which may be caused by the removal operation, and the introduction of a disclaimer would provide the necessary control.

· The introduction of a clearly defined charging policy would help ensure that all parties are dealt with equally.

2.4
The demand for the service has steadily increased, reaching a peak in March 2003, with 120 reports being recorded, the highest monthly figure since the commencement of Flare(Computerised Recording System) was introduced.  (See attached ward / monthly analysis for 2002 / 03 – Appendix 3).

2.5
All graffiti requests are recorded on the Flare system, via the Call Centre.  Since the 1st January 2003, these reports are recorded by category, either as “Offensive / Racist Graffiti” or “Non-offensive Graffiti”.

2.6
Our current aim is to clear all Offensive / Racist Graffiti within forty-eight hours, and Non-Offensive Graffiti within five working days.  However, 36% of all requests received are of an offensive / racist nature and as such, our priority is to respond to this category.

3.0
RECHARGING


3.1
At present, there is an inconsistent approach to re-charging for removal of graffiti.  If service requests are received from other Directorates or owners of private buildings, the cost is recharged accordingly.  However, all other requests do not incur this recharge.  Therefore, in the case of Housing property, the Council tenants are being charged for the service, within their rent, whereas private householders do not incur such costs.

3.2
It is imperative that a future policy is decided on, from one of the following options:  -


a)
All requests are recharged to the land / property owner.

b)
If the service is requested by the land / property owner, then the cost will be recharged.  If the request is received by members of the public, elected members or officers, then no recharge is made.


c)
A free service for all requests.

3.3
Suggested cost of the service would be as follows:  -

	Cost of removal of graffiti by use of hi-speed pressure wash and appropriate chemical
	£44.00

	
	

	Cost of “paint out” of graffiti, using the appropriate colour as necessary 
	£32.00

	
	

	All costs would be based on an average removal time of half hour.


3.4     This report will be presented to the Environmental Services Lead Member for approval of one of the three options as stated in 3.2.

4.0
PROPERTY DAMAGE / DISCLAIMER

4.1
The present service did not seek permission, prior to removal of any graffiti.  The equipment used, could, potentially, cause damage to property, e.g. rendering, pointing, brickwork etc.

4.2
All operatives of the two graffiti teams are fully trained in the use of the high pressure wash, and where appropriate, will actually manually “paint out” graffiti, rather than remove it.  However, there could be an occasion when damage does occur, leaving the Authority liable for that damage and any resultant insurance claim.

4.3
Therefore, the Directorate has to introduce a Disclaimer/Consent Form,  (see attached Disclaimer/Consent Form-Appendix 1)which has been approved by the Authority’s Legal Section.  

4.4
Before any work commences, the consent form would need to be signed, indemnifying the Authority from any damage caused as a result of graffiti removal.

4.5 It should be noted, however, that now the disclaimer is introduced, this could impact on response time for the service to be carried out, as property / land searches would be required to locate the owner, and subsequent permission sought from them for this work to be completed.  Permission may be refused on the grounds that this work would be chargeable or possible non return of the form, which could delay / prevent removal of any graffiti, leading to the problems highlighted earlier in this report with regard to the street scene appearance and its associated social problems. 

4.6 It should be noted that at this present moment in time, there is no enforcement legislation to empower the removal of such graffiti.  Racially inciting material may be a criminal offence, however this would be a matter for the police to deal with. Although there has been a recent press release(see Appendix 6)where MPs are demanding Government Ministers to empower Local Authorities to remove graffiti eyesores from property owned by statutory undertakers


There would also be the additional expense of any possible legal costs, if there were a need to pursue non-payment of invoices.

4.7 The introduction of a revised charging policy and also a disclaimer, would allow the Directorate to provide a more structured approach to the service, and combined with the Management Services Review of the graffiti removal operation, enable a more efficient and effective service for residents of the City.
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Graffiti Removal

Name:


_____________________

Address:


_____________________





_____________________





_____________________





_____________________





_____________________

Flare Reference : 
_____________________

I hereby consent to the City of Salford carrying out all necessary work to remove graffiti from my property at ___________________________________________ and understand that the City of Salford will not be liable for any damage caused to my property as a result of the processes involved in the removal except where such damage is solely due to negligence on the part of the Council its servants or agents.

I also understand that I will receive an invoice form the City of Salford for the provision of this service.

