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Wednesday 19th January 2011 

 
at 4.30 pm 

 
in Committee Room B, 

Civic Centre, Hartlepool 
 
 
Councillors Barclay, Cook, Fleet, Flintoff, Gibbon, Griffin, McKenna, Richardson 
and Thomas. 
 
Resident Representatives: John Cambridge, Brenda Loynes and Iris Ryder. 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 
2. TO RECEIV E ANY DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS 
 
 
3. MINUTES 
 

3.1 To confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 10th November 2010 
 
 
4. RESPONSES FROM THE COUNCIL, THE EXECUTIVE OR COMMITTEES OF THE 

COUNCIL TO FINAL REPORTS OF THIS FORUM 
 

No items. 
 
 
5. CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FOR SCRUTINY REVIEWS REFERRED VIA 

SCRUTINY CO-ORDINATING COMMITTEE 
 

No items. 
 
 

NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES 
SCRUTINY FORUM AGENDA 

 



www.hartl epool.gov.uk/democraticser vices 

6. CONSIDERATION OF PROGRESS REPORTS/BUDGET AND POLICY 
FRAMEWORK DOCUM ENTS 

 
6.1 Proposals for inclusion in Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Departmental 

Plan 2011/12 – Director of Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 
 
 
7. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

 
Investigation into ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming Measures’:- 
 
7.1 Draft Final Report into ‘20’s Plenty – Traff ic Calming Measures’ – 

Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum 
 
 
Investigation into ‘Foreshore Management’:-  
 
7.2 Scrutiny Investigation into  ‘Foreshore Management’ - Scoping Report -  

Scrutiny Support Officer  
 
7.3 Setting the Scene Presentation 
 

(a) Covering report – Scrutiny Support Officer 
 
(b) Foreshore Management - Sett ing the Scene Presentation – Officers from 

the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department 
 
 

8. ISSUES IDENTIFIED FROM FORWARD PLAN 
 
 
9. ANY OTHER ITEMS WHICH THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS ARE URGENT 
 
 
 ITEMS FOR INFORMATION 
 
 i) Date of Next Meeting Wednesday 23rd February 2011, commencing at 

4.30 p.m. in Committee Room B 
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The meeting commenced at 4.30 pm in the Civic Centre, Hartlepool 

 
Present: 
 
Councillor: Stephen Thomas (In the Chair) 
 
Councillors: Allan Barclay, Rob Cook, Mary Fleet, Bob Flintoff, Sheila Griffin, 

and Chris McKenna. 
 
Also Present: Councillor Jonathan Brash, 
 Inspector Mick Little, Cleveland Police. 
 
Resident Representatives: John Cambridge and Iris Ryder. 
 
Officers: Alistair Smith, Assistant Director (Transport and Engineering) 
 Mike Blair, Highways, Traffic and Transportation Manager 
 Peter Frost, Traffic Team Leader 
 Laura Stones, Scrutiny Support Officer 
 David Cosgrove, Democratic Services Team 
 
 
35. Apologies for Absence 
  
 Councillors Steve Gibbon and Carl Richardson and Resident Representative 

Brenda Loynes. 
  
36. Declarations of interest by Members 
  
 None. 
  
37. Minutes of the meeting held on 27 October 2010 
  
 Confirmed. 

 
The Chair referred to Minute No. 27 and indicated that the information from 
other local authority areas that had implemented the 20mph speed limits in 
residential areas had been circulated to Members in advance of the meeting. 

  
 

NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES  
SCRUTINY FORUM 

 

MINUTES 
 

10 November 2010 
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38. Responses from the Council, the Executive or 
Committees of the Council to Final Reports of this 
Forum 

  
 No items. 
  
39. Consideration of request for scrutiny reviews referred 

via Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee 
  
 No items. 
  
40. Consideration of progress reports/budget and policy 

framework documents 
  
 No items. 
  
41. Investigation into 20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures – Feedback from the Neighbourhood 
Consultative Forums  and the Site Visit to Newcastle 
City Council (Scrutiny Support Officer) 

  
 Feedback from the Neighbourhood Consultative Forums 

 
The Scrutiny Support Officer submitted a report setting out the comments that 
had been made when she and the Chair had made a presentation to each of 
the three Neighbourhood Forum meetings in October.  An appendix to the 
report set out the detailed comments made at each meeting. 
 
Councillor Brash, who had been present at the Central Neighbourhood Forum 
meeting, commented that in order to be successful, the 20mph speed limits 
needed to reflect communities in the way they were implemented in order to 
set out clear zones for the limits.  The streets in the Burn Valley area were one 
such example of where this limit could work well.  There had also been 
concern in implementing speed humps in areas that may adversely affect 
emergency vehicles. 
 
The Chair commented that from the tour of the town undertaken as part of the 
investigation process, what had come across very clearly through the people 
that members had spoken to was that consultation worked.  If communities 
and residents felt some ‘buy-in’ to the scheme it had much greater effect.  It 
was also clear from the visit that there was quite a wide range and variety of 
speed humps in place in Hartlepool.  The 20’s plenty approach was more 
about changing people’s mindset rather than implementing physical works.  
Any recommendations the Forum had, however, would need to be reflective of 
the current financial situation. 
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Visit to Newcastle City Council 
 
The Chair noted that Newcastle had put significant finance into their 
programme of 20mph speed limit zones.  They had also commented that the 
Police would enforce the limits.  Inspector Little commented that there was 
currently no ACPO guidance on enforcing 20mph speed limits though 
legislation was there to do so.  There was also a problem with equipment used 
in speed monitoring.  The current speed cameras and laser monitoring 
equipment couldn’t be used due to the tolerances in the equipment at such 
low speeds.  The feedback submitted by Northumbria Police at the meeting 
was in line with the advice that existed in the Cleveland Force area. 
 
Members indicated that one of the good ideas they had taken from the 
Newcastle visit was the ‘accident map’ that the authority produced.  This was 
also complimented by ward based accident information which the Chair saw 
as being a potential source of information that councillors would welcome.  
The Assistant Director indicated that this would be investigated. 
 
In relation to the additional information circulated to the Forum both at the 
meeting and in advance, Members noted some of the high costs that had 
been incurred by some authorities in implementing the 20mph zones.  Even 
with Hartlepool being a smaller area, costs could be prohibitive.  The Assistant 
Director indicated that there was a general approach within the authority to 
‘de-clutter’ highways by reducing the amount of signs there were.  20mph 
zones may only need signage at the entrance to areas rather than on every 
street and at every junction.  This would bring costs down significantly. 

 Recommended 
 That the report, additional information and the comments of Members and 

Officers be noted. 
  
42. Investigation into 20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures – Current and Future Budgetary 
Restrictions (Scrutiny Support Officer) 

  
 The Traffic Team Leader gave a presentation outlining some of the budgetary 

issues surrounding the introduction of 20mph zones.  Reference had been 
made to the scheme implemented in Newcastle which had also been visited 
by Members of the Forum.  That scheme had, however, received corporate 
funding of £1.4m and had been phased over three years.  Hartlepool was a 
much smaller area but any costs were likely to be met by existing budgets. 
 
Accident statistics in Hartlepool had shown a significant improvement over the 
past twelve years that statistics were available.  There had been a 55% 
reduction in accidents from 1997 to 2009 (332 to 150) and a similar reduction 
(52%) in casualties over the same period (448 to 216).  The majority of 
accidents were on main roads with the top three sites being A689 (Burn Road 
to Brenda Road), A179 (A19 to Hart roundabout) and Tees Road (Brenda 
Road to Elizabeth Way).  Only six of the top 20 sites for accidents in the 
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borough would be eligible to be in a 20mph zone.  If 20mph was to be 
introduced in the town, then it was suggested that it should be concentrated 
on the residential estates, busy pedestrian areas and parts of the town centre.  
It would also be used to maintain the effectiveness of the current schemes 
around schools.  A map was circulated in the meeting highlighting the current 
and proposed 20mph zones and those routes that should maintain their 
current speed limits. 
 
Funding was, however the main issue.  Currently the council received around 
£100,000 a year for Local Transport Policy (LTP) Safety Scheme funding.  
This was enhanced locally with £60,000 that came through the neighbourhood 
forums and the Neighbourhood Action Plans (NAPs).  The cuts in local 
government funding were expected to be reflected in the DfT funding for LTPs 
and the other funding sources could not be relied upon to be of the same 
level.  This would mean that of the large number of safety schemes already 
listed, less could be delivered each year and 20mph would be competing for 
those resources. 
 
It had been estimated that introducing 20mph across Hartlepool as outlined 
would cost around £150,000.  This would obviously need to be phased over a 
number of years and some areas would be easier to implement than others 
depending on the geographical area and the number of signs needed.  There 
were however, some statistics that the Forum needed to be aware of and 
these related to three 20mph pilot areas where speed surveys had been 
carried out.  The pilot areas were Newlands Avenue, Claremont Drive, 
Eamont Gardens and Eldon Grove.  Traffic speed surveys before and after the 
implementation of the 20mph speed limit in these four areas showed that only 
in Eldon Grove had the average speed of traffic reduced.  In all the others it 
had gone up and by 2.5mph in Newlands Avenue, which was a significant 
rise. 
 
Members did feel that some of the issues in the Elwick Road 20mph zone 
were to do with it not including the whole of the residential area and it was 
considered that to work, the zones needed to apply to the whole community 
area.  The Assistant Director stated that officers were expecting LTP to be cut 
by 50%, so unless there was some other funding available, 20mph would 
have to be phased and probably over longer than the three years Newcastle 
took.  There was the issue with the speed surveys reported in the presentation 
that possibly some people weren’t taking the limit seriously as it was only over 
a small area.  The message to the public had to be about safety for them and 
their families in their community.   
 
Members noted that Newcastle had talked of Education, Engineering and 
Enforcement in that order.  The Chair considered this an excellent ‘tag line’ for 
the process.  Members did feel that the implementation of the schemes may 
take several years but the expenditure on schemes that could save lives and 
injuries was money well spent and would find wide public support. 
 
The Chair considered that Members would wish to see the implementation of 
schemes around schools continue.  The introduction of 20mph in a wider area 
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around schools should be considered as part of this process as a means to 
extend the zones and stretch the funding further.  The Chair requested that 
any further details of the funding arrangements and any new proposals 
announced by government be circulated before the January meeting of the 
Forum to give Members the clearest picture of the funding situation.  The 
reduction in accident statistics showed that the work that had been done over 
recent years had worked well and officers should be congratulated on those 
results.  There was consistent feedback from the public in support of 20’s 
Plenty.  Enforcement was obviously an issue and it had to be expected that it 
wouldn’t be a priority for the Police.  However, engaging with the public and 
educating communities that this was in their best interests would have a far 
greater effect. 
 
The Chair considered that the forum had drawn together some excellent 
evidence for its final report and the report and draft recommendations would 
be brought to the January meeting.  The Chair thanked all involved in the 
process for their positive input. 

