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1
Introduction

The brief

1.1
The outline brief issued by the client, Hartlepool Borough Council, identified the foreshore as an important amenity for a number reasons including recreational use, nature conservation, economy and tourism, and as a place to live.  The brief identified a number of aims for this study:

Provide a guide to key stakeholders involved in the coastline of Hartlepool so that clear points of contact can be established for all enquiries related to the foreshore.

Indicate current policies and designations of relevant to Hartlepool’s coastline.

For the whole coastline, offer guidance that may help inform future decisions relating to activities or development with particular reference to current policies and practices, especially in relation to recent guidance from the Health and Safety Executive regarding paddling pools.
Offer detailed guidance to assist the Council in improving its own foreshore services from the point of view of land and facility management as well as the public.

Produce a 5 year action plan for the Hartlepool coastline prioritising task for the Council and partner organisations.

1.2
Geographically, it was agreed at the commissioning meeting that the northern limit of the study area should be the Council boundary at Crimdon Dene, and the southern limit should be the North Gare Breakwater at the mouth of the River Tees.

1.3
At the commissioning meeting, it was agreed that the scope of the commission should extend beyond the standard dictionary definition of “foreshore” (commonly accepted as being that part of the shore between low and high water marks).  On the landward side, the study includes any ground immediately behind the foreshore where the use related to the foreshore (such as publicly accessible open space at Seaton Sands and Hart Warren).  On the seaward side, the study includes areas of water immediately beyond the low water mark which are used for recreational activities such as swimming and jetskiing (such as at Seaton Carew).  Please note that use of the word “foreshore” in this report refers to this more widely defined zone.
Relationship with Integrated Coastal Zone Management

1.4
This is an appropriate point to clarify the anticipated role of the Foreshore Strategy in the management of Hartlepool’s coastline as a whole.  This is important because the Foreshore Strategy is not envisaged as being a comprehensive plan for the whole coastal zone along the lines of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM).  ICZM is an internationally recognised process for planning coastal areas holistically, and is designed to deal with a range of issues such as landscape management, development, recreation and conservation. This approach has been promoted by the European Union and in other countries in recent years.  Although ICZM has been taken up in parts of Scotland primarily in response to use of inshore waters for aquaculture (e.g. fish farming), there are relatively few examples in England and Wales.  

1.5
The more usual approach in England is to distinguish between different types of coastal issues and examine them in separate plans.  The exact combination of plans will vary according to the local issues, but all coastal areas will use Local Plans/Structure Plans to handle development and use of land and Shoreline Management Plans to handle coastal erosion and sea defences (these will be explored in more detail in section 5, policy and guidance review).  In the case of Hartlepool, this Foreshore Strategy is anticipated to complete the suite of plans tackling coastal issues by addressing activities along the foreshore.

Our approach

1.6
The approach we have adopted for the preparation of the draft Foreshore Strategy has consisted of the following overlapping stages, as explained in our tender submission:

Stage 1: Preparation - briefing, data collection and desk study  We identified and described the range of activities currently taking place on the foreshore, gathering information about what happens, where, when, why, and the impacts that these activities have.  Information was gathered through semi-structured interviews with Council officers, partner organisations and the local community; personal observation; and desk-based research. 
Stage 2: Stakeholder consultations and site analysis  This stage consists of various tasks.  Firstly, we used a limited public consultation exercise to identify the concerns and aspirations of the public regarding the foreshore.  This process used a combination of qualitative techniques to maximise the quality of responses and their value to the preparation of the Foreshore Strategy.  Secondly, we mapped responsibilities of different parts of the Council for foreshore-related service delivery, as well as identifying which other external organisations are involved in delivering services on the foreshore.  Thirdly, we undertook a review of relevant policy and guidance documents at the national, regional and local levels.
Stage 3:  Workshop  A workshop was held with Council officers from each department involved with the foreshore.  This was used to confirm the main activities and issues along the foreshore, to identify roles and responsibilities for service delivery within the Council and the relationships between them, and to explore potential mechanisms for addressing foreshore issues that could be embodied in the draft Foreshore Strategy.

Stage 4: Strategy formulation  Preparation of the draft Foreshore Strategy itself; taking on board the research and comments from each of the first three stages.  This stage has included preparation of a five year action plan and effective implementation mechanisms, taking account of best practice elsewhere.

1.7
The remainder of Part A of this report provides more information on the main strands of our work.  Separate chapters deal with public consultation, management of the foreshore, and the wider policy framework.  Appendices 7 and 8 contain further information on two particular issues which are related to management of the foreshore: byelaws, and health and safety at paddling pools.  (Both of these issues are also referred to in the action plans which form part of the draft Foreshore Strategy.)
2
Public consultation
Methodology

2.1
The Council’s outline brief for consultants identified a number of tasks which we were required to undertake.  One of these related to consultation:  “[the consultant is required to…] identify the requirements and needs of the public, both in terms of aspirations for service changes and service developments, through public consultation” (task ii, section 4 of the brief).  Also, the brief clearly states that “some public consultation will be involved in this consultancy, and for which provision should be made for 4 meetings…” (see section 5 of the brief).
2.2
As we explained in our tender submission, our consultation methodology was tailored to the requirements of this particular project, taking into account previous consultation exercises and local circumstances.  In doing this, we were acutely aware that public consultation is one component of this commission, the aim of which is ultimately to advise the Council about content and implementation of a foreshore strategy – informed, of course, by meaningful public consultation.

2.3
Our aim was to maximise meaningful input from local residents to inform the preparation of the foreshore strategy.  We took the decision to use a subjective methodology, maximising the quality of responses and discussion, rather than using a quantitative approach based on statistical analysis.

2.4
We sought constructive criticism and positive ideas for the future, focussed around four simple questions:

How well does the Council care for the coastline and promenades?

Are residents clear about who to contact when they have concerns about the foreshore and promenades?

Do residents think the Council makes the most of the beaches and promenades?

Do residents have any ideas or suggestions for how the coastline could be better managed or improved?

2.5
We used a number of different methods to engage with people, all of them simple, so that people had a choice of how they communicate.  Our selection of methods was based on the need to engage with local residents as efficiently and simply as possible.  We wanted to make it easy for residents to give us their comments by approaching them on their terms and at their convenience, and also wanted to avoid inefficiency by wasting valuable project resources on inappropriately large public consultation exercises.  The underlying aim was to maximise the quality of responses and make the whole process as efficient and effective as possible.

2.6
Our consultation programme consisted of two key elements:

1. Presentations, discussions and distribution of questionnaires at four public meetings

Three of these four public meetings were the North, Central and South Neighbourhood Forum meetings between 30 March to 1 April 2005, one in the evening and two in the morning.  These meetings are an opportunity for local residents (including elected members, community representatives and interested individuals) to raise local concerns with Council officers.  (The North Forum meeting was unfortunately on the same evening as an England football World Cup qualifier on BBC television, which may have reduced attendance: it is notoriously difficult to avoid all potential clashes when arranging public meetings!)

The foreshore strategy was an item on the agenda for each of these meetings.  A member of the consultant team made a short presentation about the commission at each meeting.  Comments were then invited in a number of ways: via an open discussion after the presentation, completion of a questionnaire circulated with the agenda papers and also at each meeting, and one-to-one discussions at the end of the meeting.  The aim was to encourage people to contribute by allowing them to choose the channel of communication that they felt most comfortable with.

These meetings were a useful way of gauging different concerns in different parts of the town, and avoided the potential difficulty of attracting people to attend an additional meeting specifically on the foreshore strategy.  They meant that we were able to reach 94 local residents (excluding officers and staff from other organisations), and obtain spoken or written comments from 21 people (see Figure 1).

