PLEASE NOTE VENUE

NE IGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
SCRUTINY FORUM AGENDA b
~

HARTLEPOOL

BOROUGH COUNCIL
Wednesday 10" January 2007
at 2.00pm
in the Main Hall, Owton Manor Comm unity Centre,
Wynyard Road, Hartlepool
MEMBERS: NEIGHB OURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM:

Councillors SAlison, Brash, Clouth, R W Cook, Granney, Gibbon, Hall, Henery,
Lilley, Rayner and D Waller.

Resident Representatives: Ann Butterfield, lan Campbell and Linda Shields

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
2. TO RECEIVE ANY DECLARATIONS OFINTEREST BY MEM BERS

3.  MINUTES
31 Minutes of the meeting held on 15" November 2006 (attached)

3.2 Minutes of the meeting held on 29™ November 2006 (attached)
3.3 Minutes of the Focus Group held on 13" December 2006 (attached)

4. RESPONSES FROM THE COUNCIL, THE EXECUTIVE OR COMMITTEES OF THE
COUNCIL TO HNAL REPORTS OF THIS FORUM

No Items.
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5.  CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FOR SCRUTINY REVIEWS REFERRED VIA
SCRUTINY CO-ORDINATING COMMITTEE

No items.
6. CONSIDERATION OF PROGRESS REPORTS/BUDGET AND POLICY
FRAMEWORK DOCUMENTS
6.1 Budget and Policy Famework — Consultation Proposals 2007/08 — Scrutiny
Support Officer
7. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION

Scrutiny Inv estigation into ‘ The Performance and Operation of Private Sector Rented
Accommodationand Landlords’:-

7.1 Focus Group Session with residents landlords and tenants held on 13
December2006: -

a) Covering Report-Scrutiny Support Officer; and
b) Verbal feedback/findings from Membersin attendance at the Focus Group
session.
7.2 Evidence from Housing Hartlepool :-
(@) Covering Report (Scrutiny Support Officer); and

(b) Presentation by Cath Purdy, Chief Exe cutive, Housng Hartlepool.

7.3 Evidence from New De al for Comm unities:-
(@) Covering Report (Scrutiny Support Officer); and
(b) Presentation by Malcolm Walker, Programme Manager, New Deal for
Communities
7.4 Evidence from Com munity Safety and Prevention Unit:-
(@) Covering Report (Scutiny Support Officer); and

(b) Presentation by Alison Mawson, Head of Com munity Safety and
Prevention Unit
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8. ANY OTHERITEMS WHICH THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS ARE URGENT

FORINFORM ATION
i) Date of Next Meeting Wednesday 14" February 2007, commencing at

2.00pm inthe Main Hall, Owton Manor Community Centre, Wynyard
Road, Hartlepool
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NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES

SCRUTINY FORUM

MINUTES
15" November 2006

Present:
Councillor:  Gerard Hall (In the Chair)

Councillors: Jonathan Brash, Kevin Cranney, Steve Gibbon, Gordon Henery
and Pat Rayner

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 4.2(ii) Councillor Sheila Griffin
was in attendance as substitute for Councillor Rob Cook.

Also Present Councillor Ray Waller, Portfolio Holder for Adult and Public
Health and Councillor Victor Tumilty, Portfolio Holder for Culkure,
Leisure and Transportation

Resident Representatives:
Ann Butterfield and lan Campbell

Officers: Dave Stubbs, Director of Neighbourhood Services

Joan Wilkins, Scrutiny Support Officer
Angel Hunter, Principal Democratic Services Officer

55. Apologiesfor Absence

Apologies were received from Councillors Stephen Allison, Rob Cook and
residentrepresentative Linda Shields.

56. DeclarationsofinterestbyMembers

Councillors Ray Waller and Gerard Hall declared a non-prejudicial interest in
minute 59.

57. Responsesfrom the Council, the Executive or
Committees of the Council to Final Reports of this
Forum

No items.
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58.

59.

Consideration of request for scrutinyreviews referred
viaScrutiny Co-ordinating Committee

No items.

Consideration of progress reports/budget and policy
framework documents — Neighbourhood Services
Department: Budget and Policy Framework Initial
Consultation Proposals 2007/08.

At Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee on 27" October 2006, it was agreed that
the Executive’s Intial Budget and Policy Framew orkconsulkation proposals for
2007/08 be considered on a departmental basis by the appropriate Scrutiny
Forum. The Director of Neighbourhood Services was in attendance and
presented the departmental pressures and priorities, grant terminations and
proposed savings w hich were atached by w ay of appendix.

Termination of Grant Regimes

In relation to the ERDF Community Environmental Action Initiative grant
termination of £59,000, w hilst the Forum supported the mainstreaming of this
grant for this year, it was felt that sponsorshipshould be examine as an option
for futureyears funding.

Budget Pressures

The Director of Neighbourhood Services infformed Members that the
pressures identified within Appendix A were unavoidable pressures for the
next financial year. Members w ere informed that fines w ere in place for
authorities that go over the landfill targets set. Therewas a Landfill Allow ance
Trading Scheme operating w hereby authorities can sell any spare capacity to
authorities struggling to meet the targets.

Budget Priorities

The Director of Neighbourhood Services informed Members that top level
priorities w ere identified as services that should be carried out, although not at
the same level as a pressure. Under second level priorities, considerable
concernw as expressed by Members regarding increasing pest numbers and
in particular pigeons and sea gulls. Me mbers suggested that Cabinet explore
further strategies for the reduction of pigeon and sea gull numbers in
Har tlepool.
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Proposed Savings
3%

Members were particularly concerned about the proposed saving for car
parking and the impact it w ould have on residents. The Forumsuggested that
an alternative option be explored to avoid the need for the increase by either
moving savings with a greenrisk, as identified in the 4% or 5% savings, to be
included as part of the proposed 3% savings or exploring other w ays of
identifying res ources from motorists.

4% and 5%

With regard to the proposed closure of all public conveniences, Me mbers
referred to the recent inquiry undertaken by this Forum in relation to the
provision of public conveniences across the Town, but mainly linked to the
tourist areas. Members were unanimous in their strong opposition to this
proposal and asked that Cabinet examine the propaosals put forw ard within the
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum's report on Publc Cornvenience
Provision in Hartlepool, with emphasis on improving provision in tourist areas.

Decision

The Budget and Policy Framew ork initial consultation proposalk for 2007/08
were considered and the follow ing proposals would be presented to Scrutiny
Co-ordinating Co mmittee on 17" November 2006.

a) Termination of Grant Regimes
Itw as proposed to accept the budget pressures as idertified within
Appendix A w ith the suggestion that s ponsorship be examinedfor
future years.

b) Budget Pressures
Itw as proposed to accept the budget pressures as idertified within
Appendix B

C) Budget Priorities
Itw as proposed to accept the budget priorities as identified w ithin
Appendix Cw ith the suggestion that Cabinet explore further strategies
for the reduction of pigeon and sea gul numbers in Hartlepool.

d) Savings — 3%
Me mbers supported the majority of savings as identified w thin
Appendix D upto the level of 3%. How ever, they opposed the
proposed saving for car parking and the impact itw ould have on
residents. Alternative options w ere proposed by the Forum as detailed
above.
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e) Savings — 4% and 5%
Me mbers felt that the savings identified at 4% and 5% w ould have a
detrimental effect on the services provided by the Neighbourhood
Services Department. Members w ere unanimous in their strong
oppaosition to the proposal to close public conveniences across the
Tow n and asked that Cabinet examinethe proposals put fow ard within
the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum’s report on Public
Convenience Provision in Hartlepod, withemphasis on improving
provision intourist areas.