 Recommended 
 That the presentation and the comments of Members and officers be noted. 
  
43. Issues Identified from the Forward Plan  
  
 No items. 
  
44. Any Other Items which the Chairman Considers are 

Urgent  
  
 No items. 
  
  
  
 The meeting concluded at 5.25 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAIR 
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Report of: Director of Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 
 
 
Subject: PROPOSALS FOR INCLUSION IN REGENERATION 

AND NEIGHBOURHOODS DEPARTMENTAL PLAN 
2011/12 

 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To provide the opportunity for the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum 

to consider the proposals for inclusion in the 2011/12 Regeneration and 
Neighbourhoods Departmental Plan.  

 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 Service Planning for the last 3 years has been based on a common set of 

outcomes shared by the Council in the Departmental and Corporate Plans 
and the Hartlepool Partnership in its Local Area Agreement (LAA).  The 
current LAA will end in March 2011 and we have recently received 
confirmation that there will be no requirement from central government to 
prepare a new LAA from April 2011. 

  
2.2 The removal of this requirement has provided an opportunity to review the 

outcome framework and develop a more targeted and slimmed down version 
of what is currently in place.  With this in mind a review of the outcome 
framework has been undertaken and proposals for a new outcome 
framework, to be implemented from April 2011, was reported to Scrutiny 
Coordinating Committee on 10 December 2010 and Cabinet on 10 January 
2011. 

  
2.3 It is proposed that service planning will continue to be based on this common 

set of outcomes, shared by the Council in the departmental and Corporate 
Plans and by the Hartlepool Partnership in its Partnership Plan.  As in 
previous years the departmental and Corporate Plans have included a small 
number of additional outcomes that do not form part of the Partnership Plan.  
These additional ‘Council’ outcomes were included in the reports to Scrutiny 
Coordinating Committee and Cabinet in December/January.   

 

 
NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES  

SCRUTINY FORUM 

Date: 19 January 2011 
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2.4 As in previous years it is proposed that the detailed proposals should be 
considered by each of the Scrutiny Forums in January.  A report will be 
prepared for Scrutiny Coordinating Committee on 25 February 2011 detailing 
the comments/observations of each of the Scrutiny Forums to inform a 
response to Cabinet. 

 
2.4 The Departmental Plan is a working document and as such there are still a 

small number of areas where further information is still to be provided.  This 
information will be included in the version of the Plan that is to be considered 
by Scrutiny Coordinating Committee in March and by Cabinet in April 2011 

 
3. PROPOSALS 
 
3.1 The Director of Regeneration and Neighbourhoods (or his representative) 

will deliver a short presentation at the meeting detailing the key issues and 
challenges that the department faces over the next year, and beyond, and 
setting out proposals for how these will be addressed.  

 
3.2 Although the Outcome Framework has been reviewed the basis for 

developing the outcomes remaining the same – actions, performance 
indicators and risks.  The Council’s service planning framework remains 
based on having a clear set of outcomes that the Council is working towards 
achieving.    

 
3.3 Officers from across the Council have been developing the outcomes agreed 

at Scrutiny Coordinating Committee in December, and setting out in detail 
how they will be progressed up to March 2012.  This includes identifying the 
Performance Indicators (PIs) that will be monitored throughout the year to 
measure progress, and the key actions that are required to achieve success. 
This detail is included in the proposed Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 
Departmental Plan, attached at Appendix A. 

 
3.4 In 2011/12 only Key Performance Indicators will include future targets, and 

other indicators will be included for monitoring purposes only.  For those 
indicators where targets have been proposed it may be necessary for the 
targets to be revised based on final year outturns for 2010/11 and/or final 
budget decisions.  Any changes to proposed targets will be included in future 
proposals to Scrutiny Coordinating Committee and Cabinet.      

 
3.5 Scrutiny Coordinating Committee on 10 December commented on the 

aspirational nature of many of the outcomes and the risks in present 
circumstances that it will be difficult to make progress or achieve individual 
targets. This is undoubtedly the case when a wide range of events pose 
risks that will or could impact on the achievement of the outcomes. In a 
number of the proposals included in the frameworks considered by Scrutiny 
this has already been considered, there are a range of proposals now and 
plans for future years which are essentially about looking to maintain service 
levels rather than increase them. The risks include: - 
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The Economy – poor levels of growth or further downturn in the economy 
could have wide ranging impacts such as increasing demand for council 
services, increasing poverty, greater unemployment and reduced business 
start ups. 

 
Local Government Finance – the 2011/12 and 2012/13 settlements have 
been announced and these confirmed the Council’s financial planning 
scenarios set out in the Medium Term Financial Strategy. Further significant 
reductions are planned for the two following years. The Coalition Government 
are undertaking a review of local government finance for implementation for 
years after 2012/13 which further increases uncertainty regarding funding and 
therefore how we deliver our services. The drastic reduction in capital 
spending has already had a significant local impact with the cancellation of 
much of the Building Schools for the Future programme and other changes 
will have further implications. 

 
Changing Government Policy – the Coalition Government are implementing 
a wide range of policy initiatives which will impact on Local Government. 
These include the Decentralisation and Localism Bill, Welfare Reform Bill and 
the Academies Act bringing significant changes to the benefits, planning and 
education systems. 

 
Partnership arrangements – the Council’s key partners, Police, NHS and 
Voluntary Sector, are also subject to significant financial pressures. Police 
and health are undergoing major organisational change through the Police 
Reform and Social Responsibility Bill and Health Bill. These have the potential 
to disrupt well established partnership working arrangements and the capacity 
to address issues jointly across organisations. 

 
3.6 The proposed outcomes are also part of the Hartlepool Partnership’s 

management arrangements, adopted by the Council. The Partnership’s long-
term vision, agreed in 2008, looks 20 years ahead: 

 
‘Hartlepool will be a thriving, respectful, inclusive, healthy, ambitious and 
outward looking community, in an attractive and safe environment, where 
everyone is able to realise their potential.’  

 
3.7 There are also 8 more specific aims for each of the Community Strategy 

themes (see Appendix B).   These provide a positive and ambitious view of 
Hartlepool’s future and undoubtedly the current circumstances make progress 
very difficult. Departments keep significant risks under review in order to 
ensure that risks are minimised and that benefits are maximised. Significant 
changes to risks and risks with a potentially significant impact are reported to 
the executive and scrutiny forums on a regular basis. Where targets have 
been set progress will also be reported to the executive and scrutiny as part of 
the Council performance management arrangements enabling elected 
members to keep progress under review. 

. 
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1 It is recommended that the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum: - 
 

•  considers the proposed outcome templates for inclusion in the 2011/12 
Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Departmental Plan 

 
 

•  formulates any comments and observations to be included in the overall 
presentation to the meeting of the Scrutiny Coordinating Committee on 
25 February 2011.  

 
7. BACKGROUND PAPERS 
  
7.1 None. 
 
 
Contact Officer: -  Dave Stubbs 
   Director of Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 
   Tel: 01429 523301 
   E-mail: Dave.Stubbs@Hartlepool.gov.uk 
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Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Departmental Plan Proposals 2011/12 

 
 

SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 7. Improve health by reducing inequalities and improving access to services  Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes  

 
Owner: Louise Wallace (C&AS)  Lead Dept: Child & Adult Services 

 
Theme: Health & Wellbeing  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Percentage of food establishments in the area which are broadly compliant with food hygiene law Sylvia Pinkney Target 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Implement programmes of work that protect the safety and well being of those people living, 
working or visiting the borough by programmed inspections, sample visits and other interventions  Mar-12 Sylvia Pinkney 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 8. Be Healthy – children enjoy good physical, social and emotional health and live a healthy 
lifestyle 

 Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes  

 
Owner: Louise Wallace (C&AS)  Lead Dept: Child & Adult Services 

 
Theme: Health & Wellbeing  Other Contributors:  

 

SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Percentage uptake of school meals - primary schools John Brownhill Target 

 Percentage uptake of school meals - secondary schools John Brownhill Target 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

None identified    
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 16. Quality local environments where public and community open spaces are clean, green 
and safe 

 Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Clare Clarke (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Environment  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Residual household waste per household Craig Thelwell Target 

 Percentage of household waste sent for reuse, recycling and composting Craig Thelwell Target 

 Percentage of municipal waste land filled Craig Thelwell Target 

 Bathing water quality Debbie Wood Target 

 Residents satisfaction with public parks and open spaces (subject to satisfaction survey taking place) Richard 
Harlanderson Monitor 

 Residents satisfaction with street cleanliness (subject to satisfaction survey taking place) Karen Oliver Monitor 

 Percentage of streets that fall below unacceptable of cleanliness David Frame Monitor 

 Overall/general satisfaction with local area (subject to satisfaction survey taking place) Clare Clark Monitor 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Deliver and monitor effectiveness of juvenile litter awareness course.  Mar-12 Helen Beaman 
Achieve green Flag Award for Ward Jackson Park, Summerhill and Quality Coast award for 
Seaton beach  Mar-12 Chris Wenlock 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 17. Provide a sustainable, safe, efficient, effective and accessible transport system  Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Mike Blair (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Environment  Other Contributors:  

 

SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Percentage of footpaths & rights of ways that are easily accessible by members of the public Chris Scaife Target 

 Children travelling to school – mode of transport usually used - 5-10 years Paul Watson Target 

 Children travelling to school – mode of transport usually used - 11-16 years Paul Watson Target 

 People kil led or seriously injured in road traffic accidents Mark Reed Target 

 Children kil led or seriously injured in road traffic accidents Mark Reed Target 

 Access to services and facilities by public transport, walking and cycling Neil Jeffery Monitor 

 Local bus and light rail passenger journeys originating in the authority area Neil Jeffery Monitor 

 Principal roads where maintenance should be considered Mike Blair Target 

 Non-principal classified roads where maintenance should be considered Mike Blair Target 
 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Support the community strategy through the delivery of Local Transport Plan (LTP)  Mar-12 Mike Blair 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 18. Hartlepool is prepared for the impacts of climate change and takes action to mitigate the 
effects 

 Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Paul Hurwood (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Environment  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Percentage CO2 reduction from local authority operations Paul Hurwood Target 

 Per capita reduction in CO2 emissions in the LA area. Paul Hurwood Monitor 

 Local Authority preparedness to manage risks and make the most of opportunities posed by Climate Change. Paul Hurwood Monitor 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Deliver sustainable waste management practices and operations  Mar-12 Craig Thelwell 

Carry out programmed and responsive multi-agency site visits to waste management sites  Mar-12 Craig Thelwell 

Take action to mitigate against and adapt to climate change  Mar-12 Paul Hurwood 
Develop and submit Covenant of Mayors, Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP) and develop 
the borough-wide action plan to reflect the SEAP 