The fourth meeting was an evening public meeting on coastal issues on 19 April 2005 held jointly with consultants preparing the Hartlepool Coast Protection Strategy for the Council.  This meeting was the second in a series of meetings held by the Council’s consultants for that work, which is part of a much larger commission for the North East Coastal Advisory Group.  The meeting was publicised by the Council’s press office, and had twin purposes: to obtain public input into both the foreshore strategy and the coastal protection strategy.  Presentations were made by a member of each consultancy team, with the foreshore strategy consultant’s being similar to that used at the Neighbourhood Forums.  This meeting reached 25 local residents (again excluding Council staff), 10 of whom provided comments (see Figure 1).

2. Direct postal and telephone contact with community groups

The consultant team decided at an early stage that it would be necessary to complement the information gleaned from residents via the four public meetings with other contributions from local residents.  This was basically for two reasons.  Firstly, not all residents are able or happy to attend public meetings: if we failed to offer an alternative means of communication, we considered that we would be unreasonably exclusive.  Secondly, we were concerned that use of only a single consultation format would result in too few respondents, with a knock-on effect on the credibility of the process.

The coastline and promenade are used and cared about by residents from all parts of the town.  For this reason, we decided that it was important to try to obtain views from all parts of the town rather than just a narrow focus on those communities immediately adjacent to the coastline.  This also helps us build up a picture of the views of people who use (or don’t use) the coastline but live further away from it, who may of course have different needs and aspirations from those who live right by the shore. 

We decided to target all Residents Associations in the town, 45 in total, on the basis that these comprise people who are already involved in their community and, therefore, are likely to have a view on how it is managed and should develop in their future. 

A letter was sent to each of the 45 Residents Associations (see Appendix 1).  It invited them to telephone the consultant team at a time convenient to them, at which point a semi-structured telephone interview would take place along the basis described in the letter.   Appendix 2 contains a summary structure of the interview used by the consultant team.  We held eight such interviews, representing approximately 10% of the sample. 

Numbers of responses

2.7
As the methodology used was qualitative rather than quantitative, it would not be appropriate to use detailed statistical analysis.  Nonetheless, to give credibility to the results it is important to describe the number of responses we have received.  Figure 2.1 (see below) gives an idea of both the number of people who will be aware of the foreshore strategy being prepared, and those who took the opportunity to contribute comments.  

2.8
The first column is essentially the number of people who either heard a presentation or received a letter from the consultant team: 164 in total.  (A larger, but unknown, number of people will be aware of the preparation strategy from reading about it in the agendas and minutes for the Neighbourhood Forum meetings and seeing the publicity for the joint coastal public meeting.)

2.9
The second and third columns give an indication of the number of people who chose to contribute comments or ideas to strategy preparation process: 39 in total.

Figure 2.1:   Numbers of residents involved in the consultation process
	Method of consultation
	Number of people attending meetings *
	Number of people commenting in discussion
	Number of people commenting via questionnaires 

	North Consultative Forum 
	34
	2
	6

	Central Consultative Forum 
	31
	3
	3

	South Consultative Forum 
	29
	4
	3

	Joint coastal public meeting 
	25
	6
	4

	Letters to community groups
	45 **
	8 ***
	n/a

	Total
	164
	23
	16


*
Does not include Council officers or staff from other agencies.

** 
Number of community groups receiving letter from consultant team.

***
Number of semi-structured telephone interviews carried out by the consultant team.

Analysis of responses

2.10
Figure 2.2 (overleaf) categorises all comments received during the public consultation process.  All comments have been included, but they have been edited, combined and categorised in order to make the list more meaningful.  Comments in bold were raised independently by more than one person. 
Figure 2.2:   Issues raised during the consultation process

	Maintenance, cleanliness and beach safety

	1
	Only one respondent knew who to contact to raise issues about the coastline or proms.

	2
	Dog fouling needs to be sorted out.

	3
	Litter is frequently an issue.

	4
	Some respondents perceived Seaton as rundown and seedy, and not helped by anti-social behaviour – which they pointed out runs counter to the aspiration of drawing more tourists.

	5
	Quadbikes cause problems on the embankment above West View Rd and in dunes south of Seaton.

	6
	Lifebelts should be checked more frequently, it was claimed that they are often on the rocks.

	7
	Shifting sand can make access to beach difficult, for example creating drops at the bottom of steps.*

	8
	Repairs and maintenance of breakwaters, promenades and older railings need to be improved.

	9
	Non-promenade areas appear to be ignored unless there is a problem.

	10
	Fires and anti-social behaviour on the beach below the Town Wall cause a nuisance for local residents, drifting smoke across the harbour entrance, and possibly damage to the Town Wall.

	11
	The North is poorly cared for compared with Seaton Carew, especially the more “natural” areas such as around Hart Warren and Spion Kop.

	12
	Health and safety at the Britmag site.

	13
	Two residents said they had stopped going to the beach and dunes between Seaton Carew and the North Gare – one due to needles in dunes, the other due to perceived risk of nuclear contamination.

	14
	Absence of lifebelts or lifeguard cover between Seaton Carew and the marina.

	Facilities

	15
	Lack of toilets generally along the seafront.

	16
	Greater public access needed to piers, jetties and breakwaters, which should be kept in better order.

	17
	Paths outwith the promenades need to be sensitively improved (i.e. not simply concreted over).

	Improvements and suggestions

	18
	More benches, both along the promenades and at the paddling pools.

	19
	More toilets, so those enjoying the walk along the proms do not have to seek out bookies or pubs.

	20
	General smartening up – including public art and good upkeep of improvements.

	21
	More activities needed, so there’s more to do than just walking the dog – e.g. windsurfing, waterskiing, visitor or sea-life centre, music festivals, events, skate park/rollerblade park for youngsters.

	22
	More use needs to be made of the Countryside Warden service, described as a “valued service”.

	23
	A nice café to get drinks and refreshments would be good.

	24
	More parking needed on Coronation Drive, where the new plots are always full – people like to sit in their cars, see the view and eat their lunch.

	25
	Better access needed across the railway line between the marina and Newburn Bridge.

	26
	More publicity for the coastline as a distinctive part of the town’s tourist offering.

	Coastal protection 

	27
	Coastal erosion needs to be addressed, particularly at Heugh Breakwater, North Gare and Spion Kop.


*  This was raised in connection with steps down to the beach by the North Refuge at Seaton Carew (grid ref. NZ526301), where erosion of sand had led to a drop of 1m below the bottom step.  Council engineers are aware of the issue.

2.11
The comments include a useful range of both constructive criticism and positive suggestions.  A summary of the main issues can be gained by looking in more detail at those comments made by more than one person (those in bold above):

1. People do not generally know who to go to report issues or concerns relating to the coast and foreshore.

2. Cleanliness is a major gripe – particularly dog dirt and litter.  A number of respondents extended this to refer to a need to ensure that the promenades do not look rundown or shabby (particularly Seaton Carew) if the Council is to realise its aspirations of promoting tourism.

3. Breakwaters, piers and jetties need to be kept in better order and have public access.

4. Toilets and benches are lacking along the promenades – greater provision of these was seen as fundamental.  Other facilities suggested were more car parking along Coronation Drive and a nice café.

5. More use should be made of the seafront and foreshore.  Suggestions included water-based activities (e.g. windsurfing and waterskiing), a permanent visitor attraction (e.g. a visitor centre or sea-life centre), more festivals and events, more land-based activities (e.g. expansion of the Countryside Warden programme), and facilities for youngsters.

