
 

 

 

 
To: Members of the Communities 

Scrutiny Committee 
Date: 

 
Thursday, 27 October 
2016 

 Direct Dial: 
 

01824 712554 

 e-mail: democratic@denbighshire.gov.uk 

 
 
Dear Councillor 
 
You are invited to attend a meeting of the COMMUNITIES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE to be 
held at 9.30 am on THURSDAY, 27 OCTOBER 2016 in CONFERENCE ROOM 1A, 
COUNTY HALL, RUTHIN. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
G. Williams 
Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000 

 

 

 
Code of Conduct for Members 
 

DISCLOSURE AND REGISTRATION OF INTERESTS 
 
  

I, (name)   

  

a *member/co-opted member of 
(*please delete as appropriate) 

Denbighshire County Council  

 
 

 

CONFIRM that I have declared a *personal / personal and prejudicial 
interest not previously declared in accordance with the provisions of Part 
III of the Council’s Code of Conduct for Members, in respect of the 
following:- 
(*please delete as appropriate) 

Date of Disclosure:   

   

Committee (please specify):   

   

Agenda Item No.   

   

Subject Matter:   

   

Nature of Interest: 

(See the note below)* 

 

 
 

 

   

Signed   

   

Date   

 

 
*Note: Please provide sufficient detail e.g. ‘I am the owner of land adjacent to the application for 
planning permission made by Mr Jones', or 'My husband / wife is an employee of the company which 
has made an application for financial assistance’. 
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Minutes of Communities Scrutiny Committee held on Thursday, 8 September 2016 
at 9.30 am at Conference Room 1a, County Hall, Ruthin 
 
Present:  

Councillors Brian Blakeley, Bill Cowie, Huw Hilditch-Roberts (Chair), Martyn Holland, 
Rhys Hughes (Vice-Chair), Cefyn Williams and Cheryl Williams 
 
Also Present: 

  
Councillors Raymond Bartley, Hugh Evans (Leader), Hugh Carson Irving (Lead member 
for customers and Libraries), David Smith(Lead Member for Public Realm) and Eryl 
Williams (Lead member for Education). 
 
Rebecca Maxwell (Corporate Director: Economic & Community Ambition), Nicola 
Stubbins (Corporate Director: Communities), Karen I Evans (Head of Education), Graham 
Boase (Head of Planning & Public Protection), Keith Amos (Manager Corporate 
Programme Office), Geraint Davies (Principal Education Support Manager), Rhian Evans 
(Scrutiny Coordinator), Mike Jones (Traffic, Parking & Road Safety Manager), Ian Land 
(Education, Planning and Resource Manager), Julian Molloy (School Effectiveness 
Performance Officer), Marc Musgrave (Road Safety Engineer), Vicki Roberts (Strategic 
Planning Team Manager) and Wayne Wheatley (Education Social Worker Team Leader). 
 
 
 

 
1 APOLOGIES  

 
Apologies were received from Councillors Bob Murray, Anton Sampson, David 
Simmons and Co-optees Debra Houghton and Gareth Williams. 

 

2 DECLARATION OF INTERESTS  
 
Declarations of personal interest based on their position of school governors were 
submitted by Councillors Huw Hildtich-Roberts, Martyn Holland, Rhys Hughes, 
Cefyn Williams and Cheryl Williams for items 7 and 8. 

 

3 URGENT MATTERS AS AGREED BY THE CHAIR  
 
There were no urgent matters. 

 

4 MINUTES  
 
The Minutes of the meeting of the Communities Scrutiny Committee held on the 30 
June, 2016 were submitted:- 
RESOLVED – that the Minutes be received and approved as a correct record. 
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5 DWP / PEOPLE PLUS PROVISION IN DENBIGHSHIRE  
 
The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) had apologised ahead of the 
meeting that they did not have a senior official available on the day to attend the 
Committee’s meeting for the discussion.  They had however sent a letter outlining 
the background to the Work Programme (WP) contract, recent changes, 
reassurance that all WP customers are receiving the same level of service  and 
information on the forthcoming development of the Work and Health Programme.   
 
PeoplePlus, the agency contracted to deliver the WP on the DWP’s behalf, had 
undertaken to send a representative to the meeting to discuss the decision to 
relocate DWP services from Rhyl to Flint with the Committee.  Unfortunately, no 
representatives were present.  The Committee registered its disappointment that no 
representatives were in attendance and consequently: 
 
Resolved: - to 

(i) write to both the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and PeoplePlus 
inviting them to attend the Committee’s next meeting on 27th October 2016 
for the purpose of discussing the decision of relocating services from Rhyl to 
Flint;  and  

(ii) discuss with the DWP the development of the new Work and Health 
Programme and potential opportunities for the Council to work with the DWP 
with the aim of improving outcomes for residents, reducing poverty and the 
number of young people that become NEET, and fulfil the objectives of both 
the Corporate and Well-being Plans. 

 

 
6 RESIDENTS SURVEY  

 
The Lead Member for Customers and Libraries introduced the report (previously 
circulated) informing the Committee of the key findings of the Residents Survey and 
gave them the opportunity to comment on the results.  
 
The Lead Member explained that in 2011 the survey had been outsourced to 
consultants and whilst the response was excellent it had cost the Authority £25000. 
Subsequently in 2013 the survey had been circulated with County Voice, this was 
less expensive but there were fewer responses. The latest survey undertaken in 
2015 had been circulated electronically and only resulted in 711 responses – less 
than the intended sample size of 1000. Whilst services had been using the 
information contained in the survey it was with a degree of reservation. 
 
In the report author’s absence the Manager –Corporate Programme Office detailed 
the analysis of the survey results.  Officers advised that: 

 the response rate to the survey had been disappointingly low.  This was 
probably due to the fact that the exercise had been undertaken electronically 
(apart from those completed by schools) with a view to reducing costs; 
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 it was important to bear in mind that the survey results measured people’s 
perceptions of the Council, which may at times contradict validated data on 
the Council’s performance; and 

 not all respondents had answered all questions, individuals tended to answer 
questions in relation to areas that were of most relevance to their personal 
circumstances. 

 

Responding to members’ questions and observations officers: 

 acknowledged that restricting the survey to an electronic questionnaire had 
not realised the desired outcome.  Nevertheless the information gleaned 
from the responses received had provided the Council with valuable 
information which would help plan and improve service delivery; 

 advised that the next survey, due to be undertaken during 2017, would not 
be undertaken solely by electronic methods, other methods would also be 
used in order to make it easily accessible to all residents;  

 agreed that the contents and quality of the questions asked was of utmost 
importance;  

 highlighted the importance of recognising that the results measured peoples’ 
perceptions which might seem at odds with the Authority’s performance 
indicators 

 advised that the Head of Customers, Communication and Marketing was 
currently exploring options for a new Customer Relationship Management 
(CRM) System that would meet the majority of the Council’s needs;  

 undertook to discuss with the relevant officers why the ‘County Conversation’ 
exercise currently underway would not be holding a public event in Rhyl, and 
explore whether one could be arranged for the town; and 

 outlined the process that would follow-on from the ‘County Conversation’ 
exercise for the purpose of determining the ‘new’ Council’s corporate 
priorities and Corporate Plan. 

Members emphasised the importance of the Council utilising all tools at its disposal 
for the purpose of seeking residents’ opinions and views on matters e.g. county 
councillors, residents groups etc.  as they could potentially reach out to various 
sectors of the community and seek their views.  Allowing residents to call in to civic 
offices etc. to complete questionnaires etc. may also help improve public interaction 
with future surveys.   

The Committee agreed that exercises such as residents surveys etc. benefitted 
greatly from careful planning – for them to be effective it was important for the 
organiser to determine what the organisation needed to know, why they needed to 
know it and for what purpose the information received would be used. 
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The Leader suggested that, as the term of the current Council would be coming to 
an end in May 2017, it may useful for all councillors to be interviewed prior to the 
election (a similar process to ‘exit’ interviews offered to staff) to seek their views on 
what areas they feel work well, which areas require improving and seek any ideas 
they may have for future improvement.  At the conclusion of the discussion it was: 

Resolved: - subject to the above observations that – 

(i) a report be presented to the Committee in early 2017 outlining the proposed 
contents  and questions to be contained in the 2017 Residents Survey along 
with the methodology(ies) under consideration for undertaking the survey; 
and 

(ii) the Leader discuss with Group Leaders the feasibility of undertaking ‘exit 
style’ interviews with county councillors ahead of next year’s local authority 
elections for the purpose of seeking their views on what the Council does 
well and which areas would benefit from improvement 

 
 
 

7 PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL ABSENTEEISM  
 
 
The Education Social Work (ESW) Team Leader introduced the report and 
appendices (previously circulated) detailing their contents.  He explained the 
difference between authorised and unauthorised absences and the process 
followed prior to the issuing of Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs).  All process relating to 
school absences were highlighted in school publications to ensure that every parent 
was aware of their responsibilities and of the consequences of not sending their 
child to school.   
 
The management of school absences was devolved to each individual school.  
However, the Council did regularly monitor absences and as part of the Schools 
Standard Monitoring Group (SSMG) process headteachers and chairs of governors 
were held accountable for their school’s performance in relation to managing 
absences as well academic attainment.  The Education Social Work (ESW) Team 
also monitored school absence rates on a monthly basis, taking into account Free 
School Meals (FSMs) and Looked After Children (LAC) factor. 
 
Members advised that they had requested the report on the basis of statistical 
information and a press release they had seen some time ago, as they were 
concerned that poverty levels in the county would not improve if pupils were absent 
from schools for long periods at a time.  Responding to members’ questions officers 
advised that: 

 records were not kept at county level with respect of ‘authorised absences’ 
as such absences had been granted by headteachers; 

 headteachers had been keen for the Council to apply FPNs consistently 
across the county.  Since the date this had been stringently implemented 
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there had been a considerable increase in the number of warning 
letters/FPNs issued.  However, this was expected to fall once parents 
realised that the Council would not be hesitant in enforcing the policy; 

 the County did regularly monitor and check whether schools applied all 
policies and procedures.  Attendance at school was key as it affected life 
outcomes for the pupils; 

 regular unauthorised non-attendance at school was examined in detail to 
establish the underlying reasons for a child’s absence.  In such cases the 
Council would then offer relevant appropriate support to the child and the 
family to help overcome any barriers and get them engaged with the 
education system; 

 for the most challenging pupils there were opportunities via the TRAC 
Project.  This had been a very successful Project in Denbighshire and had 
helped the county to move from 19th position to 16th position in the Wales 
ranking.  Whilst getting pupils engaged with the Project was in the main the 
responsibility of the school, they were supported by the Corporate ESW 
Team; 

 a number of schools were now employing their own Attendance Officers; 

 under the Welsh Government’s All Wales Attendance Framework 
headteachers had discretion to permit up to 10 days authorised absence.  
There had recently been a High Court appeal against Isle of Wight Council 
who had served an FPN on a parent for taking his daughter out of school on 
holiday despite a request for ‘authorised absence’ being declined.  The 
appeal was upheld and since then legal teams across the UK had been 
examining the judgement to determine whether policies and procedures 
required to be tightened; 

 despite the fact that a number of parents were initially averse to officers 
telephoning them about their child’s attendance at school, in the majority of 
cases by the conclusion of the conversation they understood the Council’s 
reasons and concerns; 

 performance was improving in this area and it would continually be 
monitored with a view to improving performance even further for the benefit 
of all pupils; and 

 whilst the All Wales Attendance Framework applied to all education 
authorities in Wales, policies and procedures in this area were not applied 
consistently across the country. 