 Mar-12 Paul Hurwood 

Establish Service Level Agreement’s with all schools to deliver Eco-schools/Green Flag 
programme.  Mar 12 Helen Beaman 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 19. Hartlepool has a more balanced housing provision  Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Amy Waters (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Housing  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Number of private dwellings empty for over 6 months and brought back into use Sylvia Pinkney Target 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Research & develop local policies, procedures & protocols, to bring empty homes back into use.  Oct-11 Sylvia Pinkney 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 20. The quality of existing housing has been improved  Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Sylvia Pinkney (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Housing  Other Contributors:  

 

SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Achieving decent homes standard in private sector housing sector  Sylvia Pinkney Monitor 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Encourage improvements to private sector homes to meet & exceed ‘decent homes standard’   Mar-12 Sylvia Pinkney 
Evaluate evidence to extend selective licensing to other areas, consult residents and landlords 
and make recommendations to Cabinet  Sep-11 Sylvia Pinkney 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 21. Vulnerable people have improved access to accommodation which meets their need  Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Lynda Igoe (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Housing  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 No of households where homelessne ss has been prevented through LA action. Lynda Igoe Monitor 

 Number of households accommodated in temp accommodation each quarter Lynda Igoe Monitor 

    

    
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Continue to monitor tenancy failure to all social housing providers  Mar-12 Lynda Igoe 

Implement further changes to Common Allocations Policy approved from review  Aug-11 Lynda Igoe 

Develop IT software needs for the Housing Options service  Oct-11 Lynda Igoe 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 23. Local people have a greater voice and influence over local decision making and the 
delivery of services 

 Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

Yes 

 
Owner: Denise Ogden (R&N)  Lead Dept: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods 

 
Theme: Strengthening Communities  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 Percentage of people who feel they can influence decisions in their locality (subject survey taking place) Karen Oliver Target 
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Review Local Governance arrangements in relation to Neighbourhood Management 
(Neighbourhood Community Forums, Neighbourhood Action Plans etc)  Mar-12 Karen Oliver 

Produce local improvement plan for empowering communities in line with the Big Society & 
localism agenda 

 Mar-12 Clare Clarke 

Implement the action plan in relation to the Neighbourhood Management empowerment agenda  Mar-12 David Frame 
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SECTION 1 OUTCOME DETAILS 

Outcome: 28. Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the organisation  Hartlepool Partnership 
Outcome? 

No 

 
Owner: Andrew Atkin/Chris Little (CE)  Lead Dept: Chief Executive’s  

 
Theme: Organisational Development  Other Contributors:  

 
SECTION 2 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

Code Indicator Assignee Target or 
Monitor 

 None identified   
 

SECTION 3 ACTIONS 

Action Taken From Due Date Assignee 

Review and gain approval of Capital Strategy / Asset Management Plan  Mar-12 Dale Clarke 
First draft of capital programme agreed by Strategic Capital Resource & Asset Programme Team 
(SCRAPT) to inform 2012/13 budget process 

 Nov-11 Dale Clarke 

Final Capital programme agreed by Council  Feb-12 Dale Clarke 

Review progress of the 2011/12 Commissioning and Procurement Strategy and produce update.  Mar-12 David Hart 
Assess the Impact of the new e-quotation procurement system to ensure the aims are being met 
and compliance achieved.  Mar-12 David Hart 
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2008 Community Strategy themes and priority aims 

 
The 2008 Community Strategy themes and priority aims 
Theme Priority Aim 
1 Jobs and the 
Economy 
 

Develop a more enterprising, vigorous and diverse local economy that will attract 
new investment, enable local enterprises and entrepreneurs to be globally 
competitive and create more employment opportunities for local people. 

2 Lifelong 
Learning and Skills  
 

All children, young people, individuals, groups and organisations are enabled to 
achieve their full potential through equal access to the highest quality education, 
lifelong learning and training opportunities. 

3 Health and Well-
Being 

Work in partnership with the people of Hartlepool to promote and ensure the best 
possible health and well-being. 
 

4 Community 
Safety 
 

Make Hartlepool a safer place by reducing crime and anti-social behaviour, and 
tackling drugs and alcohol misuse. 
 

5 Environment  
 

Secure and enhance an attractive and sustainable environment that is clean, green, 
safe and valued by the community. 
 

6 Housing  
 

Ensure that there is access to good quality and affordable housing in sustainable 
neighbourhoods and communities where 
people want to live 
 

7 Culture and 
Leisure  
 

Create a cultural identity for Hartlepool which attracts people to Hartlepool and 
makes us proud to live and work here.  
 

8 Strengthening 
Communities 

Empower individuals, groups and communities, and increase the involvement of 
citizens in all decisions that affect their lives. 
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Report of: Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum 
 
Subject: DRAFT FINAL REPORT INTO 20’S PLENTY – 

TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 
 
 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To present the draft findings of the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum 

following its investigation into ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming Measures’. 
 
 
2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
2.1 The Council’s strategy for the implementation of traffic calming measures 

focuses on a desire to improve safety on the roads. Currently the Council 
utilises a variety of methods to calm traffic including speed humps, build 
outs, pedestrian islands, vehicle activation signs and speed cameras. 

2.2 In December 2009, the Department for Transport revised the guidance set 
by the Government Circular 01/06 - Setting Local Speed Limits.  It now 
recommends 20 mph speed limits for all roads which are primarily residential 
in nature and in town and city streets where pedestrian and cyclist 
movements are high.  For example, around schools, shops, markets, 
playgrounds and other areas which are not part of any major through route. 

2.3 A national campaign run by the organisation 20’s Plenty for Us supports 
those communities wishing to implement 20 mph as the default speed limit 
for all residential and town centre roads.   

 
3. OVERALL AIM OF THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION   
 
3.1 To explore the way forward for the provision of traffic calming measures in 

Hartlepool. 
 
 
 
 

 
NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES  

SCRUTINY FORUM 
 

19 January 2011 
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4. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION  
 

4.1 The following Terms of Reference for the investigation were agreed by the 
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum on 4 August 2010:-  

 
(a) To gain an understanding of how traffic calming is implemented in 

Hartlepool and the legislative and policy requirements; 
 

(b) To gain an understanding of the types and effectiveness of traffic 
calming measures used nationally and locally; 

 
(c) To explore how traffic calming could be undertaken in Hartlepool in the 

future utilising innovative solutions, including 20’s Plenty as a possible 
alternative to physical measures; and 

 
(d) To gain an understanding of the impact of current and future budget 

pressures on the way in which traffic calming is provided in Hartlepool; 
 

(e)   To explore how traffic calming could be provided in the future, giving 
due regard to:- 

 
(i) Improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the way in 

which the service is currently provided; and 
 

(ii) If / how the service could be provided at a reduced financial 
cost (within the resources available in the current economic 
climate). 

 
 
5. MEMBERSHIP OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY 

FORUM  
 
5.1  Membership of the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum for the 2010 / 

11 Municipal Year was as outlined below:- 
 

Councillors Barclay, Cook, Fleet, Flintoff, Gibbon, Griffin, McKenna, 
Richardson and Thomas 

 
Resident Representatives: 

 
John Cambridge, Brenda Loynes and Iris Ryder 

 
 

6. METHODS OF INVESTIGATION    
 
6.1  The Members of the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum met formally 

from the 4 August 2010 to 19 January 2011 to discuss and receive evidence 
directly relating to their investigation into ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 
Measures’.  A detailed record of these meetings is available from the 



Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum –19 January 2011 7.1 

  

11.01.19 - 7.1 - NSSF 20's Plenty - Final Report without Front C over 
 3 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

Council’s Democratic Services or via the Hartlepool Borough Council 
website. 

 
6.1 A brief summary of the methods of investigation are outlined below:- 
 

(a) Presentations from the Council’s Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 
Department enhanced with verbal evidence; 

 
(b) Verbal evidence from the Portfolio Holder for Transport and 

Neighbourhoods; 
 

(c) Presentation from the organisation 20’s Plenty for us enhanced with 
verbal evidence; 

 
(d) Written evidence from Cleveland Police enhanced with verbal 

evidence; 
 

(e) Verbal evidence from Cleveland Fire Brigade; 
 

(f) Written Evidence from Road Safety Great Britain North East; 
 

(g) Written evidence from the following local authorities:- 
 

(i) Warrington Borough Council; 
(ii) Portsmouth City Council; 
(iii) Oxford City Council; 
(iv) Islington Council; and 
(v) North Lanarkshire Council 

 
(h) Written evidence from local schools:- 
 

(i) St. John Vianney School and Children’s Centre; 
(ii) West View Primary School; 
(iii) Holy Trinity Church of England Primary School; and 
(iv) Kingsley Primary School 

 
(i) Written / verbal evidence from the North, South and Central 

Neighbourhood Consultative Forums;  
 
(j) Evidence from the site visit to Newcastle City Council to see their 

approach to traffic calming; 
 

(k) Evidence from the site visit to see traffic calming measures used in 
Hartlepool; and  

 
(l) Verbal evidence from local schools and local residents 
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FINDINGS 
 
7. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TRAFFIC CALMING IN HARTLEPOOL AND 

THE LEGISLATIVE AND POLICY REQUIREMENTS  
 
7.1 Members of the Forum were keen to explore how traffic calming is 

implemented in Hartlepool along with the legislative and policy requirements 
and therefore invited evidence from the Council’s Regeneration and 
Neighbourhoods Department and the Council’s Portfolio Holder for Transport 
and Neighbourhoods. 

 
 Evidence from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department 
 
7.2 The Forum welcomed evidence from the Highways, Traffic and 

Transportation Manager outlining the Council’s traffic calming policies and 
procedures. 

 
 Legislative Requirements 
 
7.3  Members were informed that when implementing traffic calming schemes the 

following Legislation is required to be followed:- 
 

(a) Highways Act 1980; 
 

(b) The Highways (Road Humps) Regulations 1999;  
 

(c) The Highways (Traffic Calming) Regulations 1999; 
 

(d) Transport Act 2000; and  
 

(e) The Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2002 
 
 

Council Policies 
 
7.4 The Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum in 2005/06 carried out an 

investigation into ‘20mph Speed Limit Zones Outside of Schools’.  One of the 
recommendations resulting from this investigation was that the Council 
compiles a 20mph speed limit zones policy.  Since the development and 
implementation of this policy, the Council now introduces 20 mph speed 
limits and associated traffic calming measures on roads in the vicinity of 
schools. 

 
7.5 The Forum was provided with a list of schools where traffic safety schemes 

had been implemented.  22 out of the 35 schools had schemes implemented 
since 2007. Members questioned how 20mph limits were determined around 
schools.  Officers indicated that the list of school sites proposed suitable for 
20mph speed limits was chosen following a consultation with the Police and 
Emergency Services.  The implementation of schemes was also very much 
dependant on the category of road.  Catcote Road, for example has a 
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number of schools located along it, however, as a primary traffic distributor 
road it would be inappropriate to place a 20mph speed limit on it.  However, 
a number of physical traffic calming measures had been implemented along 
Catcote Road to slow traffic down.  It was emphasised that each school 
needed to be assessed individually. 