GERARD HALL

CHAIRMAN

06.11.15N eighbourhoad Services Scrutiny Forum - Minutes
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NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES

SCRUTINY FORUM

MINUTES
29" November 2006

Present:
Councillor:  Gerard Hall (In the Chair)

Councillors: Jonathan Brash, Gordon Henery, Geoff Lilley, Pat Rayner and
Dennis Waller

Resident Representatives:
Ann Butterfield, lan Campbell and Linda Shields

Also Present
Malc olm Walker, Programme Director, New Deal for the
Communities
Brian Dixon, Programme Manager, New Deal for the
Communities

Officers: Penny Garner- Carpenter, Housing Strategy Manager
Alastair Simpson, Tenancy Relations Officer
Mike Blar, Transportation and Traffic Manager
John Lew er, Public Transport Co-ordinator
Ken Natt, Landlord Registration Officer
Christopher Akers-Belcher, Benefits Manager
Joanne Burnley, Senior Environmental Health Officer
Charlotte Burnham, Scrutiny Manager
Joan Wilkins, Scrutiny Support Officer
Angel Hunter, Principal Democratic Services Officer

60. Apologiesfor Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Harry Clouth, Rob
Cookand Steve Gibbon.

61. DeclarationsofinterestbyMembers

None.

06.11.29N eighbourhood Services Scruiny Forum - Minute
1 Hartlepo ol Bor ough Council



Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum- Minutes — 29" Noverrber 2006 3.2

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

Minutes of the meeting held on 25™M October 2006

Confirmed.

Responses from the Council, the Executive or
Committees of the Council to Final Reports of this
Forum

No items.

Consideration of request for scrutiny reviews referred
viaScrutiny Co-ordinating Committee

No items.

Consideration of progress reports/budget and policy
framework documents

No items.

Six Monthly Progress Report— Scrutiny Investigation

into Hartlepool Local Bus Services Provision (Head of
Technical Services)

The Transportation and Traffic Manager presented a report w hich provided
Me mbers with an update on the progress made in relation to the investigation
into Hartlepool's Loca Bus Service Provision six months after the Scrutiny Co-
odinating Committee made its recommendations. Following Cabinet's
decision inrelation to the Scrutiny Investigation an Action Plan and progress
report from the Culture, Leisure and Transportation Portfolio Holder was
considered by this Forum on 12" July 2006. An updated Action Plan was
attached by w ay of appendix with the progress made to date outlined in bald.
An example of the new bus registration circular, outlined in section (g) of the
progress reportw as also attached by way of appendix.

A discussion fdlowedw herethefolowing issues w ere raised:

i) It was nated that the bus sheker outside the Central Library did not have
any seats and that thisw as a particularly busy stop. The Transportation
and Traffic Manager indicated that although previous seating had been
subject to vandalism, an approach had been made to Adshel to provide
some fixed seating.

i) Werethe bus timetables available inlarger print for the partially sighted?
The Transportation and Traffic Manager responded that there was no

06.11.29N eighbourhood Services Scruiny Forum - Minute
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)

Vi)

Vi)

viii)

specific facilty to produce the timetables in large print, mainly due to the
amount of information included within the document. However, he

added that he would look into this and if any requests for easier to read
versions w ere recelv ed, they woud be dealt with.

During the inquiry, disability access to buses w as raised, how w as this
progressing? The Transportation and Traffic Manager indicated that it
was proposed that by 2012, the full bus fleet would be low floor buses.

The Building Schods for the Future programme could lead to particular
schools being more popular resulting in across town travel for school
children. The Transportation and Traffic Manager indicated that the
provision of transport within school hours would need to be looked at in
more detail.

if the accessibility of new developments was to be an integral part of
planning consents w hy had this not been considered in relation to the
new ly developed Headland Doctors’ Surgery? The Transportation and
Traffic Manager reported it was not built into the planning consent for
this development, but that the No.5 bus service had been reinstated to
serve this area in June 2006. He added that on-board surveys w ould be
carried out within the first year to ascertain if this service could be
improved.

What w as the definition of major changes to bus services in relaton to
proposed consultation w ith Hected Members? The Trans portation and
Traffic Manager reported that all alterations to bus services will be

reported, but due to the fact that the bus operator was a commercial
enterprise, Bected Members can only express their concerns.

What formwould the consultation take? The Transportation and Traffic
Manager indicated that on bus surveys and on-line surveys would be

undertaken and to ensure every aspect was covered, the consultation
wil be made as broad as possible.

Did the viable services provided not subsidise the less viable services?
The Transportation and Traffic Manager responded that if abus service
was not making a prdfit it would be termnated However, on-board
surveys were undertaken and if a route was proving to be commercial,
there would be no need to a subsidy to be provided by the local
authority.

Members discussedthe deregulation of bus services and the changesto
the provision across the tow ninstigated by this.

Members were pleased to note that the current funding for the Dial-a-
Ride service had been maintained alongwith the proposed expansion of
the service.
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67.

Decision

The report was noted.

Scrutiny Investig ation into the Performance and
Operation of Private Sector Rented Acco mmodation —
Further Information (Head of Public Protection and Housing

As part of the ongoing investigation into the Performance and Operation of
Private Sector Rented Accommodation, the Housing Strategy Manager
presented a reportw hich provided further details and information as requested
a the last meeting of this Forum on 25" October 2006. The areas covered

included:

i) Housing benefit issues

if) Vountary accreditation scheme for private landlords
i)  Selective licensing

iv)  Housing marketrenew al

V) Shared ow nership

A discussion fdlowed in which Members raised the follow ing issues:

)

)

Rent assessments w ere based on the size of the property, but if the
property was below standard how was this affected? The Housing
Strategy Manager ndicated that if a property was in poor condition, this
may be reflected in the amount of Housing Bengefit allocated w hich
would impact onthetenants.

Would housing benefit be applicablew here there w as shared ow nership
of a property? The Housing Strategy Manager reported that housing
benefit would be applicable for the rented part. Help towards the
interest payments on the mortgage could be provided through income
support.

Members supported the third of the proposed options outlined in the
report for the lobbying of Rent Officers for ‘more realistic’ rent
assessments,how ever, concern was expressed regarding w hat
pow ers/resources the local authority had to do this. The Housing
Strategy Manager indicated that the local authority had no power in
relation to what assessments rent officers make, but a push to get a
reassessment for Hartlepool as a whole should be considered. A
representative fromthe Citizen’s Advice Bureau added that from 2008,
the local housing allowance w ould be based on a tenant’s needs not
accommodation. If the assessment of rent benefit was higher than the
cost of their chosen accommodation, the tenant keeps the dfference.

It was nated that there would be a rent convergence in 2012 w hereby
there would be no difference between private and registered social
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Vi)

Vi)

viii)

landlords. Members questionedw hether therewas any beneft in lobby
for changes to the system w hen this would occur in 2012 anyway. The
Housing Strategy Manager indicated that there had already been
numerous delays with this system as a result of which there was no
definite date for implementation.

Further attentionwas draw n to the possibility that the review of the way
in w hich the housing allow ance is set, as detailed in paragraph (iii)
above could result in a duplication of the problems experiencedwith the
system currently in place for under 25’s. In view of this, and the issues
rased around the feasibilty of lobbying for more realstic rent
assessments in light of the rent convergence proposals in 2012 it was
requested that Rent Officers be invited to a further meeting of the Forum
to discuss the matter further.

The Senior Environmental Health Officer indicated that consultation had
been undertaken with residents and that the preliminary findings had
given a good indication. The Scrutiny Support Officer informed
Members that a further report would be submitted to this Forum once a
ful evaluation of theresults had been undertaken.

In relation to the Voluntary Accreditation Scheme Members queried if
there was any quartifiable evidence to show the effect of the
accreditation scheme introduced? The Landlord Liaison Officer reported
that:-

()t was difficult to prove although from the inspections recently
undertaken standards w ere improving, in particular with regard to
smoke alarms being fited and working and security of the property.
The scheme w as aimed at encouraging good practice; and

(b)Figures were not to hand in terms of the effect of the scheme in
particular in relation to the creation of larger numbers of stable
tenancies. These figures would, however, be compiled for
consideration by the Forum at a later meeting.

