PLEASE NOTE VENUE

REGENERATION AND PLANNING
SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM
AGENDA

Thursday 18" January 2007

at 10.00 am

in the Main Hall, Owton Manor Comm unity Centre,

Wynyard Road, Hartlepool

=
--..._,—-""l
HARTLEFOOL

BOROUGH COURNCIL

MEMBERS: REGENERATION AND PLANNING SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM:

Councillors RW Cook, S Cook, Gibbon, Laffey, London, A Marshal, J Mars hall,

Richardson, Wallace, D Waller and Wright.

Resident Representatives:

Ted Jackson, John Lynch and Iris Ryder

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

2. TO RECEIVE ANY DECLARATIONS OFINTEREST BY MEMBERS

3. MINUTES

31 Minutes of the meeting held on 7" Decem ber 2 006.

4. RESPONSES FROM THE COUNCIL, THE EXECUTIVE OR COMMITTEES OF THE

COUNCL TO ANAL REPORTS OF THIS FORUM

No items.

5. CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FOR SCRUTINY REVIEWS REFERRED VIA

SCRUTINY CO-ORDINATING COMMITTEE

No items.
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PLEASE NOTE VENUE

6. CONSIDERATION OFPROGRESS REPORTS /BUDGET ANDPOLICY
FRAMEWORK DOCUMENTS

6.1 Budget and Policy Framework — Consultation Prop osals 200 7/08 — Scrutiny
Support Officer

7. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION

7.1 Railway Approaches— Evidence from Extemal Agencies — Covering Report —
Scrutiny Support Officer

7.2 Railway Approaches— Draft Final Report — Regeneration and Planning
Services Scrutiny Forum

7.3 Youth Unem ployment — Scoping Report — Scrutiny Suppott Officer

8. ANY OTHER ITEMS WHICH THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS ARE URGENT

FORINFORM ATION

Date of Next Meeting — Friday 23" February 2007 commencing at 10.00am in the
Central Library, York Road, Hartlepool.

07.01.18- Regeneration & Planning Services SF Agenda
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Regeneration and Planning Serwices Scrutiny Forum- Minutes —7 December 2006

REGENERATION AND PLANNING

SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM

MINUTES
7 December 2006

Present:
Councillor:  Stephen Wallace (In the Chair)

Councillors: Shaun Cook, Steve Gibbon, Pauline Laffey,
Frances London, John Marshall and Edna Wright

In accordance with Paragraph 4.2(ii) of the Council’s Procedure
Rules Councillor Sheila Griffin attended as a substitute for

Councillor Rob Cook and Councillor Gerard Hall as asubstitute
for Councillor Ann Marshall

Resident Representatives:
Ted Jackson, John Lynch and Iris Ryder

Officers: Richard Waldmeyer, Principal Planning Officer (Policy Planning
and Information)
John Lewer, Public Trans port Co-ordinator
lan Jopling, Transportation Team Leader
Jonathan Wistow, Scrutiny Support Officer
Denise Wimpenny, Principal De mocratic Services Officer

Also present
Martin Green, Coastliners
51. Apologiesfor Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councilors Rob Cook, Ann
Marshal and Carl Richardson.

52. Declarationsofinterest byMembers

None.
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Regeneration and Planning Serwices Scrutiny Forum- Minutes —7 December 2006

53.

54,

55.

56.

S7.

Minutes of the meetings held on 29 September 2006,
2 November 2006 and 13 November 2006

Agreed.

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.

Railway Approaches — Position Paper (Scrutny Support
Officer)

The Scrutiny Support Officer advised that the report outlined the draft findings
of the railway approaches investigation so far and to identfy a number of
areas for potential recommendations. The overall aim of the investigation was
to examine the railw ay approaches into Hartlepool and develop suggestions

for improvement.

Me mbers w ere advised that there was no single or unifying govemment policy
in relation to raiway approaches. A fairly complex set of arrangements
existed between private companies, national regulators and local gover nment
through w hich the responsibility for this issuew as divided. A summary of the
key responsibilities w as outlined in the report.

With regard to roles and responsibilities for the appearance of ralway
approaches, it was reported that the national rail network infrastructure was
owned and operated by Netw ork Rail. When Network Rail had attended the
Scrutiny Forum they stated that they operated a ‘No messin’ programme
which was geared towards young people and focused on issues like
trespassing, graffiti and vandalism. The representative of Network Ralil
indicated that they w ere willing to bring this programme to Hartlepool tow hich
Members of the Forum supported. Netw ork Rail had a graffiti budget to
improve visual view s and had indicated that they w ould be open to developing
a proactive approach with the authority to w hich Members of the Forum
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Regeneration and Planning Serwices Scrutiny Forum- Minutes —7 December 2006

supported.  Further details of Netw ork Rail and Northern Rail's roles and
responsibilities w ere outined in the report together with the impact of the

railway approaches into Hartlepool on the tow n's image, particularly in terms
of the ongoingregeneration of the tow n.

It was reported that as part of the overall city region pdicy development a
Green Infrastructure Strategy was currently being developed through the Tees
Valley Joint Strategy Unit. The Strategy focused on making improvements to
the green infrastructure in the Tees Valley. The Government had
acknow ledged that the sub-region lagged behind the national average and
this could be a barrier to economic development. This strategy was being
developed to enhance the appearance of the infrastructure within the Tees
Valley. Members of the Forum had expressed a desire to link the sites
identified in the scrutiny investigation, wherever possible, into the Green
Infrastructure Strategy and its associated site specific schedules. Thefindings
from the site vist to explore the railway approaches into Hartlepool was
outlined in Appendix A to the report. Details of key problem spots, areas of
good practce, the condition of Hartlepool and Seaton railway stations,
suggestions inrelation to station improvements and accessibility issues w ere
provided  The views of Coastlners were included in Appendix B and
Appendix C outined the potential of community and voluntary sector
involvement

Members discussed the recommendations as outlined in the report and
suggested the follow ing:-

()  Thecollege of art be approached to assist with the design work

(1  With regard to the suggestion that Hart Station be reopened, a Member
sought clarification with regard to estimated costs to which the
Transportation Team Leader advised that a feasibility study had been
carried out, a copy of w hich could be provided to Members on request.
It was noted that one of the reasons the costsw ere highw as as aresult
of the disability access regulations. A Member highlighted that there
were no disabled access facilities at Middlesbrough station. Follow ing
discussion with regard to the high level of costs to reopen the station, it
was agreed that further discussions take place at the next meeting of
the Forum when Network Rail and Northern Rail would be in
attendance.

(1) Netw ok Ral be persuaded to reopen the second platform on Hartlepool
Station to assist with the Grand Central route to London. The
Transportation Team Leader indicated that the station currently had
sufficent capacity to meet the increased demand of the Grant Central
contract.

(v) An action plan be prepared to clarify if works were on target. The
Scrutny Support Officer indicated that the recommendations in the
report formed the basis for an action plan. Once the Forum submitted
its final report to Cabinet an action plan w ould be produced in response
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Regeneration and Planning Serwices Scrutiny Forum- Minutes —7 December 2006

58.

59.

to the Forum's recommendations, which would be brought back to the
Forumfor consideration.

(v) With regard to structural improvements, Members considered that
paragraph 4.44 be included in the recommendations.

(v  That the Forum should identify w hat it deemed to be ‘minimum’ and
‘maximum’ standards for the railway approaches into the town. The
Scrutiny Support Officer indicated that the position paper did this by
identifying ‘key problem spots’ on the raiway approaches, w hilst
identifying a variety of approaches for improvement. However,
additional wording around the notion of minimum and maximum
standards woud be incorporated to the draft finalreport

Decision

Me mbers agreed the content of the draft position paper subject to the above
comments being includedfor consideration at the next meeting of the Forum.

Railway Approaches - Evidence from External
Agencies (Scrutiny Support Officer)

This item was deferred for consideration at the next meeting due to

representatives from Northern Rail and Network Rail's inabilty to attend the
meeting due to an accident on the A19.

Decision

That Netw ork Rail and Northern Rail be nvited to attend the next meeting of
the Forum.

Railway Approaches — Access for All Small Schemes
Funding (Director of Neighbourhood Services)

In October 2006 the authority’s Transportation Team w ere awarded £150k
fromthe Department for Transport towards atotal project cost of £300k. The
funding w as for internal changes to the waiting room and ticket office facilities
as an integral part of the £2.5 milion Hartlepool Transport Interchange
Project. The project w ould improve accessibility of the station by providing
new accessible toilet faciities, suitable lighting, seating and surfaces,
installation of new automatic external doors, low -height ticket counter, new
customer information screens and upgrading of external/internal signage,
audible communication system and counter loop system. A new pedestrian
walkw ay would provide level access betw een the rail platform and bus station
facility .
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The Transportation Team Leader was in atendance at the meeting and
provided a detailed presentation in relation to this project.

A discussion fdlowed in w hich the follow ing issues w ere raised:-

Follow ing discussion in relation to security issues at Hartlepod station the
Forum suggested, as a preventative measure, that signage be installed to
highlight that a CCTV system w as in operation. The Transportaton Team
Leader pointed out that a potential upgrade of the CCTV system had been

discussed with Northern Rail as part of the Interchange budget.

A Member suggested that tourist information leaflets be displayed in the
station waiting room. Members discussedthe need to improve pedestrian and
vehicle sighage around the stations and make connections to the town centre.
In particular, the enhancement of ‘brow n sighage’ around the stations had
been advocated by the Forum.

A Member queried what plans were envisaged to improve the station wall to
which the Transportation Team Leader advised that access for all monies
could not be utilised for visual improvements.

Me mbers discussed the reasons for lack of use of Seaton Carew Station and
it w as suggested that this may be as aresult of inadequate faciliies ie no car
park, taxis or bus services. It was suggested that these issues be
investigated.

Some Members considered that a project manager should be appointed to

oversee the overall project to which the Chair advised that this was a matter
for consideration by Cabinet.

Decision

That the contents of the report and the comments of the Forum, be nated.

STEPHEN WALLACE

CHAIRMAN
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(T
REGENERATION AND PLANNING SERVICES -
SCRUTINY FORUM i
_—
18 January 2007 HARTLLPOOL
Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer
Subject: REGENERATION AND PLANNING SERVICES

DEPARTMENT: BUDGET AND POLICY
FRAMEWORK  CONSULTATION PROPCOSALS
2007/08

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

PURP OSE OF REPORT

To provide the opportunity for the Regeneraton and Planning Services
Scruting Forum to consider the Regeneration and Panning Services
departmental pressures and priorities, grant termnations and proposed
savings as part of the Budget and Policy framew ork consultation propaosals
for 2007/08.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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 would be considered on a
departmental basis by the appropriate Scrutiny Forum. This occurred during
November 2006.

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 w ere used to formulate the formal Scrutiny response to Cabinet on 4
December 2006. Details of the comments/observations made by the
Regeneraton and Planning Services Scruting Forum are outlined in
Appendix A.

