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Purpose of the report
1. To report on the quality of service provision and to make recommendations for future action

2. The review group’s terms of reference were to:
‘ Undertake a review of the provision of public toilets by the Authority, to include:

· The signage relating to the toilet building and their immediate surroundings

· The standard and provision of cleaning services

· The need for refurbishments 
And to produce recommendations to the Authority on the above’

3. The Group met 3 times:

· Meeting 1, fact finding visits to Bolton Abbey and toilet sites

· Meeting 2, consideration of the issues and agreement on the way forward

· Meeting 3, agree draft final report
In what area are we under-performing?
4. The provision of public toilets to an acceptable standard of cleanliness, refurbishment and fit for purpose.
5. A full list of the facilities provided by the Authority, together with their refurbishment history and details of cleaning times is provided at Appendix 1
Why does it matter?

6. The public toilets are often the first point of contact that the general public have with the Authority, consequently the Authority has an objective to ‘maintain Authority car parks and toilets so that at least 80% of users rate them satisfactory or above’. The first impressions gained by visitors can effect the enjoyment of the rest of their visit to the area and their attitudes to the Yorkshire Dales and the Authority..
7. Over recent years it has not been possible to carry out any surveys to measure user satisfaction with public toilets but reports from the National Park Centres, to Rangers and other officers and anecdotal evidence suggests that generally the facilities are in poor condition, poorly maintained and not of a quality that either users or the Authority would wish. By far the most adverse comments are made about the ‘compost’ toilets at Aysgarth Falls where there are particular issues. Appendix 2 lists the comments from National Park Centres and others.
What are we supposed to be achieving?

8. In terms of the formal measurement of performance we are supposed to be maintaining the Authority’s public toilets in such a condition that 80% of users rate them as satisfactory or above. In more general terms I would suggest that we should be providing facilities that are pleasant to use and reflect favourably on the Authority and the national park.

CURRENT PERFORMANCE

What are we actually achieving?

9. We do not have any hard survey evidence and whilst there are very few formal complaints about the condition of the facilities a great number of comments are made to National Park Centre staff and others; these comments (Appendix 2), together with our own experience, provide evidence that things are not as good as they should be.  

10.  The Review Group undertook a day long inspection of the majority of sites which confirmed the general views expressed in paragraph 7 above. Broadly speaking the group was dismayed by the general level of cleanliness and the management of the cleaning contract, concerned about the state of some of the buildings and disturbed about the operation of the Aysgarth toilets. The results of the site visits are at Appendix 3. Anecdotal evidence from the rangers and others indicates that the standard of cleaning on these sites is normally even further below standard and that the temporary cover cleaner is carrying out the task to a much higher standard.

11.  The toilets within the car park at Dent are leased to the parish council as part of an arrangement whereby the parish council have taken on management of the whole car park. 

What resources are we putting in?
12. The total budget for ‘Toilets’ in 2007/08 was £180,000. Officer time spent on toilets was estimated to be approximately 0.1 FTE in 2006/07. I think that this may be a slight under estimate but it does indicate that currently staff involvement is very low.
13. The provision of toilets on our car park in Kettlewell was funded by Craven District Council to replace their outdated facilities in the village. The District Council now pays an annual fee of £5,000 to the Authority for management of the toilets. This arrangement is for 7 years and is due to expire in 2011.
14. The Authority also gives a grant of £197 pa. to Askrigg Village Hall as a contribution towards keeping the village hall toilets open to the public.
How is the service being delivered?

Management
15. The management of public toilets is the responsibility of the Park Management Department. The budget, cleaning contracts, provision of consumables and day to day maintenance is managed by the Contracts Manager. The Ranger Service provides ad hoc monitoring and ‘fire-fighting’, and refurbishment is the responsibility of the Projects and Estates Officer. 

