BID paper

Alex King, Partnership Director, CityCo

April 2017 BID Shadow Board
Operations
Briefing

Background

After extensive BID consultation with retailers in 2012, an overwhelming theme emerged to support the retail core in Manchester with events, footfall and PR based activity. 
The traditional focus of Business Improvement Districts (clean, safe, green) were considered important, but not considered THE priority investment. 
Operational support services were therefore given a less prominent role in the five-year business plan. When we re-ran the initial consultation exercise in Autumn 2016, Operational issues were given a much higher priority than previously, coming third after Events and marketing of the city centre. 
During this consultation, we will look again at the potential benefits that operational services can bring to enhance the experience and support successful second term.
Current Strategy

Throughout the term of the BID the operations team at CityCo have been supporting the objectives of the main core of the business plan, by ensuring the operational basics are attended to. The BID directly funds one post within the operations team and The Welcome People contract (city hosts).
It is clear within BID legislation that any levy money raised must not be used to backfill operational services delivered by the partner local authority – a BID must bring additional value. 
However, during the term of the current BID, the council and the police have endured unprecedented cuts to their operational services, which has had an undeniable impact on the customer experience and caused upset in the business community and a shift in thinking about operational services.
CityCo has been working to resolve issues most affected by the cuts on the BID’s behalf; street roadworks & repairs, street cleansing, litter and commercial waste management, drug and street alcohol abuse, begging, protests, busking, hawking, “chugging” and rough sleeping, commercial continuity pre, and post events, and advice on flood, fire, terror and other emergency scenario planning.  
These issues are also a priority for the core of CityCo members, so we have enjoyed the advantage of a knowledgeable team. 
The BID’s interdependent relationship with CityCo has ensured that the day to day monitoring of the basics has gone beyond the scope of the BID’s original business plan.   CityCo’s dedicated support has brought benefit to the council and police during a prolonged period of service redesign and outsourcing. 
An additional advantage for the BID is the relationship with the Business Crime Reduction Partnership (BCRP), also delivered by CityCo. The BCRP works on the principles of crime prevention and supports its members, the majority of whom are retailers, in the management of risk, offenders and intelligence.  In short, the BCRP works to ban those who seek to commit crime in the city. However, it is only as strong as its membership base. More members, fewer victims.  
Recent announcements of increased resources for the city centre (both in GMP and MCC) and service restructures has seen an improvement in some citywide priority areas (notably Piccadilly and Gay Village), but the service standards enjoyed pre 2007 / 2012 are still a long way off. The granular detail of the how increased resources will be directed in the BID area are unknown at this time. 
What we currently do in term of operational support:
Our Observations

Record, report, react and resolve problems in the retail core – litter, potholes, broken bollards, damaged furniture, vandalism, rough sleepers, broken pavements, buskers, chuggers, commercial waste….
We take action to resolve these issues without first requiring a report from a business. We alert the responsible party (MCC / GMP) and make a formal request for action. The issues are usually observed by the city hosts team and CityCo staff, who monitor the BID area daily.
Respond to BID and CityCo members complaints / enquires
We receive 121 feedback, calls, social media posts, and emails from the retailers around issues that require immediate attention. These are logged and managed to completion as far as possible. In some cases, immediate advice can be given if an issue is ongoing, has a cause we are aware of, or is outside the scope of our ability.
Assess and escalate for a response for the local authority / police / relevant businesses  

When we spot a trend, we create an action plan to address (like commercial waste presentation) and seek support to implement improvement plans. Some issues require a complex response as the city develops, such as fake charity vendors or distraction thefts.
Make a request for services or lobby to prioritise an issue
We use our partnership with the council and our professional relationships to achieve a good outcome. The emerging issue around Spice abuse is a good example of the BIDs voice being at the forefront of corporate concern. 
Explain / unlock / unpick issues and point businesses to resources

We account manage businesses as they work their way through operating in a city centre in ever changing times. The current continuity threats, such as flooding, civil unrest, terrorism and industrial action all have a pathway response which CityCo understands and can support / help navigate.
The next BID term options:
1 Maintain the status quo

CityCo could continue to respond to operational issues as with the previous terms. Reacting and responding to the daily crop of issues associated with a busy city centre.
Pros


The team maintain an unrivalled knowledge of the businesses, their problems and how to 
resolve them.

The strong relationship with MCC and GMP is maintained. 


As matters arise they are dealt with swiftly in a reactive way. 


Gives confidence to the retailers that issues are being managed / someone to support them.