 
Prior to the conclusion of the discussion officers agreed to circulate to members 
information on unauthorised absences and free school meals data at each of the 
County’s schools. Members raised concerns with respect to the latter point above 
and asked that their concerns in relation to this be noted as they felt that this may 

Page 11



affect Denbighshire’s ranking in the performance table.  Having reviewed the 
information provided the Committee: 
 
 
 
Resolved: subject to the above observations to -  
 
(i) endorse the policies and strategies utilised to improve pupil attendance in 

Denbighshire’s schools; 

(ii) note the improved performance attained to date; and  

(iii) register their concerns that not all authorities across Wales were applying the 
policies and procedures in relation to unauthorised absences as stringently 
as Denbighshire.  

 

 
8 HAZARDOUS ROUTES TO SCHOOLS  

 
The Traffic, Parking and Road Safety Manager and the Road Safety Engineer 
introduced the report and appendices (previously circulated) explaining the 
legislative framework that governed the hazardous routes to school.  They also 
outlined the assessment process followed, in line with statutory guidance, when 
assessing the safety of a walking route to school.  Any changes in traffic flow or 
volumes would automatically instigate a review.  This had happened in Rhuddlan 
recently which had consequently resulted in the installation of a traffic island to aid 
safe crossing of the highway for pupils walking to school.   
 
Whilst the introduction of traffic calming measures would assist to slow down traffic 
it would never eliminate accidents from happening, as the majority of accidents 
were down to human error on the part of one party.  Responding to members’ 
questions officers advised that: 

 the cost of any modifications to the highway to ensure the safety of pupils 
would be the subject of budgetary discussions between the relevant services 
e.g. education and highways.  Monies could be vired from the school 
transport budget to the highways budget towards the cost of modifications 
etc. if required;  

 whilst it was acknowledged that some roads, particularly in rural areas, were 
deemed hazardous for children to walk to school, where it was safe for them 
to walk the school route there were added benefits as it contributed towards 
the pupil’s health and well-being as physical exercise was recognised as a 
way of reducing obesity;   

 if traffic volumes or flows altered on any school routes, once notified of the 
changes or a request for school transport was received stating that the route 
had become hazardous, a hazardous route assessment would be 
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undertaken.  Councillors were encouraged to inform officers if any such 
traffic flow or volume changes occurred in their wards; 

 if members so wished officers could inform Member Area Groups (MAGs) on 
an annual basis of routes due to be reviewed within their areas, and include 
councillors in the consultation process.  Members concurred with this 
suggestion and officers agreed to adopt this approach from now on; 

 with respect to routes subject to the bio-diversity grass cutting regime, 
officers did act with caution when assessing routes and gave human life 
priority over wildlife.  However, they did acknowledge that the assessment 
could only be based on the visual evidence available at the time it was 
undertaken.  If verge growths were proving a hazard the Streetscene Team 
would deal with them as a matter of urgency and if landowners were 
responsible for hedges etc. they would request that they cut them on safety 
grounds.  If the landowner/responsible person did not respond to the request 
the Streetscene Team for safety reasons would cut back the growth and 
recover the costs later from the responsible person. 

Members referred to a number of examples across the county where officers’ help 
in reducing traffic speed or introducing traffic calming measures, particularly in and 
around schools, had been invaluable.  Work was continuing in those areas with a 
view to getting enforcement officers to enforce the measures where some road 
users seemed to be flouting the restrictions.  
 
Prior to the conclusion of the discussion the Committee requested the Road Safety 
officers to e-mail all county councillors who have non-hazardous routes within their 
wards seeking them to inform officers immediately they become aware that a route 
may no longer be a safe walking route to school to enable officers to assess it as 
soon as possible.   Councillors should also be asked to inform Highways and 
Environmental Services officers immediately they become aware that vegetation 
impair the visibility of road signs in their area. 
 
The Committee: 
 
Resolved: subject to the above observations – 

(i) to endorse the contents of the report and the method by which Denbighshire 
County Council applies the Welsh Government’s operational guidelines with 
respect of risk assessing walked routes to schools; 

(ii) to recommend that school routes that lie within areas subject to bio-diversity 
grass cutting schedules, and which have not been assessed within the last 
12 months, be assess at the earliest possible opportunity;  

(iii) that all Member Area Groups (MAGs) be informed and consulted on an 
annual basis on the routes due for review in their area; and 

(iv) to support the proposal to carry out periodic reviews of home to school 
walking routes every five years, unless significant changes to traffic volumes 
or flows are reported, or requests are received for a review to be undertaken. 

Page 13



 
 
 

9 SCRUTINY WORK PROGRAMME  
 
A copy of a report by the Scrutiny Coordinator (SC), which requested the 
Committee to review and agree its forward work programme and which provided an 
update on relevant issues, had been circulated with the papers for the meeting. 
 
A copy of the ‘Member’s proposal form’ had been included in Appendix 2 The SC 
requested that any proposals be submitted to herself.   The Cabinet Forward Work 
Programme had been included as Appendix 3, and a table summarising recent 
Committee resolutions and advising on progress with their implementation, had 
been attached at Appendix 4.   
 
The Committee considered its draft Forward Work Programme for future meetings, 
Appendix 1, and agreed the addition of The DWP and PeoplePLus to the next 
Communities Scrutiny Committee on 27th October. 
 
The Committee requested that the Leader and Lead Member for Social Care, Adult 
Care and Children’s Services be invited to attend the next meeting. 
 
 
 

10 FEEDBACK FROM COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES  
 
As the meeting followed the August recess there were no meetings for Members to 
feedback from. 
 
The Meeting closed at 11:55am. 
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Report to:   Communities Scrutiny Committee 
 
Date of Meeting:   27 October 2016 
 
Lead Member / Officer:  Leader/Corporate Director: Communities 
 
Report Author:   Strategic Planning Team Manager 
 
Title:     DWP/People Plus Provision in Denbighshire 
 
 
 
 
1. What is the report about? 

  
The relocation of DWP services provided by People Plus from Rhyl to Flint and the 
impacts this will have on the Denbighshire residents receiving the services. 

 
2.  What is the reason for making this report? 

 
To provide information regarding the change in provision as a basis for discussion 
and to assist the Council in establishing whether it could in future help support the 
delivery of such services. This would be with a view to improving outcomes, reducing 
poverty and the number of young people that become NEET, and fulfilling the 
objectives of both the Corporate and Well-being Plans. 

 
3. What are the Recommendations? 

  
 To discuss with both organisations their visions for Denbighshire residents including: 

 how they intend to deliver their vision and improve outcomes for service-
users;  

 the reasons behind the decision to relocate DWP services to Flint; and  

 the result of the impact assessments undertaken to inform that decision. 
 
4. Report details 

 
DWP have a contract with Rehab Jobfit who subcontract to People Plus to deliver 
services in Rhyl to help unemployed people into work. People Plus receive payments 
based on outcomes, particularly the numbers of people supported into work and 
those who remain in work. The contract will terminate March 2017.  
 
Client numbers have reduced significantly in Rhyl from approximately 400 18 months 
ago, to approximately 150. With uncertainty regarding future contracts and income, 
People Plus were not in a position to sign a new, more expensive 5 year lease 
agreement on their existing accommodation. As a result People Plus have made 
alternative arrangements to relocate to the Hub in Rhyl and where the full range of 
support will be on offer but only to those who are unable to travel to Flint; estimated 
to be 35 clients. 
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People Plus consulted with clients prior to the change and few complaints were 
received. In addition, the journey from Rhyl to Flint on the train is approximately 19 
minutes and job seekers are required through their Job Seekers Allowance (JSA) 
agreement to be prepared to travel 90 minutes to find work. Therefore the 
requirement to travel to Flint does not break any contractual arrangements. Travel 
expenses will be reimbursed by People Plus to ensure that alternative arrangements 
do not financially disadvantage those clients needing to travel to Flint.  
 
The relocation is not only to a more accessible premises but will put People Plus in 
the same location as other services supporting people back into work; a benefit to 
clients. In addition, with the new Work and Health Programme coming into being 
People Plus are keen to remain in Rhyl and to work more closely with Housing 
Associations.  
 
In consideration of the People Plus contract coming to a close shortly, the Council 
would like to gain clarity concerning the contracts DWP issue to support people into 
work, which they are looking to retender and what these are designed to achieve. It 
would also be useful to gain clarity and understanding of the current landscape and 
potential impact of future changes (e.g. roll out of Universal Credit) so the Council 
can better understand how it can support the delivery of such services. 

 
5. How does the decision contribute to the Corporate Priorities? 
  

Increased numbers of residents in work supports a number of our corporate priorities 
indirectly and has a direct impact on our priority ‘Developing the Local Economy’ 
particularly by reducing deprivation.  

  
6. What will it cost and how will it affect other services? 
  

No implications. 
 
7. What are the main conclusions of the Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) 

undertaken on the decision? The completed EqIA template should be attached 
as an appendix to the report 

  
The recommendations contained in this report do not require a decision to be taken 
and therefore will not have a direct impact on staff or our communities. 

 
8. What consultations have been carried out with Scrutiny and others? 

 
Discussions have taken place and email correspondence exchanged between 
Denbighshire County Council, DWP and People Plus to ascertain facts regarding the 
situation leading to the decision to relocate services as outlined in section 4 (Report 
Details) above. 

 
9. Chief Finance Officer Statement 

 
 A Chief Finance Officer statement is not required for this report. 

 
10. What risks are there and is there anything we can do to reduce them? 
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There are no specific risks attached to this report, however risk may come to light as 
a result of the discussion with DWP and People Plus. 

 
11. Power to make the Decision 
   

Section 7 of the Council’s Constitution outlines Scrutiny’s powers with respect of 
considering any matter that affects the Council’s area or its inhabitants, and inviting 
external stakeholders to address scrutiny committees. 
 
Contact Officer: 
Strategic Planning Team Manager 
Tel:  01824 712346 
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Report to:  Communities Scrutiny Committee 
 
Date of Meeting:  27th October 2016 
 
Lead Member/Officer: Lead Member for Social Care (Adults and Children’s 

Services)/ Head of Community Support Services   
 
Report Authors: Senior Housing Officer (Supported Housing) & Supporting 

People Team Manager 
 
Title: Managing Supporting Independent Living (SIL), Reablement 

and the Health & Social Care Support Worker Service 
(HSCSW) in Denbighshire 

 

 
1. What is the report about? 

 
To outline the potential benefits of adopting a streamlined approach to managing the 
SIL and Reablement services for both Citizen’s and the Council.  
 

2. What is the reason for making this report? 
 
It was agreed at the June 2016 meeting of the Scrutiny Committee that a report on the 
proposed SIL and Reablement merger would be brought before a future meeting of the 
Communities Scrutiny Committee.  
 

3. What are the Recommendations? 
  

That Members consider the contents of this report, comment as appropriate; 
 
4. Report details 

 
4.1  SIL is fully funded by the Supporting People Grant, provided directly by Welsh 

Government and has been subject to a full Supporting People (SP) Service Review in 
September 2015, which resulted in 21 recommendations over 6 Outcome Areas. Only 
seven actions remain outstanding and the SIL manager is confident that these will be 
met within agreed timescales.  

 
4.2  A new contract was issued to SIL commencing April 2016. Supporting People do not 

intend to make any further reductions to the SIL budget for 2017/18, however, as with 
all SP funded services, SIL must be prepared for future cuts in funding.  It is also 
intended that Supporting People will part fund elements of the Reablement service 
from 2017/18.   

 
4.3  Community Support Services are committed to developing services that are 

responsive and accessible for citizens.  It is felt that placing SIL, Reablement and the 
Health and Social Care Support Worker Service (HSCSW) under a new aligned 
Supporting Independence in Denbighshire (SID) management structure will allow for 
this to happen.  