7.6 Members suggested that in locations where it was not appropriate to 
implement a 20mph limit, was it possible to use coloured tarmac.   Members 
were informed that coloured tarmac could be used but it was very expensive.  

 
 
 Council Procedures   
 
7.7 The Council procedure for the consideration / implementation of traffic 

calming schemes was outlined to Members, and is shown below:-  
 

(a) Identify possible scheme (request from public, Councillor, 
Neighbourhood Forum or identified on Accident Investigation list); 

 
(b) Investigate possible measures (carry out speed surveys, analyse 

accident records); 
 

(c) Consult with residents / business’s / Ward Councillors / Neighbourhood 
Managers / Parish Councils; 

 
(d) Report proposals and consultation results to Transport and 

Neighbourhoods Portfolio for approval; 
 

(e) Carry out detailed design; 
 

(f) Advertise Traffic Regulation Orders – resolve official objections that 
may need to go back to Portfolio Holder for consideration; and 

 
(g) Implement scheme  

 

Evidence from the Portfolio Holder for Transport and Neighbourhoods 

7.8 The Portfolio Holder for Transport and Neighbourhoods, Councillor Peter 
Jackson, attended a meeting of the Forum and outlined his views and 
opinions on 20mph limits.  The Portfolio Holder commented that there was a 
difference between 20’s Plenty and traffic calming.  Traffic calming is 
physical measures that are designed to slow traffic down and 20 mph limits 
are designed to be self enforcing, and where possible, without the use of 
physical measures.           

7.9 The Portfolio Holder emphasised that he had gone through a very difficult 
process earlier in the year to reduce the current Local Transport Plan budget 
by 11%.  All the works that had been identified to date could cost in excess 
of 25 million, although, there is less than one million in the overall Local 
Transport Plan.     
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7.10 The Portfolio Holder believed that the Council had a balanced view on traffic 
calming, highlighting that traffic still needs to move around the town and 
implementing traffic calming on some roads would create even greater 
problems than those that are trying to be resolved. 

7.11 It was emphasised by the Portfolio Holder that he did not believe that a 
20mph speed limit should be implemented as the default speed in the town 
centre area but it could be supported in residential areas.  20mph speed 
limits did reduce accident injuries and should be implemented where 
appropriate.  An example referred to by the Portfolio Holder was a proposal 
for a 20mph limit along the sea front in Seaton Carew.  Objections had been 
received to this proposal but the Portfolio Holder commented that he had 
tested the route and a 20mph speed limit would mean that it would only take 
12 seconds longer to travel the extent of the proposed limit. 

7.12 In terms of budget restrictions, the Portfolio Holder highlighted that there 
were severe budget restrictions but if the risk was high enough then it was 
right to spend money to address the problems.  Due to the budget situation it 
was likely that fewer school safety schemes could be addressed but that did 
not mean that they were being ignored.   

 
8. THE TYPES AND EFFECTIVENESS OF TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

USED NATIONALLY AND LOCALLY 
 

8.1 Members of the Forum were pleased to receive a presentation from the 
Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department on the current physical 
traffic calming measures used in Hartlepool.  The following photographs 
illustrate the methods of physical traffic calming used in Hartlepool:-    

Evidence from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department 

ROAD HUMPS 
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 SPEED CUSHIONS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  RAISED JUNCTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 RAISED ZEBRA  
 CROSSINGS 
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PRIORITY BUILD  
OUT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CENTRAL  
HATCHING /  
PEDESTRIAN  
ISLAND  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
           VEHICLE  
           ACTIVATED SIGNS 
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SPEED CAMERAS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.2 During the presentation the costs of each of the various types of traffic 

calming measures were outlined and are as follows:- 
 

(a) Road Humps    £2,000 
 

(b) Speed Cushions   £2,500 per pair 
 

(c) Raised Junction   £5,000 
 

(d) Raised Zebra   £15,000 
 

(e) Priority Build Out   £5,000 
 

(f) Central Hatching   £25 per square metre 
 

(g) Pedestrian Island   £7,500 
 

(h) Vehicle Activated Sign  £3,000 
 

(i) Speed Camera   £40,000 
 

(j) 20mph Signage   £1,000 per street 
 
8.3 Members were informed that the costs were approximate and may vary due to 

circumstances.  The measure that is implemented depends very much on the 
location and what is to be achieved.  Although, some of the measures would 
be the exception rather than the rule due to the cost. 
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8.4 The Forum was of the opinion that in most cases, the Council did get the right 
measures implemented at the right location, although concerns by Members 
were expressed that some of the existing 20mph limits should have been 
extended to incorporate a wider area. 

 
 Site Visit to look at the Variety of Traffic Calming Measures used in 

Hartlepool  

8.5 As part of the investigation, Members of the Forum attended a site visit on 11 
October 2010 to look at the variety of traffic calming measures used in 
Hartlepool including road humps; 20mph pilot schemes and raised junctions. 

8.6 It was highlighted on the visit that the more successful schemes had involved 
extensive consultation with local communities. 

 Written Evidence from Schools in Hartlepool 

8.7 A number of schools in Hartlepool submitted their views on traffic calming and 
20mph limits.  The key points from each school are highlighted below:- 

 
St John Vianney School and Children’s Centre 
 
(a)  majority of vehicles seem to slow down as they go over the bumps then 

speed up until next bump – this keeps speed down because of the stop – 
start process. 

 
(b)  Sure Start Centre opens from 7.30am to 6.00pm, parents / carers come 

and go at different times to the usually school hours and therefore suspect 
drivers are not as vigilant about their speed as they don’t expect children 
to be around. 

 
(c)  Single speed limit could mean that drivers become used to the speed and 

travel at a lower speed unconsciously. 
 

(d) Although, it would mean that the specialness of the 20mph limit would 
disappear and drivers would no longer increase their vigilance and care 
outside of schools and other identified places. 

 
 
 West View Primary School 
 

(a) Difficult to monitor speed but have not received any complaints from 
anyone about any problems. 

 
(b) Yellow lines painted outside of the school to compliment the 20mph speed  

limit and signs, so enforcement action can be taken. 
 

(c) Insufficient parking enforcement officers to monitor. 
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(d) The signs are showing no effect on speeds. 
 

Holy Trinity Church of England Primary 
 

(a) Speed humps and zig zag lines are not very effective.   
 

(b) Fully support the implementation of 20mph as the default speed. 
 

(c) Feel that barriers should be put up around pavements outside all schools 
to ensure safety of pedestrians and cars would then be unable to park on 
pavement 

 
(d) Main problem not speed but inconsiderable parking. 

 
 

Kingsley Primary School 
 

(a) Majority of traffic does slow down because of humps. 
 

(b) Some people do ignore prohibitions. 
 

(c) Few problems when a traffic warden does visit. 
 

(d) Most drivers ignore 20mph limit. 
 

(e) For safety reasons, a general 20mph limit is a ‘sound’ one, however, 
would it be realistically enforceable? 

 
8.8 Members noted that one of the main problems outside of schools was parking 

mainly due to parents dropping off and picking up children, although it was 
highlighted that congestion did in itself slow traffic down.  However, the Forum 
agreed that education was essential in combating inconsiderate parking. 

 
 

Written Evidence from Partner Organisations / Members of the Public 
 
8.9 The Forum was very keen to hear views from partner organisations and 

members of the public on existing traffic calming measures and the 
implementation of town wide 20mph limits.  The Forum wrote to partner 
organisations inviting them along to the Forum meetings and communicated 
with members of the public through the local press.  The Chair of the Forum 
also gathered views from the local Neighbourhood Consultative Forums.  The 
views are listed below:-   

 
Housing Hartlepool  
 
(a) Would agree that physical traffic calming measures are effective, if 

evidence to highlight this. 
 

(b) In support of 20mph default speed limit if there is evidence to support this. 
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(c) In light of budget restrictions, hot spot accident areas need to be 
prioritised and dealt with first. 

 
Greatham Parish Council 
 
(a) Traffic calming measures put in place over the last couple of months, 

although not what was expected. 
 

(b) Expected flashing signs throughout village and a 20mph limit in the 
centre. 

 
(c) Bollards cannot be seen from a distance. 
 
 
The Faculty of Public Health 
 
(a) The Faculty of Public Health has a manifesto for 12 steps to improving 

public health and a 20mph limit is an evidence based recommendation 
that the Faculty would make.  

 
(b) It would reduce pedestrian and cycle accidents; encourage people to walk 

and cycle more because it would be safer; and discourage people from 
using polluting cars because of the “frustration” of having to drive slowly. 

 
Road Safety Great Britain North East 
 
(a) Road Safety Great Britain North East is a pro-active education, training 

and publicity based partnership involving road safety professionals from 
various organisations.  The group meets to manage road safety initiatives 
across the north east, promote partnership working and share resources. 

 
 

(b) Effectiveness of physical traffic calming measures:- 
 

•  Traffic calming measures are an effective tool for reducing casualties, 
reducing speeds, encouraging sustainable travel and improving 
community safety. 

•  Changing driver behaviour by whatever means is a fundamental role of 
road safety. This change can be forced through engineering measures, 
encouraged through promotional means or achieved through 
education, training and enforcement. 

•  Having permanently installed traffic calming features which force 
drivers to behave in a particular manner are generally supported. 

•  Traffic calming measures are a 24 hour a day feature which offer a  
favourable cost benefit and rate of return greater than most other 
interventions. 

•  Traffic calming measures should only be used on those roads where 
speeds, driver behaviour and road casualties are a measured concern 
through collision statistics or through a community need corroborated 
by robust evaluation. 
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•  Traffic calming should blend into a community theme and be 
aesthetically pleasing in order to be accepted. 

•  Appropriately designed calming measures should meet the basic 
Traffic Sign Regulations and General Directions manual and at the 
same time address the need to reduce highway clutter and make 
drivers aware of the measure installed. 

•  Measures are supported that promote sustainability, reduce 
congestion, maintain safe traffic flows and prevent drivers from 
becoming stressed/fatigued. 

•  Where neighbourhoods are involved in all stages of a scheme from the 
design to implementation through consultation it is felt that these 
become more effective in yielding the greater results. 

•  Traffic calming should not impact on any surrounding roads by 
encouraging rat running. 

•  There is support for those measures that offer protection for all road 
users with particular reference to children and the elderly. 

•  Where measures are placed on bus and emergency routes it is 
important that their effectiveness does not compromise bus journeys 
and emergency response times. 

 
(c)  Default 20 mph Zones in residential areas and town centres:- 

 
•  There is strong support for default 20 mph zones/limits in all residential 

areas which are self enforcing i.e. traffic calmed whereby through 
physical engineering measures drivers are forced to travel at or below 
20 mph. 