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 Executive’s finalised proposals were considered by

RPSSF -07.01.18- 6.1D epartment Budget Consultation Proposals 2007-08
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2.4

2.5

2.6

3.1

the Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee on the 19 December 2006 and
repeating the process previously implemented have again been referred to
the appropriate scrutny Forum for consideration on a departmental basis.

As such attached as Appendices B to E are the Regeneration and Planning
grant terminations, departmental pressures and priorities, and proposed
savings as part of the Budget and Policy Framew ork consultation propaosals
for 2007/08. Cabinet has not proposed any changes to the departmental
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 £10,000 saving from reducing the
Economic Development Marketing budget which this Forum asked Cabinet
to reconsider. For Members information the full list of potential savings
identified by Cabinet are detailed at Appendix E and the items this Forum
previously requested Cabinet toreconsider are idertified by shading.

Cabinet has aso identified one-off proposak to be funded from the LPSA
Reward Grant and available capital resources and the issues affecting your
Committee are summarised belov. For a number of potential 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 il be referred to
Council in February.

Proposals to be funded from LPSA Rew ard Grant

(@ Community Strategy/LAA costs £40,000
(b) Housing needs survey £30,000
() Housing Condition survey £50,000

Proposas to be funded from Capital Resources

(@ Seaton Bus Station £150,000
(b) Owton Lane shops £50,000

To assist Members of this Scrutiny Forum in the consideration of the
Regeneration and Planning Services departmental proposals, arrangements
have been made for the Director of Regeneration and Planning Services to

be in attendance and an invitation to this meeting has also been extended to
the relevant Portfolio Holder (attendance subjectto availahility).

RECOMM ENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Regeneration and Planning Services Scrutiny
Forum:-

(@) considers the Regeneraton and Planning 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
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(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:-  Jonathan Wistow — Scrutiny Support Officer
Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council
Tel: 01429 523 087

Email: charlotte.burnham@ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

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

RPSSF -07.01.18- 6.1D epartment Budget Consultation Proposals 2007-08
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Appendix A

Regeneration and Planning Services Department — Co mments/Observations

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

()

()]

It was argued that the Special Needs Housing Team Pressure should
be supported and moreover that additional funding should be sought to
enhance the service further to the benefit of vulnerable individuals and
communiies;

It was argued that the Landlord Registration Officer (LRO) Second
Level Priority should not only be met but additional funding should be
identified for this scheme. Members argued that the enhanced pow ers
available through this scheme should be supported with additional
funding so that the Council could fully utilise these to the benefit of
vulnerable individuals and communities;

Members discussed the potential Proposed Savings for the Economic
Develbpment Marketing Budget and argued that reductions here
should be avoided and, therefore, not be used for savings due to the
importance of this activity to achieving inward investment, in-migration
and tourism, and the economic benefits that this brings into thetown;

Members argued that the Economic Develgpment Business Grants
potertial Proposed Saving (w hich w ere identified as a ‘Red Risk
amongst the potential Proposed Savings) should be avoided and,
therefore, nat be used for savings, due to the importance of this to the
economy and well-being of the tow n and recognising the importance of
economic development tothe community;

Members discussed the potential Proposed Savings for Development
Control through an increased target for fee income from the volume of
planning applications processed. Itwas argued by Members that the
higher target carried a high risk given the property market and
economic cycle and they would not want to see any cuts in related
services if the proposed increased fees target could not be achieved;

The loss of staff as part of the potential Proposed Savings was naot
considered appropriate and was notsupported;, and

Members ako w anted the Department to explore the possibility of
using the Council’s Printing Services (if there was sufficient capacity to
do so) to contract-in investment to the Council.
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SCHEDULE OF GRANT REGIMES TERMINATING DURING 2006/2007

APPENDIX B

Grant Title Does Council need to | Value of Value of Number of [ Number of | Estimated Funding
consider Grant in 2006/2007 staff funded | staff on cost of available to
mainstreaming the 2006/2007 Grant spent | from Grant | fixed term making staff | fund
grant? Please state of staff costs contract redundant redundancy
Yes/No and provide (include NI costs
brief justification. and Pension)

£°000 £°000 FTE’s FTE’s £°000 £°000

Single Programme YES - desirable as 17 34 0.5 (within [ 0.5 (within | Presumably nil

Funding (Coastal Arc provides coordination Hartlepool) | Hartlepool) [ minimal as

Co-ordinator). and basis for Coastal (plus ather emp loy ment
Arc —and revenue length

Joint post shared with for sub-regional single expenditure, would be

Redcar & Cleveland. programme funding. excluding less than 2

HBC is the employing Subject to 50% oncost). years

authority. contribution form 50% relates
Redcar and Cleveland. to HBC.

100% Single
Programme funding is
confirmed for 2006/7.
In principle support
for 2007/8 subject to
funding availability.
Situation unclear
thereafter.
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APPENDIX B

Grant Title Does Council need to Value of Value of Number of [ Number of | Estimated Funding
consider mainstreaming | Grant in 2006/2007 | staff funded | staff on cost of available to
the grant? Please state | 2006/2007 | Grant spent | from Grant | fixed term making staff | fund
Yes/No and provide of staff contract redundant redundancy
brief justification. costs costs

(include NI
£°000 and FTE’s FTE’s £°000 £°000
Pension)
£°000

Safer Stronger Yes —post created is 25 17.4 1 1 Nil to date nil

Communities Fund essential to the team. (only 1
The ASB unit did not years
function as effectively service)
prior to support officer
being appointed.

M embers comp lained

they were unable to

contact staff in the unit.
Total Grant Regimes Terminating | 42

RPSSF - 07.01.18- 6.1 AppendixB - Terminating Grants During 2006-07




SCHEDULE OF BUDGET PRESSURES 2007/2008

APPENDIXC

Budget Heading

Description of Budget Pressure

Risk Impact of Not
Funding Pressure

Value Budget Pressure

Value ofadditional Budget
Pressure in
2008/2009

(only complete this column if

value shown in 2007/2008

2007/2008 column is part year pressure)
" £000 £000
Planning Policy & | Increased costs arising in Red
Regeneration: relation to the statutory Local [ Failure to establish funding would 50
Local Development Framework prejudice the council’s ability to
Development within Planning have so far fulfil its statutory duty. An
Framework been funded entirely from a adverse effect on development and
reserve. This reserve is improvement of the town may
residual balance of an amount | occur. The ability to properly
set aside for the Local Plan involve local people in accordance
Inquiry. This is expected to with the Statement of Community
be exhausted in 2007/08 and a | Involvement would reduce.
more permanent funding
solution is required.
Housing Advice Provide statutory homeless Red 40
(Statutory) advice to vulnerable people in | Essential to ensure that targets for
the community. Team preventing homelessness are
relatively under- resourced and | maintained.
1.5 posts are required.
Special Needs Statutory duty to ensure advice | Red 40

Housing Team

and assistance and provide
grants for Disabled. Funding
from SP reduces from March
2007. This was funded
through SP on stock transfer as
insufficient money was

Statutory function of administering
Disabled Facilities Grants and
other functions of special needs
housing will be put at risk. Grants
will not be processed in reasonable
time, waiting lists for disabled
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SCHEDULE OF BUDGET PRESSURES 2007/2008

APPENDIXC

Budget Heading

Description of Budget Pressure

Risk Impact of Not
Funding Pressure

Value Budget Pressure

Value ofadditional Budget
Pressure in
2008/2009

(only complete this column if

value shown in 2007/2008

2007/2008 column is part year pressure)
" £000 £000

identified for the team. adaptations will increase, hospital

However, following the discharge times will increase,

completion of review of all SP | underspend of grant funding will

contracts, much of the work result in future grants being

relating to the statutory reduced, and disabled

functions, such as processing, | accommodation will not be

disabled facilities grants, is adequately allocated

now ineligible for SP funding

Strategic Housing | Due to inadequate funding of Red 30

Officers

retained housing services
following stock transfer and
the loss of a housing specialist
at Director level, current
workloads cannot be sustained.
Since stock transfer, workloads
have increased e.g. preparation
of bidding and monitoring
documents for new housing
capital regimes, performance
management monitoring of
partnership, increased social
and private housing enabling
role (encouragement for new
build due to needs highlighted
by SP and reduction in social

Further delays in workload

comp letion, including responses to
comp laints, completion of returns
Inadequate contribution to sub
regional issues

Missed opportunities for further
funding

These posts are likely to form part
of the report on the future of
housing services prepared by the
Director of Regeneration and
Planning
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SCHEDULE OF BUDGET PRESSURES 2007/2008

APPENDIXC

Budget Heading

Description of Budget Pressure

Risk Impact of Not
Funding Pressure

Value Budget Pressure

2007/2008
£°000

Value ofadditional Budget
Pressure in
2008/2009

(only complete this column if

value shown in 2007/2008
column is part year pressure)
£°000

houses numbers), the
increasing regional and sub-
regional housing agenda
(regeneration strategy and sub-
regional housing strategy),
increased role in regeneration
of houses in town centre etc.
Current Strategic Housing

M anager role is divided
between substantial strategic
duties as indicated above, and
daily management of housing
team. This has resulted in
substantial slippage.

Choice Based
Lettings
(Statutory)

New statutory obligation to
provide system of choice for
lettings

Red

New statutory obligation to have
in place and operating. This
assumes a sub regional system
with shared costs

27
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SCHEDULE OF BUDGET PRESSURES 2007/2008

APPENDIXC

Budget Heading

Description of Budget Pressure

Risk Impact of Not
Funding Pressure

Value Budget Pressure

Value ofadditional Budget
Pressure in
2008/2009

(only complete this column if

value shown in 2007/2008

2007/2008 column is part year pressure)
" £000 £000
Homelessness Currently atemporary full time | Red 17
Strategy Officer post, funded by various Increased homelessness,

agencies and the Homelessness | particularly youth homelessness —
Grant. Successful in reducing | landlords less likely to house
homelessness, particularly potential homeless tenants, youths
young persons, by will drift into unsuitable
implementing housing policy, | accommodation (leadingto rent
liaising with landlords, arrears, evictions and
probation, rent officer, housing | homelessness)
benefits and funding suitable Reduces the impact of the
‘settled’ accommodation. Council’s successful Housing
Funding agencies, particularly | Advice Team (Hartlepool is
Action Team for Jobs unable currently “Regional Champions
to fund post after March 2007. | for Homelessness™) Post is likely
Whilst grant funds half the to form part of the report onthe
post, funding requested would | future of housing services being
ensure full time post prepared by the Director of

Regeneration and Planning

Total Budget Pressures 204
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APPENDIXD
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
Anti Social Behaviour Additional resources are required | RED - Unable to meet demands 65
Unit: to implement and effectively from residents, M embers and
Respect Agenda respondto the Government’s new | MPsto tackle anti social
Respect Agenda. In particular, the | behaviour which are increasing
following will need to be with the introduction of
addressed particularly in Neighbourhood Policing.

disadvantaged communities:
Increase capacity of Anti Social
Behaviour case investigators to 1
per North/South/Central
neighbourhood areas and admin
support in order to co-ordinate
increased workload from
Neighbourhood policing referrals
etc. and provide feedback to
residents. A review of aspects of
this service is underway .
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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
Housing Tenant referencing scheme, linked | RED - Risk of continuing to 40
to voluntary accreditation scheme | place unsuitable tenants in
and licensing scheme disadvantaged areas where
significant numbers of privately
rented accommodation units exist
Total of Top Priorities 105
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SCHEDULE OF RED BUDGET PRIORITIES 2007/2008

SECOND 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
Landlord Registration This is a successful scheme Red 28

Officer (LRO)

currently being funded until
March 2007 by VAT Shelter
money (HH) (previously funded
via NRF and NDC). The
Landlord Registration Officer
works in partnership with Housing
Enforcement Team, Tenancy
Relations Officer and Anti-Social
Behaviour Team. Seen as ‘good
practice’ and is included in Audit
Commissions Key Lines of
Enquiry for Excellent Authorities.
The success of this post resulted
in Hartlepool being selected to run
the pilot scheme for low demand

private sector housing, which
contributed to the Governments

approach to Licensing.