How many landlords had opted out of the scheme? The Landlord
Liaison Officer informed Members that one landlord had opted out of the
scheme after being challenged akhough new landlords were being
recruted all the time. A number of landlords w ere increasing their
portfolios of properties which were resulting in an increase in rented
properties but not landlords. There were currently 1500 properties
covered by approximately 380 landlords.

The Programme Manager from New Dea for Communities indicated
that the voluntary scheme of selective licensing had proved positive but
that practice elsew here to deal with anti-social behaviour needed to be
examined. It was felt that anti-social behaviour was a maor barrier to
theregeneration of particular areas of the tow n.
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X)

Xi)

xii)

xiii)

Xiv)

The proposed shared ownership schemes were dscussed and that
options were currently being examined w here empty homes were being

offered through shared aw nership arrangements, although it was felt
that this would be more attractive if it w as offered on new build.

It was suggested that should the introduction of a Selective Licensing
Scheme go ahead them the most appropriate course of actionw ould be
to continue to run the Voluntary Registration Scheme alongside it for
landlords in those areas outside the area chosen for selective licensing.

Members felt that the implications of the introduction of a Tenant
Referencing Scheme needed to be looked into further as part of the
investigation and requested that a further report be provided. Me mbers
also highlighted the importance of landlord licensing, tenant referencing
and enforcement as key elements in dealing with antisocial behaviour.

Members commented on the need for a package to be in place to help
landlords w th ‘tricky’ tenants and for good tenants to ensure that they
w here, and w hat type, of helpthey can get.

It was suggested that the introduction of a scheme should be looked into
w hereby single tenants in three or four bedroom houses w ould be given

the option of dow nsizing. This w ould assist in releasing the types of
properties that are in shortsupply inthetown.

The Chair thanked everyone for their contribution to a very interesting and
informative discussion. The Scrutiny Support Officer informed Members that a
Focus Group had been arranged for 13" December to discuss these issues in
more detail. A press release had beenissued and all Residents’ Associations
would be invited to participate at ths meeting.

Decision

That the report and discussions w hich folow ed be used to inform the
on-going investigation.

That rent officers be invited to a further meeting of the Forum to discuss
theway in w hich the housing allow ancew as set.

Figures be provided inrelation tothe effectthat the Voluntary
Accreditation Scheme had, in particular in relation to the creation of
larger numbers of stable tenancies.

That afurther report be provided in relation to the implications of the
inroduction of a Tenant Referencing Scheme.

GERARD HALL

CHAIRMAN
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NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY
COMMITTEE FOCUS GROUP

MINUTES

13 December 2006

Present:

Councillors: Gerard Hall, Steve Gibbon, Gordon Henery and Geoff Liley

Resident Representative
Linda Shields

Also present
Residents/Tenants/Landlords
Terry Barnes, Muriel Boreland, Beryl Clark, Marilyn Kelsey, Mr
Lightman, Alison Lilley, Margaret Mansfield, Brian McBean, Irene
Nelson, Julie Richardson, Jule Rudge, Bill Sutherland, Phil
Thompson and Sue Thompson

Officers: Penny Garner- Carpenter, Housing Strategy Manager
Alson Maw son, Head of Community Safety and Prevention
Sally Forth, AntiSocial Behaviour Unit
Charlotte Burnham, Scrutiny Manager
Joan Wilkins, Scrutiny Support Officer
Denise Wimpenny, Principal De mocratic Services Officer

Apologies for absence

Apologies for absence were submitted on behal of resident representative Ann
Butterfield.

Investigation into the Performance and Operation of
Private Sector Rented Accommodation and Landlords

The Scrutiny Support Officer gave a presentation w hich outlined how the
Scrutiny function linked in with the Democratic process together with clarification
on the aims and objectives of the investigation.

This w as the first of a series of sessions and would provide residents, tenants
and landlords with an opportunity to express their views on the

performance/operation of private sector rented accommodation and landlords in
Hartle pool.

Discussion ensued inw hich the follow ing ssues w ere raised:-
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. Landlords in the Raby Road/Perth Street and Stephen Street areas w ere
renting properties to unacceptable tenants ie drug dealers resulting in anti-

social behaviour problems

. Appearance of some rented properties w hich w ere not maintained/looked
after created an adverse impression of the area and caused inconvenience

toresidents

. A landlord advised that it was difficult to evict anti-social tenants due to

pressurefromsocial services etc
. Govemment quangos living off anti-social behaviour

. Landlords should carry out more checks on suitahility of tenants

. Some privately rented properties were unsafe and not adequately

maintained

. Tenants had reported problems to landlords/collection agents and no
action w as taken. It was suggested that it should be easier for tenants to
contact landlords and more assistance/information should be available

. Residents unhappy w ith current process of boarding up properties
. Unable to contact socia services after 4.00 pm
. Bond Scheme was suggested

. Response from Neighbourhood Police is patchy and difficulty addressing

noise/nuisance problems

. Why does the Council pay rent without ins pecting the properties

. Council should publicise emergency contact number

. Poor police response to be addressed
. Enforcement pow ers should be usedto address problems
. Speed of enforcementshould be addressed

The Chair and the Scrutiny Support Officer provided a summary of the main
issues raised. The Scrutiny Manager added that the content of this Focus
Group sessionw ould be considered at the next meeting of the Neighbourhood
Services Scrutiny Forum scheduled for Wednesday 10 January 2007
commencing at 2.00 pm at Owton Manor Community Centre to w hich residents
werew elcome to attend. A brief summary of the information collated would be
distributed to all attendees together with a copy of the Scrutiny investigation's
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fnalreport.

The Chair thanked everyone for atending and stated that their attendance and
contribution had highlighted the strength of feeling in relation to their
neighbourhoods. The comments of the Focus Group would be included in a
fnal report with a series of recommendations for consideration by Cabinet on
how to improve the stuaton. This type of public participation was w elcomed and
attendees wereencouragedto attend future meetings of the Scrutiny Forums.

Decision

That the comments of the Group, be noted and discussions be used to assist the
Forum in completing the scrutiny investigation.

GERARD HALL

CHAIR
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NEIGHB OURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY
FORUM

10 January 2007

HARTLEPCHL

T R LRI

Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer

Subject: NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES DEPARTMENT:
BUDGET AND POLICY FRAMEWORK
CONSULTATION PROPOSALS 2007/08

1 PURP OSE OF REPORT

1.1 To providethe opportunity for the Neighbourhood Services Scrutny Forum
to consider the Neighbourhood Services departmenta pressures and
priorities, grant terminations and proposed savings as part of the Budget and
Policy Framew ork cons utation proposals for 2007 /08.

2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 At a meeting of the Scrutiny Co-ordinating Co mmittee held on 27 October
2006, consideration was given to the Exectutive’s Initial Budget and Policy
Famework Consultation Proposals for 2007/08. At this meeting it was
agreed that the initial consultation proposas w ould be considered on a
departmental basis by the appropriate Scrutiny Forum. This occurred during
November 2006.

2.2 The comments/observations of each Forum w ere fed back to the additional
meeting of the Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee held on 17 November 2006
and were used to formulate the formal Scrutny response to Cabinet on
4 December 2006. Details of the comments/observations made by the
Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum are outined in Appendix A.

2.3 The comments/observations made by the Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee
were taken into consideration by Cabinet during the finalisation of its
finalised Budget and Policy Framework Proposals for 2007/08 on 18
December 2006. The Executve’s finalised proposals were considered by
the Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee on the 19 December 2006 and
repeating the process previously implemented have again been referred to
the appropriate scrutiny Forum for consideration on a departmental basis.