 
4.4.  The intention is to develop a seamless service which offers an increased pool of skills 

by bringing together all elements, ie, SIL, Reablement, HSCSW service. 
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4.5  The Supporting People programme is focussed on early intervention and prevention, 
which fits with the Reablement ethos and the core principles of the Social Care and 
Wellbeing Act.   

 
4.6  From the citizen’s perspective, they will be able to access the appropriate level of 

support for their needs from a single point of access.  The new service will be 
outcomes focussed and delivered according to “what matters” to them.    

 
4.7  In addition to possible cuts to the Supporting People budget, Community Support 

Services are expecting funding reductions for 2017/18.  Therefore we need to ensure 
that we are working efficiently.  The proposals will mean a reduction in management 
overhead costs and therefore provide some protection for front line service delivery in 
the future.   

 
4.8  The management responsibility for SIL has been passed to the Service Manager for 

Localities as of the 4th October in anticipation of the merger.   
 
4.9  Following a short transitional period, the review of the management structure will 

commence.  It is expected that all changes will be implanted by April1st, following 
extensive consultation with all stakeholders 

 
4.10  This merged service will see each of the three service areas remaining essentially 

independent and distinct from each other, which would help in terms of performance 
monitoring, financial accountability and most importantly citizen understanding, but 
should facilitate greater integration between them, thus delivering a service of 
enhanced quality, at reduced overall cost.  

   
5. How does the decision contribute to the Corporate Priorities? 

 
This project will contribute to supporting Denbighshire’s Corporate Plan 2012-2017 in 
the following areas:- 
a. Vulnerable people are protected and are able to live as independently as possible 
b. Ensuring access to good quality housing. This project plays a key role in 

contributing to the prevention of homelessness for vulnerable people. 
 
6. What will it cost and how will it affect other services?  

 
It is expected that the proposals will have a positive effect on service delivery and 
there will be no additional costs.  It is expected that savings will be found in 2017/18 as 
a result of streamlining the management of these services. 
 

7. What are the main conclusions of the Wellbeing Impact Assessment? 
 
The proposals to merge the SIL and Reablement services have been included in the 
draft Supporting People Local Commissioning Plan for 2017/18. A Wellbeing Impact 
Assessment (WIA) was completed 5th October 2016 (this was the first one 
undertaken for the LCP). This identified that the Plan had a positive impact on five 
out of the seven wellbeing goals; the remaining two being neutral. In terms of 
sustainability, the Plan scored 15/24 – this may in part be influenced by the 
uncertainty surrounding SP Grant funding; however, the WIA will be revisited 
following any revisions made from Scrutiny members / SPPG / Cabinet feedback.  
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Service reviews/contract management throughout the year additionally ensure that 
any negative impacts can be identified and addressed. 

An Equality Impact Assessment had also already been completed for the LCP in July 
2016. This confirmed that SP services are accessed by all protected characteristic 
group; that every reasonable effort has been made to eliminate or reduce any 
potential disproportionate negative impact on those with protected characteristics, 
and that SP will continue to monitor the impact of any changes made. The EqIA did 
not identify any detrimental impact brought about by the Plan on any protected 
characteristics.   

8.  What consultations have been carried out with Scrutiny and others? 
 

8.1  The proposals to merge SIL and Reablement have been included within the Draft 
Supporting People Local Commissioning Plan 2017/18, which underwent an 8 week 
consultation period with a range of stakeholders.  Additionally, a Supporting People 
Day was held in Rhyl Town Hall on 12th September 2016, with attendees including 
citizens and staff from a variety of stakeholder agencies.   

 
8.2 The Local Commissioning Plan and the final impact assessment will be submitted to 

Partnership Scrutiny Committee members, before the final document is submitted and 
signed off by Denbighshire County Council Cabinet. 

 
8.3  There is a commitment to share good quality information regarding potential changes 

to SIL with citizens, staff and members. 
 
9. Chief Finance Officer Statement 

 
As stated above SIL is fully funded by the Supporting People Grant provided directly 
by Welsh Government. It is important that the service is delivered within the budget 
provided for by the Supporting People Grant. This report identifies a reasonable 
approach to delivering the service  within the existing budget for 2016/17 as well as 
illustrating financial and service delivery planning for a likely reduction in grant levels in 
future years. 
 

10. What risks are there and is there anything we can do to reduce them? 
 
The main risk is that Supporting People Grant is reduced by more than expected in 
future years, creating a situation where further reductions to the SIL budget are made.  
The review of management arrangements will reduce this risk but there may be a need 
to further reduce the number of hours of direct support provided. 
 
There remains additional risks to all budgets due to the uncertainty of future funding 
streams.   
 

11. Power to make the Decision  
 
Section 7 of the Council’s Constitution of the Council’s Constitution outlines Scrutiny’s 
powers with respect to policy development and review and the Authority’s performance 
in meeting policy objectives. 

 
12. Contact Officer:  Jane Moore, Community Support Services (Tel: 01824 712341) 
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Report To:    Communities Scrutiny Committee 

 

Date of Meeting:   27th October 2016 

 

Lead Member / Officer: Lead Member for Public Realm / Head of Highways and 

Environmental Services 

 

Report Author:   Flood Risk Manager 

 

Title:     Denbighshire’s Flood Risk Management Strategy 
 
 

 
 

1. What is the report about? 
The Wales Audit Office recently issued a national report entitled: Coastal Flood and 
Erosion Risk Management in Wales.  This report has implications for the council.  It 
therefore feels timely to brief Members about these implications, and to provide an 
update on our local Flood Risk Management Strategy. 

 
2.  What is the reason for making this report? 

To provide the Committee with an opportunity to consider whether the Council is 

discharging its responsibilities as a Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management 

Authority and carrying out the measures and objectives set out in the Local Flood 

Risk Management Strategy. 

3. What are the Recommendations? 
That the Committee considers whether the Council is discharging its responsibilities 

as a Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Authority and carrying out the 

measures and objectives set out in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. 

4. Report details 
 
4.1 Wales Audit Office Report 

On 21st July 2016 the Auditor General for Wales published a report of his review of 
coastal flood and erosion risk management in Wales (link to website: 
https://www.wao.gov.uk/news/welsh-government-making-progress-manage-
increasing-coastal-flood-and-erosion-risks) . The report is included as Appendix1, but 
the main points of interest to the Council are as follows: 
 

 The report deals specifically with coastal flood and erosion risk, although some of 
the themes discussed are common to all sources of flood risk. 

 A lack of capacity within WG and councils has delayed progress (in implementing 
the national and local strategies) and threatens to undermine the long-term 
approach to managing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion. 

 The report refers to the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) policy of managed 
realignment (or retreat), which made headline news in 2014 due to issues at 
Fairbourne, Gwynedd. This is of particular relevance to the Council because the 

Page 23

Agenda Item 7

https://www.wao.gov.uk/news/welsh-government-making-progress-manage-increasing-coastal-flood-and-erosion-risks
https://www.wao.gov.uk/news/welsh-government-making-progress-manage-increasing-coastal-flood-and-erosion-risks


SMP policy for Denbighshire’s coast between Prestatyn and the county boundary 
with Flintshire is ‘managed realignment’. 

 The report refers to the Welsh Government’s Coastal Risk Management 
Programme from 2018/19 to 2020/21, which involves 75% WG grant funding 
(borrowed by the local authority and paid back by WG over, say, a 25 year period 
through the Revenue Support Grant) and 25% council funding.  

 The report recommends better integration of coastal flood and erosion risk 
management at a strategic level, with reference to new planning, environment 
and community wellbeing legislation. 

 The report makes reference to ‘sandscaping’, which could provide a long term 
and sustainable approach to managing coastal flood risk in Denbighshire. The 
Council has built up a good working relationship with The Crown Estate in that 
regard and is working in partnership with Flintshire County Council to develop a 
coastal strategy between Barkby Beach and Point of Ayr, which will consider 
Sandscaping as one of a range of options to manage coastal flood risk. 
 

4.2 Local Flood Risk Management Strategy 
On 5th November 2014 the Minister for Natural Resources formally approved 
Denbighshire’s Flood Risk Management Strategy. The strategy is at the centre of the 
Council’s activities to manage flood risk in the county. The strategy identifies 31 
measures and good progress has been made in delivering the majority of these. 
However, there are some activities where progress has been slower than anticipated, 
largely due to a lack of resource and the need to prioritise certain activities, for 
instance, flood investigations. A progress update is included as Appendix 2. 
 

4.3  Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Schemes 
The Council has been successful in obtaining Welsh Government support for the 
progression of several flood and coastal erosion risk management schemes. 
 
(i) East Rhyl Coastal Defence Scheme 
The Welsh Government provided grant funding for the Council to appoint JBA 
Consulting to carry out a project appraisal study to identify a preferred option to 
reduce coastal flood risk at east Rhyl. The JBA report recommended that an offshore 
breakwater be taken forward as the preferred option. However, the economic 
appraisal carried out as part of the study showed that there were other options with 
similar costs and benefits. In light of this, WG has asked the Council to carry out a 
sediment transport study which will identify the long term impacts on beach erosion 
of the various options. This will ensure that the option taken forward is cost effective 
and sustainable and, most importantly, grant eligible. The report showed that the 
scheme could cost as much as £22 million, although this included an element of 
‘optimism bias’. A more realistic figure is probably in the order of £15 million, of which 
the Council will be required to contribute 25% 
 
The Council has engaged a design and build contractor, Balfour Beatty, through the 
Scape national procurement framework and a design commission has been awarded 
to JBA. As part of that commission, JBA will be working with the Council to develop a 
communication strategy which will ensure that an appropriate, consistent level of 
public engagement is maintained throughout the remainder of the project. 
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The East Rhyl scheme has involved some advanced works on Rhyl Golf Course, with 
the support of WG grant funding. This work will provide protection against a 1 in 50 
year storm and should be complete by April 2017 at a cost of around £800,000. 
 
(ii) Rhyl Yacht Club Wall 
The Council has been successful in applying for WG grant to carry out a project 
appraisal study to identify a preferred option to upgrade or replace this asset, which 
should also reduce flood risk flood risk in the area at risk. The scheme forms part of 
WG’s Coastal Risk Management Programme, which should enable construction work 
to start in 2018. 
 
(iii) St Asaph Flood Risk Management Scheme 
The Council has received WG approval for this scheme to advance to the design and 
development phase. Because this scheme is adjacent to the River Elwy (main river), 
and in light of NRW’s ongoing scheme in St Asaph, the Council is working in 
partnership with NRW and will use NRW’s consultant to progress the design. This will 
provide some efficiencies and will ensure that the two schemes are compatible. 
 
(iv) Dyserth and Llanbedr DC Flood Risk Management Schemes 
The Council has received WG approval for these schemes to proceed to the design 
and development phase. A design and build contractor (Balfour Beatty) has been 
appointed through the Scape framework and a consultant team (Opus/Waterco) has 
also been appointed. 
 

5. How does the decision contribute to the Corporate Priorities? 
Flooding has the potential to cause severe and prolonged disruption to the 

communities it affects. Understanding and managing local flood risk supports the 

Council’s priority to develop the local economy. 

6. What will it cost and how will it affect other services? 
There will be costs involved, mainly staff costs, in carrying out the objectives and 

measures identified in the Flood Risk Management Strategy. However, far more 

substantial levels of funding will be required to support the grant match funding 

element of the flood and coastal erosion risk management schemes.  

7. What are the main conclusions of the Well-being Impact Assessment? 
Flood risk management by its very nature has an overall positive impact. However, 

the Council's approach to flood risk management will ensure that opportunities are 

explored to maximise those positive impacts.  