Increased tenancy problems e.g.
anti-social behaviour in private
housing section.

Reduced housing standards in
private rented accommodation.
Increased homelessness —
potentially homeless people are
currently signposted to suitable
accredited landlords

Seen as backward step by GONE
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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

Should a licensing scheme for

landlords be introduced (which is

area specific), the accreditation

scheme would compliment the

licensing scheme and also be the

only town-wide scheme for

landlords

Total of Second Priorities 28
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PROPOSED SAVING AT 3%, 4% AND 5%

REGENERATION AND PLANNING 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
efficiency/saving efficiency/ efficiency/saving of achieving
saving efficiency/
saving
£'000 £'000
Youth Offending Service E - Reduce operational support budgets for GREEN RISK - It is suggested that this could None 4
Youth Offending is proposed be achieved with little risk and only minimal
impact to the service
Management and Administration E - Reduce costs against some departmental |GREEN RISK - It is anticipated that this saving None 10
management and administrative related budget|could be achieved at low risk by ensuring a
headings. number of small expenses - currently absorbed
within this heading but which could be
legitimately charged to externally funded
projects - are passed on. Increased effort
would be required to record, calculate and
transfer these costs
Community Strategy S - Reduce a variety of budget lines across the [GREEN RISK - A reduction in opportunities to None 4
Division relating to printing, room hire, staff promote the work of the Hartlepool Partnership
training and exhibitions would occur. Direct impact on quality of
services and impact on community
engagement and awareness.
Planning & Economic Development (S - Reduce running cost budgets for Building |GREEN RISK - Various small scale savings in None 8
Control, Development Control, Economic materials, equipment, printing etc would be
Development and Landscape Planning and made which may result in service level
Conservation is suggested reduction
Economic Development E - Seek to increase income from managed GREEN RISK - Increasing licence fee income None 20
workspace (ie Brougham Enterprise Centre, as a result of improvements to premises,
Newburn Bridge) increasing occupancy and reviewed fees
should be achievable
Community Safety S - Reduce several administration and AMBER/GREEN RISK - Small reductions to None 9
maintenance headings in the Community Safer Hartlepool Partnership support budgets
Safety budget would lead to less printing (eg leaflets) and less;
awareness raising campaigns. The assurance
to communities would be reduced affecting
perceptions and fear of crime. Less budget for
maintainance of 8 Church St and local police
offices would also occur
Planning Policy & Regeneration S - Reduce a variety of budget lines across the [AMBER/GREEN RISK - Reducing printing, None 6
Regeneraton, Planning Policy and Housing copying, staff training, administration and other
Market Renewal Teams (approx £2k per team) [running costs would occur. The amount shown
is considered to be the maximum achievable
without incurring serious service level
reductions
Economic Development S - Reduce the Sub-Regional Tourism AMBER RISK - Reducing the contribution to None 5
promotion budget Tees Valley-wide tourism marketing and
promotion may limit the new Area Tourism
Partnership's marketing activity
Economic Development S - Reduce the Marketing budget RED RISK - This move would impact on None 10

marketing/ promotion aimed at
businesses/developers/ other investors, at a
time where there is an improving "product” to
sell. Adverse impact on economic investment
and employment opportunities
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Community Safety

S - Reduce the Safer Hartlepool Partnership
publicity budget

RED RISK - Only two editions of current
quarterly newspaper (Hartbeat) could be
produced per annum instead of 4 editions.
Factual information and advice are important to
provide reassurance to communities. Less
funding would be available to publicise good
news stories. Direct impact on services and
fear of crime

None

13

Development Control

E - Seek to increase fee income from volume of|
applications processed, with no increase in
staff

RED RISK - The proposal would be to revise
the planning application fee target based on
high end projections from current levels. This
is however a budget that could be subject to a
fall in income, eg. as a result of unfavourable
economic conditions. Given the economic and
property cycle, a signifcant risk would apply to
the achievement of this savings target. If there
were to be a shortfall it has been agreed that
this would be met corporately.

None

18

3% LEVEL

107

Development Control

E - Seek to increase fee income from volume of|
applications processed, with no increase in
staff (Continued)

RED RISK - As above - higher risks as higher
target

Economic Development

S - Reduce the Business Grants budget

RED RISK - This reduction would impact on
support available to new businesses and
inward investments. An element of match
funding would also potentially be lost. This
would be unpopular with Partners and contrary
to DCLG/NRU and Hartlepool Partnership
policy priorities and could adversely affect
future funding bids, eg LEGI

None

20

Departmental Staffing - yet to be
identified

S - Reduce Staffing budgets

See below

4% LEVEL

143

Departmental Staffing - yet to be
identified

S - Reduce Staffing budgets (Continued)

RED RISK - The removal of up to 2 posts
would be required to achieve a 5% saving
target. This would involve either redundancy or|
removing newly vacated post(s) from the
establishment. No specific posts are identified
as yet. Redundancy Implications.

-2 depending on grade

36|Redundancy or other costs may arise
depending on the post(s) identified- which are
not quantified or allowed for in the savings

5% LEVEL

179
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Rl
REGENERATION AND PLANNING SERVICES ot
SCRUTINY FORUM REPORT oy
—
)
18 January 2007 ARTREROR
Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer
Subject: RAILWAY APPROACHES - EVIDENCE FROM

EXTERNAL AGENCIES — COVERING REPORT

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform Members of the Forum that representatives from Netw ork Rail and
Northern Rail (subject to confirmation) will be in atendance at today's
meeting.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Members w il recall that at the meeting of this Forum on 29 September 2006,
representatives of these two external agencies gave evidence in accordance
with the original Terms of Reference and Potential Areas of Inquiry/Sources of
Evidence approved by the Forumfor this scrutiny investigation.

Following further evidence gathering over the course of the investigation
some Members of the Forum have indicated that they would like a further
opportunity to question Network Rail and Northern Rail about their roles n
‘Railw ay Approaches’.

In order to assist Members in their questioning of these bodies a brief
background to ther responsibilities has been reproduced and a number of
references to the Draft Final Report, attached at Item 7.2 of today’s agenda,
have also been included below.

Network Rail

Netw ork Rail will be in attendance at today’s meeting to provide verbal
evidence inrelation to their role in terms of Railw ay Approaches. The nationa
rail network infrastructure (track, signalling, bridges, tunnels and stations)
owned and operated by Network Ral. As such, Network Rail is a key
organisation in terms of the raiw ay approaches into Harepool. Members
may want to question representatives from Network Rail in relation to their
responsibilities for these areas. In particular, recommendations a), Fiii), I-iv)
and o) of the Draft Final Report have some relevance to Netw ork Rail and,
therefore, Members may want to question the representative of Netw ork Rail
in relation to these.
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2.5

3.1

Northern Rail

Whilst Network Rail owns all of the railw ay stations in the country, with the
exception of a number of ‘principal’ stations, w hich it operates itself, Netw ork
Rail leases the stations tow hichever train operator is the principal user. The
principal train operator in Hartlepoolis Northemn Rail. The Forum may w ant to
guestion Northern Rai about its responsibilities in relation to this issue. In
particular, recommendations b), I-i), |-ii), Fiii), I-iv) and o) of the Draft Fina
Report have some relevance to Northern Rail and, therefore, Members may
want to question the representatve of Northern Rail inrelation to these.

RECOM M ENDATIONS

That Members of the Forum consider the views of the externa agencies and
guestion them accordingly.

CONTACT OFFICER

Jonathan Wistow — Scrutiny Support Officer
Chief Executive's Department- Corporate Strategy

Hartlepool Borough Council
Tel: 01429 523 647
Email: jonathan.w istow @ hartlepool.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS

The follow ing bac kground paper was used in preparation of this report:-

(@ Scrutiny Investigation into Hartlepool's ‘Railway Approaches’ — Scoping
Report (Scrutiny Support Officer) —13.07.06

(b) Railway Approaches — Position Paper (Scrutiny Support Officer) —
7.12.06

(c) Raiway Approaches — Draft Fna Report (Regeneration and Planning

Services Scrutiny Forum)
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REGENERATION AND PLANNING
SERVICES SCRUTINY FORUM REPORT

18 January 2007

Report of: Regeneration and Planning Services Scrutiny Forum

Subject: RAILWAY APPROACHES — DRAFT FINAL REPORT

1 PURP OSE OF REPORT

1.1 To present the draft findings of the Regeneration and Planning Services
Scrutiny Forumfalowing its investigation into Railw ay Approaches.

2. SETTING THE SCENE

2.1 At the meeting of the Regeneration and Planning Services Scrutiny Forum
on 20 April 2006 the Forum suggested that the ‘entrance into Hartlepool by
train from both South and North’ could be explored in detail during the
2006/7 Municipal Year. Furthermore, at a meeting to suggest potential
scrutiny items for this Municipal Year betw een the Chair of this Forum, the
Director of Regeneration and Planning Services, and the Mayor (as Cabinet
Member for Regeneration, Liveability and Housing) the issue of ‘Railw ay
Approaches’ was again suggested as a Scrutiny topic. Subsequently, on 16
June 2006 Members of this Forum selected this topic as its first choice
Scrutiny investigation for the 2006/07 Municipal Year.

\ v AN
R T
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2.2

2.3

3.1

4.1

Fom Members comments at this Forum’s meetings on 20 April and 16 June
anumber of key issues emerged inrelation tothis inqury:

(@ Condition of the railw ay verges;
(b) Development sites, derelict land/buildings, and landscaping;

(c) The condition of Hartlepool Sation given its role as part of the new
Transport Interchange; and

(d) Impact of railvay approaches on the continued regeneration of the tawv n.

These issues were further developed into the ‘Overall Aim of the Scrutiny
Investigation’ and the ‘Terms of Reference’ w hich are outlined in sections 3
and 4 below.

OVERALL AIM OF THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION

To examinethe railw ay approaches into Hartlepool and develop
suggestions for improvement.