Cleaning
16. The current cleaning contract runs from 1st April 2006 to 31st March 2009 with the possibility of extending for a further year depending on satisfaction.  For details of the contract, see also paragraph 36.
17. Car Park attendants ( contracted through the cleaning contract) work at Grassington and Hawes; Grassington is approx 156 days per year, covering the summer months and weekends throughout the year and occasionally checking on Kettlewell toilets, Hawes has an attendant on Tuesdays.  Their duties consist of helping the public to park on busy days, checking that car parking tickets are displayed (compliance) and keeping the toilets litter free.

Refurbishment
18. Each year, dependant on budget settlements, some funding is allocated to toilet refurbishment. Using these resources coupled with bids into the Opportunities Fund and external funding, over the past 5 years it has been possible to refurbish the following sites 

2003: Kettlewell – new build, externally funded by Craven District Council as part of an agreement to resite the village toilets on our car park

2004: Buckden – part refurbishment, from allocated budget

2005: Horton – full refurbishment, from allocated budget 

2006: Hawes – full refurbishment, from allocated budget 

2006: Clapham - full refurbishment, from Opportunities Fund
2007: Stainforth – full refurbishment with externally funded contributions from the Pennine Bridleway Project. (Work delayed until April 2008)

Does it represent value for money?
19. Although our costs are relatively low compared to other providers it cannot be said that the service represents value for money given the concerns expressed above. It has been difficult to get exact comparison with other providers. Our neighbouring Authorities all provide toilet facilities but the range of condition of buildings, cleaning regimes and resources allocated make meaningful comparison difficult. For, instance Hambleton District Council spend double our budget and have won the ‘loo of the year’ award for their facilities in Northallerton; we certainly have no chance of winning any prizes at the current level of operation. 
THE EVALUATION

Are the current objectives realistic and practical?
20. Yes, to aim for a satisfaction rate of 80% amongst users is realistic. The feedback from comments makes it clear that the provision of well maintained, well serviced toilets is an important factor in people’s enjoyment of the national park.

What are others achieving?
21. The best are much cleaner, brighter and better maintained than our toilets and as stated above the variety of different management regimes and costs makes comparison difficult. 

22. The most obvious comparison with the Authority’s facilities is with the Chatsworth Estate’s at Bolton Abbey. They currently use the same cleaning contractors and the environmental situation of their facilities is most similar to our own. The standard of cleanliness and the condition of the buildings at Bolton Abbey is far higher than our own and is something to aspire to. The main differences between our management and that of Bolton Abbey are:

· Their 4 toilet buildings are within a few miles of each other

· They closely monitor the cleaning contractors with staff on site

· Decoration of the buildings is carried out at least annually and whenever necessary

· The washing/hand-drying facilities are less ‘industrial’ than ours. 

Why we not achieving the desired result and recommendations for improvement

23. There are basically three separate issues relating to the attainment of acceptable standards;

1. The overall condition, maintenance and suitability for purpose of the buildings.

2. The cleaning regime

3. The monitoring process.

Aysgarth Falls 

24. The Review Group felt that the issues relating to the management, visitor satisfaction and general effectiveness of the ‘compost’ toilets at Aysgarth Falls were of such a fundamental and wide ranging nature that this should be looked at within a separate report. This report can be found at Appendix 4.

The ‘Other’ Sites 
The Buildings 

25. Appendix 1 lists the refurbishment history of the sites. Following their site visits the Review Group felt:

          3 were in need of general refurbishment as soon as possible:

· Linton    (£15k)

· Grassington  (20k)

· Malham       (£20k)

          The sites below had been refurbished in the recent past:

· Kettlewell – new build 2003

· Buckden – part refurbishment 2004

· Hawes – refurbished 2006

· Clapham – refurbished 2006

· Horton – refurbished 2005

· Stainforth – refurbished April 2008

26. The Review Group considered that a planned programme of refurbishment is necessary to maintain the buildings in good serviceable condition. It was also felt that this should be complemented with a much more proactive approach to annual and ad hoc maintenance such as decorating and cleaning gutters.  At the present time there is no planned schedule and variable budget allocation for refurbishment. In addition bids are put into the Opportunities Fund as considered necessary. In practice this has resulted in one site being refurbished each year in the recent past. Logically this would mean that each site would be refurbished every 12 years eventually. The Property Strategy agreed by the Authority in 2007 envisages a 10 year rolling programme of toilet refurbishments.  