2.12
It is worth noting that many of these issues have not changed significantly from those identified in a comprehensive consultation exercise carried out when the North Hartlepool Partnership was launched in 1999.  The baseline survey and community consultation
 identified a number of issues amongst local residents in the Headland and North Hartlepool relating to the coast.  Many of these issues have been addressed through the hard work of the Partnership since 1999, but a small number still require action (largely because they are beyond the control of the Partnership):

The Breakwater was viewed by many as a number one priority for repair and improvement.

More benches are needed along the promenade.

The promenade needs to be developed similar to Seaton Carew (but with no amusements!).

2.13
The fact that these issues, or the sentiments behind them, continue to be raised by in resident suggests that they cannot be solved by quick fixes but require a sustained effort over the long term, involving a number of partners outwith the Council or the North Hartlepool Partnership.  This is useful to bear in mind for those responsible for the foreshore, and will be taken up further in our recommendations for the Foreshore Strategy.

Conclusions

2.14
We believe that the methodology adopted for this commission has been an efficient method of gleaning both concerns and aspirations from local residents.  As explained earlier, we decided at an early stage to adopt a qualitative rather than a quantitative approach, with the express purpose of maximising the quality of responses and being as efficient as possible.

2.15
A number of issues have emerged which the Foreshore Strategy needs to take on board:

Provision of public facilities, primarily toilets and, benches.

Delivery of services, including tackling dog dirt and litter, and dealing with isolated incidents of anti-social behaviour (such as fires near residential properties and quadbiking).

Enhancing the tourism offer through a programme of activities and appropriate new development, as well as addressing provision of facilities and service delivery.

Promoting a point of contact for foreshore-related issues.

Addressing the aspiration for access to breakwaters and jetties.

2.16
One surprise from the results is that issues of concern to the Council are not necessarily strong concerns for residents.  The particular issue in question is quadbiking and trailbiking in the dunes south of Seaton Carew, which has emerged strongly in discussions with Council officers but was only raised by one person in the public consultation.  It did not feature as one of the main issues for the local residents surveyed.  This may reflect differing priorities between the Council as a regulator and the public as users.  The draft Foreshore Strategy does nevertheless include addressing quadbiking and trail biking in the dunes, for reasons related to potential safety issues from conflict with other recreational users and erosion in a Site of Special Scientific Interest. 

2.17
The recommendations in Part C of this report include further consultation on the draft Foreshore Strategy.  We will provide recommendations on how that consultation should be carried out, building on the comments, ideas and interest gained through this commission.  
3
Foreshore management issues
3.1
The process of preparing the draft Foreshore Strategy must be responsive to local concerns and aspirations: that is why the main aim of the public consultation process was to identify particular aspects of the foreshore and its management that were of importance to local residents.  But, crucial though the public’s views are in defining the content of the draft Foreshore Strategy, the Strategy must also take account of the responsibilities of the Council and other bodies who provide services along the foreshore and are required to perform statutory duties.   

3.2
We have therefore spent considerable time in discussion with Council officers and representatives of other organisations who are involved in managing and delivering services along the foreshore.  The purpose of these discussions has been to gain a better understanding of their responsibilities and issues along the foreshore, including anything impacting on the quality and effectiveness of foreshore management and service delivery.  Discussions consisted mainly of face-to-face semi-structured interviews, either individually or in groups of up to three.  In a small number of cases, these discussions were undertaken over the telephone.  A list of the officers and representatives involved in discussions can be found in Appendix 3.  The discussions followed the format for interviews outlined in Appendix 2, with additional specific questions for each interviewee tailored to their particular areas of responsibility and knowledge.
3.3
In addition, an additional channel for input from Council officers was the client workshop held for officers involved in the delivery of services on the foreshore.  This was held towards the end of the study, after all other discussions with Council officers and other organisations had been completed.  The format, purposes and benefits of the workshop are explained in more detail in Appendix 4. 
3.4
Our discussions revealed a vast amount of detail about what happens on the foreshore, the range of services that the Council in particular delivers along the foreshore, how effectively these services are delivered, and the inter-relationships between the different parts of the Council and other organisations which have management responsibilities for the foreshore.  This wealth of information has been of immense use to us in understanding exactly what happens along the foreshore, and who is responsible for managing these activities.  The information forms the basis for the remainder of this chapter, which focuses on the following three themes:
Categorising the management and service delivery issues raised by those interviewed.

The roles and responsibilities of Council departments and other organisations.

The inter-relationships between departments and organisations.

3.5
For the benefit of Council officers, a summary of responses from external organisations has been included (see paragraph 3.14).   We have decided not to transcribe the much lengthier responses from Council officers, since this is effectively just passing information from the client back to the client.  What is important is interpreting and analysing the information intelligently, and then that analysis to prepare a draft Foreshore Strategy that is both relevant and responsive to Hartlepool’s particular needs and aspirations.  

Issues raised by Council officers and other organisations
3.6
The foreshore is a complex zone which presents a range of complicated issues.  If the draft Foreshore Strategy is to tackle these issues effectively, it is essential that their inter-relationships are clearly understood.  In order to do this, we first collated all of the issues faced on the foreshore, and then categorised them under headings which relate to the Council’s aims for the Foreshore Strategy.  Figure 3.1 presents our grouping of the issues.
Figure 3.1:   Foreshore management issues

	Public safety


	Examples

	Beach safety
	Lifebelts (coverage, theft, , monitoring).
Lifeguards (geographical and seasonal coverage).

Managing conflicts between users.

	Structural and design safety
	Paddling pools (compliance with HSE guidance).

Promenades (surfaces, walls, railings).

Auditorium at the Headland.

BritMag works.

	Pollution
	Beach cleanliness.

Water quality.

Seaside / Blue Flag Award.

	Use of the foreshore


	Examples

	Types of activities
	Individual, non-intrusive use – walking, sitting on beach.

Fishing.

Recreational groups.

Animals – dogs, horses.
Non-motorised vehicles – kite buggies.

Motor-powered recreational vehicles – jetskis, quadbikes, cars.
Commercial activities – seacoaling, sand excavation.
Local residents / visitors.

	Managing conflicts between activities
	Water (e.g. jetskis & swimmers); beach (e.g. dogs, vehicles & walkers); dunes (quadbikes, antisocial behaviour & picnickers). 
Is current regulatory regime appropriate?

Is a policy framework required for making decisions? 

	Quality of service delivery

	Examples

	Cleansing
	Litter picking (beaches and promenades).
Dog dirt (beaches and promenades).
Bins.

	Maintenance and provision of facilities and infrastructure
	A very long list.  Includes promenades, sea defences (Heugh Breakwater, Town Wall, North and South Piers, North Gare), railings and fences. Seating, lighting, bins, paddling pools, public open space, car parking, beach accesses and slipways, signage.

	Mechanisms for service delivery 
	Examples

	Public contact
	Ease, nature and location of contact points

	Inter-departmental 

co-ordination
	Existing Foreshore Co-ordination Group: what is it current role? What should its role be?  

Restructuring of Council departments proposed for summer 2005.

	Partnership working
	Linkage with external agencies (Police, RNLI, Coastguard etc).

Support for community groups (e.g. Heugh Battery Heritage Trust, Coastwatch).

Potential benefits of collaborative working.

	Regulation and licencing
	Foreshore access licencing.

Guidance/policy framework for decision making.

Role and validity of byelaws.

	Clarity of responsibility
	Amongst Council departments.

Between Council and other stakeholders.

	Conservation of natural

and built heritage 
	Examples

	Tourism assets
	Foreshore is a big tourist asset – in fact, a number of assets rolled into one.

	Balancing tourism and conservation
	“Tourism” includes locals and visitors.
Complex balance.  More tourists can promote conservation, e.g. increased numbers of responsible walkers can bring more informal monitoring and reduce less responsible use, provided they are channelled to avoid damaging nature conservation interest.