NSSF - 07.01.10-6.1- SSO- Neighbaurhood Services Departmental Budget Cons utation Pragposals 0708
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2.4

2.5

2.6

As such attached as Appendices B to E are the Neighbourhood Services
grant terminations, departmental pressures and priorities, and proposed
savings as part of the Budget and Policy Framew ork consultation proposals
for 2007/08. Cabinet has not proposed any changes to the departmenta
grant terminations, pressures or priorities referred for Scrutiny in October. In
terms of the initial savings Cabinet is now proposing to only implement the 3%
items previously identified, but not the £90,000 saving from increasing
Resident Only car parking charges, w hich this Forum asked Cabinet
reconsider. Cabinet is proposing an aternative strategy for achieving this
savings w hich consists of the follow ng package:

(a) anincrease in resident parking charge to £5;

(b) introduce Monday to Friday contract charging and pay and display car
parking charge at Maritime Experience Car Park with exemptions for
visitors to Maritime Ex perience;

(c) increase staff car parkcharges;

(d) introduce car parking charges to Church Street;

(e) inroduce pay and display/permit parkng on Whiby/Tow er/Surtees
Streets; and

(f) introduce permit parking in Scarborough Street.

For Me mbers information the full list of potential savings identified by Cabinet

are detaied at Appendix E and the items this Forum previously requested
Cabinet to reconsider are identified by shading.

Cabinet has also dentified one-off proposals to be funded from the LPSA
Rew ard Grant and available capital resources and the issues affecting your
Committee are summarised below. For a number of potertial capital
proposals work is still ongoing to quantify the costs of these works and these
details will be included in the final budget proposals w hich w ill be referred to
Council in February.

Proposals to be funded from LPSA Rew ard Grant

(a) Tree works after tree survey £40,000
(b) Verge maintenance tree w orks £60,000
(c) Repar costs of Incinerator £50,000

Propaosals to be funded from Capital Resources

(a) Highw ays issues -cost not yet known

(b) Drainage works to Cemetery £171,000. Costs to be funded from
Prudential Borrow ing w hich will be funded from an increase in cemetery
and crematoria fees. Details Appendix F.

To assist Members of this Scrutiny Forum in the consideration of the
Neighbourhood Services departmental proposals, arrangements have been
made for the Director of Neighbourhood Services to be in attendance and an
invitation to this meeting has also been extended to the relevant Portfolio
Holder (attendance subject to availability).

NSSF - 07.01.10-6.1- SSO- Neighbaurhood Services Departmental Budget Cons utation Pragposals 0708
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3. RECOMM ENDATIONS

3.1 It is recommended that the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum:-

(@) considers the Neighbourhood Services departmental pressures and

priorities, grant terminations and proposed savings as part of the Budget
and Policy Framew ork consultation proposals for 2007/08; and

(b) formulates any comments and observations to be presented by the Chair
of this Scrutiny Forum to the additional meeting of the Scrutiny Co-
ordinating Committee to be held on 19 January 2007 to enable a formal
response to be presented to the Cabinet on 5 February 2007.

Contact Officer:-  Joan Wilkins — Scrutiny Support Officer
Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council
Tel: 01429 523 087
Email: joanw ilkns@ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

No background papers w ere used inthe preparation of this report.

NSSF - 07.01.10-6.1- SSO- Neighbaurhood Services Departmental Budget Cons utation Pragposals 0708
3 HARTLEPOO L BOROUGH COUNCIL



Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum— 10 January 2007 6.1

Appendix A

Neighbourhood Services Department — Comments/Obs ervations

(a) Car Parking (£90,000 saving) — Concern was expressed regarding this proposed
saving and the impact it would have on residents. The Forum suggested that an
alternative option be explored to avoid the need for the increase by either
moving savings with a green risk, as identified in the 4% or 5% savings, to be
included as part of the proposed 3% savings or exploring other ways of
identifying resourc es from motorists;

(b) Concern was expressed that the Residents and Business Panel, w hich w as
established as a result of the Parking Permits Scrutiny Enquiry undertaken by
the former Resources Scrutiny Enquiry, appeared to have not participated in the
recommendations presented to Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum. Itw as
alko been noted that the requested review of the Panel’s findings had not been
reportedto the Scrutiny Co-ordinating Co mmitee as agreed.

(c) Closure of all public conveniences (£110,000 saving) — Members w ere strongly
opposed to this proposal and asked that Cabinet examine the proposals put
forw ard w ithin the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Forum’s report on Public
Convenience Provision in Hartlepool, with emphasis on improving provision in
tourist areas;

(d) Grant Regimes Terminating during 2006/07 (ERDF Community Environmental
Action Initiative - £59,000) — Whilst the Forum supported the mainstreaming of
this grant for this year it was feltthat sponsorship should be looked into for future
years;

In addition itw as notedthat this service could also be delivered under contract with
the CVS.

(e) Second Level Budget Priorities 2007/08 (Environmental Protection -—
Development of Pest Control Service - £20,000) — Considerable concern w as
expressed regarding increasing pest numbers and in particular pigeons and sea
gulls. Members suggested that Cabinet explore further strategies for the
reduction of pigeon and sea gull numbers in Hartlepool.
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SCHEDULE OF GRANT REGIMES TERMINATING DURING 2006/2007

6.1

APPENDIX B

Grant Title

Does Council
need to
consider
mainstreaming
the grant?
Please state
Yes/No and
provide brief
justification.

Value of
Grant in
2006/2007

£°000

Value of
2006/2007
Grant spent
of staff costs
(include NI
and Pension)

£'000

Number of
staff funded
from Grant

FTE’s

Number of
staff on
fixed term
contract

FTE’s

Estimated
cost of
makin g staff
redundant

£7000

Funding
available to
fund
redundancy
costs

£7000

Regional Transport travel
advisor

Y —risk of loss
of LPT monies

15

15

Travel Planning assistant

Y —risk of loss
of LPT monies

15

15

ERDF Community
Environmental action initiative

Y — project
unlikely to go
ahead without
mainstreaming
of salaries and
additional
support for
community
projects — Pride
in Hartlepool

59

59

Total Grant Regimes Terminating

89
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SCHEDULE OF BUDGET PRESSURES 2007/2008

6.1
APPENDIXC

Budget Heading

Description of Budget Pressure

Risk Impact of Not
Funding Pressure

Value Budget Pressure

Value of additional Budget
Pressure in
2008/2009

(only complete this column if

value shown in 2007/2008

2007/2008 column is part year pressure)
£7000 £7000

Environment The roll out of recycling Red 53

kerbside collection/alternative | Redundancy of two operatives @

weekly collections, was partly | £25k each per annum, however

funded from temporary grant this is not the full saving as the

funding which has now ceased, | central overhead will continue to

without this money the new require funding

increased recycling project will

fail and the authority will not

achieve the government targets

set.

Total Budget Pressures 53
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6.1

APPENDIX D
SCHEDULE OF RED BUDGET PRIORITIES 2007/2008
TOP LEVEL PRIORITIES
Budget Heading Description of Budget Priorities Risk Impact of Not Priorities Value Value of
Funding Priorities Budget Priorities additional
Budget Priorities
in
2008/2009
2007/2008
£°000 £°000
Environment The loss of this budget will have a | Red 53
LPSA negative impact on street Failure to maintain cleansing
cleansing. The LP SA fund has standards.
bolstered the council’s revenue
budget and been used to fund two
operatives per year as the existing
budget is insufficient. (E53Kk).
School Catering Implement nutritional standards. | Red 35 3year

Restrictions in types of foods
being served to children will
impact greatly on the cost of
ingredients, i.e. all children to be
given bread with a meal if they
choose to take it, will increase
cost and the rep lacement of
squash with milk or fruit juice as a
drink with the meal will further
increase the food cost.

Failure to follow Government
guidelines and legislation.

