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shared space - suggested Terms of Reference for scrutiny

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1. The purpose of this report is to set out the suggested terms of reference for scrutiny of Shared Space and how Shared Space principles are being applied in Suffolk.

Action Recommended  

	The committee is recommended to:

2. To agree to establish a Working Party to deal with this topic

3. Agree terms of reference for the scrutiny working party as set out in appendix one.

4. Confirm membership of the scrutiny working party.

5. Identify the groups, organisations or individuals who should be consulted or actively engaged in the scrutiny process.


reason for recommendation

6. Agreeing the terms of reference and method of scrutiny will help ensure that the investigation commissioned by the committee focuses on the issues the Committee considers most important. This will help make sure that resources are used most effectively.   

Alternative Options  
7. The Committee may choose not to scrutinise this topic, or to amend the proposed terms of reference for scrutiny.

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, WHICH FOCUS ON THE MAIN ISSUES FOR SCRUTINY, ARE RELEVANT TO THE COMMITTEE’S DISCUSSIONS: 

8. Do the proposed terms of reference address the key issues identified by the Committee?

9. What methods of Scrutiny would maximise the impact of scrutiny and minimise the use of resources?

10. Are there specific groups, organisations or individuals the scrutiny working party should involve in their scrutiny?

FURTHER ACTION AND TIMESCALES:  
11. The outcomes of scrutiny would need to be considered Committee by the end of the current financial year (31 March 2007) to give an opportunity for the outcomes to be considered by the Committee when planning activity for 2007/8.

MAIN BODY OF REPORT:  
Introduction

12. At its meeting of the 14 June 2006, the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee considered paper RT06/13 which reported on the progress of the Shared Space scheme in Ipswich.

13. The meeting had been preceded by a walking visit by members to Handford Road, Ipswich where there is an existing Shared Space project. Upon their return to Endeavour House, the Committee was shown a DVD of a visit by a number of it’s members to the Province of Fryslan in Holland where the concept had been introduced.

14. Committee members considered that the visit had provided them with a very good insight into how Shared Space should operate, but that it also highlighted that there were potential issues for people with disabilities using the Shared Space area.

15. The Committee agreed that schemes should be promoted in other areas of the County and that  the current momentum should be maintained when considering and implementing future Shared Space schemes.
16. At the forward planning meeting of 10 July 2006, the chairman and vice chairman agreed that the consideration of the creation of a Working Party to look at Shared Space would be added to the agenda for the next scrutiny committee meeting.
Scrutiny

17. It is proposed that the Committee consider the creation of a working party, its terms of reference, decide engagement with any specific groups, organisations or individuals, and any timescales.

18. Appendix 1, “Shared Space potential objectives of Scrutiny” provides supporting background to aid the committee. This appendix contains reference to the P.I.C.K.S. method (Public Interest, Impact, Council Performance, Keep in Context, Suffolk) for considering priorities and reasons for this appearing as a scrutiny item. 

19. Appendix 2 outlines this methodology.

	Sources of further information

a) Report RT06/13 - “Shared space, Ipswich: progress report and consideration of applicability to other parts of the county”.

b) What is Shared Space? : http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shared_space


Appendix One: Proposed wORKING pARTY Terms of Reference

	Shared Space potential objectives of Scrutiny


Draft Objectives of scrutiny

	Key areas for investigation

1. What are the issues that need to be taken into account when considering ‘Shared Space’ as an option?

2. What is the County Council doing to ensure shared space options have been considered in traffic management solutions, both in its entirety, or by incorporating shared space principles within other solutions?

3. How are the principles of shared space currently being applied in Suffolk?  

4. What sources of funding are available?

5. What else could be done to promote greater understanding of shared space?


Background 

	Members of the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee have considered Shared Space at its meeting on 14 June 2006. The Committee felt that it would be appropriate to test how actively the County Council is promoting shared space and how shared space principles are being applied in Suffolk.


Why this is a Scrutiny item

	· Public Interest – There has been some local media coverage on this issue and local interest from outside organisations when shared space schemes have been advocated. – Suggested score 4

· Impact – Shared space schemes can potentially have high impact on local areas in terms of making a difference to social, economic and environmental wellbeing – Suggested score  4 

· Council Performance – The council has some evidence of success. but the concept is in relatively early days of implementation  – Suggested score  3

· Keep in Context - the concept of Shared Space is relatively new in Suffolk and there are uncertain performance measurements in place – Suggested score  3

· Suffolk – Shared Space directly contributes to the Council’s priorities to improve the quality of life and also potentially contributes to social and environmental well-being of local communities – Suggested score 3
Total suggested score 17


Who the committee can influence?