	Management regimes of designated sites
	Adequacy of existing regimes at the SPA, SSSIs, LNRs ?  (including the Little Tern colony at Hart Warren)

	Other non-designated sites
	Spion Kop Cemetery – is regime adequate ?

	Historical sites
	Below low water mark – shipwreck.
Historic Quay.

The Headland (Heugh Battery, Town Walls, Breakwater).


Figure 3.2:  add in James Gilchrist’s map of issues and constraints, plus additional explanatory paragraph (also include in Part B)
3.7
The interpretation in Figure 3.1 was presented at the client workshop (see paragraph 3.3), and confirmed at that workshop as being a fair summary and interpretation of the issues present along the foreshore.  We have therefore taken it as the range of issues which the draft Foreshore Strategy must tackle.

3.8
A small number of key points emerged from this analytical exercise which should, in our view, be addressed by the Foreshore Strategy:

Resolving conflicts between different users.

Creating and maintaining a high quality foreshore for residents and visitors.

Establishing an easy route of contact for people who wish to raise concerns about the foreshore.

Roles & responsibilities of the Council & other organisations
3.9
Having identified the issues which are currently encountered on the foreshore, we will now explore who is responsible for tackling them.  It is important to realise that no one authority is responsible for managing the coastal zone: administration is divided between central and local government and agencies.  Firstly, the Council have a wide range of responsibilities on the foreshore, which are split across a number of departments.  Secondly, there are a number of other organisations outwith the Council who have an interest in the foreshore such as the Police and the Coastguard.  Clarity of responsibility both within the Council and across external bodies is crucial if the Council is to achieve its goal of co-ordinated management of the foreshore.


Responsibilities within the Council

3.10
A useful summary of the coast-related roles and responsibilities of local authorities is provided in a recent Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) publication
.  Although these responsibilities relate to the wider zone referred to as “the coast”, most are applicable also the foreshore.  
Local authorities have a wide ranging role to manage, regulate and facilitate activities at the coast, with a duty of care for the general interests of the local community.  Their responsibilities include coastal protection and flood management, planning and development control, tourism and leisure, environmental health, minerals, and waste management amongst others.  Many local authorities [including Hartlepool Borough Council] own land, operate facilities, manage amenities and attractions, and license and permit activities related to coastal recreation.  

3.11
At the local level, two initial questions need to be answered if we are to ensure that the Council’s responsibilities are co-ordinated.  Firstly, what responsibilities does the Council have along the foreshore ?  Secondly, how does the Council currently discharge these responsibilities ?  We gathered information on these issues through interviews with officers, and subsequently confirmed our findings through discussion at the client workshop.  The results of this exercise are shown in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3:   Current Council responsibilities, by department
	Neighbourhood Services

	Beach cleansing

	Public toilets

	Open space

	Car parking

	Seaside Awards – in consultation with Community Services

	Estate management - in consultation with Regeneration and Planning

	Foreshore regulation

	Licensing – mobile food sales and seacoaling

	Coastal protection

	Oil pollution

	Community Services

	Beach safety, including lifeguards

	Paddling pools – in consultation with Neighbourhood Services

	Chalets

	Countryside Wardens

	Heritage facilities

	Coastal heritage initiative – jointly with Regeneration and Planning

	Strategic events (fireworks display, maritime festival etc)

	Archaeology

	“Various rights”

	Regeneration and Planning

	Increasing the profile of the coast economically

	Policy, strategy and partnerships

	Capital projects – in consultation with Neighbourhood Services and Community Services

	Coastal Arc

	Coastal heritage initiative – jointly with Community Services

	Statutory planning policy and control

	Tourism development


3.12
This list of current Council responsibilities, together with similar research for non-Council organisations (see next paragraph), forms one of our foundations for preparing the draft Foreshore Strategy (see Part B).


Responsibilities of external bodies

3.13
We have also researched other organisations that have responsibilities along the foreshore.  The main organisations in the Hartlepool context are identified in Figure 3.4.  It should be borne in mind that many of these responsibilities are devolved to the local level: for example, the Council is responsible for administering access to the foreshore, which is owned by the Crown Estate Commission.  This means that only a small number of the organisations identified are involved operationally along the foreshore on a daily basis, as identified in bold in the table.
Figure 3.4:   Main non-Council organisations with foreshore responsibilities
Organisations in bold type are involved operationally on a day-to-day basis
	Organisation
	Status
	Key responsibilities

	HM Coastguard
	Statutory
	Maritime emergencies and marine safety

	Police & emergency services
	Statutory
	Land-based emergency services

	RNLI
	Voluntary
	Saving lives at sea

	Coastwatch
	Voluntary
	Visual lookout along the coast (declared facility status)

	Port Authority 
	Statutory
	Management responsibilities for safe and efficient use of the port and coastal waters within their jurisdiction

	Northumbrian Water
	Statutory
	Treatment and discharge of public sewage

	Crown Estate Commissioners
	Statutory
	Foreshore and sea bed ownership

	DEFRA
	Statutory
	Nature conservation, fisheries, water quality, seabed exploration and flood management

	ODPM
	Statutory
	Confirmation of many of the byelaws relevant to coastal recreation

	DTI
	Statutory
	Licencing of oil and gas exploration and production

	Environment Agency
	Statutory
	Water quality, flood defence, conservation and recreation

	Countryside Agency
	Statutory
	Landscape conservation and advice on Heritage Coast designation

	English Nature
	Statutory
	Nature conservation

	Health and Safety Executive
	Statutory
	All significant matters related to health and safety, including paddling pools and development at or near to harbours


NB: This list is not intended to be a complete list of stakeholders with an interest in the foreshore.  It refers only to those with formal responsibilities, and does not therefore include stakeholders such as special interest groups, community organisations, individual users and landowners – all of whom are nonetheless important stakeholders.  
3.14
Our discussions focused on the coastal emergency service.  They were, as one would expect, particularly concerned about safety issues along the foreshore.  Each contributed positively from their own local knowledge and professional experience, and each also had positive comments about the benefits that could be obtained through better communication between them all.  The following bullet points contain a summary of their comments, for Council officers’ information:

Cleveland Police:  The Crime Prevention and Architectural Liaison Officer for Hartlepool already works closely with the Council on a number of initiatives along the foreshore.  He gave a general overview of crime and security issues along the coast, and highlighted particular problem areas as being:

· Britmag (poor security means that children can easily get access to what is a very dangerous site).

· Old Cemetery Road (minor crime issues such as motorbiking, dumped cars and breaking and entering industrial premises; the situation is expected to improve as CCTV is currently being installed).

· The Headland (antisocial behaviour at paddling pools, although CCTV has recently been installed to help reduce this).

· Coastwatch station, Middleton Road (minor crime and security issues such as breaking and entering). 

· Carr House Sands and Seaton Sands (regime for vehicle access to the beach is currently contentious; there is a particular issue at the coach park by the water treatment works, which may require an additional CCTV camera).

· North Gare (vehicle access from the car park to the dunes, and dangerous waters for those swimming from the breakwater).

The Crime Prevention and Architectural Liaison Officer is keen to communicate on a more systematic basis such as through a working group.  He can see a great benefit in having a Foreshore Strategy to guide and prioritise what is done by the Council, the Police and other bodies along the foreshore.  He feels that this would help them to take a more proactive stance.

Maritime Coastguard Agency:   The Tyne Sector Manager mentioned the impact of the number of users of different types along the foreshore.  He particularly mentioned concerns about to the impact of personal water craft (PWCs, often referred to as jetskis) and their 4x4 launch vehicles on other beach and water users.  He expects that kitebuggies may soon be added to the range of users, and suggested that it is important that safety signage is adequate on beach areas outwith the areas patrolled by lifeguards.  Little can be done by the Coastguard about potential conflicts and safety issues on the foreshore, as responsibility rests with the local authority through byelaws.  