Creates an auditable trail of the value of the BID investment in operations

Cons
Reacting to issues does not raise standards / make the core more attractive / maintain competitiveness – it is repetitive and demoralising
Reacting to issues is resource heavy, reliant on partnerships and does not promote systemic change 
Current system depends on relationship stability with GMP and MCC, which requires constant maintenance (we do not have an SLA) and re-briefing
Investment by the BID could be perceived as “back filling” which is against BID rules
Success is ultimately beyond the BID's control  - we have no enforcement powers, cleansing contracts or access to dedicated specialist resources 
2 Withdraw from operational services

The BID consultees may consider that operational services are not a priority – and that the normal business rates should cover the neighbourhood services and requirements of a busy commercial district. 
Pros


BID resources can be used to solely focus on footfall driving activity and support sales

A “true” picture of service levels will be apparent - it may provoke a local authority response

Rogue businesses /activity will be exposed and go straight to enforcement / fines

If retained, City Hosts will focus solely on business engagement and visitor services / area promotion / reassurance
Cons 


Retailers lose BIDs ability to prioritise their issues, be lost in the morass of service requests

Emergency support is lost (fire / flood / theft)
Retailers will need to dedicate internal resources to problem solving and navigating GMP / MCC

Standards may deteriorate 


ASB and crime will increase as BCRP is weakened – old attitude to retail crime emerges

10+ years of operational knowledge / expertise will be lost to the BID 
3 Directly manage services 
The BID could take the view that standards will be driven up though directly running services. This could take the form of employing a team to work in enforcement (the council outsources much enforcement activity to an external provider), directly employing street cleaners or even paying directly for extra police officers. 

The visible presence of uniformed teams can act as reassurance for customers, deterrent for potential “offenders” whilst also providing valuable stewarding services.
To develop this role, the team would need to reach an agreement with the local council. A work zone would need to be determined and legal scope of responsibilities agreed, alongside appropriate signage and promotion.  There would need to be clarity over who provided which service. 

Local police forces offer privately funded NBO roles to BIDs (and others) in certain circumstances. The BID could privately fund officers to work within the BID area, focusing on the priorities determined by the retailers. An alternative to this would be to fund, from the BID, a 100% sign up to the BCRP, closing the gap on city wide bans and intelligence updates. Currently BCRP membership is an additional cost to BID members. 
Pros

To raise standards, funding dedicated resources is proven to work in other BIDS. 

Direct control

Visible demonstration of levy investment  

Reduction in costs to tackle by individual businesses

BID CSR objective and employment opportunities

Area more marketable

Cons


Potentially very expensive


Unknown level of local services – danger of “filling a void” and that council and other 
providers would reduce even their current level of service. 

 Available funds vs expectations of improved standards--the BID would become responsible 
in the eyes of the public for the state of the city centre. 

Agreeing priorities across BID – some areas prone to disamenity / in worse repair (Mkt St vs 
NCS)
BID becomes catch all for out of scope issues

Further cuts – more drug abuse, begging, adult social care crisis-- could lead to ever more involvement and expense. 
Possibly against the intention of the BID legislation. 

4 Invest in additionality 

To develop a pot of money to be used for ad hoc activity to improve the city centre core. 

The MCC street cleansing contract sits with Biffa. They are in a strong position to work with the BID to deliver additional and competitive resources for the BID area. The BID previously invested a small amount (c£30,000) in street washing, which had a substantial impact. 
Potential investment via the BID could include: 
Additional bins and recycling points in the BID area. Use of innovative waste compactors etc.
Detailed cleansing which currently sits outside the scope of the city council’s contracts (daily bin washes, lamp post sticker removal, chewing gums removal, non-offensive graffiti, jet washing) 
Increased frequency and flexibility to respond to peak times / seasons / events especially big weekends such as Parklife, the local derby, arena gigs etc.
Investment in specialist equipment for use as required / requested (glutton machines, jet washers, steamers, paint, refurbishing equipment)

Determine the KPIs and services from BID members feedback – and expect direct contract management and reports on performance into the board.
Beyond the services provided by Biffa, the BID could invest in other items which are proven to enhance a street experience and increase the attractiveness of an area, such as planters, street furniture and even CCTV. 
Through its position on the Manchester Homelessness Partnership, the BID could also invest in dedicated outreach and support services for the most visibly vulnerable within the BID. By doing so the BID would have a strong position to answer critics, ensure good outcomes and foster a sense of neighbourhood pride in how the business community cares for people. Areas to invest in include drug and alcohol services, young persons’ support, women’s direct access, hostels and employment pathways. A high visibility CSR service would be appropriate to reassure shoppers. 

Pros

The BID will be able to raise the cleansing standards (within available budgets) above and beyond the rest of the city 

The BID area will be distinct and obvious to visitors

BID management will have control and not have to request services and negotiate, yet core services would still be delivered by the public sector. 
Working in partnership will reduce employment costs, waste management costs and communications.

Clear KPIs can be developed. 
Cons

Large area to make a significant impact on within budgets
Need a clear SLA with the council. 

BID could bear costs for other activity unfairly (post protest clean up, football clean up etc.)

Markets need managing – extra resource, licensing headache and no guaranteed income

Involvement in complex issues such as outreach work can create PR issues. 
Decisions for the Shadow Board:
What is the priority in terms of operational services / standards for the area?
Have we missed an obvious intervention which will improve the area?
What needs to be established in terms of SLA with MCC? Will that last the term?
How do we plan for further cuts? So as not be left the only company cleaning and enforcing?
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