Ofsted inspector would adversely
report.

programme of
imp lementation
of new standards
will have knock-
on effect.
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6.1

Budget Heading Description of Budget Priorities Risk Impact of Not Priorities Value Value of
Funding Priorities Budget Priorities additional
Budget Priorities
in
2008/2009
2007/2008
£°000 £°000
Environment The council is in the process of Red 30
M arina — Navigation adopting Navigation Point/the High profile asset in light of Tall
Point Cleaning M arina because of its high profile | ships 2010 and strategic link to
to thetown, especially in light of | Victoria Harbour. Fundingwill
the Tall Ships event in 2010 and enable the area to receive a
its strategic link to Victoria cleansing service seven days a
Harbour. Income has been week whereas at the moment it
generated from stakeholders operates Monday to Friday.
however this will cease once
adopted. The Maintenance of this
asset has had a detrimental
financial effect on the Cleansing
service and other parts of the town
have received a reduced service as
a consequence.
Total of Top Priorities 118
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SCHEDULE OF RED BUDGET PRIORITIES 2007/2008

SECOND LEVEL PRIORITIES

6.1

Budget Heading Description of Budget Priorities Risk Impact of Not Priorities Value Value of
Funding Priorities Budget Priorities additional
Budget Priorities
in
2008/2009
2007/2008
£°000 £°000
Unscheduled Highway The UHM budget is currently Red 150
M aintenance inappropriate for need. Ayear on | Town’s infrastructure
year reduction has seen this deteriorating. Failure to meet
budget diminish to a point where | BVPI
the provision of Highways
Maintenance and Gulley cleansing
is below acceptable standards. The
increased requirement for winter
maintenance is also placing a
severe strain on this budget.
Environment The demand for additional litter Red 40

Dog Foul/Litter Bins —
Emptying

bins and dog foul bins has
increased substantially over the
last two years. Whilst we are
enforcing littering and dog foul
incidents resident feedback is the
bins are not being emptied
enough. Originally there were 47
dog foul bins, it is now
approaching 200, we have around
850 litter bins, all of which need
emptying a minimum of twice per
week.

Impact on BVPI1199, cleanliness
of the highway indicator,
customer satisfaction with the
frequency of dog foul bin
emptying is low
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6.1

Budget Heading Description of Budget Priorities Risk Impact of Not Priorities Value Value of
Funding Priorities Budget Priorities additional
Budget Priorities
in
2008/2009
2007/2008
£000 £°000
Environmental Funding is required to develop the | Red 20

Protection
Development of Pest
Control Service

service (due to increase in number
of complaints and increasing
inability to reach targets and
provide an effective service) and
potentially to include control of
feral birds.

If the service were to be extended
this would include offering
contracts to businesses in the town
which would offset some of the
additional costs. Approx 5k
income is expected in the first
year.

Responsive times will increase
beyond current two days, which
will be unacceptable to the
public.

Unable to action increasing
demand for seagull/pigeon
control measures

No development of private
contract work (fee earning)
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6.1

Budget Heading Description of Budget Priorities Risk Impact of Not Priorities Value Value of
Funding Priorities Budget Priorities | additional Budget
Priorities in
2008/2009
2007/2008 £°000
£°000
Dial-a-Ride — Transport | The Dial-a-Ride service will be Red 25

controller

brought in-house during the
summer of 2006 and will be
operated alongside the Local
Authority’s Community Transport
Service. This will assist in
enhancing the Dial-a-Ride service
at specific times of the day. The
Community Lynxbus will be
funded through the Rural Bus
Challenge scheme until April
2007.

The service will be operated
alongside the Dial-a-Ride service
after that date and offer support to
the Dial-a-Ride service in its quiet
periods. Thepost of Transport
Controller is funded through the
Rural Bus Challenge Scheme until
April 2007. Thepost is integral to
the provision of the in-house Dial-
a-Ride service.

Dial-a-Ride service may not be
able to be enhanced. The
Community Lynx bus will have
to cease. The Transport
Controller post would be lost —
this would have a major impact
on the in-house provision of the
Dial-a-Ride service.
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6.1

Budget Heading

Description of Budget Priorities

Risk Impact of Not
Funding Priorities

Priorities Value
Budget Priorities

2007/2008
£°000

Value of
additional Budget
Priorities in
2008/2009

£°000

Supported Bus Service

The reintroduction of the Number
5 supported bus service was
recently approved by the Mayor
and subsequently tendered. The
service is required to allow
patients from the new doctors
surgery on the Headland who live
in the West View part of thetown
to gain access to this health
facility. The Mayor had allocated
an additional £75,000 to this
budget for the service but the
lowest tender was £87,000 leaving
a shortfall of £12,000. As the
service was restarted part way
through the year the £75,000 will
be sufficient this financial year but
there will be a shortfall next year.
The number 5 supported bus, or
one or more of the other supported
services, may have to be
withdrawn next year if the budget
shortfall is not met.

Red

12

Total of Second Priorities

247
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PROPOSED SAVING AT 3%, 4% AND 5%

NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES

APPENDIX E

Budget Heading Description of Efficiency/Saving Risk Assessment of implementing Impact of efficiency/saving on staffing levels Value of Description of One off cost of achieving One off cost of
efficiency/saving efficiency/ efficiency/saving achieving
saving efficiency/saving
£'000 £'000
E - Increase resident only parking charge from Increased enforcement
£1 to £20 per annum Amber Risk: Political and public dissatisfaction
Car Parking with some residents leaving the scheme. 90
E - Introduce Monday-Friday contract parking |Green Risk: Some public and political Increased enforcement
at the Maritime Experience (100 bays), togetherresistance.
with the introduction of charging for staff in
Car Parking Church Street. 100
Trading Account Administration E - Reduce by two posts Amber Risk: Potential impact on services 2 redundancies 40 redundancy payment ??
delivery. Efficiencies expected to come from
introduction of new costing system. Unable to
identify which two posts will be redundant until
costing system fully installed and operating.
Financial Support S - Reduce by half post Green Risk: Low impact on services delivery. |.5 redeployment 22 Redeployment ??
New system should enable remaining team to
pick up this element of financial control.
Consumer Services Contractor S - Non renewal of existing contract with the Green Risk: Government have recently Some increase in number of enquiries to the 14 Nil
Payments Citizens Advice Bureau to provide consumer  [introduced a regional ‘Consumer Direct' Trading Standards section may result, but not
advice service telephone service to advise public on consumer|expected to be significant
matters. This overlaps significantly with the
service provided by CAB. Non renewal of
existing contract may result in reduction of
service provided by CAB. Government may
impose charge for the ‘Consumer Direct'
service at some future date
Buildings Management and E - Cut one post from a group of 6 posts Amber Risk: Potential impact on Service 1 redundancy 35 Redundancy payment
Maintenance involved to differing degrees in this service to  [delivery to occupiers/building managers.
the Civic Centre, in particular, but also other Impact on remainder of team to provide
Council Buildings and Schools services.
Emergency Call Out S - Revision of call-out arrangement Amber Risk: Potential impact on delivery of 10
service and reduction in employees willing to
undertake call-out.
Section 38 Income - developers S - A one-off payment of £100,000 can be Amber Risk: The current budget for Section Staffing levels will be dependent upon income 100 N/A N/A
contribute to the inspection regime  |justified on the basis that the annual 38s has increased over the past few years due,|generated by new developments in future
necessary requirement for TOS and material testing is in  [in the main, to the development at Middle years. If the income is not sufficient it is
the order of £90,000. The current balance is |Warren. This has generated a disproportionate|possible that one or two members of staff
£256,572, which will leave approximately one |surplus which may not be sustained in future  [cannot be sustained by existing staffing
and a half years funding for Technical Officer |years, particularly when Middle Warren is budgets.
salaries and testing complete. TOS for two members of the Asset
Management Team is paid for from this budget,
supporting the overall Transportation and
Traffic Management account. The future ability
to cover this TOS will be dependant upon new
developments which cannot be guaranteed with|
the possibility of budget pressures in
subsequent years.
TOTAL 3% 411
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Budget Heading

Description of Efficiency/Saving

Risk Assessment of implementing
efficiency/saving

Impact of efficiency/saving on staffing levels

Value of
efficiency/
saving
£'000

Description of One off cost of achieving
efficiency/saving

One off cost of
achieving
efficiency/saving
£'000

Cemeteries & Crematorium

S - Raise charges for burials and cremations byj
10% above existing levels, and that required forj
inflation, drainage improvements, etc.