TERM S OF REFERENCE

The following Terms of Reference for the review were agreed by the
Regeneration and Planning Services Scrutny Forum on 13 July 2006:-

(@) To gan an understanding of key government policy areas relating to
‘Railw ay Approaches’;

(b)  Togan an understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the various
stakeholders in Hartlepool who have some responsibility for the
appearance of the railway approaches into the town (ie. commercial
operator(s), regulators, private landow ners, and the Council);

(c) Toconsider the impact of the railw ay approac hes into Hartlepod on the
town’s image, partcularly in terms of the ongoing regeneration of the
tow n;

(d) Toexplore the railway approaches into the town fromthe north and the
south;

(e) To identfy key ‘problem spots’ and areas of good practice on the
railw ay approaches into the tow n;

(f To explore the condition of Hartlepool and Seaton Carew railw ay
stations;

RPSSF -07.01.18- 7.2R ailway Approac hes - Draft Final Report
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5.1

6.1

6.2

(g0 To consider issues of accessibility, particularly in terms of pedestrian

access to Hartlepool Station fromthe Marina; and

(h)  To seek the view s of the public in relation to the railway approaches

into Hartlepool.

MEMBERSHIP OF THE FORUM

Me mbers hip of the Regeneration and Planning Services Scrutiny Forumfor
the 2006/7 Municpal Y ear :-

Councillors R W Cook, S Cook, Gibbon, Laffey, London, A Marshall,
J Marshall, Richardson, Wallace, D Waller and Wright.
Resident Representatives:

James Atkinson/ Ted Jackson, Mary Power / John Lynch and Iris Ryder

METHODS OF INVESTIGATION

Over the course of the investigation Members have considered evidence
fromawidevariety of sources, including:

(@ Hartlepool Borough Council Cfficers;

(b) The Portfolio Holder for Regeneration, Liveabiity and Housing;

() The Portfolio Holder for Culture, Leisure and Transportation;

(d) MPfor Hartlepool

(e) Netw ok Rail;

(f)  Northern Rail;

(@0 Grand Central;

(h) Chair of the Economic Forum;

() Representativefrom ‘Coastliners’; and

()  Written submission on behalf of the Community and Voluntary Sector

In addition, Members of the Forum undertook a sitevist ontherailw ay to
explore the approaches into the town fromthe north and the south and to
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1.2

compare themw ith neighbouring tow ns. At a later meeting of the Forum
Me mbers also viewedvideofoatage taken duringthe sie visit, w hich further
informed discussions of the railw ay approaches.

FINDINGS

7.

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

RPSSF -07.01.18- 7.2R ailway Approac hes - Draft Final Report
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Key Government Policy

There s no single or unifying government policy in relation to Railw ay
Approaches. Instead a fairly complex set of arrangements exist betw een
private companies, national regulators and loca government through w hich
the responsibility for this issue is divided. A summary of the key
responsibilties is provided below.

Follow ing the privatisation of British Rail its functions were divided into two
main elements. The first element consists of the national rail netw ork (track,
signaling, bridges, tunnels, stations and depots) and the second being the
operating companies w hose trains run on that network In simple regulatory
terms, the Office of Rail Regulators (ORR) s responsible for regulating the
national rail network operator (Network Rail), while the Department for
Transport looks after passenger and train-related matters. The focus of this
Scrutiny investigation is concernedw ith the frst element.

Accading to guidance from the ORR, Netw ork Rail is a private sector
monopoly ow ner and operator of a national asset of considerable public
importance and as such is accountable to the public interest. It is, therefore,
unable to operate, maintain and develop that asset according to purely
commercia criteria, and is subject to regulation in a number of ways,
primarily by the independent ORR. Consequently, ORR's principal function
is to regulate Network Rail's stew ardship of the nationa rail netw ork.
Representatives of the ORR w ere invited to attend the Scrutiny Investigation
but felt it was more appropriate to provide guidance to the Scrutiny Support
Officer for nformation gathering purposes.

The Local Authority has a role in relation to this issue through its
responsibilties for Planning and Development Control. Indeed, the adopted
Local Pan 2006, which forms part of the Council’s Budget and Policy
Famework has a number of policies that are relevant to this issue, w hich
are outlned in the next sub-section.

A further role for the Local Authority in relation to this issue, under
Government policy, stems from its community leadership role andw ell-being
powers. Indeed, the topic selection and subsequent evidence gathering of
this Scrutiny Investigation have demonstrated enthusiasm amongst
Members and officers to seek to drive this issue forward and foster
partnerships in this respect. More recently the Local Government White
Paper 2006 has identified a role for local authorities as ‘place-shapers’
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through supporting and w orking with other agencies and services to solve
local problems / issues.

8. Roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in Hartlepool who have
responsibility for the appearance of the railway approaches into the
town.

8.1 The national rail netw ok infrastructure (track, signalling, bridges, tunnels
andstations) is owned and operated by Netw ork Rail. As such, Netw ork Rail
IS an important organsation in terms of the railway approaches into
Hartepool.

8.2 When Network Rail attended the Scrutingy Forum to provide evidence they
indicated that they operated a ‘No Messin’ programme / event, which is
geared towards young people and focuses on issues like trespassing,
graffiti, and vandalism. The representative of Netw ork Rail indicated that
they would be wiling to bring this event to Hartiepool. Subsequent
discussions amongst Members of the Forum have suggested support for
this.

8.3 Network Rail also has a ‘graffiti budget’ to improve visual views. Their
representative at the meeting on 29 September 2006 indicated that they
would be open to developing a proactive approach here with the Authority.
Again Members of the Fooum have been supportive of developing this
proposal.

8.4 In addition, Netw ork Rail have a 24 hour national helpline (tel: 08457 11 41
41) for people to callin relation to any issues they may have with the railw ay
infrastructure. The representative from Netw ork Rail indicated that if they do
not know about particular problems then they cannot respond to them.
Consequently, the Forum has expressed a desire to publicise this number
through its final report and through other mechanisms such as Hartbeat.

8.5 More generally, Members of the Forum have identified a number of locations
where they w ould like to see some form of screening of key ‘problem spots’
from the views from the raiway. These locations are discussed in more
detail below. However, it is necessary to recognise that Netw ork Rail has
strict saf ety guidelines for work carried out near railw ay lines and there are
also restrictions on planting schemes that may encroach on the raiw ay or
leadto leaves falling on the track.

8.6 Whilst Network Rail ov ns al of the railway statons in the country, w ith the
exception of a number of ‘principal’ stations, which i operates itself, it leases
the statons to w hichever train operator s the principal user. The principal
train operator in Hartlepool is Northern Rail.

8.7 During the evidence gathering session with Northern Rail they highlighted
that they are a ‘community railway’ and as such they see themselves having
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8.8

8.9

8.10

a major role inw orking with local stakehadders including local authorities and
were keen to engage in partnership. Northern Rail have a police and
schools lias on officer w ho can become involved in nitiatives geared tow ards
preventing vandalism. Members of the Forum have indicated that such an
arrangement should be extended to Hartlepool if possible.

The Council, through Objective C4 of the recently adopted Local Plan 2006,
is committed to encouraging a high standard of design and the provision of a
high quality envionment in all developments and particularly those on
prominent sites, including along the main rail corridors. Consequently, this
commitment will relate to all new planning applications along the railw ay
approaches. Network Rail s normally consulted on all planning applications
in the vicinity of the railway ine.

It is also emphasised in the Local Plan that it is important that a good first
impression is given to potentia investors and tourists and other visitors to
the town traveling aong the main roads and the railw ay. Consequently
Gereral Environmental Principles Policy GEP7 requres a particular high
standard of design to improve the visual environment along, amongst cther
locations, the Middlesbroughto New castle Railw ay line.

The Local Plan also includes a number of policies relating to untidy sites and
environmental improvements and the need to consider the visual
appearance of the main approaches including the raiw ay line. In addition,
Hartepool Raiw ay Station s located w ithin the Church Street Conservation
Area which is subject to policies w hich seek to enhance the area (Policy
HE1). Adjacent land parcek are subject to a variety of policies and land
alocations. Some areas are subject to regulations to enforce planning
conditions and other environmental controls. During the investigation the
Forum has indicated that planning and develbpment pow ers should be used
proactively to enhance the railw ay approaches into the town.

To consider the impact of the railway approaches into Hartlepool on
the town’s image, particularly in terms of the ongoing regeneration of

the town;
ﬁ* b
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9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5
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During the initial topic selection and scoping of the investigation Me mbers of
the Foum were particularly keen to explore the issue of ‘Railw ay
Approaches’ from a regeneration perspective and from the impact of these
approaches on the vision of the town. The (at that time) pending aw ard of
the 2010 Tall Ships event was an important factor motivating Me mbers’
interest in this issue. Indeed, on a number of occasions the aw ard of the Tall
Ships event has been likened to being Hartlepool's equivalent of the
Olympics. The Tall Ships’ Race will bring development opportunities to
Hartepool. The Newcastle/Gateshead event in 2005 brought 1.5 million
visitors and a reported £48 million in economic value. Furthermore, the
recent aw ard of the Grand Central contract to operate a direct rail link to
London has also been highlighted as a significant development that
enhances the potential for tourism and regeneration in the town.
Consequently, maximising the impression that the Raiway Approaches
create of the tow nhas been identified as particularly significant at this time.

The image and reputation of Hartlepool has changed radically over the last
15 years with the development of the Marina and associated visitor
atractions, such as the Historic Quay, HMS Trincomalee and the Hartlepool
Museum, and the ongoing regeneration of areas such as the town centre
and the Headland.

Furthermore, Hartlepool's ongoing regeneration fits into a number of broader
regional and sub-regional strategies such as:

(@) The Northern Way;

(b) The Regional Spatial Strategy;

(c) The Tees Valley Vision;

(d) Tees Valey City Region Business Case (TVCRBC); and
(e) City Region Development Programme (CRDP)

Through the Northern Way, Hartlepool is recognised as an integra part of the
Tees Valley City Region and as an integral part of accelerating growth in the
North of England. Under the Northern Way a Tees Valley City Region
Business Case (TVCRBC) and City Region Development Programme
(CRDP) are being developed, w hich are geared tow ards providing a coherent
economic analysis of the City Region and identifying how the City Regioncan
improve its economic performance and how the Government can help it to do
so. The Northern Way Growth Strategy aims to reduce the output gap
betw een the North and the rest of the UK by accelerating economic grow th
through a variety of investment priorities. Consequently, much of the
implementation w ork around the above strateges is very much economic
performance and job creation driven. Howv ever, a Green Infrastructure
Strategy is currently being developed as part of the overall City Region policy
and this focuses on improvements to the green infrastructure. Further details
on this strategy are outlined in paragraph 9.7 below .

The emerging Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the North East will
complement the aims and objectives of the Northern Way Strategy. L will
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9.6

9.7

9.8

9.9

help the North East to focus on key issues for the region and how its potential
can be realised. The RSS will replace the existing Regional Planning
Guidance and will provide a broad framew ork for spatial planning. It will form
part of the Development Plan for Harttepool and will set levels for key land
use issues such as housing and industrial development.

At the sub-regional level the Tees Valley Vision has been broughttogether by
the Tees Valley Partnership in association with a wide number of
organisations including the five Tees Valley Local Authorities. The vision
aims to improv e the economic performance of the Tees Valley and the quality
of life its people. It provides a case to justify public expenditure, setting a
long term strategic vision and programme for development for the Tees
Valley. Through this vision it 5 envisaged that by 2020 Hartlepoolw il be,
“fully developed as a business and commercial centre, a major w aterfront
location and a focus for shared services centres and short holiday breaks.”