•  20 mph zones will promote neighbourhood safety, encourage more 
residents and children to walk and cycle and prevent community 
severance. 

•  If town centres are heavily populated with cars, buses, delivery 
vehicles with a high percentage of pedestrian footfall then a 20 mph 
zone can be useful. However, not all town centre roads would warrant 
the implementation of such a limit. There are areas around the central 
business core which do not have the same issues as that of a busy 
town centre. 

•  Not always appropriate to make all roads 20 mph – issues such as 
congestion, pollution, keeping traffic moving must also be considered. 
Roads that have little or no pedestrian footfall or are main distributor 
roads should remain 30 mph. There are requirements under that 
Traffic Management Act to maintain safe traffic movements which may 
not justify having 20 mph limits implemented. 

•  An issue with all 20 mph zones/limits where there are no physical 
calming measures is that of enforcement. 

•  It is the responsibility of the Police to enforce speed limits. There is 
technology available to enforce speeds in all limits with the exception 
of 20 mph zones. Therefore, areas without physical engineering 
measures would require Police resources to undertake enforcement of 
drivers exceeding the speed limit. 
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•  It is easier to educate drivers and residents in a 
neighbourhood/community subject to a 20 mph zone through public 
relations and targeted marketing. 

 
(d)  How to approach traffic calming in a climate of reducing budgets:- 

 
•  In the absence of traffic calming, enforcement, education and 

encouragement are the available options to improve safety through 
changing driver attitudes and behaviour.  

•  A solution to achieve safety improvements could be through 
community initiatives aimed at educating members of neighbourhoods 
in safer road user behaviour. 

•  Already a significant amount of road safety education delivered across 
Hartlepool targeted at schools and communities. An option would be to 
engage with neighbourhoods and identify key staff to assist in the 
delivery of schemes aimed at reducing road danger and improving 
safety. 

•  There are a number of driver psychologists who consistently inform 
road safety professionals that if they wish to change driver behaviour 
and attitudes then drivers must be regularly informed of a particular 
message. The message in most cases tends to be adhering to speed 
limits and being aware of road hazards. Therefore, education and 
encouragement may be the best solution to improving safety and 
reducing casualties in the absence of funding to implement traffic 
calming schemes.  

 

Members of the Public 

(a) Speed humps, which are designed to make roads safer, actually do the 
opposite. 

(b)  Many drivers treat them as a challenge to be approached at the fastest 
speed possible. 

(c)   Noise pollution is a consequence of the speed humps.  Many commercial 
vehicles use the road and go over the humps at a high speed resulting in 
the truck’s cargo  crashing onto the vehicles base six consecutive times. 

(d)  Damage is caused to vehicles to the suspension and exhausts. 

(e) On school starting / finishing times the sheer number of cars parked 
roadside actually slows traffic to the required limit (King Oswy Drive). 
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(f) Remove humps and make the whole street a 20mph area with illuminated 
signage and constant road markings.  Drivers could then develop a 
culture of ‘taking it easy’ or even avoid this short cut road (King Oswy 
Drive). 

Neighbourhood Consultative Forums 
 
 
North Neighbourhood Consultative Forum – 20 October 2010 
 
(a) 10 years ago Glasgow implemented 20’s Plenty in residential areas, 

which is adhered to and is very successful.  Would suggest that all 
residential streets be 20mph and outside of schools to improve road 
safety; 

 
(b) Is not about enforcement but more a change of mindset; and 
 
(c)   The most successful traffic calming measures are the ones which have         
        the biggest involvement of the local community in putting it together 
 
Central Neighbourhood Consultative Forum – 21 October 2010 
 
(a) The Council is currently consulting about extending 20mph zones.  Would 

ask that signage is improved to clearly define an area that is 20mph and 
make start and finish clear.  The pilot signage is not right but you make 
mistakes in pilot exercises; 

 
(b) As a resident 20mph limits are a good thing.  Will cause problems 

because might slow traffic down, although don’t think it will slow it down 
that much; 

 
(c)    Always advocate for 20mph around schools, need to look at this as some 

of the previous schemes have been wrong (speed humps etc); 
 
(d) Would urge Forum to look at the implementation of 20mph from a 

geographical perspective, for example, York Road or other major roads 
should not be 20mph.  Geography is a big part of it.  20mph signage 
reduces speed but there will be areas where the only way to do it is with 
physical traffic calming measures.    Need to be brave enough to say that 
to residents.  Have got away from the fact that these are residential 
streets, residents have lost their streets to motorists.  Should come from 
the perspective of what makes this better for residents.  Don’t want to 
remove signs and write on road. 

 
(e) What if you live in a long street and vehicles move up and down.  In the 

past the Council would meet the emergency services who would say that 
there should not be physical traffic calming in a particular area because of 
the amount of traffic. Residents might not want physical traffic calming 
measures; 
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(f) If you put signage up it will make people think and not go over 30mph and 
is the cheapest option to implement.  Ambulances use certain routes all 
the time and they can’t keep going over humps and chicanes; 

 
(g) Each area will have different remedies, can’t put some restrictions on 

some roads; 
 
(h) Really good if the Forum could look at practice around the country to 

physical prevention which doesn’t stop emergency vehicles.  There must 
be a type of speed hump that wouldn’t impact on emergency vehicles; 

 
(i) Will the 20mph signage be LED?  This will have more impact than a sign 

that just says 20mph.  When it is an LED sign everyone breaks.  Is more 
expensive but could be one method.  Physical measures cause damage; 

 
(j) Main problems are plastering area with signs.  Need to alter entrance and 

narrow down so people realise that it is a different scheme; and  
 
(k) Different methods need looking at.  In the USA they put grit or paving on 

the road and it really slows traffic down.  
 
South Neighbourhood Consultative Forum – 22 October 2010 
 
(a) Concerns raised about how you enforce 20mph limits; 
 
(b) Some traffic calming restrictions do not make any difference including 

30mph limits; 
 
(c) Look at how Scotland has introduced 20mph zones / limits.  In some 

places in Scotland 20mph zones / limits have been implemented for at 
least 10 years without physical traffic calming measures being involved; 
and 

 
(d) In some places where traffic calming is proposed, it would result in a loss 

of parking for houses. 
 
 
Questionnaire  
 
A short questionnaire was distributed at each of the meetings and people 
were asked to complete the questionnaire.  14 questionnaires were completed 
and returned.  The graphs below show the responses to each question:- 
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Would you like to see the implementtaion of 20mph as the default 
speed limit for all residential and town centre roads?
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Yes No

Question 1 
 

Do you think physical traffic calming measures are effective?
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(Two people said some physical traffic calming measures are effective.  Out of 
these two people, one said humps are effective but not unenforced 
restrictions) 
 
Question 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(one person who answered yes to the above question said if enforced and 
only on appropriate residential and town centre roads; and 
one person who answered no said only in residential streets not all town 
centre roads) 
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Question 3 
 
How do you think the Council should be approaching traffic calming issues in 
light of the budgetary restrictions:- 
 
(a) 20mph outside schools only; 
 
(b) Priority streets first including high volume usage streets and taxi ‘rat runs’; 
 
(c) Any signage, good value, if enforced – waste of money if not; 
 
(d) 20’s plenty a good idea in certain areas.  Will always need some physical 

calming measures on long, straight roads etc. 
 
(e) As I am part of Scrutiny I would rather comment on this after the 

Newcastle visit to see their traffic calming measures; 
 
(f) More signage rather than physical calming; 
 
(g) As a safety issue this needs to be a priority.  Anything done needs to be 

things that do not require resourcing and a large amount of policing; 
 
(h) Make it priority, life is more important than money; 
 
(i) To install the best they can afford; 
 
(j) As soon a possible before the funds run out (e.g. 20 mph)  (remember 

speed kills); 
 
(k)  Tarnston Road could do with a censor on the passing vehicles.  There are 

school children walking along this road on their way to and back from High 
Tunstall School.  Residents also have difficulty crossing this road.  Also 
getting cars out of their driveways.  The traffic lights at the end of Tarnston 
Road have turned this road into a rat run, cars travel along this road from 
as far as Catcote Road onto A179; and 

 
(l)  With a 20 mph limit if possible.  Remember speed kills.  We would like if 

possible to have a 20 mph in Tarnston Road due to the increase of traffic 
and there is also children walking to and from High Tunstall School and 
residents have a problem coming and going from minor roads into 
Tarnston Road.  20mph signs would be cheapest. 

 
 

9. HOW TRAFFIC CALMING COULD BE UNDERTAKEN IN HARTLEPOOL IN 
THE FUTURE UTILISING INNOVATIVE SOLUTIONS, INCLUDING 20’S 
PLENTY AS A POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE TO PHYSICAL MEASURES 

 
9.1 As part of the evidence gathering process for the undertaking of this 

investigation, Members of the Forum attended a site visit on 28 October 2010 
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to look at and discuss how Newcastle City Council approached traffic calming.  
Members agreed to visit Newcastle because the Council are into their second 
year of delivering 20mph zones as part of a three year rolling city wide 
programme. 

 
Site Visit to Newcastle City Council 

 
9.2 Newcastle started with a pilot of 88 roads, which resulted in a decrease in 

speed and proved popular with residents.  Following on from this pilot, 
Newcastle started to roll out the 20mph scheme to all appropriate 
neighbourhood streets over a three year period.  The scheme is due to be 
completed in November 2011. 

 
9.3  Members were interested to find out about the costs of the scheme and how 

the scheme was funded.  Members were informed that the overall cost of the 
scheme was 1.4 million, which included 3000 streets rolled out over six 
phases.  The funding had been secured from the Corporate Resource Pool. 

 
9.4 In order to keep costs down Newcastle used the minimum amount of signs 

possible, which were smaller in diameter than the standard 600mm.  Existing 
street furniture was used wherever possible and no signs were illuminated. 

 
9.5 Members questioned whether 20mph markings on the road were an option 

that Newcastle Council had considered.  Due to the maintenance costs of 
road markings Newcastle did not use 20pmh markings on roads. 

 
9.6 In order for a 20mph city / town wide limit to be successful, Newcastle was 

strongly of the opinion that it was about changing people’s mindset and the 
culture of driving, using the phrase ‘Education, then engineering, then 
enforcement’. 

 
9.7 Newcastle publicise their 20mph scheme through their Council magazine, in 

local newspapers, through schools, on Television.  Members indicated that 
one of the good ideas they had taken from the Newcastle visit was the 
‘accident map’ that the authority produced.  This was also complimented by 
ward based accident information which the Forum saw as being a potential 
source of information that councillors would welcome.   

  
9.8 In terms of physical traffic calming measures, Newcastle have not introduced 

any further physical measures while rolling out their 20mph scheme.  Speed 
surveys / reviews are to be carried out to assess whether there is an 
additional need for physical measures.  If a serious accident occurs and 
physical measures were required then these would be installed. 