27. The toilet buildings do suffer from vandalism to varying degrees and because of this the hardware provided is as robust as possible, for instance metal ‘Wallgate’ hand washing units are set into the walls rather than porcelain sinks which are more easily damaged. The Review Group felt that some consideration should be given to practicalities of providing more aesthetically pleasing hardware coupled with the practicalities of locking toilets at night to prevent vandalism.

28. Recommendation:  The review group recommends that:
· A bid should be made into the Opportunities Fund to refurbish Malham, Grassington and Linton toilets in 2008/09
· A fully costed realistic rolling programme of refurbishments should be established 
· An average budget provision should be made annually to facilitate this. 
· The responsibilities of the Ranger Service for undertaking painting and simple maintenance tasks as necessary should be re-emphasised and work programmes agreed by the Ranger Services Manager and the Projects and Estates Officer.
· Investigations should be made into the practicalities of locking the toilets at night.
Disabled provision
29. Disabled users are currently provided with specific facilities operated through the national RADAR (Royal Society for Disability and Rehabilitation) National Key Scheme. The National Key Scheme (NKS) offers independent access to disabled people to around 7,000 locked public toilets around the country.  RADAR would like all providers of accessible toilets to keep their toilets unlocked if at all possible.  The NKS is suggested for use only if the provider concerned has to keep the toilets locked to stop vandalism and misuse.
30. At the present time the disabled toilets are kept locked and users either have their own key under the NKS or a key is available at National Park Centres. The toilets are kept locked to reduce vandalism.
31. Recommendation:  It is considered that the current practice of RADAR NKS provision be continued but that the options for having the toilets unlocked be considered in the same way as recommendation in paragraph 29 above.
Signage 
32. Signage on different sites is ad hoc with no overall corporate approach. This applies to the wording used ( i.e. Gentlemen/Ladies or Men/Women) and to the style of signs.

33. Recommendation: Standard signage should be produced with standard wording to be used on each site and that a bid into the Opportunities Fund should be made for £5k to bring all signage up to an agreed standard.
The Cleaning Contract. 

34. Cleaning the toilets is carried out by private contractors. The contract is currently held by Bulloughs of Skipton. The contract is due for renewal in April 2009 with an option for the Authority to extend the current contract for one year.

35. In the past the Authority has both employed cleaners direct and inserted cleaning duties into the work programmes of seasonal ranger staff. 

36. The Review Group did consider the options for carrying out cleaning in house but concluded that, given the logistical difficulties in providing 7 days a week cover at least twice a day over such a large geographic area, the commitments related to the employment of staff and providing transport,  this was not a viable option.

37. Recommendation: It is considered that the current practice of employing private contractors to carry out the cleaning of toilets be continued. 

 (For times and frequency of cleaning carried out by the cleaning contractors see Appendix 1.)

38. The Review Group found that the standard of cleaning was well below that which should be expected. There are three variables:

                        1.  Different cleaners on different sites

                        2.  The actual amount of time spent on site cleaning

                        3.  The monitoring regime

39.  At the time of the Review Group site visit the regular cleaner who cleans a number of the sites was on holiday, and anecdotal evidence from the rangers and others indicates that the standard of cleaning on these sites is normally even further below standard and that the temporary cover cleaner is carrying out the task to a much higher standard.

