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1. RECOMMENDATION(S)

1.1 That the Corporate Scrutiny Committee consider the actions proposed and taken as a result

of the recommendations of the cross-party Street Cleansing Task & Finish Group.

2. PURPOSE OF REPORT

2.1 The purpose of this report is to update members on the actions proposed and taken as a
result of the recommendations of the Street Cleansing Task and Finish Group, and to seek
their views as part of the consultation process on the potential changes.

3. CORPORATE PRIORITIES
3.1 The matters discussed in this report impact directly on the following corporate priorities:

Responsive Value for Money Services: This priority is about the Council working
collaboratively, being a provider, procurer and a commissioner of services that are efficient
and that meet the needs of local people.

Clean and Green Rossendale: This priority focuses on clean streets and town centres
and well managed open spaces, whilst recognising that the Council has to work with

communities and as a partner to deliver this ambition.

RISK ASSESSMENT IMPLICATIONS
All the issues raised and the recommendation(s) in this report involve risk considerations as
set out below:

Undertaking appropriate engagement and consultation on potential service changes is
essential to help us understand the impact of potential changes and inform decision making.
Importantly, this also reinforces a culture of engagement and empowerment, and will mitigate
the risk of challenge.

There is a risk that results of engagement and consultation will be seen as a democratic vote.
This is not the case. These results give us an indication of public opinion and help us to
understand the impact of proposals on certain groups, so that we can mitigate the impact
where possible, but residents agreeing or disagreeing with proposed service changes does
not mean that they must or must not be implemented as a result.

Not reviewing the way that we currently run our services would leave The Council at risk of
not being able to meet the challenges of the Medium Term Financial Strategy to make the
£1.4m cuts required by 2015/16.
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7.2

8.2

BACKGROUND AND OPTIONS
Appendix 1 is the report of the Task and Finish Group and Appendix 2 sets out the final
recommendations of the Task and Finish Group, alongside the actions proposed and taken.

COMMENTS FROM STATUTORY OFFICERS:
SECTION 151 OFFICER
Financial matters are dealt with in Appendix 2.

MONITORING OFFICER
Members are reminded that the legal requirements are centred on annual budget production
and that indicative decisions made for future years are not binding.

The council is legally required to set balanced budgets at the start of every year, and Councils
are not allowed to carry forward a deficit at the end of the financial year. It would be unlawful
of us to spend more money than we have available. Section 114(3) of the Local Government
Finance Act 1988 explains the consequences if it appears that the expenditure of the authority
in any financial year is likely to exceed the resources available to it. The consequences would
be extremely serious, potentially leading to a restriction on entering new spending
commitments, and ultimately to action by the external auditor using powers in the Audit
Commission Act 1998 if corrective action were not agreed.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND CONSULTATION CARRIED OUT
Any Human Resources implications will be understood and responded to as a consequence
of the consultation process.

The consultation and engagement which will be undertaken as part of the development of any
proposals will support the Clouncil’s decision making process and ensure that the Council
does give due regard. The Equality Act 2010 established the Public Sector Equality Duty, the
duty requires the Council to give due regard to:

e Eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under the Act;

e Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a relevant protected
characteristic and people who do not share it.

e Foster good relations between people who share a relevant protected characteristic
and those who do not share it.

The amount of regard that is ‘due’ (that is, the degree of attention demanded by the needs) is
set out in section 49 of the Equality Act and will depend on the circumstances of the case, the
greater the potential impact of a decision, the greater the regard that must be had.

Cabinet, Management Team and staff involved have been engaged in discussions about
these issues, and more public and staff consultation is planned.

CONCLUSION

The Council must remain focused on identifying and delivering £1.5m cuts by 2015/16.
Members are asked to provide their views on the proposals which have been presented as a
result of the recommendations of the cross-party Street Cleansing Task and Finish Group.

| Version Number: |1 | Page: | 20f18




Background Papers

Document

Place of Inspection

Final report of the Review of Street Cleansing | Attached

Task and Finish Group
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SRRITINY

REPORT OF THE REVIEW OF STREET CLEANSING
TASK AND FINISH GROUP
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1. Purpose of the Report

As part of the Scrutiny Work Programme in June 2012, members of overview and scrutiny agreed
Street Cleansing as part of their planned work for 2012.

It is anticipated that the Council will experience around a 39% cut in its revenue budget by 2014.
Over the past two years the Council has saved around £1.5m, but are required to find a further
£1.3m savings by 2014.