8. What consultations have been carried out with Scrutiny and others? 
Consultation on the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy took place with the 

Committee on 25th November 2013 and again on 4th December 2014. A full public 

consultation on the draft Strategy was subsequently carried out. Cabinet was 

consulted prior to the submission of the Strategy for Ministerial approval. An 

information brief was provided to the Strategic Investment Group on 12th January 

2016, which outlined the Council’s proposals for schemes at Dyserth and Llanbedr 

DC. 
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9. Chief Finance Officer Statement 
The report sets out a useful summary of schemes and funding sources, primarily 
from external grant. Some schemes require a match-funding element from the 
council. The most substantial is in relation to the East Rhyl scheme, however a 
proportion of this has already been included in the Council’s current Capital Plan. 
The position will need to be reviewed through via the usual approval processes once 
the scheme costs are firmed up.    
 

10. What risks are there and is there anything we can do to reduce them? 
 The main risk associated with local flood risk management, including the 

management of coastal erosion, is due to the potential lack of resource, whether that 
be financial support, including grant aid, or members of staff (this was alluded to in 
the Wales Audit Office report). The Council has maintained a steady commitment to 
funding capital flood and coastal projects over the last 13 years, but revenue funding 
has reduced significantly and there is currently a reliance on WG grant to support the 
salary of the flood risk team (2.4 members of staff). It is important that the Council 
acknowledges the risk that WG funding could be withdrawn and this would result in a 
funding shortfall of around £90k per annum. 

 
11. Power to make the Decision 
 Flood Risk Regulations (1999), Flood and Water Management Act (2010). 
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The Auditor General is independent of the National Assembly and government. He examines and certifies  
the accounts of the Welsh Government and its sponsored and related public bodies, including NHS bodies.  
He also has the power to report to the National Assembly on the economy, efficiency and effectiveness with 
which those organisations have used, and may improve the use of, their resources in discharging their functions.

The Auditor General, together with appointed auditors, also audits local government bodies in Wales, conducts 
local government value for money studies and inspects for compliance with the requirements of the Local 
Government (Wales) Measure 2009. 

The Auditor General undertakes his work using staff and other resources provided by the Wales Audit Office,  
which is a statutory board established for that purpose and to monitor and advise the Auditor General. 

For further information please write to the Auditor General at the address above, telephone 029 2032 0500,  
email: info@audit.wales, or see website www.audit.wales

© Auditor General for Wales 2016

You may re-use this publication (not including logos) free of charge in any format or medium. You must re-use 
it accurately and not in a misleading context. The material must be acknowledged as Auditor General for Wales 
copyright and you must give the title of this publication. Where we have identified any third party copyright 
material you will need to obtain permission from the copyright holders concerned before re-use.

If you require any of our publications in an alternative format and/or language please contact us using the 
following details: Telephone 029 2032 0500, or email info@audit.wales

I have prepared and published this report in accordance with the  
Government of Wales Act 2006.  

The Wales Audit Office study team that assisted me in preparing this report  
consisted of Andy Phillips, Verity Winn, Richard Workman, Mark Jeffs and  

Rachel Harries under the direction of Matthew Mortlock.

Huw Vaughan Thomas
Auditor General for Wales

Wales Audit Office
24 Cathedral Road

Cardiff
CF11 9LJ
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Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management in Wales6

Summary

1 Sixty per cent of the population of Wales live on or near to the coast and across 
Wales 208,000 properties are at risk from flooding from rivers or from the sea. 
Over the next 100 years1, the current estimation is that 2,126 properties could 
be at risk of coastal erosion, assuming that there is no active intervention. 
Coastal flooding and erosion is also a risk to agricultural land, businesses, key 
national infrastructure including transport and utilities, and to sites of cultural or 
environmental importance. 

2 Coastal flooding usually occurs through a combination of high tides and severe 
weather. Estuarine communities and environments are particularly susceptible 
to flooding because severe weather is also likely to mean that rivers are in flood, 
and the effect of high tides is to hold back the release of river water into the sea. 
Sometimes, sustainable land management techniques such as the preservation 
of upland bogs and riverside trees can help to slow the release of river floodwater, 
reducing the rapid increase in river height that can exacerbate flooding problems 
downstream. Coastal erosion can also increase the risk of flooding from the sea. 
Topography, geology, land use, wave height, sea levels, and the frequency and 
severity of coastal storms all have an impact on coastal erosion. The impact of 
climate change will increase the risks of coastal flooding and erosion as the sea 
level rises, and although predicted to be slightly less frequent, extreme rainfall 
events will become more intense and storm surges will become larger (Box 1). 

1 Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management in Wales 2011-2014, Natural Resources Wales, March 2014. 
2 Synthesis Report 2014, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). The United Nations Environment Programme and 

the World Meteorological Organisation established the IPCC in 1988. The IPCC is the internationally accepted authority on climate 
change.

3 UK Climate Projections: Marine and Coastal Projections, UKCP09, 2009. Projections are set out on the UKCP09 website 
managed by the Environment Agency working with the Met Office.

Box 1: Climate Change

In 2014, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reported2 a number of changes in 
the climate system including warming of the atmosphere and ocean, diminishing levels of snow 
and ice, extreme precipitation events, and rising sea levels.  
The most recent UK climate projections show that for the UK, the sea level rose by about one 
mm per year in the 20th century. Projections3 of UK absolute sea level for 2095 range from 
approximately 120 mm to 760 mm. Winter wave heights in the south-west of the UK are also 
expected to increase by 2100, both in terms of mean heights and extreme wave heights during 
severe weather, but there are uncertainties with these projections.
The UK Climate Change Adaptation Sub Committee is currently producing evidence for the 
2017 Climate Change Risk Assessment that shows the rise in sea level this century increases 
the likelihood of a severe 1 in 100 year coastal flood event in west Wales to between a 1 in 10 
and 1 in 20 year chance.  
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Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management in Wales 7

3 The UK Government’s Flood and Water Management Act (2010) placed a duty 
on the Welsh Government to produce a national strategy on flood and coastal 
erosion, and on the then Environment Agency Wales, to report to Welsh Ministers 
on progress to implement the strategy. The Act also places a duty on unitary 
authorities (councils) to develop and implement Local Flood Risk Management 
Strategies. The local strategies set out objectives for managing local flood risk from 
surface water, groundwater and ordinary watercourses. From 1 April 2013, Natural 
Resources Wales took over all of Environment Agency Wales’ duties relating to 
flooding and coastal erosion4.

4 The Welsh Government published its National Strategy for Flood and Coastal 
Erosion Risk Management in Wales in November 2011. The National Strategy 
recognises that it is not possible to prevent all flooding and coastal erosion and 
builds on the principles of the Welsh Government’s previous ‘New Approaches 
Programme’ which marked a move away from using traditional coastal defences to 
managing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion. The Strategy gives an overview 
of responsibilities for all of the organisations involved in managing the risks of 
coastal flooding and erosion (Figure 1) and sets out four key objectives:

 a reducing the consequences for individuals, communities, businesses and the 
environment from flooding and coastal erosion;

 b raising awareness of and engaging people in the response to flood and coastal 
erosion risk;

 c providing an effective and sustained response to flood and coastal erosion 
events; and

 d prioritising investment in the most-at-risk communities.

5 Organisations responsible for managing coastal flooding and erosion must also 
work together to produce Shoreline Management Plans. Shoreline Management 
Plans were first developed in the early 2000s as part of the UK Government’s 
strategy for flood and coastal defence and have continued to be a key part of the 
approach in England and Wales (Box 2). In Wales, the Shoreline Management 
Plans are intended to inform strategic decisions about coastal protection including 
planning and development along the coast.

4 The Welsh Government created Natural Resources Wales on 1 April 2013, replacing three legacy bodies – the Countryside Council 
for Wales, Environment Agency Wales, and Forestry Commission Wales - as well as incorporating certain Welsh Government 
functions. On 1 April 2015, the Welsh Government transferred the functions of the three Internal Drainage Boards operating wholly or 
partly in Wales into Natural Resources Wales. Page 33



Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management in Wales8

Figure 1: Roles and responsibilities for coastal flood and erosion risk management

Natural Resources Wales

•   Strategic oversight of coastal flooding and 
erosion in Wales including: 

– providing technical advice and support 
 to other RMAs;

– monitoring and reporting progress of 
 the implementation of the National 
 Strategy; and

– operational responsibility for flooding 
 from main rivers and the sea. 

Risk Management Authorities
The Flood and Water Management Act 2010 
identifies bodies with specific responsibilities 
for managing flood risk as ‘Welsh Risk 
Management Authorities’ (RMAs). 
In Wales there are 28 RMAs including:

•   Natural Resources Wales;

•   22 councils in Wales (described as Lead 
Local Flood Authorities); and

•   five water companies providing water.

Councils

•   Operational responsibility for coastal erosion and flooding from surface 
water, groundwater and ordinary watercourses (watercourses that are 
not designated as a main river).

•   Some councils are also designated as coastal erosion risk 
management authorities under the Coast Protection Act 1949 which 
gives them powers to protect the land against erosion or encroachment 
by the sea. Under the Act, councils can do works on sea flooding and 
coastal erosion where they are best placed to do so, with approval from 
Natural Resources Wales. This is a power but not a duty.

Water 
companies
Operational 
responsibility 
for ordinary 
watercourses, 
drainage and 
water level 
management.

Coastal Groups

Coastal groups are voluntary groups made up of councils, Natural Resources Wales, the Welsh 
Government and other bodies with coastal responsibilities. The coastal groups are responsible for 
producing, implementing and monitoring progress with the Shoreline Management Plans. They also 
aim to provide advice on coastal issues, share good practice and identify opportunities for joint 
working. There are five coastal groups operating in Wales: Severn Estuary, Swansea and Carmarthen 
Bay, Cardigan Bay, Ynys Enlli, and Liverpool Bay.

Other bodies also have a role in coastal flood and erosion risk management including infrastructure 
providers such as Network Rail and landowners such as the National Trust and The Crown Estate which 
may own structures currently acting as flood defences. The National Park Authorities also have certain 
planning responsibilities that are informed by coastal flooding and erosion risk management policies.  

The Welsh Government

Overall responsibility for coastal flooding and erosion in Wales including publishing the National 
Strategy and ensuring compliance with the implementation of measures to achieve the objectives in 
the Strategy.

Source: Wales Audit Office
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Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management in Wales 9

6 The Welsh Government provides capital and revenue funding for Natural 
Resources Wales and for local councils to manage the risks of coastal flooding and 
erosion. The Welsh Government is changing the way it allocates funding through 
two new programmes: 

 a The Flood and Coastal Investment Programme will allocate funding to 
Natural Resources Wales and councils based on national priorities. 

 b The Coastal Risk Management Programme  will provide capital funding  
to support council coastal protection schemes delivered between 2018-19  
and 2020-21.

7 Our 2009 report on Coastal Erosion and Tidal Flooding Risks in Wales6 
concluded that the Welsh Government’s approach offered more sustainable 
solutions to managing coastal flooding and erosion. However, the report identified 
the need for the Welsh Government to show stronger strategic leadership, 
strengthen collaborative working and clarify the roles and responsibilities of all 
stakeholders. The report also recommended that the Welsh Government should 
work with partners to develop a way of prioritising investment based on the 
costs and benefits of coastal protection schemes. Since 2009, inquiries by the 
National Assembly’s Public Accounts Committee (2010)7 and the Environment and 
Sustainability Committee of the National Assembly for Wales (2012)8 have also 
resulted in a number of recommendations for improvement.

Box 2: Shoreline Management Plans

Shoreline Management Plans set out coastal management policies for the next 100 years in 
three epochs: 0 to 20 years, 20 to 50 years and 50 to 100 years. Organisations responsible for 
managing coastal flooding and erosion started updating the Shoreline Management Plans in 
2011, based on improved data about changes to the coastline. A further review of the Shoreline 
Management Plans is likely in the next five to 10 years. The policy options suggested in the 
plans fall into four broad areas:
• Hold the line: by maintaining or changing the standard of protection;
• Advance the line: by constructing new defences seaward of the original defences.
• Managed retreat: by allowing the shoreline to move backwards and identifying a new line 

for coastal defences. This approach has implications where protecting the community from 
progressive flood risk is likely to become unsustainable in the future and residents may 
have to move to areas of lower risk.