Amber Risk: Liable to create public criticism.
Hartlepool fees would probably become highest|
in the region. May result in need to abandon
further drainage improvements to both Stranton
and West View Cemeteries (otherwise yet
further increases would be required). May
impact on our future ability to repay loan
charges for new cremator needed in 2011
(capital cost approx £750k).

49

Nil - see risk assessment

Nil - see risk
assessment

Asset Team Leader Post

S - Vacant Post in Transportation and Traffic
Section, Asset Management Team

Green Risk: The Council have a requirement to
prepare an Asset Management Plan to direct
future spending on all highway assets. This
plan is currently under development in
conjunction with the other Tees Valley Highway
Authorities. An Asset Team Leader would be
required to co-ordinate the development of this
plan and its evolution into a Hartlepool
document rather than a generic Tees Valley
document. At present the Asset Management
Team do not have a senior officer and report
directly to the Transportation and Traffic
Manager. Failure to complete and implement
the Asset Management Plan could have a
detrimental effect on future LTP allocations.

Asset Management Team would not have a
direct line of management putting more
pressure on the Transportation and Traffic
Manager.

40

N/A

N/A

Waste Management

E - Household Waste Recycling Centre and
Waste Transfer Station - servicing of both sites
using two vehicles and two staff

Amber: outsourcing of this provision may result
in two redundancies, but can probably
redeploy.

Redeployment of two staff/redundancies

35

Service Development

E - Reduce by two posts

Green risk on service impact, however highly
likely to lead to IT claim. Low impact on service|
delivery. Post currently being utilised in support
of fleet function. History of problems in
previous posts and now undertaking ad-hoc
work where and when required.

1 redundancy

26

Redundancy payment - potential IT claim

??

TOTAL 4%

561

Service Development

S - Reduce by half post

Green Risk: Potential impact on service
delivery/workforce development. Postholder
currently on long-term sick. Reduced service
being provided to managers.

Postholder may be leaving on early retirement
due to ill health

15

Early retirement settlement - will be paid in
any event

Service Development

S - Reduce by half post

Green Risk: Minor impact on service -
postholder currently acting up in role mentioned
above.

Postholder may be leaving on early retirement
due to ill health

10

Grounds Maintenance

S - Increase in Income from Unscheduled
Works

Red Risk: At present approximately £300Kk is
realised form works carried out for one-off
landscape and other unscheduled works to
clients. This subsidises the core funding for
maintenance to areas in the borough. An
increase of 10% in this unscheduled income
would allow a £30k reduction in the
maintenance budgets received.

Only achievable using existing staffing and
resources so therefore a drop ion the
maintenance standards would inevitably occur.
Also assumes that extra work can be identified
and won in an even more competitive
environment.

30

Waste Management

S - Closure of all public conveniences

Red Risk: The Cabinet and Scrutiny Forum are
currently considering a report recommending
some closures but also investment.
Considerable public concern at total closure.

Redundancy of two staff

110

TOTAL 5%

726
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APPENDIXF

DRAINAGE AT STRANTON GRANGE AND WEST
VIEW CEMETERIES

1.1

1.2

BACKGROUND

Stranton Grange Cemetery

On 11™ July 2003, the Environmenta Stew ardship and Regeneration Scrutiny

Forum intiated a series of meetings to consider the issue of flooding in
Hartlepool w hich included Stranton Grange Cemetery.

A drainage survey w hich identified the necessary works to the existing site
and the Western extension of Stranton Cemetery w as undertaken followv ing
approval by the Town Management Portfolio Holder on 1% August 2003.

The Environmental Stew ardship and Regeneration Scrutiny Forumfocused
on the issue of Stranton Cemetery at their meeting of 30" March 2004
folowingw hich, a report was submittedto Cabinet on 4" May 2004 and the
necessity for thew orks identified w as agreed.

Funding for the first phase of works w as secured through prudential borrowing
and the works are now completed.

The numbers of complaints w hich are recewved concerning the drainage at the
cemetery hasreducedconsiderably. How ever, there are still problems at the

site w hichwill only be remedied by instigating the second phase of w orks.

A substantial amount of the funding secured previously was to prepare the
Western Extensionfor burials. This work was a priority to enable the drainage
to be in place prior to intemments being undertaken.

The majority of complaints now beingreceived are concerning the existing
burial sites w here the bereaved are visiting graves of loved ones.

A report has been prepared by the Engineering Consultancy and identifies
the needto undertake works to provide land drains to the existing burial sie,
drainageto existing access ways and necessary gully w orks.

West View Cemetery

Following reports of flooding at the South Eastern corner of the cemetery,
initial investigations were undertaken and proved the existing system to be
substantially blocked and manholes surcharging following periods of heavy
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rainfall. Extensive ponding (200mm deep) was also observed both on the
roadw ay and adjacent burial plots.

Somew orks have been undertaken to alleviate the stuation but it is estimated
that a further £12,500 is required to complete remedial w orks w hich include
cleaning blocked gullies and installing a new manhole.

Over the lastfew years, 180 internments have been undertaken on the
cemetery extension, an area w hich has not been provided with access or

drainage. In order for future burials to take place furtherw orks are needed to
provide a Topographical Survey, drainage system and access roadwv ays.

2. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The estimated totalcost for asecond phase of w arks at Stranton Grange
Cemetery is £71,000 (including prelims, contingencies and fees).

The estimated totalcost for the works atWest View Gemetery is £100,000
(including prelims, contingencies andfees).

It s therefore propaosed that the works tothe cemetery befunded from

"prudential borrow ing" andtheresulting annual loan repay ments funded from
increased cemetery and crematoria fee income.
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e
NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM " .I.
——
10 January 2007 Ry e
Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer
Subject: SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION INTO THE

PERFORMANCE AND OPERATION OF PRIVATE
SECTOR RENTED ACCOMMODATION AND
LANDLORDS IN HARTLEPOOL - FOCUS GROUP
FEEDBACK

1. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

1.1 To facilitate a discussion amongst Members of the Forum in relation to the
focus group session held on 13 December 2006 with residents, tenants,
landlords and letting agents in connection with their ongoing investigation into
the ‘Performance and Operation of Private Sector Rented Accommodation,
and Landlords, in Hartlepool'.

2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Membersw il recall that at the meeting of this Forum on 25 October 2006, the

Terms of Reference and Potential Areas of Inquiry/Sources of Evidence were
approved by the Forumfor this scrutiny investigation.

2.2 Consequently in order to seek the views of a sample of residents, tenants,
landlords and letting agents on the operation and performance of private
sector rented accommodation, and landlords, in Hartlepool a focus group
session was arranged. The event was publcised in local new spapers, on
local radio and on the Councils w ebsite and natice board.

2.3 The Focus Group meeting was w el attended by a mix of residents, tenants,
landlords and letting agents w ho, following a presentation from the Scrutiny
Teamon therade of scrutiny and the aim of this investigation, were given the
opportunity to submit evidence on:

i) Problems experienced as aresult of problem landlords or tenants ?

ii) Help receivedw ith your problem and how effectivew as it?

i) What more t was felt could be done by the Local Authority to address
individual problems and the greater overall issue of problem landlords and
tenants in Hartlepool?
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2.4  Members of the Forum noted the comments made and concerns raised by

those who attended the focus group session. A summary of the issues
discussed are outlined below :-

(a) Problems experienced as aresultof problem landlords or tenants?
Problems experienced by tenants and residents.