As part of the overall City Region policy development a Green Infrastructure
Strategy is currently being developed through the Tees Valley Joint Strategy
Unit. This strategy focuses on making improvements to the green
infrastructure in the Tees Valey. The Government has acknowledged that
the sub-region lags behind the national average in this respect and that this
can be a barrier to economic development. Consequently, this strategy s
being developed to enhance the appearance of the infrastructure in the Tees
Valley. Members of the Forum have expressed a desire to link the sites
identified in the Scrutiny Investigation, wherever possible, into the Green
Infrastructure Strategy and its ass ociated site s pecific schedules.

The Council is committed to taking an integrated and partnership based
approach to maximise the social and economic benefits delivered through
regeneration. Indeed the Council will drive forward existing and future
regeneration schemes across the Borough in order to deliver the changes

necessary torealise the Community Strategy Vision:

Ouw Msion is that Hartlepod will be a prosperous, caring,
confident and outward looking community, in an attractive
environment, realising its potential. We will therefore prom ote
and improve the economic, social and environmental well-
being of the town, taking into account the needs of future
generations.

The Community Strategy (w hichis currently under review) i in effect a ‘grand
plan’ agreed by the Hartlepod Partnership, w hich is the town’s Local Strategic
Partnership (LSP) and brings together al of the tov n's partnerships delivering
local services. Through the Community Strategy process the Partnership
looks at what local services and developments are needed, the best way of
providing them and involving people further in the w ay services are delivered.
The Railway Approaches investigation makes a number of contributions to the
objectives in the Community Stategy, such as to Jobs and the Economy
Priority Aim Objectives 1, 3 and 6:
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1) To improve the loca transport infrastructure to encourage business
investment and productivity and enable local people to access
employ ment opportunities;

3) To promote Hartlepool as a destination of choice for inw ardinvestors; and

6) To invest in environmental improvements in industrial and commercial
areas that encouwrage additional private investment in infrastructure
improvements.

9.10 Hartlepool Tourism Strategy is a thematic study thatw as undertaken in order
to establish a strategic framework to stimulate regeneration economically,
socially and physicaly. Consequently, the Tourism Strategy examines the
intrinsic strengths and w eaknesses, opportunities and threats for Hartlepool
in terms of developing its visitor economy. This strategy identifies w ays of
supporting and enhancing the tourism infrastructure of Hartlepool, thus
raising the profile and perceptions of Hartlepool as a visitor destination w ithin
and beyond the region. A key consideration of this Forum when selecting
this topic was how do the railw ay approaches into the town contribute to this
vision and how can they be improved.

9.11  The Tourism Strategy highlights the importance of the Marina to the towv n's
economy and the concept of ‘Hartlepod Quays’ has emerged as central
theme through w hich a collection of projects are being developed. Overtime
the combined Hartlepool Waterfront area will evolve to provide a single
experience that will draw in new sources of demand and economic activity.
Hartepool Quays is a regional priority for regeneration and s the main
regeneration zone in Hartlepool. It comprises the flagship Tees Valley
Regeneration site of Victoria Harbour, the Marina, Hartlepool tow n centre,
and the Historic Hartlepool Headland. Investment in the Quays will provide a
regionally significant critical mass of facilties that will be catalyst to creating
new demand and stimulating further investment to the benefit of Hartlepool
and the Tees Valley City Region.

9.12 It has been highlighted above that Members of the Forum, in their Scrutiny
topic selection and throughout the course of the inquiry, have been
concerned w ith maximising the impact of the railway approaches into
Hartepool to further enhance the towns regeneration and grow th
Consequently, the Forum's investigation can usefully encourage the
Authority to make connections (particularly in light of such developments as
the Tall Ships and a direct rail link to London), where appropriate, to the
regional, sub-regiona and local strategies described above, to seek to
improvetherail coridors into Hartlepool.

10. Exploration of Railway Approaches
10.1 On 16 Cctober 2006 Members of the Scrutiny Forum undertook a site visit to

explore the railw ay approaches into Hartlepool. The visit was made possible
by funding from Northern Rail. Members travelled betw een Hartlepool and
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10.2

10.3

11.

111

Seaham (to the north) and from Seaham to Middlesbrough (in the south).
The site visit also allow ed Members to make comparisons with other tow ns
and, in particular the condition of their approaches andther stations.

During the site visits Members discussed the follow ng ssues:
(@) What are the key ‘problem areas’ Me mbers identified during the visit?

(b) What impression did Members gain of the railway stations at Hartlepool
and Seaton Carew ?

(c) How dd the raiway approaches into Hartlepool compare with the
approaches into the other tow ns passed through duringthe visit?

(d) What impression did the railw ay approaches create on the overall image
of the tow n?

The findings from the site visit are attached at Appendix A. In addition,
Me mbers viewed a video presentation of the site visit at the meeting of the
Forum on 2 November and held further discussions about the findings from
the visit at this meeting. These findings have been disseminated throughout
this Position Paper.

Key ‘problem spots’ and areas of good practice on the railway
approaches.

It has been recognised during the site visit, and in the evidence provided hy
witnesses such as the Char of the Economic Forum, that railw ay lines tend
to go through industrial areas of tow ns. This largely relates to the historical
development of raiways and their connections to industry. Indeed,
Hartepool and the North East have a strong industrial heritage, which has
been connected to railways. Given these factors it has been argued that
comparatively the railw ay approaches into Hartlepool are not as bad as
anticipated and with the exception of the Steetley sie the northern approach
was feltto be particularly striking during the site visit

RPSSF -07.01.18- 7.2R ailway Approac hes - Draft Final Report

10 HARTLEPOO L BOROUGH COUNCIL



Regeneration and Planning Sewices Scrutiny Forum Report — 18 January 2007 7.2

11.2

11.3

11.4
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Nevertheless, the section above on the ‘image’ of Hartlepool has highlighted
how the tow n is changing. Indeed, the issue of the ‘Railw ay Approaches’
into the town has arisen in response to maximising the potential for the
regeneration of the town. Consequently, over the course of the Scrutiny
investigation a number of ‘problem spots’ have been identified as giving
partcularly negative impressions of Hartlepool. During the site visit
Members were able to explore the Railway Approaches at first hand and
confirm / adapt their impressions of these. Following further discussion of
the site visit and viewing a video presentation of footage taken during the
site visitthe following sites w ere identified as key ‘problemspots’:

a) Steetley/BritMag (site and adjacentsidings);
b) Allotments around Bruntoft Avenue;

c) SWSin Stranton;

d) Newcomnbe Recycling; and

€) Niromax.

During discussions about the Railway Approaches into the tow n it has been
suggested that minimum and maximum standards for these approaches
should be identified by the Forum. Consequertly, it is possble to view the
identification of the ‘problem spots’ in the paragraph above as falling below
what the Forum has deemed to be a minimum standard for the approaches
into the town. A number of methods for improvements have been identified
by the Forum (and are outlined in the remainder of this section and in the
recommendations of the report), which can be interpreted as seeking to
develop a maximum standard for the Railw ay Approaches into the town.

Me mbers will be aw are, follbwing their evidence gathering session w ith the
Mayor that a list of untidy / derelict land and buildings has been developed
and action has been taken to make improvements to them. Consequently,
Members of the Forum acknow ledged that the ongoing improvements to
untidy/derelict land and buildings could provide a potential way forward for
making improvements to the key ‘problem spots’ identified through the
Scrutiny Investigation. Consequertly, it was considered during an informal
meeting of the Forum on 21 November 2006 (and again during the meeting
of the Forum on 7 December 2006) that, where appropriate, the sites
identified through this investigation should be incorporated onto this list.
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11.5

11.6

It has been suggested by Members that advertising along the trackside could
be developed as good practice onthe Railway Approaches, in particular for
screening the biggest ‘problem spots’. This could be developed in three
ways; frstly, to alow businesses to advertise and secondy, for the Council
to advertise the tow n (through posters of key attractions). The latter point
was felt to be especially significant in the build-up to the Tall Ships event. A
third possibility would be to recommend a programme, in partnership w ith
Network Rail, of tree planting to shield selected problem spots along the
railway corridor.  Gven the varied ownership of the land and the
responsibilties of the Council and Netw ork Rail it has been suggested to the
Forum that technical advice is sought on the most appropriate combination
of these three approaches for screening ‘problem spots’ along the rail
corridor.

Since attending the site visit the Neighbourhood Manager (North) has
idertified an area of unused land running parallel to the railway line (on the
opposite side of the railway embankment to the old Steetley site) betw een
Brus Tunnel and the Touchdown Pub. The land has previously undergone
some demolition by Housing Hartlepool. Whilst the Authority proposes to
clean-up the site it is felt that there is considerable potential to develop it
further as a ‘Community Forest’ or ‘Woodland Area’. The areacould also act
as a diversionary route away from traffic through linking this area into the
Linear Park Strategy. Members discussed this development during an
informal meeting of the Forum on 21 November 2006 and w ere keen to
support and incorporate it in the findings of the investigation. This matter
was considered again at the meeting of the Forum on 7 December 2006 and
was supported.

RPSSF -07.01.18- 7.2R ailway Approac hes - Draft Final Report
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11.7

11.8
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During the informal meeting of the Forum on 21 November 2006 there w as
further discussion of the North Hartepool Linear Park Feasibility Study,
commissioned by the North Hartlepod Partnership and ‘Pride in Hartlepool'.
Members asked for further information on this development to be
incorporated into the findings of the Railway Approaches Investigation. The
study area covers the Headland and Central Estate, as far west as a line
drawn from the BritMag works along the raiway line to Victoria Harbour.
The linear park will be a community-based project, throughw hich community
groups could develop and manage areas of green space within an overall
agreed framew ork. By linking existing green spaces attractively and
imaginatively the intention s to encourage greater use of them, make the
area more attractive, exploit underused recreational and heritage potential,
encourage more informal physical activity, and make them part of the local
travel network for walking and cycling. Through integrating regeneration,
tourism, transport, health and recreation objectives joined- up service delivery
will be achieved across a range of policy agendas, as well as addressing
local concerns and aspirations. Members present at the informal meeting on
21 November indicated that the scheme should be supported through the
Forum’s recommendations. This w as later supported by the Forum on 7
December 2006.

Since attending the site visit representatives of the Regeneration & Planning
Services department have met with Tees Forest (North East Community
Forests) to discuss a broad programme of planting to create green fingers of
woodland extending into the urban area along the raiw ay. The Local Plan
has already identified a number of recreational sites in the south of the town
stretching from New burn Bridge to the former Greatham Station area w hich
could be planted. The Tees Forest is supportive of the overall aimto link
and enhance these sites as part of a comprehensive woodand scheme. The
opportunity could also be taken to screen some of the uses a Newbum
Bridge and Sandgate. During the infformal meeting of the Forum on 21
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November 2006 Me mbers dscussed this issue and indicated their support
for it.