• No active intervention: where coastal defences will no longer be maintained. Monitoring 
and inspection of the shoreline will still be required. Under the Flood and Water 
Management Act 2010, organisations responsible for managing the risks of coastal flooding 
and erosion have no obligation to provide, or to maintain, coastal defences. 

There are four Shoreline Management Plans in Wales including two which, for oceanographic 
reasons, overlap the border with England5. 

5 North West England and North Wales Shoreline Management Plan (Liverpool Bay and Ynys Enlli Coastal Groups), West of Wales 
Shoreline Management Plan (Ynys Enlli and Cardigan Bay Coastal Groups), South Wales Shoreline Management Plan (Swansea 
and Carmarthen Bay Coastal Group), and the Severn Estuary Shoreline Management Plan (Severn Estuary Coastal Group). 

6 Coastal Erosion and Tidal Flooding Risks in Wales, Wales Audit Office, October 2009.
7 Coastal Erosion and Tidal Flooding Risks in Wales, Public Accounts Committee, May 2010.
8 Coastal Protection in Wales, Environment and Sustainability Committee, October 2012.Page 35
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8 In 2014, Natural Resources Wales was asked by the then Minister for Natural 
Resources and Food to review the impacts of the winter floods of December 2013 
and January 2014. The Wales Coastal Flooding Review (Appendix 2) found that 
the overall response to the floods was ‘coordinated and effective’ but identified a 
number of areas for improvement in the overall approach. Many of the issues from 
the Wales Coastal Flooding Review had been identified by previous reviews. The 
recommendations have been grouped into 10 projects to improve coastal flooding 
and erosion risk management. These projects are included in the Wales Coastal 
Flooding Review Delivery Plan (2015).

9 On behalf of the Auditor General, Wales Audit Office staff have undertaken 
a further review to consider the progress that is being made by the Welsh 
Government and its partners to manage the risks of coastal flooding and erosion 
in Wales. This report assesses whether key objectives in the Welsh Government’s 
National Strategy for Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management in Wales are 
being met but does not evaluate the effectiveness of emergency planning and 
resilience arrangements, nor the emergency response to flooding events.  
Appendix 1 sets out more detail about our audit methods.  

10 Our overall conclusion is that recent Welsh Government investment has 
improved coastal protection and delivered some wider benefits. The Welsh 
Government and partners are improving their approach to managing the 
risks of coastal flooding and erosion, although the pace of change has been 
slower than planned. Further improvements are needed to address capacity 
issues, plan for the long term, and ensure that spending provides value 
for money. The Coastal Flooding Review Delivery Plan (2015) is providing 
impetus and the Welsh Government intends to refresh the National Strategy 
in 2017-18. 

11 The Welsh Government has allocated £381 million for inland and coastal  
flood and erosion risk management schemes and activities from 2010-11 to  
2016-17, with more than half of this funding allocated to Natural Resources Wales 
(or Environment Agency Wales from 2010-11 to 2012-13). £219 million of funding 
was allocated for capital schemes from 2010-11, with £120 million of this allocated 
to coastal schemes; a figure that also includes £25.4 million from the European 
Regional Development Fund. Although EU funding ceased in 2015-16, the Welsh 
Government continues to allocate capital to coastal councils through the coastal 
protection grant. Investment has reduced the consequences of coastal flooding 
and erosion and led to other benefits including regeneration, increasing tourism, 
and creating employment. The Welsh Government has worked with partners 
to increase awareness of the risks of coastal flooding and erosion but there is 
evidence that the public still have a limited understanding of the implications of 
managed retreat.
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12 The National Strategy clearly sets out the risk-based approach that the Welsh 
Government is pursuing, an approach that is based on learning from alternative 
approaches and engagement with key stakeholders. However, the Welsh 
Government has still not set out in its strategy some options to help councils to 
prepare communities for managed retreat. In addition, while partners work well 
together on specific initiatives, some roles, responsibilities and performance 
management arrangements remain unclear. It took longer than expected to 
finalise the Shoreline Management Plans and the Local Flood Risk Management 
Strategies, and some councils are only making slow progress to deliver related 
actions.

13 The Welsh Government’s planned review of the National Strategy in 2017-18, 
together with new legislation including the Planning (Wales) Act 2015 and the 
Environment (Wales) Act 2016, presents a timely opportunity to more closely 
integrate flood risk management at a strategic level into wider policies, plans and 
funding arrangements. Moreover, from 1 April 2016, the key public bodies involved 
in the management of coastal flooding and erosion risk management – the Welsh 
Government, Natural Resources Wales, and local councils – have a duty under the 
Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 to demonstrate that they are 
applying the sustainable development principle in their decision making  
(Appendix 4).  

14 There is now a broad understanding of the possible long-term costs of managing 
the risks of coastal flooding and erosion, and the Welsh Government has yet 
to develop parts of its long-term funding strategy. The Welsh Government has 
committed to contribute 75 per cent of the Coastal Risk Management Programme 
which will invest a maximum of £150 million on council capital schemes from 
2018-19 to 2020-21. This funding can allow progress over the next few years with 
some of the priorities identified in the Shoreline Management Plans, but the Welsh 
Government’s funding is dependent on councils contributing 25 per cent towards 
the cost of these projects within the Programme, including their ability to secure 
external contributions where such opportunities exist. The Welsh Government has 
not helped councils to secure options for external funding. The cost of meeting the 
priorities identified in the Shoreline Management Plans is estimated to increase 
from £20 million to £30 milion per year over the next 50-100 years. The issue 
for the Welsh Government and councils is in sustaining enough funding for the 
implementation of Shoreline Management Planning policies after, and well beyond, 
2020-21. More work is also needed to ensure that funding is prioritised to areas of 
greatest need. 
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15 The Flood Risk Management Wales Committee9 explored long-term funding 
options in 2013, but the Welsh Government has not formally responded to the 
Committee’s recommendations. Councils are also concerned about their ability to 
fund their own contribution to new capital projects and to fund maintenance activity. 
While key partners have an improved understanding of risk, the Welsh Government 
is considering options but is still to determine the preferred way forward for the 
Wales Coastal Monitoring Centre, previously hosted by Gwynedd Council. There is 
still no national register of coastal defence assets.

16 The Welsh Government’s arrangements for monitoring its coastal protection 
grant have been weak, although some changes from April 2016 seek to improve 
progress reporting, and clarify benefits realised and any savings. Arrangements 
for prioritising grant funding for council coastal infrastructure projects are unclear. 
Where councils have made an application for grant aid that is of acceptable quality 
and is shown to have a positive benefit-to-cost ratio, the Welsh Government has 
been able to fund all schemes without the need to compare risks to prioritise one 
scheme over another. The Welsh Government is currently developing governance 
arrangements for its Coastal Risk Management Programme and has put in place 
a board to oversee delivery and represent stakeholder interests. The Welsh 
Government has yet to finalise governance arrangements for its Flood and Coastal 
Investment Programme. 

17 Previous reviews have highlighted that progress to implement flood risk 
management has been hindered by a lack of capacity in the Welsh Government 
and in the councils. These issues are a concern in the context of future financial 
pressures, including also potentially for Natural Resources Wales, and the 
possibility of local government reform presents both risks and opportunities in  
this regard.

18 The development of the Wales Coastal Flooding Review Delivery Plan (2015) 
is widely recognised by stakeholders as a positive step towards improving 
coastal flooding and erosion risk management in Wales. However, deadlines 
for key actions in the Delivery Plan often relate to writing reports on options for 
improvement rather than agreeing and implementing solutions. The challenge 
for the Welsh Government and partners will be in sustaining momentum and 
implementing solutions to deliver the Coastal Review recommendations as soon  
as possible. 

9 The Environment (Wales) Act 2016 allows the Flood and Coastal Erosion Committee to replace the Flood Risk Management Wales 
Committee, providing an opportunity to more fully integrate a wider range of flood and coastal erosion issues than the previous 
committee. Page 38
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Recommendations

R1 The Welsh Government has made slower progress than it had planned to address some 
of the recommendations of previous reviews and actions outlined in the National Strategy. 
Many of these outstanding actions have since been reflected in the Wales Coastal 
Flooding Review (2014) and Wales Coastal Review Delivery Plan (2015). In refreshing 
its National Strategy in 2017/18, the Welsh Government should:
a Evaluate its progress against the recommendations of previous reviews and 

update the Wales Coastal Review Delivery Plan to address any residual issues. 
The plan should set realistic targets and timescales to implement solutions.

b Develop a strategy to identify long-term funding for coastal protection 
including funding from across government departments and external bodies, 
and particularly to deliver multiple benefits. The Welsh Government should 
work with partners to learn from the partnership funding model in England to 
understand how councils have been able to attract external funding  
(paragraphs 2.25-2.31).

c Work with partners to ensure that adequate funding is available for revenue 
activities such as maintenance, coastal monitoring and community engagement 
(paragraphs 2.36-2.37). This work should include a review of council spending 
through the Single Environmental Revenue Grant and other sources of revenue 
funding to consider the impact of the new arrangements on the funding of flood 
risk management activities.

d Better integrate coastal flood and erosion risk management at a strategic 
level with new legislation including the Planning (Wales) Act 2015, Well-being 
of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 and Environment (Wales) Act 2016 
(paragraphs 2.9-2.11).  

R2  The Welsh Government described roles and responsibilities in its National Strategy but 
stakeholders told us they were still not clear in certain respects. The Wales Coastal 
Flooding Review Delivery Plan includes a project led by the Welsh Local Government 
Association and Natural Resources Wales to clarify the roles and responsibilities of 
organisations responsible for managing flood risk. The Welsh Government should 
clarify Natural Resources Wales’ oversight role and how it differs from the Welsh 
Government’s role to manage performance (paragraph 2.17).

R3  There is evidence that some communities are still unaware of the long-term implications 
of the Welsh Government’s risk-based approach. Community engagement has been 
hampered by a lack of options in the national strategy to help councils to prepare 
communities for managed retreat. The Welsh Government should develop options 
within the national strategy to help councils to prepare communities where it is 
likely that managed retreat will be required. These options should consider the  
legal and financial arrangements necessary to relocate people and assets away 
from flood risk (paragraphs 2.7-2.8). The Welsh Government should also set out 
how it will communicate the implications of its risk-based approach to the public 
(paragraphs 1.21 to 1.22).
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R4 Natural Resources Wales reports on its own activities and progress against the National 
Strategy under section 18 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 without the 
benefits of an independent review. The Welsh Government should review section 18 
reporting arrangements and consider an independent review of performance, or a 
peer review of Natural Resources Wales section 18 reports (paragraph 2.17).

R5 The Welsh Government and Natural Resources Wales are members of the Joint Flood 
and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Research and Development Programme with the 
UK Government’s Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and the 
Environment Agency. Although stakeholders could do more to engage in this Programme, 
the Welsh Government and Natural Resources Wales could more effectively share good 
practice identified by the Programme, particularly with councils. The Welsh Government 
should work with Natural Resources Wales to share and promote the good practice 
identified in the Joint Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Research and 
Development Programme with councils (paragraph 2.6).
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Part 1 

Recent investment has improved coastal 
flood protection and delivered some 
wider benefits, although further work is 
needed to engage communities about 
the risks of coastal flooding and erosion
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1.1 This part of our report tries to set out where the Welsh Government has invested 
the £381 million that it has allocated to flood and coastal erosion risk management 
since 2010-11. The Welsh Government has prioritised flood and coastal erosion 
risk management during the current period of austerity, maintaining funding since 
2011-12 at a time when there have been significant cuts in funding, and particularly 
capital, for other departments. Our national study A Picture of Public Services 
201510 sets out funding for the Welsh Government’s departments in more detail.  