Therefore, it was agreed to use the scrutiny process as part of the savings review to look at
potential savings to the street cleansing service.

2. Background Information

Whilst members understand that street cleansing is a high profile front facing service with a
substantial level of spend, this service along with many others within the Council, are under
pressure to make savings. The task and finish group members were under no illusion that any
recommendations they suggest will hit the service in one way or another and had difficult
decisions to make.

3. Membership of the Group

Councillor Roberts (appointed Chair at the first meeting)
Councillor Hughes

Councillor Farrington

Councillor Morris

Councillor Shipley

4. Terms of Reference of the Group
The following terms of reference were agreed by the group.

* To identify potential changes in the context of £1.3m savings required

» To work closely with the Director of Customer and Communities on the review of street
cleansing services.

» To consider how Whitworth Town Council contributes to street cleansing

» To review the current situation, processes and the condition of the street scene

* To look at current working patterns

» To consider current levels of action

* To consider current levels of concern — what are the major issues?

5. The objective of the review

The purpose of the review was to challenge the current position and if possible, maintain customer
satisfaction within a reduced budget.
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The Task and Finish Group met on five occasions between August and October 2012. Task and
Finish Group members each shadowed the town centre caretakers to understand their way of
working on a daily basis.

5.1 The areas agreed for research and discussion

Lots of information was gathered for members of the group by Officers as follows:
e Street cleansing function including vehicle/staffing and direct costs
e Whitworth Town Council contribution towards costs of cleaning their town centre
e Types of mechanical vehicles used on a daily basis for street cleansing
e Timetable of rounds for street cleansing
e Number of requests received by Operations and Communities teams
e Timetable for the town centre caretakers
e Presentation on the types of enforcement within the service
e Number of street litter bins throughout the borough

5.2 Findings relating to the terms of reference

The Council's Operations Team is responsible for clearing away litter and detritus from adopted
streets and highways throughout the Borough. They aim to sweep all streets and highways a
minimum of once a month, with areas of high footfall being swept at least weekly by a range of
mechanical sweepers within the Operations Team.

Nineteen staff work within the street cleansing function, with salaries costing in the region of
£488,104. This includes overtime, agency staff and insurance. Direct costs for such things as
protective clothing, petrol, sweeper brushes, street litter bins (and the list goes on) are in the
region of £238,250.

Street cleansing at weekend for two employees, working 4.5 hours on Saturdays and 4 hours on
Sunday for 52 weeks costs £16,743. There is no bank holiday working for street cleansing.

The Council prioritise during autumn and winter the removal of leaves from the adopted roads and
footpaths within the borough of Rossendale. Over 200 tonnes of leaves are normally swept up
from off the roads and footpaths during this period, all of which are mixed with the garden waste
from brown wheeled bins and sent for composting.

Town Centre Caretakers

Caretakers are employed to cover Rawtenstall, Haslingden, Waterfoot and Bacup. Whitworth
Town Council employ a part-time caretaker who is in the main paid by Rossendale Borough
Council, with a contribution of approximately £1.9k from the Town Council).

The details in this section relate to the Town Centre caretakers employed by Rossendale Borough
Council, unless stated otherwise.

Each day at around 8.15am each of the caretakers open up and clean the public toilets, litter pick
the town centre and any other duties required of them and then at 3.15pm close the toilets (later
on market days to fit in with market cleansing duties).
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Caretakers in Bacup and Waterfoot are responsible for the clearance of 55 culverts on a
scheduled basis. They are also responsible for removal, repair and installation of litter bins.

Other duties undertaken by all the caretakers are as follows:

. Clearing footpaths of overgrown shrubs/weeds
. Strimming
Weeding
Grass cutting
. Hedge cutting
. Picking up dead animals
. Graffiti removal
. Litter bin removal and installation
. Removal of fly tipping
. Removal of fly posting on street furniture
. Renovation of benches

. Weeding and planting of shrub beds

Litter Bins

There are currently 687 litter bins across the borough that are emptied by the Mobile Gangs (this
excludes cemeteries, Stubbylee and Moorlands Park, Victoria Park and Whitaker Park, which are
emptied by the Parks Team).

There are 144 bins in town centre areas (Waterfoot, Bacup, Haslingden and Rawtenstall), which
are emptied daily. If the town centre bins were passed to the Caretakers there would be 543 bins
to empty.