11.9 An assessment of all the sites (mentioned in paragraphs 11.6 — 11 .8) is
being made by the Council’s ecologist to ensure that they are appropriate for
woodland planting.

11.10 During discussions about the allotments at Bruntoft Avenue Members
suggested that the Council needs an allotments policy. I was argued that
allotments can, and shoud, add to the character of an area. Allotments that
fall into disrepair not only create a poor impression of the railw ay approaches
into town but have a negative impact on the more proactive allotment users.
Members also argued that the Authority should consult with allotment users
around the development of an allotments policy.

12. Condition of Hartlepool and Seaton Railw ay Sations

12.1  During the site visit Members compared the condition of Hartlepool and
Seaton Station w th those in neighbouring towns. [tw as argued that neither
of these stations compared favourably with, for example, Stockon and
Middlesbrough Stations in the case of Hartlepool Staton and Seaham
Sation in the case of Seaton Station. It was also argued that investment
was needed to improve both of these stations.

12.2 A number of approaches to station improvements have been discussed by
the Committee over the course of the investigation and these are outlined
below.

Station Adoption

12.3  Currently Hartlepool Station has a Level One Station adoption scheme in
place, which consists of one person helping to maintain the station. Gven
the interest in the inquiry from Members, rail user groups such as
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12.4

12.5

12.6

Coastliners and the CVS it has been suggested that Hartlepool seeks to
extend its adoption scheme to the next level, w hich is to develop a ‘Partners
Scheme’. Indeed, Northern Rail suggested that they have some monies
available to support an extended station adoption scheme. How ever, it w as
has also been suggested that enhanced adoption of the station may
undermine the staff's ownership of the station. Nevertheless, the Forum has
remained keen to pursue further (enhanced) adoption of Hartlepool Station
and some adoption of Seaton Station. It has been stressed that the staff on
the Hartlepool Station should be involed in this process, if they w ish to be,
and that pursuing this development is not a negative reflection on the job the
station staff are doing. Furthermore, the Forum has suggested it would be
beneficial to make connections to Pride in Hartlepool as part of any scheme
seeking to improve the appearance of the stations.

Station Im provements

Again a number of matters have been discussed in relation to this issue.
Firstly, it has been suggested that both Hartlepool and Seaton Stations
should be improved cosmetically. Potential areas for improvement range
fromplacing hanging baskets and flow er tubs on the station to improving the
sighage and timetabling displays on the statons. A number of these
improvements could be achieved through enhanced station adoption and
involving interested parties such as the Community and Voluntary Sector in
this. It has aso been suggested during the investigation that it might be
possible to make connections o Englsh Heritage and Railw ay Trusts w hen
seeking to make improvements to Hartlepod Station. Members have also
indicated that it is important to retain the Victorian character of the station if
any structural improvements are made as a result of this investigation.

It has also been argued that cos metic w ork on the statons will only improve
them so far and may, in fact, mask the need for larger structural
improvements. It w as, therefore, suggested to Members that the need for
structural improvements to the stations was greater and that it would be
prudent to use the opportunity that the Tal Ships event was providing to
recommend that the Authority lobby the Department for Transport, Netw ork
Rail and Northern Rail to make structural improvements to Hartlepool and
Seaton Stations, prior to improving the cosmetic appearance of these.

However the town's MP highlighted that the structure of rail franchise
agreements are not necessarily conducive to securing station improvements.
The length of franchises and companies being charged with making
economies are, in particular, problematic. @~ The government is not
encouraging longer-term improvement programmes due to the structure of
rail privatisation.
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12.7

12.8

13.

13.1

13.2

It has been suggested during the investigation that Hart station should be
reopened as it would provide a good connection for the North of the town
and also to tourism in Crimdon Dene. Council officers have been involved in
lobbying for this station to reopen. How ever, this is likely to be a very costly
undertaking, which has limited progress inthe past. Indeed detailed scheme
designs and costings w ere undertaken circa 2002 and the cost for reopening
Hart station was estimated at more than £2 million. It is likely that the costs
will have risen since then. Nevertheless, the Local Plan continues to allow
for the future development of a station halt w here the disused Hart station is
located and the Forum has strongly indicated that it would be desirable for
the Authority to continue lobbying for Hartstationtoreopen. It has ako been
suggested by Members that Hart Station should act as the equivalent to
Seaton Stationfor the north of the town.

During discussions it has been suggested that Netw ork Rail should be
persuaded to reopen the second platform on Hartlepod Station to assistw ith
the Grand Central route to London. How ever, evidence gathered during the
investigation has indicated that the Station currently has sufficient capacity to
meet the increased demand of the Grand Central contract.

To consider issues of accessibility, particularly in term s of pedestrian
access to Hartlepool Station from the Marina;

Over the course of the Scrutiny investigation Members have focused on the
issue of accessibility to Hartlepod Station on a number of occasions. The
Town Centre Strategy has highlighted the need to address the physical
linkages into the town centre and look at ways of making the area more
permeable. Consequently, Members have discussed the need to improve
pedestrian and vehick signage aroundthe stations and make connections to
the town centre. In particular, the enhancement of ‘brown signage’ around
the stations has been advocated by the Forum.

During the evidence gathering session with the Portfolio Holder for Culture,
Leisure and Transportation it was argued that adequate access to rail
facilties is vital in terms of allow ing grow th in rail transport, and enabling
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13.3

14.

141

14.2

14.3
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modal shift The Transport Interchange will bring a step improvement to the
railway approaches in the area of Hartlepod Raiway station. Spin off
improvements at the station include new toilet facilities, retail units, improved
access to the new bus facilties, improved parking and changes to the ticket
hall layout and passenger waiting area. The interchange will bring significant
improvements to public transport in Hartlepool, while regenerating an, at
present, derelict area.

Furthermore, given the financia and lega constraints on extending access
from Hartlepool Station to the Marina via a footbridge or underpass,
accessibility between these areas can be improved through enhanced
connections via Church Street. In particular, improved signage, the
development of the Transport Interchange and the proposed development of
a large piece of currently unused lknd between the Historic Quay and
Hartepool Station should enhance pedestrian access betw een the Marina
andstationvia Church Street.

To seek the views of the public in relation to the railw ay approaches
into Hartlepool

Members of the public have been encouraged to take part in the Scrutiny
process through a number of press releases throughout the investigation. In
partcular, the meeting of the Forum on 2 November 2006 was tailored
tow ards gaining public involvement in the investigation. How ever, no
members of the pubic attended this meeting. Nevertheless, ‘Coastliners’ a
local rail users group have been active throughout the investigation, and a
representative of w hich attended most of the meetings, including the site
visit. Coastliners w ere gven a more formal opportunity to feed their views
on railway approaches into the Forum on 2 November (see Appendix B).
Consequently, the Forum has indicated that ‘Coastliners’ should have a
continuing involvement in implementing the outcomes of this investigation.

HV DA submitted a response to how the Community and Vountary Sector
(CVS) coud become involved in improvements to the town’s railw ay
approaches, and its stations in particular. A number of potential options for
involvement are outlined in Appendix C. The Forum has indicated on a
number of occasions that the CVS has a number of contributions it can make
in the actions floving from this report. In particular, w orking towards
improvements to the station/s.

During the Investigation a Member suggested itis very important to keep up
the momentum generated through the Scrutiny process. It was suggested
that a ‘Raiw ay Approaches Forum’ could be established for this purpose.
This forum could provide a valuable mechanism for furthering partnership
working betw een the Authority, the rail operators, rail user groups, the CVS,
and the disabled access group. The conduct and findings of this inquiry
suggest that the latter should include both improvements to the railw ay
corridors and stations. In addition, Members raised the possibility of
including groups such as young offenders in improving railw ay approac hes.
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15.

151

CONCLUSIONS

Over the course of this Scrutiny Investigation the Forum has reached the
following general conclusions about Railway Approaches:

(@ That there is no single or unifying government pdlicy in relation to
Railway Approaches. Instead afarly complex set of arrangements exist
between private companies, national regulators and local government
through w hichthe responsibility for this issue is divided.

(b) That the topic selection and evidence gathering by this Forum during the
Scrutiny Investigation have demonstrated enthusiasm amongst Members
and officers to foster partnerships and drive this ©sue forward
Particularly in light of the 2010 Tall Ships event coming to Hartlepod.
Indeed the Tall Ships event has been likened to Hartlepool's equivalent
of the Oly mpics.

(c) Consequently, it has been stressed that the impression created by the
Raiway Approaches into the tow nwill be particularly significant at this
time. It has alko been argued by the Forum that improvements to these
need to begin now to be in place by 2010 and that the Tall Ships event
should also be fully utilised as an incentve to make improvements
Railw ay Approaches.

(d) It has been recognised by Me mbers of this Forum during the site visit that
the Raiw ay Approaches tend to go through industrial parts of tow ns.

Indeed it was felt that Hartlepool was comparable w ith neighbouring
tow ns in this regard during the site visit.

(e) How ever, in seeking to maximise the potential for the regeneration of the
tow na number of ‘key problemspats’ along the railw ay approaches have
beenidentified during the Scrutiny Investigation. A number of strategies /
approaches for improvements have been suggested throughout this
report and are highlighted more specifically n the recommendations
below.

(f) It has been argued by the Forum that the condition and appearance of
both Hartlepod and Seaton Stations do not compare favourably w ith
Middlesbrough / Stockton and Seaham Station respectively.
Consequently the Forum has expressed a desire to see improvements
(both cosmetically and structurally) to these stations.

() That the Forumw ishes the Authority to continue lobbying for Hart Station
to beredeveloped and reopened.

(h) That given the pressures and opportunities the 2010 Tall Ships generates
for improvements to the raiiv ay approaches into the tow nit is important
that the momentum that this Forum has generated around this issue is
maintained. Consequently, it has been suggested that a variety of
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16.

16.1

interested and responsible stakeholders should meet as pat of a
‘Raiw ay Approaches Forum' to discuss and implement the methods for
improvement recommended in this report.

RECOMM ENDATIONS

That Members nate the contents of the draft final report and agree / amend
the follow ing recommendations:

a)

b)

9

That in relation to Netwv ork Rail:

i. The Authority seeks to develop a proactive approach with Netw ork
Rail around combating graffiti, and in particular through making
connections to Netw ork Rail's graffiti budget.

i. That Network Rail's 24 hour helpline number (08457 11 41 41) is
publicised through the dissemination of the Forum's fina report,
associated press releases and through the Authority's Hartbeat
magazine.

iii. That the Authority invites Network Rail to bring the ‘No Messin’

scheme to schook in Hartlepool in the interests of reducing
trespassing, graffitiand vandalism around the railw ay lines.

That the Authority invites Northern Rai’s police and schook liaison officer
to attend Hartlepool schools.

That the Authority uses its Planning and Development Control pow ers
proactively to enhance the Railway Approaches into thetown.

That the Authority seeks to maximise the regeneration benefits of the
2010 Tall Ships event, the development of ‘Hartlepool Quays’, and the
drect rail link to London by linking, where appropriate, prospective
improvements to Hartlepool's Railway Approaches into the regional, sub-
regional and local strategies descrbed in the main body of this report.