1.2 We were not always able to disaggregate funding allocated to coastal flood and 
erosion risk management activities from non-coastal activities. Where possible we 
have reported ‘real-terms’ expenditure figures throughout the report, this means 
that we have made adjustments to account for inflation. 2014-15 has been used 
as the base year against which we adjust previous years. Real-terms figures are 
based on HM Treasury GDP deflators issued in December 2015.

1.3 We also consider evidence of the impact of coastal risk management schemes 
across Wales, and how well the Welsh Government and its partners are engaging 
the public in their approach to coastal flooding and erosion.

Welsh Government funding for flood and coastal erosion risk 
management had been broadly stable from 2010-11 to 2016-17, 
with variation in EU funding from year to year 
Since 2010-11, the Welsh Government has allocated £120 million of capital to 
coastal schemes, but its revenue allocation of £162 million cannot be apportioned 
between coastal and non-coastal activities

1.4 The Welsh Government has allocated £219 million capital from 2010-11 to  
2016-1711, with £120 million of this allocated to coastal schemes. This comprised 
£95 million of funding from the Welsh Government and £25.4 million from the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)12. The Welsh Government also 
allocated £162 million in revenue funding for flood and coastal erosion risk 
management over the same period. The Welsh Government was not able to 
separate how much of this revenue was used for coastal flooding and erosion.   

1.5 Figure 2 shows the real-terms funding that the Welsh Government allocated to 
all flood and coastal erosion risk management each year since 2010-11. While 
Figure 2 suggests a reduction in funding, the underlying picture is more complex, 
particularly due to variation in the amount of ERDF drawn down from year to year. 
In 2010-11, total capital funding reached a peak of £44.4 million in real terms, 
largely due to a particularly large allocation of ERDF for that year (Appendix 3).  
Annual variation in capital funding is expected to some extent: it may go up 
because large projects reach particular milestones or go down where there are 

10 A Picture of Public Services 2015: report by Wales Audit Office showing the devolved public services’ response to the challenges 
they have been facing and their plans to face the future pressures. 

11 As of May 2016, with additional capital allocation likely later in 2016-17.
12 Until autumn 2015, capital funding for coastal protection has been available from European structural funds, in particular the ERDF. 

The allocation of that European funding is determined by the Welsh European Funding Office which is part of the Welsh Government. 
We were unable to obtain consistent information to map council spending across Wales in addition to any specific funding that the 
Welsh Government has provided. The information we have suggests that the additional spending by councils has been marginal 
since 2010-11. Page 42
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delays in getting projects started. The position for 2016-17 is also complicated by 
£9.2 million of consequential funding13. Without this consequential funding, funding 
in real terms would have been £46.6 million which is slightly less than received 
in 2015-16. Leaving aside ERDF, the capital funding contribution from the Welsh 
Government has been largely static over the period since 2010-11. Revenue 
funding has risen slightly in real terms from 2011-12 to 2013-14, but has now 
returned to a similar level to the period 2010-11 to 2012-13.

13 As a result of the winter storms in England in 2015, the UK Government made additional funding available, even though Wales 
was not as badly affected by these storms as England. Under the Barnett formula through which central funding is allocated, Wales 
received an additional £9.2 million in 2016-17. The Welsh Government anticipates that all of this consequential funding will be 
included in the core Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management budget for 2016-17, although other departments undertaking  
flood work could also receive some of this funding.

Figure 2: Welsh Government and European Union funding for flood and coastal erosion 
risk management from 2010-11 to 2016-17, shown in real terms 
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Notes
1  The graph shows total funding for all types of flooding (inland and coastal), as well as for coastal erosion risk management. 
2  These figures include £6.8 million capital of funding distributed across 10 councils to address the damage caused by the winter flooding  
    of 2013-14, and £9.2 million of consequential funding allocated to the Welsh Government in 2016-17.
3  Capital funding includes core funding from the Welsh Government’s flood and coastal erosion budget as well as different Welsh  
    Government funding programmes such as the Wales Infrastructure Investment Plan (WIIP), where bids will have had to be made on a  
    case-by-case basis in competition with other priorities. Appendix 3 provides a breakdown of Welsh Government funding.
4  Revenue funding includes funding for councils to manage all sources of flooding and erosion through the Lead Local Flood Authority  
    Grant, funding to help councils produce Local Flood Risk Management Strategies and revenue funding for Natural Resources Wales.

Source: Wales Audit Office analysis of Welsh Government data
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In 2016-17, the Welsh Government allocated more than half of its budget for 
flood and coastal erosion risk management to Natural Resources Wales

1.6 The Welsh Government splits its funding for Natural Resources Wales between its 
Capital Investment Programme for rivers and the coastline, and revenue funding 
for staff and other activities such as community engagement. Natural Resources 
Wales funds maintenance of coastal defences through a mix of capital and  
revenue budgets depending on the size and nature of repairs. Figure 3 shows  
the distribution of funding in 2016-17. 

Figure 3: Welsh Government and European Union funding allocated for flood and coastal 
erosion risk management 2016-17 in cash terms  

£32 million funding to 
Natural Resources Wales
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programme 
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coastline

£18.5 
million 
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coastal 

protection 
grant 

scheme

£1.2 million 
revenue 
funding

£21.4 million funding to 
local authorities

£2.5 million central support 
revenue budget

Total funding of £55.9 million
£34.3 million from the Welsh Government‘s Flood and Coastal Erosion 

Risk Management budget
£21.2 million from the Wales Infrastructure Investment Plan

£9.2 million consequential funding

1

Note
Central support revenue budget covers coastal monitoring, research, conferences and exhibitions, administration and IT costs, 
consultancy fees for additional policy and project work, as well as salaries and training for the Welsh Government’s Flood and Coastal 
Erosion Risk Management Branch.   

Source: Wales Audit Office analysis of Welsh Government data
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1.7 Natural Resources Wales became the single environment body for Wales in April 
2013. Figures from 2010-11 to 2012-13 relate to Environment Agency Wales. Total 
real-terms funding to Environment Agency Wales or Natural Resources Wales for 
flood risk management peaked in 2014-15 at almost £39 million, but in 2016-17, 
this funding was £31.5 million. The Welsh Government advised us that rather than 
a cut in funding, the reduction since 2014-15 represents the progress that Natural 
Resources Wales is making with its capital programme and includes some funding 
carried over from previous years. (Figure 4).

Figure 4: Welsh Government and European Union flood and coastal erosion risk 
management funding allocated to Environment Agency Wales and Natural Resources 
Wales 2010-11 to 2016-17, shown in real terms

Note
Figures from 2010-11 to 2012-13 are for Environment Agency Wales. Figures from 2013-14 to 2016-17 are for Natural Resources Wales. 
The graph shows total funding, not just funding for coastal schemes and activities.

Source: Wales Audit Office analysis of Welsh Government data
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The greatest part of funding allocated to councils from the Welsh Government 
for flood and coastal erosion risk management is capital allocated through the 
coastal protection grant 

1.8 Councils receive revenue funding from the Welsh Government for staff costs, 
public engagement activities and routine maintenance work. All 22 councils each 
received £100,000 annual revenue funding to manage all sources of flooding and 
erosion through the Welsh Government’s Lead Local Flood Authority Grant from 
2011-12 to 2014-15. Revenue funding to councils increased in 2015-16. Councils 
can also apply for the Welsh Government’s coastal protection grant for capital 
schemes. Total funding for councils increased in real terms between 2010-11  
and 2013-14, but reduced sharply in 2014-15 and 2015-16, when funding was  
£10.1 million, before rising sharply to £21.4 million in 2016-17. The decrease is  
due to the reduction in capital spending. The Welsh Government said that following 
the winter storms of 2013-14, capacity constraints meant that councils submitted 
fewer applications for capital schemes (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Welsh Government and European Union flood and coastal erosion risk 
management funding for councils 2010-11 to 2016-17 shown in real terms

Note
These figures include £6.8 million capital funding distributed across 10 councils to address the damage caused by the winter flooding of 
2013-14. The graph shows total funding, not just funding for coastal schemes and activities.

Source: Wales Audit Office analysis of Welsh Government data
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1.9 The Welsh Government provided some councils with a share of £6.8 million of 
capital funding to address the damage caused by the winter flooding of 2013-14 
(Figure 6). The Welsh Government provided this emergency funding from its  
2013-14 budget. This funding could also be used to repair damage from  
non-coastal sources of flooding.

Figure 6: One-off funding to councils for damages after the winter floods of 2013-14  
in cash terms
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Source: Welsh Government
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Flood and coastal defence schemes have improved flood 
protection to thousands of properties over recent years and 
delivered other benefits, although the evaluation of wider 
benefits could be more comprehensive 
1.10 At present, the available evidence with which to assess the overall impact of 

investment in coastal protection is limited. Assessments often focus on the 
direct benefits of the number of properties protected without looking at the wider 
benefits to the economy and natural environment. Recent changes that the 
Welsh Government has made to the arrangements for its coastal protection grant 
should more clearly show some of these benefits (see paragraph 2.54). Welsh 
Government figures show that investment in coastal protection has improved 
for 8,674 coastal properties from 2011 to 2015. In October 2015, the Minister for 
Natural Resources announced that a further 3,800 properties across Wales will 
benefit from coastal flood defence schemes in Rhyl, Dolgellau, Borth, Cardiff and 
along the Severn Estuary.

1.11 The winter storms of December 2013 and January 2014 put coastal defences to 
the test. Natural Resources Wales’ report on the impact of the storms14 estimated 
the cost of repairs to coastal defences at £8 million, with a further £3.3 million 
damages to street furniture, paths and paving15. The report also identified other 
impacts of the flooding including local erosion that caused beach loss around 
the coast; disruption to local rail and road networks; flooded agricultural land and 
damage to conservation sites. 

1.12 While damage due to the winter storms was significant, not least because of the 
large waves that overtopped some sea defences, the damage could have been 
worse without investment in coastal protection. The Natural Resources Wales 
report concluded that the network of coastal defences owned by Natural Resources 
Wales and other stakeholders protected 99 per cent of properties at risk of flooding 
and protected 34,000 hectares of agricultural land from the damaging effects of 
saltwater incursion. The report estimates protection measures avoided nearly  
£3 billion in costs to individuals and businesses during the winter storms16. These 
measures also prevented additional financial costs associated with emergency 
services, infrastructure repairs and business losses17. 

1.13 The Welsh Government commissioned research on the economic impact of 
flood defence schemes supported by European Regional Development Funding 
in 201218 but has not evaluated schemes funded by its coastal protection grant 
either individually, or to assess the overall impact of its investment since 2012. 
Councils are not required to evaluate individual schemes funded by the coastal 

14 Wales Coastal Flooding Review Phase 1 Report – Assessment of Impacts, Natural Resources Wales for the Minister for Natural 
Resources and Food, 2014.

15 Excludes repair costs to privately owned assets.
16 Costs were calculated by applying the average buildings insurance flood claim of £40,000 to the number of properties that were at 

risk of flooding but did not flood.
17 Natural Resources Wales has not calculated these costs.
18 Flood and Coastal Risk Management Programme: An economic impact assessment, Welsh Economy Research Unit, Cardiff 

University for the Welsh Government, 2012. Page 48
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protection grant so there is no consistent national picture of the impact of the 
Welsh Government’s investment. However, some councils have produced 
reports which highlight the wider benefits of specific schemes. Natural Resources 
Wales assesses the benefits of individual schemes delivered through its Capital 
Investment Programme, but it has not evaluated the impact of the Programme 
overall.