40. A number of detailed observations were made during the group’s site visits and ‘faults’ identified.
· It was felt that the general cleaning of the toilets was not particularly good. 
· No high cleaning of ceilings, cleaning of light fittings, removal of cobwebs, toilet paper that has been thrown on to ceilings etc is not carried out on a regular basis.
· No evidence that cleaning of seats and toilet surrounds is taking place.
· Brushing of cobwebs etc from outside of toilet buildings.
· Does cleaner have enough time to fulfil contract to an acceptable standard.
· It was considered that some detailed examination of the contract specifications be carried out and that the cleaning standards be carefully monitored to inform the next meeting of the group. 

· Hand dryers – on most sites there were faults with the hand dryers, invariably the soap dispensers not working

· Hand dryers were considered ‘industrial’ and options for changing to basins incorporated with locking the toilets at night to prevent vandalism should be considered

· Blocked toilet on one site (Malham)

41. From the above it can be envisaged that, on the whole, the state of our toilets is a little grim. As a result of these findings the Ranger Service was asked to carry out detailed monitoring of each site to establish how often each site was cleaned and how much time was spent on each site. 

42. As it was known that on certain sites the cleaners were arriving very early in the morning the rangers undertook to ‘stake out’ the toilets from 5 am in the morning. The commitment and enthusiasm of rangers in carrying out this task should be recognised.

43. The results of the stake out are listed in Appendix 5. Basically the cleaners are either not turning up at all or spending very little time on each site. There are clear implications for the Authority in terms of the monitoring that we carry out of the cleaning contract and implications for the contractors in fulfilling their contract obligations.

44.  As a result of the rangers’ findings the directors of the cleaning company were invited into the office and a full and frank discussion took place about the cleaning contract. The contractors and the Ranger Services Manager are now working on a revised monitoring programme.

45. Recommendation: A new monitoring programme should be developed and should include annual surveys of user satisfaction.  The monitoring programme should also be clearly agreed with the cleaning contractors and regular review meetings should take place with the contract managers.

Are there any other options?
Other options are:
46. Close all the toilets. 
     The Authority has no statutory duty to provide public toilets; however the toilets are all linked to car parks that provide not only substantial income to the Authority but also vital facilities to assist in visitors’ enjoyment of the national park. Closing the toilets would create a storm of protest from visitors and local communities and is not seen as a practical option. 
47. Take cleaning contract in-house.
Reference is made in Paragraph 38 above to the possibility of taking the cleaning contract back in house and why this would be a retrograde step. 
48. Lease to Parish Councils or Others.
The arrangement at Dent provides a model that may be applied to other sites although the Property Strategy and subsequent review of car parks agreed by the Finance and Resources Committee in February 2007 precludes this except on a limited number of sites and is not a practical way forward.  
49. Let separate contracts for separate or groups of sites.
Whilst this has some attractions in presenting an opportunity for employing local people there are a number of drawbacks:

· It would almost certainly be more expensive. 

· Provision of emergency / holiday cover would be problematic

· It would take up increased administration and officer time

· Local people are already employed where possible by the cleaning contractors.

50. Explore possibility of joint contracts with other organisations. 

This is carried out as a matter of course on contract renewal. Recent partnerships with Craven and Richmondshire District Councils on car parking may pave the way for closer cooperation in the future. 

Recommendation: On contract renewal, explore the opportunities for partnership contracts with neighbouring organisations.
FUTURE ACTION

51. Recommendations for future action are listed alongside each issue above.  Appendix 4 contains recommendations for the future of the Aysgarth toilets.
52.  Appendix 6 is a future action plan for the management of the Authority’s public toilets. It includes timescales, responsibilities and costs as appropriate.
Immediate Actions 2008/09
53.  The review group considers that, in addition to the longer term measures suggested within the recommendations above and the action plan, immediate action should be taken on the development of the Aysgarth site (see Appendix 4). The group also feels that in addition refurbishment should be carried out in 2008/09 to Malham, Grassington, Linton so that all sites are brought up to an acceptable standard so that an effective rolling programme of refurbishments can be brought in in 2009/10. 