Signed:

__________________

Print name: 

__________________

Date:


__________________
APPENDIX 2

SERVICE COST 2003 / 2004

	TEAM 1

	Pressure Wash (lease cost over 5 years)
	£4,000

	Labour
	£32,000

	Vehicle (including Fuel)
	£15,500

	Miscellaneous (i.e. personal protective equipment etc)
	£1,000

	Materials / Chemicals
	£5,200

	TOTAL
	£57,700

	
	

	
	

	TEAM 2

	Labour
	£32,000

	Vehicle (including Fuel)
	£15,500

	Miscellaneous (i.e. personal protective equipment etc)
	£1,000

	Materials / Chemicals
	£5,200

	TOTAL
	£53,700

	
	

	
	

	TOTAL COST TO ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
	£95,400

	
	

	TOTAL COST TO CRIME AND DISORDER
	£16,000

	
	

	TOTAL SERVICE COST
	£111,400


APPENDIX 3

NUMBER OF REQUESTS RECEIVED PER MONTH
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APPENDIX 4

TYPE OF REQUESTS RECEIVED BY ELECTORAL WARD
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	Ward
	Service Requests Completed
	Offensive Outstanding
	Non-Offensive Outstanding

	Ordsall
	36
	0
	2

	Langworthy
	88
	0
	3

	Blackfriars
	17
	0
	0

	Kersal
	9
	0
	0

	Broughton
	28
	0
	1

	Pendleton
	29
	0
	0

	Pendlebury
	20
	2
	0

	Swinton/N
	21
	0
	0

	Swinton/S
	11
	0
	0

	Walkden/N
	9
	0
	1

	Walkden/S
	13
	2
	0

	Little Hulton
	25
	0
	5

	Cadishead
	2
	0
	0

	Irlam
	2
	0
	0

	Barton
	17
	0
	0

	Weaste/Seedley
	31
	0
	1

	Claremont
	7
	0
	0

	Eccles
	12
	0
	0

	Winton
	16
	1
	1

	Worsley
	3
	0
	0

	Total
	396
	5
	14


APPENDIX 5

	Graffiti Service Requests Offensive/Non Offensive Outstanding 

31st August 2003


	GRAFFITI SERVICE REQUESTS

2003 / 04

	
	Total
	Offensive
	Non-Offensive

	April 2003
	97
	34
	62

	May 2003
	84
	26
	58

	June 2003
	84
	37
	47

	July 2003
	66
	11
	55

	August 2003
	65
	24
	41


APPENDIX 5A
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APPENDIX 6
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MPs demand graffiti powers

Ministers are facing demands from
MPs to arm councils with new paw-
ers (0 remaove graffit eyesores from
property owned by &tawlory un-
dertakers.

The Governments new Anti-5o-
cial Behaviour Bill will empower
community support officers 1o
lssue fixed penalty notices to peo-
ple who spray praffiti. Rut MPa want
the Covecnment to alsa act on
strengthening the powers of coun-
cils o clean up the mess left by graf-
fiti that is not prevented by deter-
[ENnce measures,

Mitcham and Morden MP Slab-
hain McDonaugh stepped u)p the
pressure in the issue with a private
members bill that would allow
countils 10 serve nutices on stalu-
lory undertakers and  feleconws
finns to remaove graffiti from street
furniture within 14 days.

If they failed to do so, the Stureet
Furniwre (Graffiti) Kill would em-
power councils to remove the gral-
htl and claim expenses reasanably
incurred from the owners.

This comes amid concern that
the drive to improve public space
has fallen down the Government’s
agenda since it published the white
paper Living Tlaces: Cleaner, Sufer
Greener, which mooted a new duty
on owness of street furniture to
keep it clean.

Conaultation on the white paper
clnsed in Pebruary, hut the Govern-
ment has yet tn respond. Encams

told MPs last week that there has
been a loss of momentum on the
issue (Surveyor, 8 May).

McDonagh sald some of the
biggest eyesores appear on street
fumniture including cable ‘I'V boxes,
phonc hoxes, railway bridges and
electricity substations.

she said it was surprising that
enmpanies with hig public relationg
budge(s were unwilling to do same-

thing that would have a positive im-
pact on communities such as re-
moving graffiti.

Her bill, she said, would ke [t
eagier for good businesses 1o seek
the hclp of councils to remove graf-
fid from thelr property. It would
also make it easier for graffiti to ba
removed from furniture owned by
firms that ‘do not really care ahaut
their corporate responalhllldes'

iz

A parliamentary committee inves-
figating urban policy lauded Not-
tingha’s 'Joined-up’ approach (o
managing open space after a visit
to the city this week.

'We were impressed with the
sense of joined-up government w
ensure that all aspects of urban
open spacs — from cleansing to
community safety - are addressed
in a co-ordinated way,’ Chris Mole
ME chair of the urban affairs com-
mittee told Sierveyor.

Advisors to the committee rec-
ommended Nottingham as an ex-

smple of best practice for its ‘Liv-

ing Places’ Inquiry.

The MP3' towr also took in
neighbouring  Leicester, which
lacks public open space in its cen-
tre. The city is working with devel-
opcry to create spaces for public
use.

The commmitier’s report is due
in June.

Nottingham wins open space points

Open space: Nottingham pratsed
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