Mobile Gangs
There are 3 mobile gangs in the Communities Street Cleansing Team.

Mobile Gang (MG1), which is a 15 tonne refuse vehicle with 1 x LGV driver and 1 other who
undertake the following:

Monday am —empty paper bins at ‘bring sites’ throughout the borough — 12 sites

Monday pm — Fly tipping, contaminated bins (residential), litter picking (jobs come from Officers).
Tuesday — tidying around bins at bring sites and emptying 1000litre bins at Parks, Cemeteries and
Council Offices (9 sites)

Wednesday — tidying around bins at ‘bring sites’ , followed by fly tipping, contaminated bins, litter
picking etc

Thursday — Refuse/recycling round in hard to reach areas — 249 properties

Friday — tidying round bins in ‘bring sites’, fly tipping, contaminated bins, litter picking

Mobile Gang 2 (MG2), is a 3.5 tonne caged transit with 1 x litter picker and 1 x apprentice
who undertake to empty 635 bins per week as follows:

Monday - litter bins in Bacup, Britannia, Shawforth, Whitworth and litter picking accordingly
Tuesday — litter bins in Crawshawbooth, Loveclough, Staghills, Haslingden, Rawtenstall, litter
picking accordingly

Wednesday - litter bins in Stubbins, Irwell Vale, Edenfield, Haslingden, Helmshore, Turn and little
picking accordingly

Thursday — fly tipping jobs, targeted litter picking plus jobs for Locality Officers

| Version Number: |1 | Page: | 80f18




Friday — litter bins in Crawshawbooth, Loveclough, Bacup, Rawtenstall, Stacksteads, Waterfoot
and litter picking accordingly

Mobile Gang 3 (MG3), is a 3.5 tonne caged transit with 1 non LGV driver and 1 x apprentice
who undertake to empty 687 bins per week and also collects refuse from hard to reach
properties (around 15-20 per day) as follows:

Monday - litter bins in Haslingden, Rawtenstall and Waterfoot

Tuesday - litter bins in Bacup, Cloughfold, Cowpe, Stacksteads, Waterfoot, Weir. Farm refuse to
14 properties in Rawtenstall

Wednesday — litter bins in Bacup, Water, Waterfoot and Rawtenstall

Farm refuse to 11 properties in Rawtenstall and Edenfield

Thursday - litter bins in Bacup, Britannia, Whitworth

Farm refuse to 19 properties in Sharneyford, Britannia and Whitworth

Friday — litter bins in Rising Bridge, Haslingden and Rawtenstall

Farm refuse to 20 properties in Rawtenstall, Cloughfold and Whitwell Bottom

There was discussion about the possibility of reducing to 1 person in 1 truck doing solely litter bins
(no farms). If this was done, then the Council would need to reduce the number of bins from 543
to around 390 (-153). This would allow the emptying of bins twice per week and would involve
some being done on a Saturday. For example, bins would be emptied Monday and Thursday,
Tuesday and Friday and then Wednesday and Saturday.

On this basis there would be 130 bins emptied per day, with town centre bins emptied as usual on
Sunday

If hard to reach properties were kept with the litter bin truck, they would need to reduce bins by
around 15 per day, which would mean a total reduction in litter bins from 543 to 375.

On the basis of emptying 140 bins per day, this would result in the removal of 123 bins.

To empty 150 bins per day, would result in the need to remove 93 bins. This is the maximum
realistic figure for 1 person.

Dog Bins
If the Council need to separate the dog waste from litter Officers indicated that Wednesday would

be the designated day to empty dog bins. This waste would need to be taken to Leyland, meaning
more travelling time. Dog bins would be situated on walking routes borough wide, so there would
also be more travelling throughout the day.

An estimated 100 dog bins would be able to be emptied on the Wednesday.
The Council currently has 22 dog bins, a shortfall of 78. Buying these would have a capital cost of
at least £8000. An alternative would be to produce stickers to convert existing litter bins into dog

waste only bins

The Council could possibly lose weekend work as there would only ever be a 3 day gap in
emptying litter bins ie Monday/Thursday/Monday.