The Sector Manager is keen to develop closer working links with the Council and other emergency services on the foreshore, as he has seen the benefits of joint working on the foreshore elsewhere in the Tyne Sector (implementation of a simple emergency monitoring system along an unpopulated section of coast in South Tyneside).

RNLI:  The Station Manager identified two particular issues from their experience.  Firstly, the rock pools north of the Headland towards the Britmag pier are much frequented but outwith the lifeguard patrol area.  Secondly, signage and education continue to need attention to point out the dangers of areas such as the rock pools to children.  

The Station Manager has a good informal relationship with the Council’s Beach Safety Officer, but is keen to establish more strategic contact with the Council to discuss beach safety issues before, during and after each season.

Coastwatch:  The Station Manager identified three issues.  Firstly, children often swim at Fish Sands, apparently unaware of the dangers of swimming so close to boats at the entrance to the docks.  Secondly, adding Coastwatch to the lifeguards’ radio network would allow easier communication and therefore prevention of accidents, as the position of the Coastwatch station means that they act as additional pairs of eyes for the Headland lifeguard area.  Finally, continued erosion of the Heugh Breakwater appears to be causing increased scour and erosion at the dunes south of Seaton Carew, as well as increasing the incidence of a stand of water off the end of the breakwater during heavy seas, which is hazardous for small craft returning to port.  

The Station Manager felt that more formalised lines of communication with the Council, as well as integration with the lifeguard’s radio network, would help safety on the foreshore.

Relationships between the Council and other organisations
3.15
Figures 3.3 and 3.4 demonstrate that operational responsibilities for different aspects of foreshore management are spread widely across a number of different organisations, and across a number of departments with the Council (which a number of foreshore-related responsibilities).  Efficient and effective management of the foreshore therefore needs co-ordination across these different bodies.  (Of course, if foreshore management is to be truly effective, it also needs to engage with other stakeholders such as individuals and groups who use the foreshore.  We will return to this point in Part B of this report.)
3.16
It was clear from discussions with the majority of the non-Council organisations involved in operational management of the foreshore (see Figure 3.4) that there is a good deal of informal contact between individual Council officers (such as the Beach Safety Officer or the Environmental Action Manager) and their counterparts in other organisations (such as in the Police, Coastguard and RNLI).  These contacts have evolved over time and reflect the high level of commitment of the individuals concerned to their jobs.

3.17
What was also clear was that most of this informal contact is reactive in nature.  For example, if the Coastwatch station observes somebody in trouble on the foreshore during the lifeguard season, they will contact the lifeguards.  Equally, if the lifeguards observe a boat in distress they will contact the RNLI.  

3.18
In terms of effective management, there is an opportunity for more systematic co-ordination of the various Council and external organisations involved on the foreshore.  Putting communication mechanisms in place to ensure regular contact between those involved would facilitate a more proactive amongst the various partners.  This has been found in many areas to be a simple way of improving the quality of foreshore management: the example of South Tyneside’s emergency monitoring system has already been mentioned (see paragraph 3.14).  The implementation of a Foreshore Strategy in Hartlepool could benefit similarly from a co-ordinated, proactive approach involving relevant stakeholders.  We know from our discussions that other stakeholders would be receptive to such an approach, and will return to this theme in Part B of this report.  

4
The wider policy framework
Introduction
4.1
The proposed Foreshore Strategy must take its place within a wider policy framework.  If it is to achieve its objectives, it must be sensitive to this policy context.  This means not only reflecting the aspirations of existing strategies and policies, but also taking the opportunity to inform future reviews of these documents where appropriate.   

4.2
The number of activities taking place at the foreshore means that inevitably a wide range of policy areas are relevant.  These include:

Council strategy.
Coastal protection.
Nature conservation.
Planning.
Coastal regeneration.  
Tourism.
Transport.
Coastal management.
4.2
We have explored the policy context for each of these areas in considerable detail.  Each policy area is the subject of a separate section in this chapter.  Within each section we will list the key policy and guidance documents, outline their significance, summarise key points, and explain their implications for the draft Foreshore Strategy.
4.3
A complete list of all documents consulted can be found in Appendix 5.

Council strategy
4.4
Key documents include:
Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit  (undated)  Tees Valley Strategic Vision
Hartlepool Partnership (2002)  Community Strategy
Hartlepool Borough Council (2004)  Best Value Performance Plan 2004/05
4.5
At the sub-regional scale, Hartlepool Borough Council is a member of the Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit.  The Tees Valley Strategic Vision provides a 15 year strategic vision for the Tees Valley to which all partners, including the Council, can subscribe through their activities.  The vision provides a long term programme for the regeneration of the area, and has an underlying economic rationale.  Its proposals are however comprehensive, and include a number of actions under the headings of creating sustainable jobs, attractive places and confident communities.

4.6
A number of specific elements of the Strategic Vision are relevant to the Foreshore Strategy.  They relate mainly to the promotion of tourism and the creation of attractive places, the justification being that further investment and promotion of local heritage can help develop the economy and create jobs.  Key proposals include:

Development of the Coastal Arc, particularly developing the tourism potential of the Headland and Seaton Carew, strengthening the linkages from the Headland through to Seaton Carew, and enhancing the nature conservation assets around the North Gare.  The Coastal Arc proposals are explained in more detail in paragraph 4.35. 

Provision of a Tees Valley-wide co-ordinated events programme.

Marketing of Tees Valley visitor attractions as a network.

Creation of a new visitor centre at the Tees Valley International Nature Reserve.

4.7
The Community Strategy outlines the local strategic context for the Council and its fellow members of the Hartlepool Partnership.  The document points out that “many plans and strategies exist or are being prepared for Hartlepool.  Sometimes such plans are prepared by a single organisation and often address a narrow range of issues.  The issues affecting the town are, however, linked together and the different plans need to be increasingly ‘joined up’.  The Community Strategy provides strategic direction and a framework for other plans; but equally these other plans in turn will inform the Community Strategy, and show how issues are being addressed in detail.”   There are lessons in these statements for the emerging Foreshore Strategy, which we will pick up on in paragraph 4.14 and again in Part B.
4.8
The Community Strategy’s vision is “…that Hartlepool will be a prosperous, caring, confident and outward-looking community, in an attractive environment, realising its potential.”  

4.9
The document’s seven priority aims include:

Environment and housing: secure a more attractive and sustainable environment that is safe, clean and tidy.
Culture and leisure: ensure a wide range of good quality, affordable and accessible cultural and leisure opportunities.

4.10
Beneath these, relevant objectives include:

Promote a positive image of the town.

Support and develop Hartlepool’s tourism and leisure industry, especially in the Marina/Town Centre, Seaton Carew and the Headland…

Protect and enhance the natural environment.

Protect and enhance the amenity and nature conservation value of the Borough’s open spaces including brownfield sites.

Protect and enhance the built environment especially areas of townscape and coast.

Improve, maintain and keep clean the highways, roads, buildings, open spaces, rights of way, beaches and other public areas of the town.

Promote greater involvement in and wider access to leisure and cultural activities.

Enhance and develop a range of high quality local borough wide recreation, leisure, culture and tourism facilities and events.