() Anti-social behaviour of all types, from loud noise to threatening
behaviour, over a sustained period,

(i) Landords n the Raby Road/Perth Street and Stephen Street areas
are renting properties to unacceptable tenants i.e. drug dealers
resuking in anti-social behaviour problems;

(i) Some privately rented properties are unsafe, and not adequately
maintained, and their appearance creates an adverse impression of
the area;

(v) Tenants have reported problems to landlords/collection agents
regarding the condition of properties and no action is taken.
Alternatively some tenants are afraid to make complaints;

(v) Residents find it difficult to contact landlords to pass on information
drectly to them regarding problems with vacant properties and
problem tenants. In most instances residents have to go through the
Local Authority to pass on this information and in some instances this
has resulted in the boarding up of property when it is not realy
needed;

(vi) Responses from Neighbouwrhood Police is patchy and slow with
difficulty addressing noise/nuisance problems;

(vii) The phrase 'anti social behaviour landlords' w as used frequenty in
that it was felt that some landlords felt it was acceptable to rent
properties to individuals with an ASB background;

(vili) That there was clearly sub-standard properties placed on the renta
market by landords whofelt it was acceptableto doso;

(ix) That the majority of landlords lived out of the area or in fact the
country, w hich resulted n rented properties becoming neglected/in a
state of repair, although it was felt that the agents were nat
managing/dealng w ith the condition of such properties w ith a degree
of urgency. In fact itw as actually questioned w hether some agents
were actually fulfilling their role in an honest w ay;

(x) That poor repairs w ere undertaken on rental properties although it
was acknow ledged that this was improving;
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(xi)

The rental of properties to indviduals with ASB quickly effects the
owner occupier market within the area, resuting in properties being
left empty w hich are then subject to acts of vandalism etc; and

(xi)) Void properties encourage ASB resulting in the neighbourhood

deteriorating.

Problems experienced by landlords.

(xii) From a landlords perspective references and the requirement of

guarantors is not aw ays effective in w eeding out problem tenants.
Prablems have been experiencedw ith:

- Parents acting as guarantors for their chidren who then go on to
create problems; and

- Poorfinaccurate references from the Bond Scheme and Smart
Move Scheme.

(xiv) In instances w here responsible private landlords serve eviction

notices they can feel pressured by organisations such as the Council
and Social Services not to do so.

(b) Helpreceivedwith your problem and how effective was it?

(i

(i

(i)

(iv)

Whilst residents with problems go through various routes to seek
solutions it is often felt that nothing really happens to deal with the
problem. Also, that the needs of the tenant are seen as more
important thanrights of neighbours to Iive w ithout disturbance;

Where problems are experienced with vacant private rented
properties often action taken is too much too soon, n terms of the
installation of shutters. This can be detrimental to the image of even

the best area and promote its degeneration;
Police response times tocomplaints;

- Neighbourhood Policing has made a real difference; although there
was also mixed feelings in relation to the response time from the
police. Some felt that there was no urgency from the police in fact
on occasions responses received were 'it was not a police matter
its a council matter — sorry’ with no further assistance being
provided;

Contact w ith Hartlepool BC and Housing Hartlepool was satsfactory

athough any action undertaken in terms of enforcement was felt to be

extremely slow;
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(v) The formaton of Resident Associations was proving to be very
effective and should be encouraged across the tow n;

(vi) On occasions it was felt that the letting agents choose to ignore
tenants concems, w ithnofeedback or action being undertaken; and

(vii) In general it was felt that the pow ers available to the Council w eren't
enough to dealw ith ASB issues associated with rented properties.

(c) What more it was feel could be done by the Local Authority to
address individua problems and the greater overall issue of problem
landlords and tenants in Hartlepool?

Suggested actions for landlords:-
() Landords should carry out more checks on the suitability of tenants;
Suggested actions for the Local Authority -

(i) Itshould be easierfor tenants to contact landords directly should they
wish. This would reduce the need for the Local Authority intervention;

(i) Interms of thetransmission of information on tenants:

- The concept of a tenant referencing scheme was supported,
how ever, it was fek that the bestw ay to do this would be through a
‘Tenant Passport’. Landords would be required to complete this
document and tenants required to produce it w hen applying for a
new tenancy;

- Itwas suggested that a tenant referencing, or ‘Passport’, scheme
needs to be operated on a regional basis if it is to work effectively;,
and

- Itw as suggested that existing channels of communication betw een
Residents Associations and some landlords (i.e. almost aninformal
referencing service) need to be formalised and made available to
all landlords.

(iv) Increased enforcement action should be undertaken and the length of
time it takes addressed;

(v) The Council should publicise an emergency contact number for
residents and tenants w ith problems;

(vi) Increased information needs to be made available to residents,
tenants and responsible landlords to ensure that they know the most
appropriate course of actionto dealw ith problems;
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(vii) A way of dealing w th iresponsible landlords and in particular those
w ho live out of the tow n needs to be found;

(viii) In respect of tenant complaints to landlords/collection agents
regarding the condtion of properties it was suggested that a
process/service should be provided:

- To assist tenants in making complaints to their landlords. This could
addw eight to complaints and assist in getting something done;

- Whereby the Council could make complants for tenants who are
perhaps unable to do sofor themselves, for w hatever reason; and

-To enable tenants to make anonymous complaints to the Council
without fear of retribution. The Council should then pursue the
landlord throughthe avenues open torectify the problems.

(iX) Arrangements need to be put in place to provide a system that
provides akernatives to the boarding up of vacant private rented
properties by both the Council and landlords. Boarding up should be
the last alternative;

(x) Co-ordination between Council departments and other organisations
needs to be improved and the implementation of enforcement action
speeded up;

(x)) Residents, agents, tenants and landlords in attendancew eren't aw are
of the Council's emergency out of hours number and it was felt that
this would be widely publcised;

(xi) The Polce's response to ASB issues in rental neighbourhood needs
to be addressed and w here the police say its a council matter, further
signposting of key services/contacts should be provided;

(xii) The Counrcil should both exercise and publicise its enforcement
pow ers more widely; and

Suggested actions for other agencies:-

(xiv) Therate at which pdicerespond to complaints needs to be improved
and the gravity of the impact of anti-social behaviour on neighbours
acknow ledged.

(d) General comments.
() The primary problem with the private rented sector is that good

tenants tend go to registered social landlords leaving the less w ell
behaved tenants to move into private rented accommodation;
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(i

(i)

(iv)

(v)

(Vi)

(vii)

Enforcement action by registered social landlords results in the
displacement of problemtenants into the private rented sector;

Many problem tenants are ‘serial movers’. This makes them difficult
to deal with and even less inclined to behave in a responsible
manner tow ards the property they occupy and the community around
them;

Concern was expressed that Government quangos are living off ant-
social behaviour w ith litle incentive toreally solve the problem;

That not all problem tenants are on housing benefit. Those n
employment can aso create problems so in this sense the
withhoding of housing benefit payments to landlords would not
completely address the problem;

There w as a clear difference of opinion betw een those landlords and
residents present in terms of whether a landlord should be held
responsible for the actions of their tenant, and

Concern was expressed that the operation of a selective licensing

scheme could create a negative image for the areas selected (a
ghetto).

3. RECOM M ENDATIONS

3.1 That Members of the Forum consider the issues raised at the focus group
meeting outlined in section 2.4.

Contact Officers: - Joan Wilkins — Scrutiny Support Officer

Chief Executive’'s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council
Tel: 01429 523339

Email: joanw ilkins@ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

The follow ing background paper w as used in the preparation of this report-

(i) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘The Performance and Operation of
Private Sector Rented Accommodation — Scoping Report’ presented tothe

Children’s Services Scrutiny Forum on 25 October 2006.
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NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
SCRUTINY FORUM

10 January 2007

Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer

Subject: SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION INTO THE

PERFORMANCE AND OPERATION OF PRIVATE
SECTOR RENTED ACCOMMODATION AND
LANDLORDS - EVIDENCE FROM HOUSING
HARTLEPOOL

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

NSSF - 07.01.10 - 7.2a- SSO- Eviderce from Housing Hartlep ool
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PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform Members of the Forum that the Chief Executive of Housing
Hartlepool has been invited to attend this meeting to provide evidence n
relation to the ongoing investigation into the performance and operation of
private sector rented accommodation and landords.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Members w il recall that at the meeting of this Forum on 25 October 2006 the
Terms of Reference and Potential Areas of Inquiry/Sources of Evidence were
approved by the Forumfor this scrutiny investigation.