 
9.9 Members were interested to hear that Newcastle are also looking to review 

the speed limits on their rural roads with the aim of reducing the speed to 
50mph. 
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9.10 Newcastle was of the opinion that it would be a good idea for local authorities 
in the region to work together on road safety, for example share ideas and 
promote road safety on a regional as well as local basis. 

 
 Written Evidence from Other Local Authorities 
 
9.11 Members of the Forum thought that it would be really beneficial to their 

investigation if they could gain an idea of how other Local Authorities across 
the country approached the implementation of 20mph on all of their residential 
streets.  Members were particularly interested in the cost of each scheme and 
how the police enforce the 20mph limit. 

 
9.12 The information received from the other Local Authorities is outlined below:-   
 

(a) Warrington Borough Council 
 

ENFORCEMENT: The Police report that the nature and usage of these routes 
does not indicate a logical 20 mph limit to road users, which leads to 
confusion and driver frustration, with associated incidents of aggressive 
overtaking and tailgating. For these reasons the Police have stated that they 
could not justify enforcement of a 20mph limit on these roads. 
 

COSTS: If an Authority wide 20mph blanket were to be introduced on all of 
the current urban 30mph limit roads the total cost for signage provision with 
legal and advertising costs would be approximately £740,000 for 510.7km of 
Warrington’s urban roads, not including advertising and legal costs to make 
associated Traffic Regulation Orders. 

 

(b) Islington Council 

COSTS: 1.6 million, which is higher than intended.  Majority of the cost is 
through illuminating the signs, as is recommended by guidance.  There is also 
the on going cost of maintenance and electricity. 

ENFORCEMENT: Police will enforce 

 

(c) Portsmouth City Council 

 
COSTS: The overall cost of the scheme was £572,988. This was broken 
down into 4 sections: 

 
• Consultation - £20,626 
• Preparation and Supervision - £117,089 
• Traffic Surveys - £14,535 
• Implementation - £420,738 
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The scheme covers over 1,200 roads within Portsmouth which is 94% of the 
total road length. The scheme covers 410km of the 438km road length.  

 
ENFORCEMENT: The Police do not enforce the speed limit on a day to day 
basis although they would stop anyone who is driving in an inconsiderate 
manor. However the Police work alongside ourselves and Hampshire Fire & 
Rescue in Education & Enforcement days where they enforce roads that have 
a speed issue and give the driver the choice of accepting the fixed penalty 
notice and 3 points or attend an education event that shows the motorist the 
potential harm dangerous driving can cause through videos, talks, and 
demonstrations. 

 
(d) Oxford Council 

 
COSTS: Overall around £330,000.  Around £200,000 was for the signing 
works, with the balance being design etc. and consultation costs. 
  
ENFORCEMENT: With limited police resources the speed limit is expected to 
be self enforcing although enforcement will be carried out where there are 
exceptional problems.  Main concern of the police is that without the 
widespread use of physical calming measures, compliance with a 20mph limit 
will be low, which not only will reduce the safety and wider benefits but also 
lead to demands for enforcement which could place a severe strain on police 
resources. 

 

 (e) North Lanarkshire Council 

 Information on cost was not received  

ENFORCEMENT: Predominantly self enforcing but some police activity taking 
place due to Scottish Police forces not being subject to Association of Chief 
Police Officers guidance. 

  

 Evidence from the organisation 20’s Plenty For Us 

9.13 The Forum was very pleased to receive evidence from the organisation 20’s 
Plenty for Us which is a national voluntary organisation supporting 
communities who want to lower speeds for residential streets, which was 
established in 2007. 

9.14 To set the scene, the 20’s Plenty for Us campaign works with many other 
Road Danger Reduction organisations including Roadpeace and Living 
Streets, and is also a member of the Parliamentary Advisory Committee on 
Road Safety and the European Transport Safety Council.  The organisation 
provided evidence to the UK Transport Select Committee, London Assembly, 
National Audit Office, and recently Roads Service on their consultation on 
setting Local Speed Limits for Northern Ireland. 
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9.15 Members of the Forum were informed that the UK has a good overall safety 
record and when the number of road deaths per 100,000 popultaion was 
measured, the UK was the second lowest behind the Netherlands.  However, 
the same statistic for the number of child deaths per 100,000 population in the 
UK was way behind many countries.  The Health Development Agency 
estimated that the reduction in children’s deaths and injuries if 20 mph was 
the speed limit on residential roads could be as high as 67%. 

9.16 Based on the EU CARE database figures from 2005, pedestrian fatalities as a 
percentage of total road fatalities was 20% for the British Isles against an 
average of 11.7% for Northern Europe and 14.2% for southern Europe.  The 
percentage of pedestrian deaths was also increasing in the UK. 

9.17 Members were interested to hear about the Sunflower report which compared 
Road Safety in Sweden, the UK and the Netherlands.  This was done by 
comparing the fatalities per 10 billion kilometres travelled which measured the 
exposure to risk of fatality for various transport modes.  This showed that 
while car fatalities per 10 billion kilometres was lower in the UK (2.9) than 
Sweden (4.27) and the Netherlands (3.35), the figures for cyclist fatalities 
were double in the UK (31.75) when compared to Sweden (15.67) and the 
Netherlands (13.11). 

9.18 In summary, the views of the 20’s Plenty organisation were that:- 

(a) the UK maintains speed limits on residential and urban roads which are 
60% higher than countries in Northern Europe; and 

(b) the UK has failed to engineer roads for cyclists and pedestrians 

9.19 Following the presentation from 20’s Plenty, Members questioned whether 
there were statistics showing the benefits of 20mph zones?  It was reported 
that Portsmouth had implemented 20mph zones over a very large area and 
had recorded a 20% reduction in casualties.  On narrower roads there had 
been little reduction in overall speeds, though average speeds on larger roads 
had shown a 6.5mph reduction. 

9.20 Members were interested to hear that other Local Authorities had met the 
costs of implementation through their existing transport budgets.  Members 
also considered the money that would be saved by the emergency services, 
NHS etc by reducing the number and severity of road accident casualties in 
residential areas. 

9.21 Members expressed concern to the representative from the 20’s Plenty 
organisation about  using 20mph in isolation without physical traffic calming 
measures.  Members were informed that in isolation 20mph limits did 
frequently need accompanying by physical measure but when done over a 
large residential area they did tend to be self enforcing.  Members commented 
that perhaps 20mph speed limits should be applied across the country as the 
smoking ban had worked effectively this way.  
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Evidence from Cleveland Police Force 

9.22  The Forum invited a representative from Cleveland Police Force to share his 
views on the implementation of 20mph limits.  The police representative 
indicated that he had supported the traffic calming initiatives that had been 
implemented in Hartlepool to date in the interests of road safety and speed 
reduction.  On the issue of blanket 20mph speed limits, the representative 
indicated that he probably on balance did not support their implementation 
due to the difficulties in enforcement.  It was acknowledged that the roads in 
Cleveland were now the safest that they had ever been.  The collision and 
casualty data for Hartlepool was shared with the Forum:- 

       Collisions                                       Casualties 
  
                                           Fatal     Serious  Slight              Fatal     Serious       Slight 
  

Whole of 2008             4          20         121                 5            24         209 
Whole of 2009             4          19         127                 5            20         191 
Up to 30/9/2010           0          21         82                   0            22         116 

  
Contributory Factor 306 “Exceeding the speed limit” involved in the above 
collisions: 

  
Whole of 2008               = 6 
Whole of 2009               = 5 
Up to 30/9/2010             = 3 

  
9.23 In terms of the contributory factor 306, Members were informed that when an 

officer submits a collision report (a report is required for every injury collision 
ranging from slight to fatal) the officer is asked to give the main causation 
factor for the collision along with other factors that may be relevant. As you 
can see from the low number above in comparison to the total number of 
collisions it is very difficult for an officer to attribute excess speed as the main 
causation factor.  

  
Speeding offences detected by the Safety Camera Team on Hartlepool only 
sites: 

  
Whole of 2008               = 2020 
Whole of 2009               = 1494 
Up to 30/9/2010             = 1277 

  
9.24 All of the above offences have been detected on 30mph speed restricted 

roads, these figures would be greatly reduced if the 20mph limit was 
introduced across a high percentage of roads, (excluding main arterial and 
distributor routes).   

  
9.25 Cleveland Police also discussed enforcement issues with the following 4 

police forces who have towns/cities within their area where a Local Authority 
has introduced 20mph speed limits. 
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(a) Thames Valley Police/Oxford L.A. 
  

The view from Thames Valley Police is that the 20mph speed limits are self 
enforcing only, this is due to two reasons. Firstly the enforcement of 20mph 
limits is contrary to the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) advice 
and secondly that they seem to have a big problem with the speed restriction 
signs not being installed correctly therefore making them illegal. 

  
(b) Hampshire Police/Portsmouth L.A. 

  
Self enforcing and additional road calming measures put in place in 
problematic areas, i.e. speed humps, chicanes and other physical measures. 

  
(c) Cheshire Police/Warrington L.A. 

 
Self enforcing in the main but see attached report. 

  
(d) Strathclyde Police/North Lanarkshire L.A. 

  
Predominantly self enforcing but some police activity taking place due to 
Scottish Police forces not being subject to ACPO guidance. 

  
  
9.26 In conclusion with the exception of the Scottish Force it would appear that 

police enforcement of the 20mph speed limits does not take place in the other 
Local Authority areas canvassed. The reliance in these areas is that the 
20mph speed limits are self enforcing and are often accompanied by 
additional road calming/physical measures.  The Department of Transport 
guidance is as follows –  

  
“Successful 20mph speed limits should generally be self enforcing. 20mph 
speed limits are unlikely to be complied with on roads where vehicle speeds 
are substantially higher, (than an average of 24mph), and, unless such limits 
are accompanied by the introduction of traffic calming measures, police forces 
may find it difficult to routinely enforce the 20mph limit.”  

9.27 The guidance specifically states that 20mph speed limits should be used for 
individual roads, or for a small number of roads, and that they are only 
suitable where: 

(a)   Vehicle speeds are already low (average 24mph or below); or  
 

(b)   Where additional traffic calming measures are planned as part of a  
       strategy. 

  
9.28 What needs to be considered by the Local Authority is not only the cost of 

signing all of the roads but also the additional cost of traffic calming measures 
that will be needed on some of the more problematic roads.  The police 
representative also felt that full public consultation needed to take place. 
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9.29 Despite the problems around enforcement, (technical and ACPO guidance), 
the police representative is fully supportive of any measures that will reduce 
the number of road casualties. Statistics show that a 1% drop in average 
speed limits will bring about a 6% drop in road casualties which can only be 
positive.   

 

Evidence from Cleveland Fire Authority 

9.30  Cleveland Fire Authority commented that the brigade would welcome any 
future consultation on traffic calming measures in the town, as response times 
were the brigade’s main concern.  Any measures that reduced the number of 
serious accidents would be welcomed. 