1.14 The available evidence suggests that investment in coastal flooding and erosion 
risk management provides a range of benefits beyond protection from flooding. 
For example, projects in Colwyn Bay and Borth combined improvements to coastal 
defences with wider regeneration to enhance recreation opportunities and tourism 
in the area and create employment (Case studies 1 and 2). A joint project between 
Natural Resources Wales and the National Trust at Cwm Ivy, in Gower (Case study 
3) provided an alternative to traditional ‘hard’ engineering approaches to managing 
coastal flooding and erosion. Rather than repairing damage to the sea defence 
wall, the two organisations have agreed to let the area return to a saltmarsh habitat 
for birds and other wildlife. Natural Resources Wales has also worked with the City 
and County of Swansea in the lower Swansea Vale on a project which protects 284 
businesses while creating valuable wildlife habitat (Case study 4).

1.15 In 2012, the research on the economic impact of European funded schemes 
estimated that over 100 years, schemes in the study19 would protect 1,682 
businesses and avoid job losses of between 6,380 and 38,280 full-time 
equivalents. Construction contracts for the schemes totalled £65 million, of which 
around £41 million was spent within Wales. This spending either directly or 
indirectly supported nearly £40 million of goods and services in Wales and over 
900 person years of employment. 

19 The study included schemes to protect properties from non-coastal sources of flooding.Page 49
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Case Study 1: Colwyn Bay waterfront
In Colwyn Bay, Conwy County Borough Council improved coastal defences as part of the 
Porth Eirias regeneration scheme that provided a new water sports centre, restaurant and 
recreation area on the waterfront in the town. Coastal erosion had gradually washed away 
large amounts of sand from the beach and storms had caused significant damage to existing 
defences in Colwyn Bay. Because of this erosion, 180 homes, seven businesses and major 
infrastructure in the area including roads, railway and Dŵr Cymru Welsh Water assets were 
at risk of flooding. Partners including the Welsh Government, Arts Council Wales, the 
National Lottery and the ERDF invested a total of £25 million in the scheme. The first phase 
of the work improved coastal defences, which enabled the construction of the Porth Eirias 
development. Work began in 2010 and the new water sports centre opened to the public in 
2013, increasing visitor numbers and creating 30 jobs. Four thousand people visited the 
water sports centre in its first year of operation. The project secured further funding for 
regeneration of the promenade between Porth Eirias and the existing pier, and provided 
funds to allow the Council to counter 
the impact of erosion by placing 
more sand on the beach. 
An assessment of the scheme 
by Cardiff University in 2012 
described the project as a 
positive example of joint working.

The photograph shows an 
aerial view of the Porth 
Eirias development.

Image provided by Conwy 
County Borough Council
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Case Study 2: Borth multi-purpose reef
Borth is a coastal village seven miles north of Aberystwyth and has a history of coastal 
flooding caused by the historic erosion of shingle from the beach over hundreds of years. 
Ceredigion County Council has engaged with residents since 2001 on its plans to manage 
the risks of coastal flooding in the village, through visioning workshops and a series of public 
meetings. The Council worked with residents to develop options for coastal protection over 
eight years and chose a scheme which creates a multi-purpose reef. The reef’s main purpose 
is the reduce flood risk but it was also designed to enhance local surfing conditions to attract 
surfers and tourists to the area. Construction work was done in two phases. Work started in 
2009 and was completed in April 2015. The scheme cost £18.8 million, funded mostly by the 
Welsh Government and ERDF. The project team designed the reef to protect and increase 
the height of the beach so that it offers improved coastal protection and shapes waves to 
create good surfing conditions at high tide. The project provides protection for 380 homes, 
and has reduced the risk of flooding to 40 businesses that provide the equivalent of 160 jobs. 
Local residents have reported that the defences have successfully protected their properties 
from flooding.

Ceredigion County Council engaged with local residents throughout the project. Meetings 
were well attended and the process benefitted significantly from the local councillor acting as 
a leader to engage with local people and Welsh Government officials. The councillor also 
                  chaired the project steering 
               group responsible for
                overseeing project delivery.

                The photograph shows the 
                Borth coastal protection 
                 scheme.

                  Image provided by Richard Workman
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Case Study 3: Cwm Ivy wetlands
Natural Resources Wales and the National Trust are working together to create a new tidal 
saltmarsh on the north Gower coast. The sea wall that protected farmland around Cwm Ivy 
has deteriorated significantly over the years and rising sea levels mean that repairing the wall 
is not a sustainable solution. In August 2014, sections of the sea wall and embankment 
collapsed and since then the sea has started to reclaim the land. The two organisations are 
working together to return around 100 acres of National Trust farmland in the area to its 
natural state as a saltmarsh habitat. This project is part of the National Trust’s approach set 
out in its Shifting Shores report   to allow coastal realignment to happen naturally. The 
saltmarsh will provide new feeding and resting sites for birds and other wildlife and enable 
the Welsh Government and Natural Resources Wales to meet its obligation to create 
compensatory habitat as required under the EU Habitats and Birds Directive. This 
compensatory habitat is needed for other coastal defence work to take place in the 
Carmarthen Bay Special Area of Conservation  . The project team held two public drop-in 
sessions in June 2015 to collect views on future options for the area, including a solution for 
sections of the Wales Coastal Path, which were lost when the sea wall and embankment 
collapsed. Plans and estimated 
costs for the project are yet 
to be finalised. 

The photograph below shows 
an aerial view of Cwm Ivy.

Image provided by G R Howe, 
The Gower Society
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20 Shifting Shores – Adapting to Change, National Trust, 2005. The National Trust published another Shifting Shores report in 2014.
21 Under the Habitats Directive, organisations responsible for sea defences that have negative impacts on natural habitats must provide 

compensatory habitat elsewhere.

Case Study 4: Lower Swansea Vale
A £7 million project in the lower Swansea Vale provides flood protection and mitigation 
measures along with valuable wetland wildlife habitat. The scheme is a joint project between 
Natural Resources Wales and the City and County of Swansea and protects 284 businesses 
employing more than 10,000 people, 20 houses, a caravan park and it reduces the risk to life 
of thousands of people frequenting the area for business, shopping and leisure. The scheme 
aims to provide more space for water by raising and re-aligning part of the embankment 
along the river Tawe and removing two bridges, and improves flood awareness and 
emergency response in the area. The lower Swansea Vale project creates a new bridge for 
cyclists and pedestrians above the level of flood flows and six hectares of wetland wildlife 
habitat and community space. Partners completed the scheme in 2014, which has attracted 
new wildlife and plant species to the area.
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The Welsh Government has worked with partners to increase 
awareness of the risks of coastal flooding and erosion but there 
is evidence that the public still have a limited understanding of 
the implications of managed retreat 
1.16 A key part of the Welsh Government’s National Strategy involves raising 

awareness of the risks of coastal flooding and erosion and educating people on 
how to live with these risks. One of the key challenges is in engaging people in 
communities where Shoreline Management Plans indicate that existing defences 
will not be maintained (‘no active intervention’) or where the coastline will move 
landward in the future (‘managed retreat’) (Box 2). Our 2009 report found that the 
public were largely unaware of the increasing risks of coastal flooding and erosion. 
We recommended that the Welsh Government work with the main stakeholders 
to engage with communities at risk and give them a clear understanding of its 
strategic approach. The Welsh Government and partners have made some 
progress to engage with these communities, such as through the support provided 
for Fairbourne, but they could do more to increase awareness and to involve the 
public in long-term plans to manage the risks. 

1.17 Covering issues relating to coastal and inland flooding, the Flood Awareness 
Wales Programme, operated by Natural Resources Wales in partnership with 
local councils, is one of the main ways that the Welsh Government raises public 
awareness of flood risk. Water companies and councils also undertake some 
activities to raise awareness of flood risk. Flood Awareness Wales changed focus 
in 2014 after evaluations showed the need to shift from targeting individuals to 
developing a community response. Staff now work with communities to make 
community flood plans and train local volunteers to act as flood wardens22.  
Natural Resources Wales also engages with local people on individual flood 
defence schemes. 

1.18 Councils have engaged with the public and other stakeholders in a range of ways. 
Natural Resources Wales reported to us that several councils have conducted 
mapping exercises to identify and assess the needs of vulnerable people living 
in flood risk areas. In some places they have made flood plans to assist specific 
community groups in the event of a flood. Councils are also working with 
communities to look at specific flooding issues in public meetings, workshops, and 
consultation exercises. Grant funding from the Welsh Government has helped to 
support some of this work with communities. 

22 Since 2009, the Flood Awareness Wales team has worked with 314 communities, and helped create 624 community flood plans.  
Two hundred and seventy-four local flood wardens are involved with the Programme. Figures include coastal and inland flooding – 
Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management in Wales 2011-2014, Natural Resources Wales, March 2014.Page 53
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1.19 Conwy County Borough Council is engaging with the Llandudno Coastal Forum 
on the future of Llandudno’s beaches. Gwynedd Council chairs a multi-agency 
board that is working with the Fairbourne Facing Change citizens’ group to develop 
joint plans to manage future flood risk (Case study 5). In Borth, Ceredigion County 
Council has engaged residents in planning for coastal protection schemes for a 
number of years (Case study 2). Citizens’ groups formed because local people 
felt concerned about flood risk but excluded from decisions about their area. The 
formation of these groups has helped the councils to structure their approach to 
community engagement, and  are positive examples of councils engaging with 
communities using bespoke approaches adopted for each community’s needs.

Case Study 5: Fairbourne, Gwynedd
The West of Wales Shoreline Management Plan identified Fairbourne as an area for 
managed retreat from 2055 onwards. The Plan raised questions about whether people living 
in parts of Fairbourne could relocate to land outside the flood risk, and, if so, where this land 
would be. Gwynedd Council adopted the second Shoreline Management Plan in January 
2013, but a public meeting scheduled to explain the implications of the Plan did not take 
place. Following the winter storms in 2014, the BBC’s ‘Week In Week Out’ programme ran a 
feature on Fairbourne stating that property prices had significantly reduced and new 
mortgages were being refused due to concerns that parts of the community may have to 
relocate in the next 10 years. The programme led to panic and anxiety in the community and 
Gwynedd Council held a series of public meetings in February 2014 to address public 
concerns. 
Local residents formed the group ‘Fairbourne Facing Change’ as a way of engaging with 
Gwynedd Council. In response, the Council developed ‘Fairbourne Moving Forward’, a 
partnership of stakeholders to address the issues arising from flood risk. The Council 
established a project board to manage the project and invited Fairbourne Facing Change to 
join them. Fairbourne Facing Change now attends every meeting of the Council’s project 
board. In the Fairbourne Moving Forward Annual Report 2014-15, the Chair of Fairbourne 
Facing Change said ‘From very difficult beginnings it is a tribute to all involved that good 
working relationships have been established.’ The project board recognises that it will not be 
             sustainable to maintain flood 
               defences in Fairbourne beyond 
                the next 40 years  . In the 
                meantime, it will support the 
                community to function as 
                normal and plan for long-term 
                change. 
                The photograph below shows 
                Fairbourne during the winter 
                storms of 2014.

                 Image provided by Gwynedd Council
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23 Gwynedd Council has calculated that flood defences in Fairbourne are likely to be unsustainable after 2054.Page 54
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1.20 While work to engage communities continues, there is still a long way to go to raise 
public awareness. A survey conducted in 201424 for the Environment Agency and 
Natural Resources Wales showed that only half of interviewees living in high-risk 
areas considered themselves to be at risk of flooding. Of the 13 Council flooding 
officers who responded to our survey of councils along the Welsh coast (Appendix 
1), only five considered that people who live, work, or own land in at-risk areas 
understand the risks from flooding to their land. The remaining eight officers 
told us that despite their efforts to engage with communities, correspondence, 
planning applications and reaction to local flooding events demonstrate a lack of 
awareness of flood risk and proposals to manage it. Stakeholders also told us that 
coastal residents generally do not understand the implications of the Shoreline 
Management Plans in areas where the approach suggested in these plans is 
managed retreat, or no further investment to maintain coastal defences.