	· Members of the public generally, local residents where shared space is considered as an option.
· The Portfolio Holder for Roads and Transport 


Who will be involved

	Within SCC

Officers with specific responsibility for shared space 

Officers considering transport issues and developing transport projects


	Outside SCC

Ben Hamilton-Baillie – UK expert advisor on Shared Space project 

Individual groups and organisations that may wish to contribute to the scrutiny

Strategic Transport Partners?




Scrutiny Format
	The format should be determined by Committee.  It may be possible for the objectives to be addressed by the Committee as a whole.  However, if it is likely that any of the objectives are better served my a more in depth investigation, then the Committee could decide to set up a scrutiny working party to examine these. 

In order to meet the objectives, members will need to have information on

1. Current UK laws and an exploration of the similarities and differences compared to the situation in other countries that have successful shared space schemes.

2. The financial implications of shared space and potential funding methods.

3. The decision making process associated with addressing traffic and pedestrian management issues.

4. How SCC staff are developed and kept up to date with best practice nationally and internationally around shared space.

5. Issues arising from local residents and organisations when shared space schemes are proposed as solutions? 


Previous  / Linked Scrutiny

	Previous paper submitted to Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee 14 June 2006 (Paper RT06/13)




Appendix 2

Scrutiny Item Prioritisation

20. To ensure that scrutiny is effective and best use is made of scrutiny resources it is necessary to prioritise potential items and ensure only the most relevant are included on the forward work programme. To assist the Committee with this prioritisation process a scoring matrix has been developed.

21. The system is known as “PICKS”
.  It assesses each item against Public interest, Impact, Council performance, Keep in context and Suffolk. Details of how a score is allocated is described in a) to e) below: 

c) Public interest:  the concerns of local people should influence the issues chosen for scrutiny.

1 = little or no public interest (e.g. the item reflects internal structure, organisation, etc)

2 = low public interest (e.g. limited interest from the media and little feedback from individual members of the public) 

3 = medium public interest (e.g. some local media coverage)

4 = high public interest (e.g. extensive national and local media coverage and/or feedback from multiple members of the public)

d) Impact:  priority should be given to the issues that make the biggest difference to the social, economic and environmental wellbeing of the County or a local area.

1 = no impact (the subject does not change service delivery)

2 = low impact

3 = medium impact 

4 = high impact

e) Council performance:  priority should be given to the areas in which the Council, and other agencies, are not performing well. It can include consideration of CPA ratings, BVPIs, or other external or internal audits of performance.
1 = excellent performance 

2 = good performance

3 = moderate performance

4 = low performance

f) Keep in context:  Relates to how performance is being managed by other parts of the organisation and can include regulation arrangements by external bodies.

g) 1 = comprehensive performance management arrangements in place

2 = moderate performance management arrangements 

3 = uncertain performance management arrangements

4 = no performance management arrangements 

h) Suffolk - does this item ensure that public services in Suffolk are responsive to public needs e.g. does it help deliver ‘A Better Way for Suffolk’

1 = no impact on how the public service is delivered
2 = little impact on the delivery of the public service

3 = some impact on the delivery of the public service

4 = significant impact on the delivery of the public service

22. Where a category is not applicable, no score will be given.

23. Each scrutiny topic will be given a provisional score by a scrutiny officer.  Other people will have an opportunity to make suggestions to whether the score is reasonable – the score can be adjusted to take account of information relating to the categories.  

24. It is suggested that if an item scores eleven or less on its PICKS rating it the scrutiny committee should consider removing it from its Forward Work Programme, and the reason given.   
25. The scheduled date will depend on an item’s priority rating and its relevant timescales.

26. Items on the forward work programme can be removed or delayed, but reasons for any changes and the implications need to be clearly recorded.


Appendix 3

What is Shared Space?

Source: 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shared_space
“Shared space a traffic engineering philosophy pioneered by the Dutch traffic engineer Hans Monderman. 

Safety, congestion, economic vitality and community severance can be effectively tackled in streets and other public spaces if they are designed and managed to allow traffic to be fully integrated with other human activity, not separated from it. A major characteristic of a street designed to this philosophy is the absence of traditional road markings, signs, traffic signals and the distinction between "road" and "pavement". User behaviour becomes influenced and controlled by natural human interactions rather than by artificial regulation”

� based on and adapted from a system used by St Edmunsdbury Borough Council and was originally developed by Warrington Borough Council.
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