10. CURRENT AND FUTURE BUDGET PRESSURES AND HOW TRAFFIC 
CALMING COULD BE PROVIDED IN THE FUTURE 

10.1 The Forum explored the impact of current and future budget pressures on the 
way in which traffic calming is provided in Hartlepool, along with how traffic 
calming could be provided in the future, giving due regard to improving the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the service and how the service could be 
provided at a reduced financial cost (within the resources available in the 
current economic climate). 

 
Evidence from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department 

 
10.2 Members received a presentation outlining the current budget situation from 

the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department.  Accident statistics in 
Hartlepool had shown a significant improvement over the past twelve years.  
The majority of accidents were on main roads with the top three sites being 
A689 (Burn Road to Brenda Road), A179 (A19 to Hart roundabout) and Tees 
Road (Brenda Road to Elizabeth Way).  Only six of the top 20 sites for 
accidents in the borough would be eligible to be in a 20mph zone.  If 20mph 
limits were to be introduced in the town, then it was suggested that these 
should be concentrated on the residential estates, busy pedestrian areas and 
parts of the town centre.  20mph limits would also be used to maintain the 
effectiveness of the current schemes around schools.  A map was circulated 
in the meeting highlighting the current and proposed 20mph zones including 
those routes that should maintain at their current speed limits (attached as 
Appendix A). 

 
10.3 Members questioned how such a scheme would be funded.  Currently the 

Council received around £100,000 a year for Local Transport Plan Safety 
Schemes with an average local contribution from the Neighbourhood 
Consultative Forums and Neighbourhood Action Plans of £60,000 a year, 
dependant on the type of scheme.  However, due to cuts in local government 
funding, it was expected that this funding would be reduced.  This would mean 
that a large number of safety schemes already listed, could not be delivered.  
The Council was  expecting the Local Transport Plan to be significantly cut, so 
unless there was some other funding available, 20mph would have to be 
phased and probably over longer than three years.  The Government has 
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recently announced a Sustainable Transport Fund, which Councils can apply 
to for funding to implement community schemes.    

 
 
10.4 In light of this Members asked for a cost to implement 20mph limits on all the 

residential streets in Hartlepool.  Members were informed that it would cost 
around £150,000.  This would obviously need to be phased over a number of 
years and some areas would be easier to implement than others depending 
on the geographical area and the number of signs needed.  Officers indicated 
that there was a general approach within the authority to ‘de-clutter’ highways 
by reducing the amount of signs used.  20mph zones may only need signage 
at the entrance to areas rather than on every street and at every junction, 
which would bring costs down significantly.  The department would endeavour 
to meet the costs from existing budgets and apply to all appropriate funding 
streams.   

 
10.5 20mph limits had been piloted in certain areas of the town and Members were 

presented with the speed survey results before and after implementation. 
 

  Before After Change 
Newlands Ave 27mph 29.5mph +2.5mph 

Claremont 
Drive 

28.5mph 29.5mph +1mph 

Eamont 
Gardens 

24.5mph 25.5mph +1mph 

Eldon Grove 33mph 27.5mph -5.5mph 

 
10.6 Members noted that all but one pilot area had increased in speed after 

implementation.  Members did feel that some of the issues in the Elwick Road 
20mph zone were to do with it not including the whole of the residential area 
and it was considered that to work, the zones needed to apply to the whole 
community area.   

  
 
11. CONCLUSIONS 
 
11.1 The Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum concluded:- 
 

(a) That implementing 20mph speed limits on all appropriate residential 
streets is the interest of safety for pedestrians and cyclists.  20’s Plenty 
is about the pedestrian / cyclists / residents taking back the ownership of 
their streets; 
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(b) That a 20’s Plenty approach on all appropriate residential streets in 
Hartlepool is the way forward as funding for physical measures is 
reducing meaning less physical measures can be delivered;  

 
(c) That the 20’s Plenty approach is about changing people’s mindset rather 

than implementing physical traffic calming measures; 
 

(d) That there is consistent feedback from the public in support of a 20’s 
Plenty approach in residential areas;  

 
(e) That engaging with the public and educating communities is key to the 

success of a 20’s Plenty approach.  The message to the public has to be 
centred on safety for residents and their families;  

 
(f) That in order for 20mph speed limits to work across all residential areas, 

it needs to be looked at from a geographical perspective, for example, 
major roads and distributor road should not be 20mph;  

 
(g) That the implementation of the 20mph limits on all appropriate residential 

streets in Hartlepool may take several years but would find wide public 
support;  

 
(h) That streets with parked cars tended to act as a natural traffic calming 

measure to slow motorists down.  However, inconsiderate parking 
especially outside of schools is a problem;  

 
(i) That 20mph speed limits in isolated locations do not decrease speed as 

some people do not adhere to the speed as it is only over a small area; 
 

(j) That speeds do reduce if a 20mph speed limit is implemented over a 
large residential area; 

 
(k) That accidents have continued to reduce over recent years and 

Councillors / officers should be congratulated on their approach to 
physical traffic calming measures.  However, funding for physical  traffic 
calming schemes is reducing;  

 
(l) That Cleveland Police and Cleveland Fire Authority are fully supportive 

of any measures that will reduce the number of road casualties and 
would welcome consultation on any new traffic calming proposals; 

 
(m) That 20mph speed limits would not be a priority for the police and are 

unlikely to be enforced.  However, dialogue will continue with the local 
force, which will be determined by future trends and legislation; and 

 
(n) That implementation costs can be kept to a minimum by installing 

smaller signs at the entrance to residential streets which are not 
illuminated.   
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12. RECOMMENDATIONS 
  
12.1 The Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum has taken evidence from a 

wide variety of sources to assist in the formulation of a balanced range of 
recommendations.  The Forum’s key recommendations to the Cabinet are as 
outlined below:- 

 
(a) That the Council implements 20mph speed limits on all appropriate 

residential streets in Hartlepool, and in doing so:- 
 

(i) undertakes a full public consultation (before the scheme is rolled 
out) with Councillors, residents, the emergency services; 
schools; businesses and all other relevant bodies;  

 
(ii) discusses and shares information with regional local authorities 

to develop the best way possible for Hartlepool to roll out 20mph 
speed limits; 

 
(iii) does not install any new physical traffic calming measures in 

residential areas, unless, following speed surveys or accidents it 
is thought necessary in order to slow traffic down further; 

 
(iv) when it becomes necessary to replace speed humps, the most 

appropriate cost effective solution be used;  
 
(v) continues to deliver school safety schemes;  

 
(vi) develops a set of criteria (including accident statistics, schools in 

the area, local street patterns and existing traffic calming 
provision) to assess how the scheme will be rolled out; and    

 
(vii) publicises the roll out of 20mph limits in the Council’s magazine, 

Hartbeat; through the local press, radio and schools; and on the 
Council’s website to encourage a change in driver behaviour and 
attitude. 

 
(b) That the costs for the 20mph scheme be funded through the Local 

Transport Plan and appropriate funding streams and be phased over a 
number of years with the aim of full implementation by March 2014; 

 
(c) That the Council explore all possible options to try and secure further 

funding for the delivery of the 20mph scheme, such as the Sustainable 
Transport Fund; the Neighbourhood Consultative Forums; the 
Neighbourhood Action Plans and partnership working with other 
organisations; 

 
(d) That the Council work with local schools to stop inconsiderate parking 

and raise awareness of road safety in conjunction with the Council’s 
Parking Strategy, given the strength of public opinion in this area; and 
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(e) That the Council circulate an accident map and ward based accident 
information to all Councillors as a means of communicating this 
information to residents. 
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Holy Trinity Church of England Primary School 
 
Kingsley Primary School 

 
Local residents 
 

     
  

COUNCILLOR STEPHEN THOMAS 
CHAIR OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM 

 
 

Contact Officer:- Laura Stones – Scrutiny Support Officer 
 Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy 

 Hartlepool Borough Council 
 Tel: 01429 523 087 
  Email: laura.stones@hartlepool.gov.uk  
 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
  
The following background papers were used in preparation of this report:- 
 
 

(i) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘Scrutiny Investigation into 
20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming Measures – Scoping Report’ presented to the 
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 4 August 2010.  

 
(ii)  Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures – Setting The Scene Presentation: Covering Report’ presented 
to the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 15 September 2010. 

 
(iii) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures - Evidence from the Member of Parliament for Hartlepool and the 
Authority’s Portfolio Holder for Transport and Neighbourhoods - Covering 
Report’ presented to the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 15 
September 2010.  

 
(iv)    Presentation from Officers from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 

Department entitled ‘Traffic Calming Policies and Procedures’ presented to 
the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum Services Scrutiny Forum of 15 
September 2010. 

 
(v) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures – Types and Effectiveness of Traffic Calming Measures used 
Locally: Covering Report’ presented to the Neighbourhood Services 
Scrutiny Forum of 27 October 2010. 
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(vi) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘Traffic Calming Measures –
Types and Effectiveness of Traffic Calming Measures used Nationally and 
how Traffic Calming could be undertaken in the Future Utilising Innovative 
Solutions, such as 20’s plenty: Covering Report’ presented to the 
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum Services Scrutiny Forum of 27 
October 2010. 

 
(vii) Presentation from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department 

entitled ‘20mph… and other Traffic Calming Measures’ presented to the 
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum Services Scrutiny Forum of 27 
October 2010. 

 
(viii) Presentation from Rod King, 20’s Plenty entitled ‘20’s Plenty – How 

Everyone Wins’ presented to the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum 
Services Scrutiny Forum of 27 October 2010. 

 
(ix) Feedback from the site visit around Hartlepool presented to the 

Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum Services Scrutiny Forum of 27 
October 2010. 

 
(x) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures – Feedback from the Neighbourhood Consultative Forums and 
Site Visit to Newcastle City Council: Covering Report’ presented to the 
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 10 November 2010. 

 
(xi) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘20’s Plenty – Traffic Calming 

Measures – Current and Future Budgetary Restrictions: Covering Report’ 
presented to the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 10 November 
2010. 

 
(xii) Presentation from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department 

entitled ‘20mph…The Way Forward’ presented to the Neighbourhood 
Services Scrutiny Forum Services Scrutiny Forum of 10 November 2010. 

 
(xiii) Feedback from the site visit to Newcastle City Council presented to the 

Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 10 November 2010. 
 

(xiv) Minutes of the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum held on 4 August 
2010, 15 September 2010, 27 October 2010 and 10 November 2010.  

 
(xv) Written evidence from schools, other local authorities and partner 

organisations presented to the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum of 
11 November 2010. 

 
(xvi) Department for Transport – A Safer Way – Consultation on Making Britain’s 

Roads the Safest in the World. 
 