54. The costs of the above works for Aysgarth are a further pre-tender preparation by consultants and the preparation of detailed costed programme of works for the preferred option of installing a filter system (see Appendix 4) followed by implementation. Based on the feasibility study it is estimated that the cost of consultants for pre tender and project management work will be £10k and the cost implementation £50k. It is considered that a bid should be made into the Opportunities Fund immediately for £60k for the upgrading of Aysgarth toilets. 

55. The refurbishment works to other sites (Malham, Grassington and Linton and signage) are estimated to be £60k. It is considered that a bid be made into the Opportunities Fund for this amount immediately as well. 

56. Recommendation: It is recommended that the Audit and Review Committee endorses the Action Plan at appendix 6 and recommends to the Finances and Resources Committee that, subject to funds being available, an allocation of £120k be made from the Opportunities Fund for toilet refurbishments to upgrade the Aysgarth site and refurbish Malham, Grassington and Linton toilets to bring all sites up to a satisfactory standard.
The Toilet Review Group
15 April 2008
Appendices

1. List of toilets, refurbishment history and cleaning times 

2. Comments

3. Notes of review group site visit 

4. Aysgarth + annex feasibility report 

5. Ranger monitoring results

6. Action Plan
Appendix  1
YORKSHIRE DALES NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY – TOILETS REVIEW
	
	Date when built
	Date taken on by YDNPA
	Date last refurbished
	Details / Spec for cleaning contract

	Grassington


	1970’s 
	1970’s
	1992


	Cleaned twice a day in summer, once a day in winter 

	Linton


	1960’s 
	1970’s
	None apart from repairs
	Ditto

	Malham

	1970’s 
	1970’s
	early 1990’s
	Ditto

	Stainforth


	1960’s 
	1970’s
	External 2007, internal -  January 2008
	Ditto

	Horton in Ribblesdale

	1960’s
	1970’s
	2005
	Ditto

	Clapham

	1960’s 
	1970’s
	2006
	Ditto

	Dent


	1960’s 
	Leased to Dent Parish Council 
	Part refurb in late 1990’s
	Leased to Dent Parish Council 

	Hawes

	1960’s 
	1970’s
	2006
	Cleaned twice a day in summer, once a day in winter

	Asygarth


	1995 
	1995
	Not since built in 1995
	Ditto

	Castle Bolton

	1970’s 
	1970’s
	None apart from repairs
	Ditto

	Buckden


	1960’s 
	1970’s
	Part refurb in 2004
	Ditto

	Kettlewell


	2003
	2003
	Not since built in 2003
	Ditto


Appendix  2

TOILET REVIEW GROUP REPORT

COMMENTS FROM NATIONAL PARK CENTRES 
(VIA THE GENERAL PUBLIC & STAFF)

AND FROM AYSGARTH FALLS (NOTES FROM STAFF)

52 comments were logged by the secretariat team regarding toilets and car parks during the summer of 2007.

A large percentage of these were relating to the state of the compost toilets at Aysgarth Falls.  Comments such as:

‘Condition and standards of toilets at Aysgarth are disgusting - in 2007 we would expect more than a hole in the ground.  Terrified of child catching disgusting disease or losing him.  Spoilt our day’

‘Toilets at Aysgarth basic and smell overpowering - I felt as if I was travelling back in time to be a caveman’
‘Toilets at Aysgarth "are a health hazard" and feels the local environmental health officer should be informed’

‘Have reservations about toilets at Aysgarth - as vertigo sufferer, felt ill and giddy when looking down hole.  Also worried about small children falling in’
Staff at Aysgarth Falls National Park Centre have kept a ‘log’ of comments over the last couple of summers.  Of the 110 entries into this log, comments such as:

‘Very strong complaint regarding the state of the toilets – worse than in India, a health hazard’

‘Complaint received.  Cleaner was only here for 3 minutes.’