4.11
The Council’s Best Value Performance Plan is updated annually.  At the time of writing, the 2005/06 version had not yet been finalised.  The Performance Plan is a statutory requirement.  Its purpose is to identify the steps that the Council will take annually to maintain and improve upon its ‘Excellent’ performance rating.  It describes the Council’s overall aim and proposals for contributing to the achievement of the Community Strategy aims agreed by all members of the local strategic partnership, and identifies the Council’s key performance measures which it will use to judge progress.
4.12
It is worthwhile quoting the Council’s overall aim, vision and goal as stated in the Best Value Performance Plan:

Aim: to take direct action and work in partnership with others, to continue the revitalisation of Hartlepool life and secure a better future for Hartlepool people.

Vision: a prosperous, caring, confident and outward looking community, realizing its potential in an attractive environment.

Goal:  to regenerate Hartlepool by promoting economic social and environmental well being in a sustainable manner.
4.13
The Best Value Performance Plan contains a number of detailed targets, categorised under the Community Strategy’s seven priority aims.  These targets include a number which should be reflected in the Foreshore Strategy or which whose implementation would assist in managing issues identified on the foreshore:

Achieve Seaside Award.

Increase environmental enforcement activity.

Increase opportunities for participation in a wide range of cultural and leisure activities, including staging of the Hartlepool Maritime festival, anticipated to attract over 50,000 people in July 2004.
Implications for the Foreshore Strategy

4.14
At the strategic level, the Council is guided by the Tees Valley Strategic Vision and its Community Strategy.  These are fundamental documents to which all Council activities must relate.  The implications for the Foreshore Strategy are therefore quite simple.  If the Foreshore Strategy is to be a success and receive the backing of the Council and its strategic partners, it must demonstrate a close fit with their collective aims and objectives as expressed in each of the Tees Valley Strategic Vision, Community Strategy, and Best Value Performance Plan.  
Coastal protection

4.15
The key document is currently:
Hartlepool Borough Council, Easington District Council and Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council (1999)  Shoreline Management Plan:  Seaham Harbour to Saltburn – Sub-cell 1c

4.16
Shoreline Management Plans are described by DEFRA as providing “a large-scale assessment of the risks associated with coastal processes and presents a policy framework to reduce these risks to people and the developed, historic and natural environment in a sustainable manner”.
  The Plans are non-statutory documents prepared by groups of local authorities.
4.17
In Hartlepool’s case, the current Shoreline Management Plan covers the area from Seaham to Saltburn and was published in 1999.  It is currently being updated, but the revised Plan is not expected to be ready until next year.  
4.18
The existing Shoreline Management Plan addresses four main issues: coastal processes, coastal defences, land use and the human and built environment, and the natural environment.  It evaluates coastal defence policy options for coastal “management units” and identifies preferred options.  Hartlepool Borough Council’s coastline was subdivided into six management units: Hart Warren, North Sands, Hartlepool Headland and Marina, Coronation Drive, Seaton Carew, and Seaton Dunes.  
4.19
The existing Plan’s basic approach throughout the whole sub-region is that, although the line of defence should be held for much of the sub-region’s urbanised and industrial coastline, natural coastal processes should be allowed to continue where possible.  Locally in Hartlepool, the preferred policy options from North Sands to Seaton Carew inclusive are to “hold the line” and prepare a strategy plan; and for Hart Warren and Seaton Dunes to monitor but take no other action at this stage.   

Implications for the Foreshore Strategy

4.20
The Shoreline Management Plan has a distinctive focus.  Whilst the Shoreline Management Plan focuses on coastal protection, the Foreshore Strategy will provide a framework for managing activities and use of the coastline.  

4.21
There will, however, be a need for a close relationship between the documents.  This is mainly because there are a number of issues that overlap across the two types of plan.  Breakwaters are a good example.  Public consultation demonstrated that allowing access to the breakwaters for fishing and informal recreation was an important public aspiration; these are activities on what we have loosely defined as the foreshore (see paragraph 1.3) and therefore fall within the scope of the Foreshore Strategy.  The breakwaters do however perform other roles: firstly in influencing sediment transport, tidal movements and wave action, and secondly related to shipping.  The first of these additional roles in particular is an area which falls within the scope of the Shoreline Management Plan.  Consideration of the breakwaters’ futures will therefore overlap between the Foreshore Strategy and the Shoreline Management Plan.

Nature conservation
4.22
There are a number of nature conservation designations within the area covered by the Foreshore Strategy.  These are listed in Figure 4.1.  Taken together, these mean that the Council’s entire foreshore between low and high water is covered by a nature conservation designation of some sort except three small areas.  These exceptions are a 250 metre length of foreshore north of the coach park at Seaton Carew; a 150 metre length south of the South Pier at the entrance to the Marina; and Victoria Harbour.
Figure 4.1:   Nature conservation designations on the Hartlepool coast
	Special Protection Areas (SPA) 
International designation

	Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA

	Tees and Hartlepool Foreshore and Wetlands SPA

	Site of Special Scientific Interests (SSSI)
National designation

	Hartlepool Submerged Forest SSSI

	Durham Coast (Hart Warren Dunes) SSSI

	Seaton Dunes and Common SSSI

	Sites of Nature Conservation Interests (SNCI)
Local designation

	Fish Sands SNCI

	West Harbour and Middleton Beach SNCI

	Carr House Sands SNCI

	Power Station Grasslands SNCI

	Regionally Important Geological Site (RIGS)
Local designation

	Long Scar and Little Scar RIGS

	Local Nature Reserves (LNR)
Local designation

	Hart Warren Dunes LNR

	Spion Kop Cemetery LNR

	Seaton Common LNR


4.23
Designation of these areas is the responsibility of English Nature and/or the Council.  They are protected through the planning system.  The UK government’s Planning Policy Guidance 20 (see next section) describes the role of the planning system in terms of coastal nature conservation as being “to protect and enhance the natural character and landscape of the undeveloped coastline”.  Detailed policies for the protection of the various designated areas are contained in the statutory development plan (the structure plan and local plan), which is the subject of the next section.  Generally speaking, the planning policy framework seeks to protect areas of coastline which are either designated for nature conservation or are undeveloped, whilst at the same time making the most of the coast’s potential for tourism without adverse impacts on nature conservation objectives.
4.24
The implications for the Foreshore Strategy are really quite simple.  It should follow the approach established at all levels of planning policy, which is to protect and conserve areas designated for their nature conservation value and other undeveloped areas.  Activities and development are only promoted where they will not have an adverse impact on nature conservation objectives.
Planning
4.25
This section refers to both statutory planning guidance and policy.  Key documents include:

ODPM  (1992)  Planning Policy Guidance 20: Coastal Planning
ODPM  (2002)  Regional Planning Guidance 1: North East
Tees Valley Joint Strategy Committee  (2004)  Tees Valley Structure Plan (adopted version)
Hartlepool Borough Council  (1994)  Adopted Hartlepool Local Plan   
Hartlepool Borough Council  (2003)  Revised Deposit Hartlepool Local Plan  
4.26
The role of the planning system at the foreshore is based on the statutory power of local planning authorities to control the development and use of land above the mean low water mark.

4.27
Planning Policy Guidance 20 (PPG20) states that “it is the role of the planning system to reconcile development requirements with the need to protect, conserve and, where appropriate, improve the landscape, environmental quality, wildlife habitats and recreational opportunities of the coast.  This is achieved through development plans and planning decisions, which implement policies for the conservation and improvement of the coastal environment, acknowledging the special character of the coast.”  

4.28
PPG20 also outlines the strategic context for coastal planning and provides a policy framework for various types of development that require a coastal location.  It identifies the key policy issues for coastal planning as being:

Conservation of the natural environment.

Development, particularly that which requires a coastal location.

Risks, including flooding, erosion and land instability.