That the ‘key problem spots’ sites identified in the Railway Approaches
Scrutiny Investigation, are incorporated, wherever possible, into the

Green Infrastructure Strategy and is associated site specific schedules.

That the area of unused land identfied in paragraph 11.6 of this report is
developed as a ‘Community Forest o ‘Woodland Area’ and as a
diversionary route aw ay from traffic.

That the Authority supports the development of the North Hartlepool
Linear Park strategy.
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h) That discussions betw een representatives of the Regeneration and
Planning Services Department and Tees Forest (North East Community
Forests) around the development of a broad programme of planting to
create ‘green fingers’ of w oodland extending into the urban area along
the railw ay corridor is supported.

i) That the Authority develops an ‘allotments policy’ and consulks alotment
users in the development and implementation of this policy.

j) That the ‘key problem spots’ identified during the Scrutiny Investigation
are ncorporated, w here appropriate, into the list of Untidy / Derelict Land
and Buidings.

K That the Authority develops a strategy geared tow ards screening the ‘key
problem spots’ identfied during the Scrutiny Investigation based on the
approaches outlined in paragraph 11.5.

[) Thatinrelation to Stations in Hartlepool:

i. The Authority pursues enhanced adoption of Hartlepool Stationto a
‘Partners Scheme’ in conjunction wih Northern Rail and that
involvement from the CVS, ‘Coastliners’ and Pride n Hartepool is
sought inthis.

i. That the Authority pursues the development of a station adoption
scheme at Seaton Carew Station in conjunction with Northern Rail
and that involvement from the CVS, ‘Coastliners’ and Pride in
Hartlepool is sought inthis.

iii. The Authority maximises the opportunty that the Tall Ships event
provides to lobby the Department for Transport, Netw ork Rail and
Northern Rail to make structural improvements to Hartlepool and

Seaton Stations, prior to improving the cosmetic appearance of
these.

iv. That the Authority continues to Iobby the Department for Transport,
Netw ork Rail and Northern Rail for a station halt to reopen at Hart
Station.

v. That pedestrian and vehicle signage (including further development
of brown signage) around Hartlepool Station is improved, especially
in relation to the tow n centre.

m) That ‘Coastliners’ have a continuing involvement in implementing the
outcomes of this investigation. In partcular in improvements to
Hariepool and Seaton Carew Stations and in the development of a
‘Raiw ay Approaches Forun.

n) That the CVS has a number of specific contributions it can make to
improvements to Railw ay Approaches, as outlined in Appendix C, and
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that the Authority considers how best the adoption of these options can
be supported.

0) That the Authority helps to establish a ‘Raiw ay Approaches Forum' in
partnership w ith the CV S to ensure that the momentum for this issue is
maintained around improvements to both the railway corridors and
stations. In addition to the Authority and the CVS, the rail operators, rail

user groups and the disabled access group should be invoved in this
forum.

p) That the recommendations from this report are reflected, where
appropriate, in actions contained in Departmental / Service Plans.
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Appendix A — Notes from Member Discussions during Railway Approaches
Site Visit 16/10/06

Comments from discussions on Seaham Station

1. Having explored the northern approach into the tow n Members
commented that the Steetley/Britmag site w as the big issue on this
approach. Itw as acknow ledged by some Me mbers that some
improvements had been made here. The site is heavily polluted and there
problems w ith erosion from the sea. It w ould take millions of pounds to
clear the site. A planning application is in process and it w as argued that
allow ing market forces to clear the site w as (through housing
development) key to moving forw ardw ith this issue.

2. Members commented that Seaham Station compared very favourably to
Seaton Station and they w ould like to see something similar at Seaton. In
particular, the transparent shelters w ere popular w ith Members.

3. Members thought planting could be usedto shield the view over the
allotments.

4. Thesignage at Hartlepool Station w as deemed to be poor. A sign on the
main building (as opposed to either end of the platform) indicating that you
had arrived in Hartlepool w ould be useful.

Comments from group discussions on Middlesbrough Station

e Group 1-Problem areas identified on the site visit.
Key ‘problem areas’:

1. Former RHM site in Greatham — questions about pollution here.

2. Allotments generally and fly-tipping in adjacent areas.

3. ltwas felt that Netw ork Rail’s housekeeping can be poor interms of
contractors leaving scrap metals by the trackside and surrounding areas.

4. Fly-tipping around Lancaster Rd. area.

5. Allotmentsites are a blight. Numerous plots are overgrow n and/or have
items dumped in them. The cabins in the allotments make them look like
shanty tow ns.

6. Mainsforth Terrace new builds —roads partly complete, w eeds etc. poorly
maintained areas. Also derelictw alls near here.

7. Steetley, Niromax, and New combe recycling are key problem areas.
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8.

Appendix A

Hartlepool Station platformrequires w eeding and the brickw ork is
‘shabby’, the structure is generally poor. It could dowith arepaint and
hiring out spaces for advertising hoardings. The signage is also poor.

Group 2 — Impressions of Hartlepool and Seaton railw ay stations.

Hartlepool Station:

aprwWdE

Poor signage to, and in, the station.

The infrastructure is disgusting e.g. the roof etc.

The toilets have poor facilities.

Investment is urgently needed.

There is a lack of seating and there are no floral displays.

Seaton:

1. The station looks old.

RPSSF

The station needs investmentto bring it up to the standard of Seaham.

Group 3 — Comparisons with other tow ns on the visit.

Strong feeling that the railw ay station/s need improving.

Stockton w as cited as a good example of an attractively designed station.
Landscaping on Hartlepool station w ould be beneficial e.g. raised flow er
beds onthe unused platform.

Over the course of the visit it w as evident that the planting around the
railw ay had matured and generally w orked w ell.

Need to w ork w ith the community around planting schemes the

New combe and Stranton SWS sites w ere cited as places w here this
could take place.

Comparing Hartlepool w ith the other tow ns that w ere passed through on
the visit created a generally favourable impression.

Group 4 —impressions from the railw ay approaches on the overall
image of the town

It was commented that the houses/buildings facing the railw ay could be
improved. How ever, it w as also recognised that they tend to be the backs
of buildings and (naturally) more attention is spent on the appearance at
the front of these.

It was acknow ledged by Members that railw ays tend to pass through
industrial parts of towns. Consequently, they do not alw ays go past the
most attractive parts of tow ns.
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3. Itwas felt that hedging could be used to cover unattractive places like the
recycling / scrapyard in the south of the tow n.

4. Members felt that the northern approach to the tow nw as generally
pleasant and a good approach into tow n. With the exception of the
Britmag site.

5. The area betw een Hartlepool and Seaton station w as deemed to be
particularly nasty. How ever, there w as some optimism that this area
would improve betw een nonv and 2010 through the conditional use of
planning permission, w hich w ould require landscaping improvements

6. The w est side of the southern railw ay approach, in particular, could be
easily ‘shielded’ through landscaping/planting.

7. ltwas also commented that a combination of the features of Stockton and
Middlesbrough stations w ould provide a good model for Hartlepool station.

8. Itwas alsofelt that it would be possible, and beneficial, to create a
community feeling on Seaton station, and, therefore, it w ould police itself
around vandalism etc. in the future.
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COASTLINERS -a voice for rail users

Sunderland— Seaham —Hartkpool —Seaton Carav — Billingham —Stockton — Ttornaby - Middesbrough

Who arew e

“Qoastliners” is the name of the Rail Users Grouprepresenting passengers
w ho usetherailw ay betw een Sunderland & Middlesbrough —the Durham
Coast Line. It is an informal groupw ith links to Transport 2000, but is
recognised by the Train Operating Companies (TOCs) (eg Northern Rail &
Grand Central,) and Passenger Focus, the national body representingrail
passenger interests.

It currently consists of a relatively small number of active members and meets
around six times per year — usually in Hartlepool, as the mid [point on the line.

What dow edo

Coastliners has primarily been a campaigning group. Its main adbjective has
been, and remains, to ensure a satisfactory service along the Durham Coast,
w ith adequate and convenient links to the rest of the rail netw ork.

We have campaigned for the followv ing:

a) On a local line level:

= Torestore the half hourly service beiwv een Hartlepool & New castle

**To provide an early morning commuter train from Hartlepool to
New castle

= *Tp adjust the timetable to make better connections at Thomaby
= Toimprove the format of the Durham Coast passenger timetable leaflet

= For later evening trains (the last train from New castle is now 30
minutes later, but we w oul like to see trains until 10 or 1030pm)

b) On a national level to benefit the Region by improved travel opportunities o
& from the Durham Coast & the rest of Britain

= Restoration of throughservices betweenthe Durham Coast & York
(since the split betw een Northern Rail and Trans Pennine Express)

= **Support for Grand Central trains betw een Sunderland and Kings
Cross
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= Inputto the Cross Country Franchise negotiations to get :

a) some Qoss Country trains diverted from Northallerton via the
Coast Line

b) Trains fromthe North East to the South Coast and South West
maintained as through trains and not curtailed at Birmingham or
Reading as proposed by the Departmentfor Transport (DfT.)

We have hadsome successes (*) but we continue tocampaign on the other
fronts. This is primarily through correspondence and meetings withthe TOCs,
the DfT, the Office of the Rail Regulator (ORR) and Passenger Focus.

Improvingthe Passencgers Lot

Other areas in w hich we have interests include:
a) Improvement in publicly displayed information at al stations
b) Improvement in passenger facilities
c) Improved rolling stock, ie:
* New or refurbished trains

+ Condition of trains

Where dow e fitw ith the present Hartlepool Borough Council (HBC) Initiative

Apartfrom the obvious need for acoat (or severalcoats) of paint at
Hartlepool, we have beenvery interested in a variety of improvements not
only at Hartlepool Station, but also at Seaton Caren & Billingham. Thoughw e

cannot offer masses of manpow er, we can offer avariety of suggestions, and
have already doneso in many cases — not alw aysw ith any success,

Many of our ideas need co-operation from Northern Rail and/or Netw ork Rail,
and may only be achieved w ith support from initiatives such as thatcurrently
being taken by HB C.

Uppermost of these is to investigate further the formation of Station Adoption
Groups. Under existing schemes, Northern Rail will often supply materials if
groups supply manpower. lt wasin fact a Coastliners suggestion that a large
Tall Ships mural be painted on the facing wall at Hartlepool Station — an
intiatve now taken up by the Mayor, the College of Art and Netw ork Rail.

Inconclusionw e w ould like tow ork with and support the present HBC
intiative.
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Hartlep ool Railw ay Approaches — Potential of
Comm unity and Voluntary Sector (CVS) Involvement

Inrelationto ‘The condition of Hartlepoad Station given itsroe as part of the
new Transport Interchange.’