‘Lady complained about toilets – very poor and unfit for use’

‘Email received from lady complaining about the lack of safety in the toilets’

‘Watched cleaner arrive – was here for ten minutes, didn’t even open cleaning cupboard’

Comments from Aysgarth Falls Staff:

‘…we get complaints at Aysgarth throughout the year – more in school holidays.  Ranging from “they are not fit for animals to use” to more specific comments about the cleaning.’

‘Has an adverse effect on people’s perception of Aysgarth, in particular the café.  The smell on a warm day from people sitting outside the café, causes many complaints’

Comments regarding other sites:
‘Toilets a Malham "a disgrace - dirty, full of rubbish and no hand washing facilities, no water available, no rubbish bin’

‘‘Toilets at Clapham very dirty - obvious they had not been cleaned for long time’

14 of the comments received were relating to car parking charges.

Comments from Malham National Park Centre staff:

‘Receive up to 15-20 complaints a week during the summer months – complaints of no soap, no toilet roll, no water, dryers don’t work and rubbish. Think that they are cleaned at the wrong times of the day.’
Appendix  3

TOILET REVIEW GROUP
SITE VISITS ANALYSIS

	Location
	First impressions
	First impressions on cleaning
	Comments
	Faults found
	Signage etc
	Refurbishment

	Linton


	Not very good
	Acceptable
	OK but building looks tired
	No soap, hand dryer doesn’t work, 
	Unreadable.

No consistency with women/men or ladies/gentlemen.

Braille – what is point of frames.
	Tired, shabby, needs redecorating. Window sills need replacing.

Refurbishment advised.

	Grassington
	Acceptable
	Acceptable 
	Lights on outside during day? Posters stuck on walls with parcel tape. General high cleaning not being carried out – ceilings, lights etc.
	
	Why post and rail fencing outside toilets? New signage being designed – not sure of colour of green (NS)
	Needs refurbishment

	Kettlewell
	Excellent
	Acceptable
	General high cleaning not being carried out. Outside cleaning (brushing of cobwebs etc) not being done either 
	Soap not working in units
	Signage in car park confusing.

Double fencing?

Information signs in wrong place.
	Needs a good clean.

	Buckden
	Acceptable
	Acceptable 
	High cleaning not being carried out.

Lighting.
	Gents wallgate unit not working. Both soaps not working.
	Consistency of signage – ad hoc signs on interpretation boards.
	Needs a good clean.

	Hawes
	Acceptable
	Acceptable
	High cleaning not being carried out.


	Soap not working in wallgate units.


	Signage needs looking at.  Boot wash and water tap sign.
	Needs a good clean.

	Horton in Ribblesdale
	Acceptable
	Acceptable / very good
	Cleaner and brighter.  Ceilings could do with cobwebbing and removal of toilet paper being thrown onto ceiling. 
	Soap not working.  Radar key doesn’t open disabled door.
	Consistency of signage.
	

	Stainforth
	Acceptable
	In such a bad state that cleaning impossible to do effectively.  Inside being refurbished in Jan/Feb 08.
	
	
	Consistency of signage.
	Refurbishment planned for Jan/Feb 08

	Malham
	Acceptable
	Poor
	General cleaning poor.  High cleaning not being carried out.

Central heating?
	Blocked toilets in ladies.  Loft access open. No lights on .  Electric socket hanging off wall in ladies.
	Cluttered signage.
	Needs refurbishment.


Aysgarth Falls Composting Toilets
Toilets built in 1995.

Since then visitor numbers have significantly risen.

Original idea was for composted material to be used in garden/woodland areas around centre.

Issues:
· Over use means material doesn’t compost properly.

· Too much liquid causes flooding of basement.

· Smell intolerable on hot days.

· Flies – becoming health and safety issue.

· Affects café visitors  - outside eating area backs onto toilets.

· Staff having to manually empty chambers on occasions when too full.

· Cleaning not being done properly – staff logging times when cleaned – average seems to be between 3 and 9 minutes when they arrive.  Some days cleaners have not arrived at all.