The Council adopted Dog Control Orders in 2009, making it an offence to fail to clear up after your
dog if it fouls any land which is open to the air and to which the public have access.
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Enforcement
The Council only act where they have power to do so — the powers which support street cleansing
and refuse are as follows:

S46 - requirements regarding household bins

S47 - requirements regarding trade bins

S33 & 34 — flytipping and duty of care

EPA Litter offences — dropping and leaving litter (Fixed Penalty Notice)/Litter clearing
notices/street litter control notices

Dog Control Orders — dog fouling, dogs exclusion, dogs on leads

Statutory Nuisance - accumulations or deposits prejudicial to health or a nuisance

PDPA - accumulations likely to cause harbourage to pests

Seizure of abandoned shopping trolleys

Fixed Penalty Notices

Litter - If any person drops and leaves litter on any land in the open air, this is an offence for
which they can receive a fixed penalty notice of £75, payable within 28 days of the notice being
issued.

Dog fouling - If any person in control of a dog allows that dog to foul on any land in the open air
to which the public has access, and fails to remove the faeces, they can receive a £75 fine,
payable within 28 days of the notice being issued.

Anyone guilty of a litter or dog fouling offence can be prosecuted instead of receiving a fixed
penalty notice fine.

Anyone who receives a fixed penalty notice but fails to pay the fine will be prosecuted.

Locality Officers carry out patrols of dog fouling and litter hotspots and will issue fixed penalty
notices to anyone caught committing an offence.

To consider how Whitworth Town Council contributes to street cleansing

Rossendale Borough Council’s contribution to the Whitworth Town Caretakers has remained
constant at an annual grant of £15,975 paid in two halves over the year. In 2012 the total cost of
the town centre caretaker was £17, 767 and therefore the cost to Whitworth Town Council was
£1,792.

Bring-sites (Recycling sites in Rossendale)

There are fourteen sites in Rossendale where you can take a wide range of materials for recycling,
including paper, cardboard, glass, cans, plastics and textiles/shoes.

Members felt that this was a duplication of services already provided to everyone in the borough
within their own homes.
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Review of Refuse Service

Members understand that there is to be a review of refuse services and one idea was for
puller/loaders to stay behind whilst the driver takes the wagon to be emptied.

Conclusion

The Task Group understand the complexities and work needed to be undertaken around some of
the recommendations but feel they are needed in this difficult financial climate, although where
possible, any decisions should not be at the detriment to the cleanliness of the Borough.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

That a strategy be produced to look at reducing one cage truck based on a detailed plan of
bin locations, with the aim of reducing the number of litter bins (150-160). This could be
done by prioritising hotspot areas and reduce the number of bins in areas where they are
underused, whilst at the same time ensuring the same level of collections and cleanliness
as the pictures show in appendix A/B.

Should, in the future, the Council need more dog bins then these could be recycled from
the reduction as in recommendation 1, although the task group are mindful of the risk of on-
costs if large bins were used (fittings etc).

Members agreed that, following a review of refuse services, the puller/loaders could stay
behind whilst the driver takes their wagon to be emptied to undertake duties such as litter
picking etc.

Whilst the task and finish group understand that all authorities are under financial pressure,
it was agreed that the Council should reduce their contribution to Whitworth Town Council
for their town centre caretaker, to be determined by the Director of Customer and
Communities.

The task and finish group feel that the town centre caretakers are a focus of the town
centres, it was felt that there was a need to review weekend overtime payments, with the
aim of possible reduction and more flexible working patterns being established.

It was agreed that the Council should look at making possible savings to the Cleansing
Agency budget by extending the working arrangements with other local authorities.

That the Council review the frequency of the small mechanical sweepers and to investigate
the feasibility of reducing one small sweeper.

To develop a frequency rota of all road sweeper activities (HGV and small) that may result
in the reduction of one of the large sweepers, whilst at the same time working with LCC to
increase the number of times grates are cleaned.

To remove all ‘bring-sites’ around the borough, but at the same time promote the ‘private’
bring-sites and that people be encourage to use grey bins provided by the Council.

To discuss ways of promoting cleanliness in the borough to takeaways, nightclubs etc by
either leaflet distribution or face-to-face contact.

Due to the geographics of the borough, consideration should be given to more joint working
with surrounding boroughs for such areas as litter picking/road sweeping etc.

That the Council review the ‘Direct Costs’ budget by bulk buying/sharing procurement
arrangements with other local authorities.

That the Council considers a mid-management review to look at the tighter operation of
these staff.
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T&F Group Recommendation

Action Proposed or Taken

1. That a strategy be produced to look at reducing one cage truck
based on a detailed plan of bin locations, with the aim of
reducing the number of litter bins (150-160). This could be done
by prioritising hotspot areas and reduce the number of bins in
areas where they are underused, whilst at the same time
ensuring the same level of collections and cleanliness as the
pictures show in appendix A/B.