Improving the environment, particularly of urbanised or despoiled coastlines.
4.29
At the regional level, Regional Planning Guidance 1 (RPG1) provides a framework for updating Structure Plans.  The coast is a recurring theme throughout the document, which specifically identifies the coastline as being a major feature of the region.  The RPG contains a number of significant statements:  
Structure Plans should continue to pursue policies designed to safeguard the countryside, forests and coastline.  
Strong protection should continue to be given to the environment of nationally and internationally important upland and coastal areas.
The international importance of the wildlife reserves around the mouth of the River Tees is noted.

Policy ENV21 states that development plans and other strategies should encourage the improvement of coastal areas that have been adversely affected by development.

In terms of tourism, the region’s cultural and natural heritage, linked with the attractive countryside and coast, is identified as representing a valuable resource of significant economic potential.

Policy SR5 states that development plans and other strategies should maximise the potential of the region’s natural resources for appropriate water-based recreation, including the region’s coast.

In terms of water quality, RPG1 states that priority should be given to ensuring that coastal discharges receive appropriate treatment.

4.30
The Tees Valley Structure Plan develops RPG1in more detail, setting out general policies and proposals for the sub-region.  Again, the coast is a recurring theme throughout the document: it clearly has a contribution to make to the Structure Plan’s strategic objectives relating to economy, quality of life, environment, and leisure, tourism and recreation.

4.31
The Structure Plan puts forward a comprehensive vision which includes a better quality of life and access to social and leisure facilities, amongst other things.  The Plan includes the strategic objectives of protecting, sustaining and enhancing the coast and other areas, and developing the potential of the River Tees and the coast for tourism.  It also mentions the need to develop the potential of the coastline for leisure, recreation and tourism (including water-based tourism).
4.32
A number of specific Structure Plan policies are relevant to the Foreshore Strategy:

Policy ENV1:  Priority will be given to protecting and enhancing the natural beauty of the North Yorkshire and Cleveland Heritage Coast.

Policy ENV3:  The character of the undeveloped coast will be protected and enhanced. Development, including that which requires a coastal location, will be directed away from the undeveloped coast.
4.33
The Local Plan sets out detailed policies and guidance for local development, within the framework identified by national and regional policy and guidance.  The current Local Plan position requires examination of two documents: the adopted Local Plan, dating from 1994, and the more recent revised deposit Local Plan (2003).  Both documents acknowledge that the coast provides a very important recreational and tourism asset, with the more recent revised deposit giving slightly more weight to the coast by making it the subject of a brief sub-section in the Rural Area chapter.   In summary, the Local Plan seeks to:
Strongly promote tourism at the marina, the Headland and Seaton Carew.

Conserve coastal SSSIs, SNCIs and undeveloped coastal areas through its nature conservation policies (see Nature Conservation section above).

Promote a walkway linking areas of interest along the coastal fringes of Hartlepool.

Protect coastal wildlife corridors from inappropriate development.

Minimise development in identified low lying areas along the coast.

Recognise the potential of undeveloped areas of the coast for appropriate recreational pursuits (revised deposit version only).


Implications for the Foreshore Strategy

4.34
The coast is a strong recurring theme in regional and sub-regional planning policy documents.  Generally speaking, the policy framework is to protect areas of coastline which are either designated for nature conservation or are undeveloped, whilst at the same time making the most of the coast’s potential for tourism.  

4.35
The implication of Structure Plan Policy ENV1, which prioritises the North Yorkshire and Cleveland Heritage Coast for protection and enhancement, is that coastline which is not designated as Heritage Coast (such as is currently the case with Hartlepool’s coast) could potentially attract fewer resources.  This is an issue which we will return to in Part B of this report.
4.36
Despite the coastal theme running through planning policy documents, the coastline is not generally the subject of specific policies or sections.  Having a more specific focus on the coast, particularly at the local level, could potentially increase awareness of Hartlepool’s coast in policy terms and assist in implementation of the Foreshore Strategy.  We will return to this issue in Part C.
Coastal regeneration 

4.37
Coastal regeneration overlaps closely with tourism, not least because the main vehicle for coastal regeneration – the Coastal Arc initiative – concentrates on tourism development.  There is one key document:

Tees Valley Coastal Arc (Hartlepool Borough Council and Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council)  (undated)  Renaissance, revival and regeneration: a strategic vision for the Tees Valley coastline 
4.38
The Coastal Arc programme is a key component of the overall Tees Valley Strategic Vision described earlier (see paragraph 4.6).  It is a joint initiative by Hartlepool and Redcar & Cleveland Borough Councils extending from Hart Warren in the north to Loftus and Staithes in the south.  
4.39
The initiative’s Strategic Vision document explains that the first phase of Coastal Arc will concentrate largely on tourism-related economic diversification, with a scope extending beyond simply tourism to a wide range of activities designed to strengthen the coastal economy.  It contains two strategic themes:  
The coastal experience:  with the objective of developing attractive activities and places that will draw visitors and tourists back to the coast again and again.

Coastal management: with the objective of continually improving the quality and promotion of facilities and support to visitor/tourism based businesses.  “Quality will be secured, markets will be clearly defined and effective partnerships will be put in place.”

4.40
There is a clear role for the Foreshore Strategy in contributing to implementation of both themes, coastal management and the coastal experience.  The Foreshore Strategy can provide a framework for local implementation of the Coastal Arc’s strategic aims, particularly if it is prepared through an inclusive process involving the various tourism-related stakeholders who need to be engaged for the Coastal Arc to be successful.  This will be explored in more detail in Part B of the report.
Tourism
4.41
As explained in paragraph 4.34, tourism overlaps closely with coastal regeneration.  There are a number of key tourism documents from the regional to the local level, including:

One North East  (2005)  North East England Tourism Strategy 2005-2010: final report
Tees Valley Partnership  (2003)  A Tourism Strategy for the Tees Valley: final document
Hartlepool Borough Council  (2004)  Hartlepool Tourism Strategy and Action Plan: final draft
Hartlepool Borough Council  (2003)   Hartlepool’s Cultural Strategy 2003-2008  
Hartlepool Borough Council  (undated)  Seaton Carew Tourism Strategy 2003-2008  
4.42
The new North East England Tourism Strategy highlights the contribution that tourism plays as a key component of the region’s economy, currently supporting over 10% of jobs.  The Strategy seeks to increase the North East’s 4% share of British tourism expenditure.  It has a number of objectives to help achieve this aim.  These include two which are of relevance to the Foreshore Strategy:
Improve levels of visitor satisfaction in the North East.
Enhance and conserve the region’s natural, heritage and cultural assets.
4.43
The Strategy also contains an Action Plan which includes a number of tasks relevant to the Foreshore Strategy:

Develop a Festivals and Events Framework as opportunities to increase visitor numbers.
Work closely with the history and heritage sector to support its development and increase its capacity to meet visitor expectations whilst maintaining its integrity.
Influence strategy and policy decisions from a tourism perspective in cities, town, rural and coastal areas.
Engage with key stakeholders responsible for public realm management to ensure the needs of visitors and tourist businesses are reflected.
4.44
The Tees Valley Tourism Strategy identifies a number of different opportunities for tourism growth, including:

An activities/seaside focus, focusing on the potential of the Redcar/Cleveland for outdoor activities.
There is specific mention of birdwatching as a strategic opportunity, particularly the development of hides on the coast linked with the Teesside International Nature Reserve.
4.45
The Strategy identifies Hartlepool’s role as being “marine/family”, building upon its stated destination strengths of the historic quay, adjacent retail park and marina.  Various strategic initiatives are proposed to consolidate this role, including:

Complete the jigsaw of developments in the docks/marina area to confirm the critical mass of historic quay.
Seek developers for a boutique waterfront hotel/create fish restaurants focus etc.
Confirm safe family environment.
Developing a complementary waterfront experience at the Headland the marina/historic quay area is more complete and full links to the town centre are achieved. 