(xvii) Department for Transport - Government Circular 01/06 - Setting Local 
Speed Limits. 
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(xviii) 20’s Plenty for Us – The case for 20 mph as the default speed limit for 
residential roads – March 2009. 

 
(xix) 20’s Plenty for Us – Information for Local Authorities regarding the 

Implications of 20 mph speed limits / zones – June 2010. 
 
 

 
 
 

 





Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum– 19 January 2011 7.2 

11.01.19 - 7.2 - NSSF Scopi ng Report F oreshore Management 
 1 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer 
 
 
Subject: SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION INTO ‘FORESHORE 

MANAGEMENT’ – SCOPING REPORT 
 
 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To make proposals to Members of the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny 

 Forum for their forthcoming investigation into ‘Foreshore Management’. 
 
 
2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
2.1 The Local Authority maintains the beach and foreshore through Foreshore 

Management services.  The Coast Protection Act 1949, established the 
regulatory framework for England’s coastline and the Coast Protection 
Authorities all around the coast.  The Council is the designated Coast 
Protection Authority which “shall have such powers and perform such duties in 
connection with the protection of land” to ensure the adequate ‘coast 
protection’ of the Borough.   

 
2.2 Hartlepool has 12 miles of coast which includes award-winning beaches, 

internationally protected wildlife sites, extensive sand dunes and coastal 
walks, and a port.  This means that a variety of economic, recreational and 
environmental interests and activities are located along the narrow coastal 
strip, often competing for space and resources. For example, Seaton beach 
attracts swimmers, dog walkers, jet skiers and off road vehicles.  If these 
activities take place without any management, conflicts can result, which may 
not only make the shoreline a less pleasant place to be, but also a more 
dangerous place.  Some of these users will be deterred from coming again.   

 
2.3 It is in the town’s interests to manage the different activities and interests that 

take place at the water’s edge.  Effective management can create a coastline 
which is good for the town’s residents, good for tourism, good for the 
environment and good for the local economy. 

  

NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM  
 

19 January 2011 
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3. OVERALL AIM OF THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION/ENQUIRY 
 
3.1 To evaluate the provision of Foreshore Management services in Hartlepool. 
 
 
4. PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE SCRUTINY 
 INVESTIGATION/ENQUIRY 
  
4.1   The following Terms of Reference for the investigation are proposed:- 
 
 

(a) To gain an understanding of the agreed overall ‘aim’ for the provision of 
Foreshore Management services along with the legislative and policy 
requirements; 

 
(b) To evaluate how foreshore management services are provided / co-

ordinated in Hartlepool including partnership arrangements with other 
agencies / organisations;  

 
(c) To explore the balance between conservation and tourism in relation to  

how the foreshore is managed while continuing to stimulate economic 
growth; 

 
(d) To gain an understanding of the impact of current and future budget 

pressures on the way in which foreshore management is provided in 
Hartlepool; 

 
(e)   To explore how foreshore management could be provided in the future, 

giving due regard to:- 
 

(i) Improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the way in 
which the services are currently provided by the Council / 
partner organisations; and 

 
(ii) If / how the service could be provided at a reduced financial 

cost (within the resources available in the current economic 
climate). 

 
 

5. POTENTIAL AREAS OF ENQUIRY / SOURCES OF EVIDENCE 
 
5.1 Members of the Forum can request a range of evidential and comparative 

information throughout the Scrutiny review. 
 
5.2 The Forum can invite a variety of people to attend to assist in the forming of a 

balanced and focused range of recommendations as follows:- 
 

(a) Member of Parliament for Hartlepool; 
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(b) Elected Mayor; 
 

(c) Portfolio Holder for Culture, Leisure and Tourism; 
 

(d) Director / officers of the Council’s Regeneration and Neighbourhoods 
Department; 

 
(e) Northumbria Water; 

 
(f) Environment Agency; 

 
(g) Ward Councillors; 

 
(h) Resident Representatives; 

 
(i) Other Local Authorities as examples of good / alternative practice; 

 
(j) Local residents; and 

 
(k) Representatives of minority communities of interest or heritage; and 

 
 
5.3  The Forum may also wish to refer to a variety of documentary / internet 
 sources, key suggestions are as highlighted below:- 
 

(a)   DEFRA (2004) Managing Coastal Activities: A Guide for Local Authorities 
-http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/documents/countryside/coastal-
guidance.pdf 

 
 
6. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT / DIVERSITY AND EQUALITY 
 
6.1 Community engagement plays a crucial role in the Scrutiny process and 

diversity issues have been considered in the background research for this 
enquiry under the Equality Standards for Local Government.  Based upon the 
research undertaken, paragraph 5.2 includes suggestions as to potential 
groups which the Forum may wish involve throughout the inquiry (where it is 
felt appropriate and time allows).   

  
 
7. REQUEST FOR FUNDING FROM THE DEDICATED OVERVIEW AND 

SCRUTINY BUDGET 
 
 Option 1 
 
7.1 Consideration has been given, through the background research for this 

scoping report, to the need to request funding from the dedicated Overview 
and Scrutiny budget to aid Members in their enquiry.  At this stage no 
additional funding has been identified as being necessary to support Members 
in their investigation.  Members, however, may wish to seek additional funding 
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over the course of the investigation and the (blank) pro forma attached at 
Appendix A outlines the criteria on which a request to Scrutiny Co-ordinating 
Committee will be judged.  

 
 
8. PROPOSED TIMETABLE OF THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION 
 
8.1   Detailed below is the proposed timetable for the review to be undertaken, 
 which may be changed at any stage:- 
 

19 January 2011   
 
(a)    To consider scoping report  
 
(b)   ‘Setting the Scene’ - Report / presentation from the Regeneration and    

 Neighbourhoods Department (to cover Terms of Reference (a), (b), (d) 
and (e)) to include:-   
 

(i)  the overall aim of foreshore management services and how they 
are currently provided in Hartlepool;  
 

  (ii)  the legislative and policy requirements for foreshore 
management services; and 

 
 (iii) The current and future budget pressures including if / how 

foreshore management services could be provided at a reduced 
financial cost (within the resources available in the current 
economic climate). 

 
(c)   Evidence from the Portfolio Holder*; 

 
(d)   Evidence from the Member of Parliament for Hartlepool, Iain Wright* 
 
*Subject to availability  
 
SITE VISIT - TBC  

 23 February 2011  
 

Evidence from:- 
 
(a) Northumbria Water (to cover Terms of Reference (b) and (e)) to 

include:- 
 

(i) the roles and responsibilities of Northumbria Water in relation to 
foreshore management; and 

 
(ii) how Northumbria Water works in partnership with the Council in 

relation to foreshore management 
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(b) Environment Agency (to cover Terms of Reference (b) and (e)) to 
include:- 

 
(i) the roles and responsibilities of the Environment Agency in 

relation to foreshore management; and  
 
(ii) how the Environment Agency works in partnership with the 

Council in relation to foreshore management 
 

(c) Officers from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department (to 
cover Terms of Reference (c) and (e)) to include:-  

 
(i) the balance between conservation and tourism in relation to  

how the foreshore is managed while continuing to stimulate 
economic growth; 

 
(ii) how the foreshore can be used to benefit the economy; and 

 
(iii) how foreshore management services could be provided in the 

future giving due regard to improving the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the way in which the services are currently 
provided.  

 
 

23 March 2011 – Final Report 
 
15 April 2011 – Consideration of Final Report by the Scrutiny Co-ordinating 
Committee 

 
TBC  – Consideration of Final Report by the Cabinet  

 
 
9. RECOMMENDATION 

9.1 Members are recommended to agree the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny 
 Forum’s remit of the Scrutiny investigation as outlined in paragraph 4.1. 
 
 
Contact Officer: - Laura Stones – Scrutiny Support Officer 
 Chief Executives Department – Corporate Strategy 
 Hartlepool Borough Council 
 Tel: - 01429 523087 
 Email:- laura.stones@hartlepool.gov.uk 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 

The following background papers were used in the preparation of this report:- 
 

(a) DEFRA (2004) Managing Coastal Activities: A Guide for Local Authorities  
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APPENDIX A 

PRO-FORMA TO REQUEST FUNDING TO SUPPORT 
CURRENT SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION 

 
 
 
Title of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee: 
 
 
 
 
Title of the current scrutiny investigation for which funding is requested: 
 
 
 
 
To clearly identify the purpose for which additional support is required: 
 
 
 
 
 
To outline indicative costs to be incurred as a result of the additional support: 
 
 
 
 
To outline any associated timescale implications: 
 
 
 
 
To outline the ‘added value’ that may be achieved by utilising the additional 
support as part of the undertaking of the Scrutiny Investigation: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To outline any requirements / processes to be adhered to in accordance with 
the Council’s Financial Procedure Rules / Standing Orders: 
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To outline the possible disadvantages of not utilising the additional support 
during the undertaking of the Scrutiny Investigation: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To outline any possible alternative means of additional support outside of this 
proposal: 
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Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer 
 
 
Subject: FORESHORE MANAGEMENT – SETTING THE 

SCENE PRESENTATION: COVERING REPORT 
 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 
 
1.1 To provide Members with an introduction to the ‘Setting the Scene’ 

Presentation, which will be delivered at today’s meeting by Officers from the 
Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department as part of this Forum’s 
investigation into Foreshore Management. 

 
 
2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
2.1 Officers from the Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Department, will be in 

attendance at today’s meeting to deliver a presentation, as part of this 
Forum’s investigation into Foreshore Management in relation to the following 
issues:- 

 
(i)  the overall aim of foreshore management services and how they are 

currently provided in Hartlepool;  
 

 (ii)  the legislative and policy requirements for foreshore management 
services; and 

 
 (iii) The current and future budget pressures including if / how foreshore 

management services could be provided at a reduced financial cost 
(within the resources available in the current economic climate). 

 
 

 
3. RECOMMENDATION 
 
3.1 That Members note the content of the presentation, seeking clarification on 

any relevant issues where felt appropriate. 
 
 

 
NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES  

SCRUTINY FORUM 

19 January 2011 
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Contact Officer:-  Laura Stones – Scrutiny Support Officer 
 Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy 
 Hartlepool Borough Council 
 Tel: 01429 523 647 
 Email: laura.stones@hartlepool.gov.uk 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 

The following background paper was used in preparation of this report:- 
 

(a) Scrutiny Investigation into ‘Foreshore Management’- Scoping Report 
(Scrutiny Support Officer) – 19.01.11 

 
 


	19.01.11 - Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum Agenda
	3.1 - 10.11.10 - Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum Minutes
	6.1 - Proposals for Inclusion in Regeneration and Neighbourhoods Departmental Plan 2011/12
	7.1 - Draft Final Report into 20's Plenty - Traffic Calming Measures
	7.2 - Scrutiny Investigation into 'Foreshore Management' - Scoping Report
	7.3 (a) - Foreshore Management - Setting the Scene Presentation: Covering Report