One of the recommendations of the TFG was to look at a removing one
cage truck which is currently used for collecting litter from street litter
bins, and reducing the number of litter bins, through prioritising hotspot
areas and removing bins which are under used, but maintaining the
same level of collections and cleanliness. On reviewing this, this could
be done with the removal of around 86 bins (14% of the total number of
bins in The Borough — less than previously anticipated), which could be
achieved by re-profiling some staff roles, removing bins with low usage
and replacing clusters of smaller bins with fewer, larger bins. Itis
proposed that this recommendation is now considered as part of the
review. Details of the proposals will be shared with all members at the
Overview and Scrutiny meeting on 24 June 2013 to ensure full
engagement in this process. This change would generate savings of
around £30,000 per annum.

2. Should, in the future, the Council need more dog bins then
these could be recycled from the reduction as in
recommendation 1, although the task group are mindful of the
risk of on-costs if large bins were used (fittings etc).

Noted for future consideration.

3. Members agreed that, following a review of refuse services, the
puller/loaders could stay behind whilst the driver takes their
wagon to be emptied to undertake duties such as litter picking

This would apply to refuse collection vehicles (RCVs) only, because
they tip off at Winney Hill and so are out of The Borough for around 1.5
hours per tip. Recycling vehicles tip within The Borough, so have less

etc. down time. A full review of refuse and recycling collection routes is in
progress. It is proposed that The Borough would be managed in 8
zones and all 4 RCVs would be in one zone for one day per fortnight.
Releasing the capacity of the puller/loaders would allow for around 24
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hours of staff time to be focused in one zone on the day they are there,
to allow for a ‘deep clean’ litter pick to be carried out.

4. Whilst the task and finish group understand that all authorities
are under financial pressure, it was agreed that the Council
should reduce their contribution to Whitworth Town Council for
their town centre caretaker, to be determined by the Director of
Customer and Communities.

A recommendation of the TFG was that the Whitworth Town Council
contribution towards their Whitworth caretaker should be increased and
that the reduction in contribution from RBC should be determined by
the Director of Customers and Communities. She will carry this out in
consultation with the Whitworth Town Clerk.

We currently contribute £15,975. The savings are to be determined in
consultation and can be achieved either via negotiation of the grant
which is currently paid or via consideration of the Whitworth Service as
part of the wider RBC service. Options are being prepared for
discussion with Withworth Town Council in July 2013 .

5. The task and finish group feel that the town centre caretakers
are a focus of the town centres, it was felt that there was a need
to review weekend overtime payments, with the aim of possible
reduction and more flexible working patterns being established.

One of the recommendations of the TFG was to review the TCC
service with the aim of possible reduction and more flexible working
patterns being established.

It is proposed that this service is reduced and re-configured so that one
team would cover all the town centres, rather than having one member
of staff dedicated to one town centre. This will allow greater flexibility
of deployment of staff to cover holidays and sickness. It is further
proposed that consideration be given to giving this team environmental
enforcement responsibilities. They would also be able to issue
promotional materials to takeaways, nightclubs etc. with regards to the
promotion of cleanliness, again as per the TFG recommendations.

This change would generate savings of around £31,000 per annum.
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6. It was agreed that the Council should look at making possible
savings to the Cleansing Agency budget by extending the
working arrangements with other local authorities.

This change has already been implemented and £13,435 has been
removed from the Cleansing Agency budget.

7. That the Council review the frequency of the small mechanical
sweepers and to investigate the feasibility of reducing one small
sweeper.

And

8. To develop a frequency rota of all road sweeper activities (HGV

and small) that may result in the reduction of one of the large
sweepers, whilst at the same time working with LCC to increase
the number of times grates are cleaned.

The TFG recommended that The Council review the frequency of the
small mechanical sweepers (pavement sweepers) and investigate the
feasibility of reducing one small sweeper. In addition they
recommended that the rotas of the pavement sweepers and road
sweepers be reviewed, which may result in the reduction of one of the
large sweepers (road sweepers). They recommended joint working
with Lancashire County Council to increase the number of times that
grates are cleaned. Itis proposed that these recommendations are
now considered as part of this review.

Removing one small sweeper would generate savings of around
£34,000 per annum and removing one large sweeper would generate
an additional saving of around £64,000 per annum.