Consequently, the Chief Executive of Housing Hartlepool has been invited to
attend this meeting to provide the Forumw ith additional information on:-

a) What Housing Hartlepool does and how it manages its tenancies;
b) How Housing Hartiepool interfaces with the private sector, the Local
Authority and other agencies, i.e. the poice; and

c) Best practice and if any exhbited by Housing Hartlepool could be
implemented as part of a landlord licensing scheme.

During this evidence gathering session it is suggested that questions asked
should include clarification as to:-

a) What are your views on the performance and operation of private sector
rented accommodation in Hartlepool?

b) Do you feel that the action available to Hartlepool Borough Council to
protect tenants and surrounding residents is being undertaken effectively?
if not how doyou feel things can be improved?
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3.1

c)

d)

f)

9)

h)

)

Do you have any examples of best practice in the way you deal w ith
problem tenantsw hich can be implemented as part of alandlord licensing
scheme (Mandatory and Discretionary)?

What do you feel are the main issues/problems being experienced by local
residents, tenants and landlords?

What do you feel woud be the benefits and/or disadvantages of
compulsory Landlord Regsstration and Tenant Referencing schemes?

How do you feel that the use of shared ownership schemes (i.e. part
rent/part buy) can assist inimproving the availability of good quality private
rented accommodation?

Taking into consideration the current and possible future options for the
regulation of the private rented sector, how do you feel the ‘knock on’
effects of enforcement action against landlords and tenants and the
subsequent displacement of problems can be dealt with?

What are your views on working relationships between the Local Authority
and its partners (ie. the police) in deaing with problem tenants and
landlords?

Do you feel that s ufficient information/advice is available for new landlords,
to ensure that they provide good accommodation, and tenants to ensure
that they knav the options available to them?

What impact has past and present exclusion/suspension policies of
Registered Social Landlords had onthe private rented sector? If tenants
can't be supported and helped by Registered Social Landlords can they by
private landlords?

RECOM M ENDATIONS

That Members of the Forum consider the views of the Chief Executive of
Housing Hartlepool in relation to the questions outiined insection 2 3.

Contact Officers:- Joan Wilkins — Scrutiny Support Officer

Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council

Tel: 01429 523339

Email: joanw ilkns@ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

The follow ing bac kground paper w as used in the preparation of this report-

(i) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘The Performance and Operation of
Private Sector Rented Accommodation — Scoping Report’ presented tothe

Children’s Services Scrutiny Forum on 25 October 2006.
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NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
SCRUTINY FORUM

10 January 2007

Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer

Subject: SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION INTO THE

PERFORMANCE AND OPERATION OF PRIVATE
SECTOR RENTED ACCOMMODATION AND
LANDLORDS — EVIDENCE FROM THE NEW DEAL
FOR COMMUNITIES (NDC)

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform Members of the Forum that the Programme Director, New Dead for
Communities (NDC) has been invited to attend this meeting to provide
evidence in relation to the ongoing investigation into the performance and
operation of private sector rented accommodation and landlords.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Members w il recall that at the meeting of this Forum on 25 October 2006 the
Terms of Reference and Potential Areas of Inquiry/Sources of Evidence were
approved by the Forumfor this scrutiny investigation.

Consequently, the Programme Director, New Deal for Communities (NDC)
has been invited to attend this meeting to provide information on hav the NDC
interfaces with the private sector, the Local Authority and other agencies, e.g.

the police.

During this evidence gathering session it s suggested that questions asked
should include clarification as to:-

a) What are your views on the performance and operation of private sector
rented accommodation in Hartlepool?

b) Do you feel that the action available to Hartlepool Borough Council to
protect tenants and surrounding residents is being undertaken effectively?
if not how doyou feel things can be improved?
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3.1

c)

Do you have any examples of best practice in the way you deal w ith
problem tenantsw hich can be implemented as part of alandlord licensing
scheme (Mandatory and Discretionary)?

d) What do you feel are the main issues/problems being experienced by local

residents, tenants and landlords ?

e) What do you feel would be the benefits and/or disadvantages of

f)

9)

h)

compulsory Landlord Regsstration and Tenant Referencing schemes?

How do you feel that the use of shared ownership schemes (i.e. part
rent/part buy) can assist in improving the availability of good quality private
rented accommodation?

Taking into consideration the current and possible future options for the
regulation of the private rented sector, how do you feel the ‘knock on’
effects of enforcement action against landlords and tenants and the
subsequent displacement of problems can be dealt with?

What are your views on working relationships between the Local Authority
and its partners (ie. the police) in deaing with problem tenants and
landlords?

Do you feel that s ufficient information/advice is available for new landlords,
to ensure that they provide good accommodation, and tenants to ensure
that they knav the options available to them?

RECOM M ENDATIONS

That Members of the Forum consider the view s of the Programme Director,
New Deal for Communities (NDC) in relation to the questions outlined in
section 2.3.

Contact Officers:- Joan Wilkins — Scrutiny Support Officer

Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council

Tel: 01429 523339

Email: joanw ilkns@ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

The follow ing background paper w as used in the preparation of this report-

(i) Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘Performance and Operation of
Private Sector Rented Accommodation’ presented to the Neighbourhood Services
Scrutiny Forum on 25 October 2006.
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NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
SCRUTINY FORUM

10 January 2007

Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer

Subject: SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION INTO THE
PERFORMANCE AND OPERATION OF PRIVATE
SECTOR RENTED ACCOMMODATION AND
LANDLORDS - EVIDENCE FROM THE
COMMUNITY SAFETY AND PREVENTION UNIT

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1 To inform Members of the Forum that the Head of Community Safety and
Prevention has been invited to attend this meeting to provide evidence n
relation to the ongoing investigation into the performance and operation of
private sector rented accommodation and landords.

2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1  Members w il recall that at the meeting of this Forum on 25 October 2006 the
Terms of Reference and Potential Areas of Inquiry/Sources of Evidence were
approved by the Forumfor this scrutiny investigation.

2.2 Consequently, the Head of the Community Safety and Prevention has been
invitedto attend this meeting to provide:-

a) Information on the role of the Anti-social behaviour Unit (ASBU) inreltion
to privately rented accommodation

b) Therange of enforcement options availableto the ASBU and

c) Details of liaison and co-ordination w ith other agencies, such as Police,

Landlord accreditation scheme and residents groups.

2.3 During this evidence gathering session it is suggested that questions asked
should include clarification as to:-

a) What are your views on the performance and operation of private sector
rented accommodation in Hartlepool?
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b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

9)

h)

Do you feel that the action available to Hartlepool Borough Council to
protect tenants and surrounding residents is being undertaken effectively?
if not how doyou feel things can be improved?

What do you feel are the main issues/problems being experienced by local
residents, tenants and landlords?

What do you feel woud be the benefits and/or disadvantages of
compulsory Landlord Registration and Tenant Referencing schemes?

How do you feel that the use of shared ow nership schemes (i.e. part rent/
part buy) can assist in improving the availability of good quality private
rented accommodation?

Taking into consideration the current and possible future options for the
regulation of the private rented sector, how do you feel the ‘knock on’
effects of enforcement action against landlords and tenants and the
subsequent displacement of problems can be dealt with?

What are your views on working relationships between the Local Authority
and its partners (ie. the police) in deaing with problem tenants and
landlords?

Do you feel that s ufficient information/advice is available for new landlords,
to ensure that they provide good accommodation, and tenants to ensure
that they knav the options available to them?

RECOM M ENDATIONS

That Members of the Forum consider the view s of the Head of the Community
Safety and Prevention Unit in relation to the questions outlined in section 2. 3.

Contact Officers:- Joan Wilkins — Scrutiny Support Officer

Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council

Tel: 01429 523339

Email: joanw ilkins@ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

The follow ing background paper w as used in the preparation of this report-

() Report of the Scrutiny Support Officer entitled ‘Performance and Operation of
Private Sector Rented Accommodation’ presented to the Neighbourhood Services
Scrutiny Forum on 25 October 2006.
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