4.46
Moving to the more local level, the Hartlepool Tourism Strategy states that the strategic focuses for tourism in Hartlepool are its maritime credentials / waterfront and building a critical mass of related and linked visitor experiences around the historic quays.  Seaton Carew and the Headland are identified as two areas of special character which are of importance for the tourism market.  The Strategy also notes that tourist attractions and assets (including Seaton Carew and the Headland) are disjointed and spread around the Borough, and need to work together more effectively if they are to attract visitors.
4.47
Seaton Beach is referred to as “Hartlepool’s beach”.  There are no mentions of other beaches, promenades or areas of undeveloped coast other than a mention of the “North Shore SSSI” in the document’s Action Plan.   This also states that next steps for Seaton Beach are to gain the Seaside Award, focus on events activity, and improve linkages with the marina and historic quays.
4.48
Hartlepool’s Cultural Strategy picks up on some of the themes already touched upon in regional and local tourism strategies.  Of particular relevance are the objectives listed under Strategic Aim 1 (creation of a strong cultural identity for Hartlepool within the region) which include:

Preserve and develop Hartlepool’s built and natural assets and use them to promote local culture and heritage.

Improve the promotion of our existing facilities and activities (including supporting the Tees Valley ‘Maritime and Coastal Trail’ project to develop a maritime cluster of national importance).

4.49
Finally, the Seaton Carew Tourism Strategy has a specific local focus.  Its objectives for Seaton Carew include raising standards of beach and sea cleanliness and improving coastal management.  The document contains detailed proposals designed to achieve these objectives, some of which have already been implemented.  Those given high priority include:
Provide beach lifeguards (implemented in 2004). 
Reduce access of unauthorised vehicles to sand dunes through obstacles, signage and policing.  Revise existing byelaws to aid this and provide a designated area for official vehicular access.
Improve localised beach management and maintenance.

Improve localised signage regarding dog ban.

Block vehicular access to the sand dunes.

Prepare development brief to guide and promote redevelopment of the former fairground site.

Development of car park on Coronation Drive.

Improved litter removal at peak times and introduce more dog dirt bins.

Improve quality of interpretation points.

Marketing and promotion campaigns.

Programme of activities and community-led events.


Implications for the Foreshore Strategy

4.50
The tourism sector has a plethora of strategies at various geographical levels, reflecting the priority attached to it as an economic driver.  Generally, the potential contribution of the coast to tourism is well understood - as both a location for outdoor activities/events and an attractive place to visit with natural and built heritage interest.  It is clear from our analysis of the various tourism strategies that a Foreshore Strategy could fulfil a very useful role in supporting strategic tourism objectives by co-ordinating and managing activities along the foreshore in line with tourism objectives.
4.51
However, there are a number of relatively small but significant issues in some of the tourism strategies which the Foreshore Strategy should tackle.  These will be referred to again in Part C.  They include:
The Tees Valley Tourism Strategy’s aims for Hartlepool relate exclusively to the marina and historic quays.  They could be broadened to reflect the contribution that beaches, promenades and (where appropriate) the undeveloped coastline can make to the tourist “offer”.
The Tees Valley Tourism Strategy aims to build on the potential of outdoor activities, but focuses this almost exclusively on the Redcar/Cleveland axis.  Extending this focus to include the informal recreational opportunities provided along the Hartlepool foreshore would both support the Council’s strategic aims (described earlier in this chapter) and reflect public aspirations for more activities on the foreshore (see chapter 2, public consultation).  
The Hartlepool Tourism Strategy quite reasonably recommends that there is a need to bring together the Borough’s disjointed tourist assets, but – other than Seaton Beach – makes no mention of the important contribution that other beaches, promenades or areas of undeveloped coast could have to tourism in terms of informal recreation and enjoyment of the natural environment.  The Foreshore Strategy could be the glue that brings the town’s tourist offerings together, supported by a broader focus in the Council’s Tourism Strategy to encompass more of the foreshore.
At the very local level in Seaton Carew, the Foreshore Strategy should reflect and build on the detailed proposals already established through the Seaton Carew Tourism Strategy (see paragraph 4.46). 
Transport
4.52
There is one key document:

Hartlepool Borough Council (2001)  Local Transport Strategy 2001-2006 

4.53
One of the Local Transport Strategy’s five key objectives is “accessibility for all: to promote accessibility to everyday facilities [which should include the town’s beaches, promenades and foreshore] for all, especially those without a car”.  The Strategy also contains a long term proposal for completion of a cycle route along the entire coastline.  These aspirations should be reflected in the Foreshore Strategy.  This will be taken up in Part B of this report. 
4.54
In addition, the Local Transport Strategy is due to be reviewed and updated over the next year or so.  There is an opportunity for the Foreshore Strategy to inform this review to ensure that the new Local Transport Strategy reflects the needs and aspirations of the Foreshore Strategy.  For example, the Local Transport Strategy refers to (but does not identify) countryside and leisure walking routes.  To expedite the implementation of these routes, the Foreshore Strategy could usefully assist in the process of identifying these routes, ensuring that they include coastal routes and connections to the coast, so that they can be included in the Local Transport Strategy review.
Coastal management

4.55
Recent guidance published by DEFRA (2004)  Managing coastal activities: a guide for local authorities acknowledges that there has been a big growth in the number, intensity and variety of recreational activities at the coast in recent years, to add to existing commercial activities such as sea coaling and sand extraction.  Some areas can absorb growth without any increased risk to other users or the environment.  But for most local authorities at least some of the activities taking place in their areas will require some form of management.  This may be related to the health or safety of participants and other users, nature conservation, dealing with nuisance and abuse, or the allocation of resources for the greater enjoyment of all.  The guidance identifies that the two key aims of management should be to ensure public safety and protect amenity, and to prevent environmental damage. 

4.56
The guidance also provides useful information on the responsibilities of different organisations, coastal byelaws, and different approaches to managing coastal activities.  It advocates use of the voluntary approach before turning to statutory measures.  This involves managing recreation through the provision of facilities, voluntary co-operation and education rather than legislation.  The aim is to resolve resolving conflicts between recreational users, address local needs and complement other local initiatives.  Such voluntary arrangements have been found elsewhere to have a good chance of securing local support, which in turn increases the likelihood of success.  But even a voluntary or self-regulatory approach requires enforcement and monitoring, often with a need for trained and uniformed enforcement staff.  The guidance therefore recognises that there is a need for voluntary arrangements to be backed up by appropriate statutory powers.

4.57
The chapter of the DEFRA guidance relating to voluntary arrangements is quoted in full in Appendix 6.  More information on byelaws can be found in Appendix 7.
4.58
The challenge for local authorities is to manage the combination of users and pressures in a practical and cost-effective manner whilst at the same time enabling multiple use and enjoyment of coastal amenities.  This is as true for Hartlepool as for any other coastal local authority in the country.  In the government’s view, management should:

Be proactive.
Enable multiple use of amenities.
Ensure that people, amenities and the environment are protected.
Minimise conflicts between activities and the environment; and between different users and user groups.
Facilitate enjoyment of the coastal resource.
Encourage the development of self regulating and self-policing regimes.

Minimise the burden of enforcement.
4.59
In many ways, the DEFRA guidance sets a useful framework for the Foreshore Strategy.  It therefore provides a fitting point to turn to the draft Foreshore Strategy itself. 













� Source: North Hartlepool Partnership (2004)  Baseline survey and communication consultation: Composite Report   (p.25)


� Source: DEFRA (2004)  Managing coastal activities: a guide for local authorities





� Source: DEFRA  (2001)  Shoreline Management Plans: a guide for coastal defence authorities
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