9. To remove all ‘bring-sites’ around the borough, but at the same
time promote the ‘private’ bring-sites and that people be
encourage to use grey bins provided by the Council.

ALSO
Changes to Garden Waste Policy.

Changes to Missed Bin Collection Policy.

Another recommendation of the TFG is to remove all ‘bring sites’ in The
Borough. This is because residents now have a doorstep recycling
collection service, and because many of the ‘bring sites’ are abused by
fly tippers who do not dispose of their waste responsibly and who
contaminate the recycling bins. This creates a great deal of additional
work for staff, who then need to investigate and clear up the fly tipping.
This is also unsightly for those residents living in the vicinity of these
‘bring sites’. A number of these facilities which were on private land
have already been removed at the request of the land owner for these
reasons, being:
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Water Street (Crawshawbooth- due to misuse);

Commercial St (Crawshawbooth- at the Social Club’s request);
The White Horse car park (Helmshore, at owner’s request); and
Tesco Rawtenstall (mutual agreement due to misuse).

It is proposed that the remaining ‘bring sites’ are now also removed:

Hall Street, Whitworth- Bags are often left here. Residents living
adjacent have complained that sometimes fly tipping is left there
which blocks access to their driveway.

Waterfoot- Waste is left here every day which is tidied by our
Caretaker. This is worse on a Monday when it often takes an
hour or more out of his day to tidy. It is often Trade waste which
seems to be from local Takeaways. Communities are currently
investigating this.

Edenfield- Receives a lot of fly tipping and Mobile Gang 1 spend
a lot of time cleaning this up.

Stacksteads, opposite the Rose N Bowl- Frequently receives fly
tipping which needs to be picked up by a crew.

Haslingden Sports Centre- This occasionally receives fly tipping.
Asda, Rawtenstall- We receive complaints from Asda regarding
this as it is so well used meaning waste is often on top of the
bins. As it is on the way in this looks unsightly. They have not
asked for it to be removed but want it cleaning regularly which
may have an implication on our resources post review.

Dean Lane, Water- We rarely receive fly tipping or complaints
about this bring site.

This change would contribute towards allowing us to re-profile the work
of one of our street cleansing crews to allow them to provide support to
the refuse and recycling collection crews. This in turn would allow us to
remove the front line Refuse Collection Vehicle (RCV) which currently
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provides ‘back-up’ to the service. This would generate savings of
around £90,000 per annum.

Linked to this, in order to contribute to allowing us to remove the
current ‘back up’ crew and vehicle, we need to reduce the amount of
time that it takes to collect garden waste in the summer. It is therefore
proposed that the policy for providing a garden waste collection service
is reviewed and modified, to include, for example:

¢ Limit of one brown bin per property;
¢ No garden waste collections for properties with back-yards only;

¢ Reduced or no garden waste collections for ‘outlying’ properties
(where the crew would have to travel a distance to collect a
small number of bins, for example).

In addition, as part of the review, opportunities in relation to income
generation should be identified and brought forward in due course.
Finally, RBC currently has a policy whereby if a resident tells us that
their bin hasn’t been collected, irrespective of the reason, a Refuse
Collection Vehicle (RCV) is dispatched to make a special trip to collect
that bin. This usually occurs during or at the end of the day if there is
enough time to make the trip, or the next day, even if a RCV is not due
to be in that area that day. It is therefore appropriate in light of the
wider review to update the policy and review the criteria therein.

10.

To discuss ways of promoting cleanliness in the borough to
takeaways, nightclubs etc by either leaflet distribution or face-to-
face contact.

This is covered under proposal number 5.
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11. Due to the geographics of the borough, consideration should be
given to more joint working with surrounding boroughs for such
areas as litter picking/road sweeping etc.

We now work with Hyndburn BC with regards to the sweeping and litter
picking schedule for areas on our border.

12.  That the Council review the ‘Direct Costs’ budget by bulk
buying/sharing procurement arrangements with other local
authorities.

We are currently exploring options for joint procurement with Burnley
Borough Council and Hyndburn Borough Council.

13.  That the Council considers a mid-management review to look at
the tighter operation of these staff

The mid-management layer is currently being reviewed and changes
are being made which will lead to the reduction of one supervisor from
the refuse, recycling and street cleansing service. This will generate a
saving of around £30,000.

| Version Number: |1 | Page:

| 18 of 18