· Signing in sheets not being filled in.

· Height of vents from chambers.

Other comments:
· New law stating you can’t use human waste compost (can’t find this!)
· Café owner has offered to clean toilets.
· Feasibility study needs to be carried out.
· Counters on toilet doors (needs to be done before feasibility study carried out)
· Would more filters, fans help.

· Café owner logging times of when cleaning carried out.

General overview of cleaning.
· It was felt that the general cleaning of the toilets was not particularly good. 
· No high cleaning of ceilings, cleaning of light fittings, removal of cobwebs, toilet paper that has been thrown on to ceilings etc is not carried out on a regular basis.
· No evidence that cleaning of seats and toilet surrounds is taking place.
· Brushing of cobwebs etc from outside of toilet buildings.
· Does cleaner have enough time to fulfil contract to an acceptable standard.
Appendix  4
TOILET REVIEW GROUP                                                             
AYSGARTH TOILETS

Aysgarth Falls Composting Toilets
1. The Review Group decided that the toilets at Aysgarth should be addressed separately as a special situation in view of the particular issues relating to type of provision and the volume of comments received about the facility. 

Background
2. In the early 1990s it became clear that the public toilets at Aysgarth national park centre and car park where not capable of coping with the increase in visitor numbers. The associated sewage system relied on an old septic tank that was designed for a far smaller volume of waste. As a consequent there were regular instances of the septic tank run off polluting the river Ure. 

3. After much research and consideration of the different options available it was decided to build a new toilet block in 1995 using an innovative dry composting system of waste management. The number of visitors to the site was assessed and predictions made of the amount of compost produced. It was expected that this compost would be able to be utilised in the surrounding woodland.

4. A great deal of energy and thought went into the management of the system and over the years a number of adaptations have been made to the system in attempts to make it run more efficiently. From its inception there have been concerns expressed by staff having to operate the system and from users having to use it.

5. Despite these concerns there is no doubt that the system has completely removed any danger of pollution getting into the Ure.

Current Issues
6. In addition to the generic concerns affecting all sites about the cleaning contract, refurbishment and monitoring, there are a number of issues relating to the specific operation of this site:
· Since 1995 visitor numbers to the site have significantly increased putting unacceptable strains on the composting system. 

· The nature of the use means it is difficult for the material to compost properly.

· Excess liquid is pumped off and disposed of separately.

· Visitors and staff on the site complain about the smell from the air vents,  particularly noticeable in warm weather.

· Flies are perceived to pose a potential health and safety issue.

· Affects café visitors  - outside eating area backs onto toilets.

· The chambers are now emptied manually and the ‘compost’ is taken away and disposed of through sewage systems off site. 

· Original plan for using the resulting compost in garden/woodland areas around centre has not been possible ( for reasons of non composting and changes in legislation restricting the use of human waste compost) .
7. In the face of the above issues  the Review Group felt that it did not have the necessary knowledge or expertise to address the problems or make recommendations for the future.

8. The group therefore decided that a feasibility study was required from reputable waste management consultants, assessing the issues and providing costed options for the future of the site.

9. Consequently LEDA (Leeds Environmental Design Associates Ltd) were commissioned to provide a feasibility study. Officers had previous experience of LEDA expertise and were confident that they would produce a useful product.

10. The Feasibility Study is attached to this report as an Annex. The consultants have identified 5 possible options for the future:

1. Retain and improve the Compost Toilets

2. Remove compost toilets and reform the cellar as a sewage collection tank

3. Remove the compost toilets and connect existing toilets to the main sewage system

4. remove the compost system and construct a new environmentally friendly on site treatment plant

5. undertake associated energy saving measures with the above.

11. The study provides details of each option and estimates of cost, although it should be recognised that the costs are only indicative. 

12. The review group dismissed options 1 and 3; considered option 2 as practical but favoured option 4 (including option 5) as the most environmentally sound and cost effective solution.