There are a number ofw ays the Voluntary and Communiy Sector could
potentially impact on the workfor the improvement of the Hartlepool Railw ay

Station.
a) Working with establshed Groups:

» Civic Society

* Greathamin Bloom

» Hartlepool Local History Group

* Raiway Wsers Group

» Possibly members of the 50+ Forum

(‘Soundings’ have been madew th the above groups and they have
expressed an interest)

It may be possible to explorew iththese groups the ideals of forming a
consortium group/committee to workup an action plan/funding strategy
working in partnershipw ith statutory organisations such as those below:

* Environmental Partnership — Buit and Natural Environment Sub-group
e HBC

* Netw ok Rall
 Grand Central

HVDA Project Development Worker could provide assistance in ‘working up’
this project.

b) Establishing a new Fiends of Group:

This will be just as time consuming as workingw ith the established groups but
again is possible with the assistance of the HVDA project development
w orker.

c) Establshing a Heritage group;

As above but perhaps involving Museumservices Heritage development
w orker.

Possibilities could also be explored aroundthe engagement of a ‘labour force

either through the HB C ILM Initiative or throughw orking w ith OFCA through
theVIP project or Kirklevington project.
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(T
REGENERATION AND PLANNING SERVICES -
SCRUTINY FORUM i
_—
18 January 2007 HARTLEFOO!
Report of: Scrutiny Support Officer
Subject: Scrutiny Inwvestigation into Youth Unemployment —

Scoping Report

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To make proposals to Members of the Regeneration and Planning Services
Scrutny Forumforther forthcoming investigation into Y outh Unemployment.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

At the meeting of the Regeneration and Planning Services Scrutiny Forum on
16 June 2006 Members considered potential w ork programme items for the
2006/07 municipal year. During this meeting Me mbers of this Forum selected
the ‘Youth Unemploy ment topic as its second main Scrutiny investigations for
the current municipal year.

Members selected the topic from an appendix attached to the ‘Determining
the Work Programme’ report submitted at the Forum’'s meeting on 16 June
2006. This appendix contained a list of the Authority’s Performance Indicators
of relevance to the remit of this Forum. Under the Corporate Plan Objective
JE9, “To support young people to gain suitable employment,” Members
identified the Local Area Agreement (LAA) target 2.5, which focuses on the
Youth Unemployment rate in Hartlepod, as an issue they wished to
investigate. The outturn figure for issue in 2005/06 w as 36% (Nov 05) against
a 2006/07 target of 31% and a 2008/09 LAA target of 30%.

Youth Unemployment is one of the key economic targets included in the
Hartlepool Community Strategy, Loca Area Agreement and Best Value
Performance Plan. The long term target established in 2002 is to reduce the

overall rate to 29% in 2012 from a baseline of 30.7%. The target is measured
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

by the proportion of Job Seeker Allowance (JSA) Claimants w ho are aged
18 24 years old, w here the overall claimantcount is 100%.

At a macro level youth unemployment w as identified as a key economic ssue
by the current Government and in 1998 the New Deal for Young People w as
inroduced to provide a series of cohesive and integrated interventions that
aimed to improve the skills and employabilty of young people.

The New Deal is delivered by Job Centre Plus, an executive agency of the
Department of Work and Pensions and elements of the programme are
sub-contracted to external public, private and voluntary sector organisations
that provide training, w ork placements and personal development support.
Each person is provided with a Job Centre Plus Personal Advisor who
responsible for supporting the claimant through the New Deal journey to the
point w hereby employment is secured. The New Deal is a mandatory
programme, and JSA claimants are expected to participate in programmes
that will meet the objectives of individual job seeker agreements. Benefit
entitement can be affected if the young person fails to adhere to the
requirements of the programme in relation to attendance and timekeeping.

Localy Hartepool Borough Council’'s Economic Development Service has
worked closely with a number of agencies contracted by Job Centre Plus to
deliver elements of the New Deal. This includes Nacro Tees Vallkey who are
responsible for delivering the Environmental Task Force. This offers New
Deal partcipants training, w ork experience and personal development, using
environmental projects as the basis for improving employability. Hartlepoad
Borough Council developed a funding scheme to provide ths as a waged
option, so that young people are employed directly by the Council and the
Neighbourhood Services Department has provided significant w ork activities
to develop individual skills. In addition the Economic Development Service
have used a variety of area based funding schemes to develop employment
schemes such as; Jobs Build, Targeted Training, Opportunities for Women,
Work Route and Progression to Work that add value to mainstream New Dead
provision and also support those people who are not eligible due to their
benefit entitlement.

To measure the effectveness of these additiona interventions new
performance indic ators w ere introduced into the BestVaue Performance Plan
during 2003-4, which measure the proportion of young people being
supported into training and employment by Council assistance. To date
(2003-2006) 379 young people have been assisted into employment and 427
young people assisted into training. Some examples of the support provided
toyoung people by the Council are attached at Appendix 1.

Appendix 2 outlines the progress in reducing youth unemployment since
1996. Overall between 1996 and 2000 the overall number of young people in
receipt of JSA reduced from a high of over 1400 to few er than 800, w hilst the
overall rate remained constant at around 27% as the overall number of
Hartlepool residents claiming JSA fell at a similar rate. From 2001 the total
number of young people fluctuated betw een 900 and 670; how ever the rate,

RPSSF -07.01.18- 7.3 Scrutiny Investigation intoY outh Unemployment — Scoping Report
2

HARTLEPOO LBOROUGH COUNCIL



Regeneration and Planning Sewices Scrutiny Forum— 18 January 2007 7.3

3.1

4.1

5.1

5.2

measured as a proportion of overall JSA claimants rose to over 35% during
the same period. Appendix 3 provides a graphical explanation for this
increase, where the overall number of Hartlepool residents claming JSA
declined at a greater rate than that of the 18-24 year old age group. Recently
there has been a steady increase in the overal numbers of young people
claiming JSA, from under 700 in January 2005 to nearly 900 by September
2006, although during the last two nonths this figure has reduced by 10% to
805 in November 2006.

OVERALL AIM OF THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION

To gain an understanding of the issues around Youth Unemployment and to
suggest areas for improvement.

PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE SCRUTINY
INVESTIGATION

The following Terms of Reference for the revien are proposed:-

(@) Togain an understanding of w hy the level of Youth Unemploy ment has
risen as a percentage of the overall unemployment level,

(b)  Togan an understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the various
stakeholders in Hartlepool who have some responsibility for tackling
Youth Unemployment;

(c) Toexamine the role of the Authority as a non-statutory service provider

in relation to Youth Unemployment, and in particular its roke n
Economic Development;

(d) To gain the views of young people w ho are unemployed in relation to
this issue; and

(e) To identify suggested areas for improvement in relation to the Youth
Unemployment rate.
POTENTIAL AREAS OF INQUIRY / SOURCES OF EVIDENCE

Members of the Forum can request a range of evidential and comparative
information throughout the Scrutiny review .

The Forum can invite a variety of peoplk to attend to assist in the
development of a balanced and focused range of recommendations.
Members may wishto include thefollowing in their investigation:-

(a) Representative from Connexions;
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7.1

(b) Representative from Job Centre Plus;

(c) Representative from the Learning and Skills Council;

(d) Elected Mayor — Portfolio Holder for Regeneration, Housing and
Liveability; and

(e) Representatives from Co mmunity and Voluntary Sector (CVS) — patentially
seek invavement of HVDA as ‘umbrella organisation.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Community engagement plays a crucial role in the Scrutiny process.
How ever, the Forum has a limited amount of remaining time available in the
curent municipal year. Consequerntly, it is suggested that a focus group w ith
young people is conducted at some point in late January / early February
2007 with a group of young people that are unemployed. Through ths
mechanism the view s of the section of the community most affected by this
issue can be fed backto the Forum and into the Scrutiny process. Members
may want to consider specific issues they woud like the focus group to
consider.

PROPOSED TIMETABLE OF THE SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION

Detailed below is the proposed timetable for the reviev to be undertaken,
w hich may be changed at any stage:-

18 January 2007 — ‘Scoping and Setting the Scene of the Scrutiny of the
Topic

Late January / early February 2007 conduct focus group with a group of
unemployed young people.

23 February 2007 — Evidence from key witnesses, including:

(a) Portfolio Holder;

(b) Connexions;

(c) Job Centre Pus;

(d) Learning and Skills Council;

(e) CVS; and

(f) Feedback from thefocus group.

Early March 2007 — schedule an informal meeting of the Forum to consider
contents of a Draft Final Report.

22 March 2007 — Agree Draft Final Report.
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RECOM M ENDATION

8.1 Members are recommended to agree the Regeneration and Panning
Services Scrutiny Forum’s remit for the Scrutiny investigation as outlined n
section 4 of this report.

Contact Officer:-  Jonathan Wistav — Scrutiny Support Officer
Chief Executive’s Department - Corporate Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council
Tel: 01429 523 647
Email: jonathan.w istow @hartlepool.gov.uk

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

“Determining the Work Programme” — Scrutiny Support Officer, Regeneration and
Planning Services Scrutiny Forum 16 June 2006.
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Appendix 1
Case Studies — Supporting Young People into Employment

Stuart is 22 and had worked for a local company but was made redundant due to lack of
contracts. When work picked up the company approached Stuart and offered him further
employment but owing to a change in the law he needed his counterbalance licence to
return to work. The Council provided financial assistance to Stewart so he could obtain
his licence and accept employment after being unemployed for 3 months.

Paul is 24 and been unemployed for 3 weeks although he has been in and out of work as a
labourer for the last year with nothing permanent. He was offered a job as asbestos
operative with a local firm but required funding for £450. The Council provided funding
and Paul also contributed to this by purchasing his personal equipment. He is now
employed with a company that is expanding and look like he will have a secure job.

Alan has been unemployed for 11 months and attended and passed a Site Safety Passport
and Forklift Truck Training course provided by the Council. He is now employed full
time at as a Production/Warehouse Operative with a local company.

Daniel is an ex-offender who has been unemployed for 6 months. He participated in a
Retail/Hospitality training course including Food Hygiene, First Aid and Customer Care
Training. He is now employed full time at a local restaurant.

Paul’s work history was mainly low skilled manufacturing work in between periods of
unemployment. He was placed on the Work Route Intermediate Labour Market project
with the Council and achieved New Roads and Street Works qualifications. He secured a
placement with Hartlepool Water with the assistance of the Council which has led to
permanent emp loy ment.

Craig wanted to become a Health and Safety Officer in the offshore industry and was
already working towards a NEBOSH qualification. He needed up to date work
experience and with the support of the Council secured a placement at Heerema. He has
undertaken a range of short training courses provided by the Work Route Team and
Heerema have offered him an apprenticeship to commence January 07.

Colin had previous employment in I.T support but wanted to re-train in engineering. The
Council gave advice and guidance to Colin in order to identify an appropriate pathway.
Project staff worked with a local company for a placement, and Colin was supported with
a manufacturing engineering course at Hartlepool College. He made such an impression
with the placement provider they offered him a permanent employment contract.

Nicky had previous experience in beauty therapy and was interested in exploring this
option further. The Council found a suitable placement and identified and financed a
range of courses for her to attend. Nicky is now a qualified nail technician, and expects
to remain with the placement provided as a permanent employee.
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Appendix 2

Youth Unemployment - 1996 to 2006
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Unemployment in Hartlepool 1996-2006
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