13.  The group considers that consultants should be engaged to prepare to detailed analysis and estimates and that, subject to the outcomes of this work, option 4, the provision of filter beds, be implemented.

14. Recommendation: It is recommended that further work is commissioned to pre tender stage followed by implementation of option 4 and 5 and that a bid of £60k be made to the Opportunities Fund at the May meeting of the Finance and Resources Committee. 
Appendix  5

TOILET REVIEW                                                                                           
Spot checks on cleaning standards:
1. Spot checks on cleaning standards were carried out on 21st January and 28th January, by the rangers. They checked the toilets and completed a check list before the cleaner arrived, waited to monitor the time the cleaner spent at the facilities and then checked the cleaning after the cleaner had departed. 

	Site
	Time on site (minutes)
	Overall comments

	Grassington
	25
	Minimal cleaning carried out. Urinals smell.  Floor has excess water on it. No other cleaning done. Still no soap. No litter picking carried out, bus shelter not swept.

	Kettlewell
	8
	Minimal clean. Rubbish left in gents. No litter picking carried out.

	Buckden
	7
	Floor still looks dirty even after mopping.  Urinals not touched. No other cleaning carried out.  No litter picking.

	Aysgarth
	22
	Minimal clean. Floors not swept behind doors. No soap in ladies.  Outside of toilet bowls not cleaned. No litter picking carried out.

	Hawes
	12
	Minimal clean. Sink/wall units not touched, still no soap.  Outside of toilet bowls not done. Toilet roll holders not wiped. No litter picking carried out. Had time to walk dog for 13 minutes.

	Castle Bolton
	60
	No problems with the cleaning of these toilets, they just need a coat of paint.

	Linton


	26
	General cleaning good. Building needs painting internally and needs attention externally.

	Malham


	Unsure whether cleaner comes in the evening or the morning!
	28th Jan – Cleaned

29th Jan – Not cleaned

30th Jan – Cleaned

31st Jan – Not cleaned

	Stainforth


	Unsure whether cleaner comes in the evening or the morning!
	28th Jan – Not cleaned

29th Jan – Not cleaned

30th Jan – Cleaned

31st Jan – Not cleaned

	Horton


	Unsure whether cleaner comes in the evening or the morning!
	28th Jan – Not cleaned

29th Jan – Not cleaned

30th Jan – Cleaned

31st Jan – Not cleaned

	Clapham


	37
	General cleaning good.  Not full hour spent.  Disabled toilets floor not done.  No litter picking carried out.


Appendix 6

FUTURE ACTION PLAN FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF 

THE AUTHORITIES PUBLIC TOILETS
	Subject
	Task
	Timescale
	Responsibility
	Costs

	Linton, Grassington, Malham toilets and Signage 


	Refurbishment
	08/09
	PD
	Bid into Opps Fund 

£60K

	Aysgarth


	Refurbishment


	08/09
	PD
	Bid into Opps Fund £60K (May) 

	Maintenance of all sites


	Painting, gutter cleaning etc
	Ongoing
	Rangers
	£5,000

	Development of monitoring programme with cleaning contracts manager
	Discuss and agree on level of monitoring programme
	April 08
	AH, IW (Bulloughs)
	

	Monitoring of all sites


	Monitor cleaning etc and hold regular review meetings with the contracts manager
	Ongoing
	Rangers
	

	User satisfaction survey


	Incorporate with POW survey
	08/09
	KB, MA
	

	Cleaning Contract


	Extention of existing contract or tender for new
	Aug 08
	PD
	To be negotiated

	Signage


	Replace signage and standardise
	08/09
	PD
	£5,000

	Refurbishment
	Rolling programme of refurbishments
	Sept 08
	PD
	

	Budget provision
	Average budget provision made annually
	Oct 08
	PD
	

	Locking of toilets
	Investigate
	June 08
	PD
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