1.21 In 2011, the Welsh Government produced a community engagement toolkit 
for organisations responsible for flood risk management. While the toolkit was 
produced at around the same time as the Welsh Government’s National Strategy, 
it does not provide guidance to organisations in engaging communities in difficult 
issues like managed retreat. The Welsh Government has not developed a 
community engagement strategy to communicate the implications of its strategic 
approach to the general public in response to related recommendations from 
the National Assembly’s Public Accounts and Environment and Sustainability 
Committees.

1.22 Although the Flood Awareness Wales Programme is helping engage a range 
of communities, it does not have a remit to communicate the difficult messages 
around the most appropriate long-term responses to future flood risk contained 
in the shoreline management plans. For example, the Programme does not 
communicate about managed retreat, where this is the recommended approach in 
the shoreline management plan. Although the Welsh Government has increased 
revenue funding for the Flood Awareness Wales Programme, we found that 
councils still have some capacity constraints that limit their involvement in the 
Programme. In areas like Borth and Fairbourne, the success of community 
engagement often relied on the enthusiasm of key individuals and council officers 
found maintaining momentum challenging when community interest started to fade.

24 Ipsos MORI conducted the survey about flood risk awareness during May 2014. In Wales, 256 householders at risk of flooding in 
coastal and inland areas were interviewed by telephone, in addition to a further 795 interviews with householders at risk of flooding 
in England. The number of people surveyed is small and further work would be required to provide a more robust picture of public 
awareness along the Welsh coast. Page 55
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The Welsh Government and partners are 
improving their approach to managing 
the risks of coastal flooding and erosion, 
although the pace of change has been 
slower than planned
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2.1 This part of the report considers the clarity of aspects of the Welsh Government’s 
strategic approach to manage the risks of coastal flooding and erosion. It also 
examines progress in developing funding, asset management and risk assessment 
arrangements and issues relating to the capacity of the Welsh Government, 
councils and other partners in the context of wider financial pressures. 

The Welsh Government is pursuing a risk-based approach 
but has not yet set out what aspects of its strategy mean in 
practice, especially in areas facing managed retreat 
The Welsh Government’s vision for a risk-based approach to managing coastal 
flooding and erosion is based on learning from alternative approaches and 
engagement with stakeholders

2.2 The Welsh Government’s 2011 National Strategy for Flood and Coastal Erosion 
Risk Management in Wales (the National Strategy) recognises that climate 
change is increasing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion and appropriately 
reflects changes to legislation in the Flood and Water Management Act (2010). The 
National Strategy sets out a holistic approach to managing risks including better 
preparation and prevention, identifying areas for managed retreat, and working with 
the natural environment to use wetlands or salt marshes to reduce flood risk. We 
found that partners had a good understanding of the implications of the risk-based 
approach in the National Strategy and Shoreline Management Plans. 

2.3 The Welsh Government engaged a range of stakeholders to evaluate and 
learn lessons from its previous New Approaches Programme and support the 
development of the National Strategy. This engagement has continued to inform 
its current strategic approach. The Welsh Government asked Natural Resources 
Wales to work with partners to learn from the joint response to the winter storms 
of 2013-14 through the Wales Coastal Flooding Review (Appendix 2) and produce 
a Delivery Plan to address the recommendations in the Review.  Stakeholders 
described the Coastal Review process positively and recognised that the delivery 
plan workshops marked a change in momentum with genuine buy-in from a range 
of partners. One council flooding officer told us: ‘The current Coastal Review led 
by Natural Resources Wales is making good progress and will throw up some 
helpful improvements.’ Another flooding officer said: ‘The recent coastal flooding 
review should be the catalyst for improvement, so my suggestion would be that the 
delivery plan be carefully monitored and fully implemented.’

2.4 The Welsh Government has made a clear commitment to the Delivery Plan by 
leading key projects and providing £150,000 of funding for Natural Resources 
Wales to develop and monitor the Plan. However, deadlines for key actions in the 
Delivery Plan often relate to writing reports on options for improvement rather than 
agreeing and implementing solutions. The challenge for the Welsh Government 
and partners will be in sustaining momentum and implementing solutions to the 
Coastal Review recommendations as soon as possible. 
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2.5 The Welsh Government and partners are also exploring international approaches 
to inform their approach to managing coastal flooding and erosion. We found that 
the Welsh Government and its partners had a good understanding of alternative 
approaches and were willing to look to other parts of the UK and further afield, 
such as the Delfland sand engine in Holland (Box 3), for examples of good 
practice. 

2.6 The Welsh Government and Natural Resources Wales are also members of the 
Joint Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Research and Development 
Programme with the UK Government’s Department for the Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs (Defra) and the Environment Agency. The Programme focuses on: 
policy, strategy and investment; asset management; and incident management 
and modelling in England and Wales. The Programme publishes information about 
research projects on its website, in a bi-annual newsletter and through workshops, 
conferences and webinars. However, although councils and other stakeholders can 
participate in the Programme’s themed groups, stakeholders told us that the Welsh 
Government and Natural Resources Wales could do more to engage directly with 
councils to share research findings and good practice identified by the Programme.

The Welsh Government has still not set out in its strategy some options to help 
councils to prepare communities for managed retreat

2.7 Paragraphs 1.21 to 1.22 noted that the public still have a limited understanding of 
the implications of managed retreat. In our 2009 report, we recommended that the 
Welsh Government develop a strategy on managed retreat, and it accepted this 
recommendation in full. Since 2009, Shoreline Management Plans have clearly 
identified the coastal communities threatened by climate change, and highlight 
where managed retreat is the recommended approach within the next 50 years. 
Some previous coastal adaptation schemes, including sea defences, should 
mitigate and potentially delay the need for managed retreat, and there are plans 
for more schemes offering increased protection for some threatened communities. 
However, the Welsh Government has still not set out the options and support 
that could help councils work with communities that need to be ready to relocate 
as climate changes make the risks of coastal flooding or erosion unsustainable. 
Councils acknowledge that public engagement with residents facing managed 
retreat will be required for many years. The Welsh Government has funded 
research with Gwynedd Council to learn lessons from Fairbourne, and to inform 
the coastal adaptation project in the Wales Coastal Flooding Review Delivery Plan 
(Appendix 2). The research includes buy-to-let schemes, where residents in areas 
identified for managed retreat in a Shoreline Management Plan could sell their 
home to the Welsh Government and then lease it back while they continue to live 
there. The Welsh Government has not decided whether to adopt such a scheme 
and has not considered its financial implications.
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Box 3: Delfland Sand Engine in Holland

About 120 kms of north and south Holland has a sand shoreline that provides some protection 
from coastal erosion. In 1990, Dutch coastal defence policy changed from the traditional 
approach of using dams and other fixed structures to large-scale beach nourishment, through 
a process known as the ‘Delfland Sand Engine’. The sand engine involves mining 20 million 
cubic metres of sand offshore and depositing it on the shoreline to provide some protection 
against erosion and as a buffer for rising sea levels. In the long term, waves, currents and wind 
distribute the sand to enable the coast to grow naturally. The sand engine lessens disturbance 
to local ecosystems associated with smaller-scale beach nourishments and creates additional 
wildlife habitats, and some recreation and economic opportunities. Researchers are also using 
the Delfland Sand Engine to gather knowledge about adaptation to climate change.
In partnership with both the public and private sectors, The Crown Estate25 is using good 
practice gained from the Delfland Sand Engine project to develop a new approach in the UK 
called ‘Sandscaping’, and has identified suitable locations to pilot this approach on the UK 
coastline, including in several locations on the Welsh coast. The picture below shows a new 
bank of sand created through the sandscaping process.
The picture below is an artist’s impression of a sandscaped beach. 

Image provided by The Crown Estate

25 The Crown Estate has rights to most of the UK seabed to 12 nautical miles and the rights to natural resources on the continental 
shelf (excluding hydrocarbons). Page 59
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2.8 Whether to relocate or compensate communities is a difficult issue, although there 
are examples of approaches that have been taken elsewhere in the world (Box 4). 
The UK Government has also provided financial support for people and businesses 
affected by recent winter flooding in England (Box 5), although the Welsh 
Government understands that this scheme was difficult to administer. Stakeholders 
in Wales are finding it difficult to plan and engage with local communities without 
the Welsh Government offering some clear strategic options for communities facing 
managed retreat. In the absence of a clear national strategic lead on managed 
retreat, some councils are funding community engagement activities to develop 
change management plans without a realistic picture of the options available and 
their legal and financial implications. 

Box 4: Relocating communities away from areas of flood risk

Home buy-out schemes in the United States
In October 2012, Hurricane Sandy damaged or destroyed around 650,000 homes, killed at 
least 159 people, displaced 23,000 people and left around 8.5 million people without electricity, 
some for up to three weeks. The state of New York introduced the home buy-out scheme to 
transform the state’s coastal zones into publicly owned open space such as wetlands or parks. 
The scheme is available on a voluntary basis to homeowners living in the flood plain where 
their house was damaged beyond 50 per cent of its value. Homeowners receive state funding 
for 100 per cent of the pre-storm market value for their property. The state provides additional 
incentives for people who relocate within the same county, homes in high-risk areas and for 
communities that collectively agree to relocate. The United States Government has operated 
similar schemes in Missouri (1993 and 2015) and Iowa (1993). 

Disaster Recovery Funding for flood victims in Alberta, Canada
Homeowners with property affected by the 2013 floods in Alberta can apply to the Alberta 
Government’s Disaster Recovery Programme to cover the cost of uninsurable loss. Residents 
have a choice of rebuilding their homes or relocating. People who use the fund to repair 
or reconstruct their home in a flood plain will not be eligible for future Disaster Recovery 
Programme funding.

Box 5: Support for people affected by the winter floods in England

In January 2016 the UK Government launched a package of measures to support people 
affected by the winter floods in 2015-16 including: 
• a £5,000 repair and renew grant for all affected homeowners and businesses to pay for 

repairs which improve a property’s ability to withstand future flooding;
• providing councils with over £500 for each household affected by the floods to help people 

with temporary accommodation costs;
• ensuring that flood victims will not pay council tax or business rates for their homes and 

businesses as long as they are not occupying their properties; 
• providing councils with up to £2,500 to help businesses that have had their trading affected 

by the floods to start operating again; and
• grants of up to £20,000 to help farmers restore agricultural land, damaged as a result of the 

floods under the Farming Recovery Fund.
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Recent legislation provides the basis for better integration of coastal flooding 
and erosion risk management at a strategic level into wider policies, plans and 
funding arrangements 

2.9 Our 2009 report recommended that the Welsh Government improve the integration 
of coastal flood and erosion risk management with other strategies. Increasingly 
there are examples of more integrated working such as after flooding events or 
on coastal regeneration schemes such as at Colwyn Bay. However, in our view 
the Welsh Government could still do more to ensure that the coastal flood and 
erosion risk management strategy is more closely integrated with other strategies, 
notably with tourism and more widely with the regeneration strategy. The Welsh 
Government plans to review the National Strategy in 2017-18. 

2.10 The Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Branch has already had 
some involvement with the development and early implementation of recent 
new legislation. This new legislation provides further opportunities for the Welsh 
Government to continue to integrate coastal flood and erosion risk management 
with other strategies. Recent legislation that promotes integration includes:

 a The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 – improving 
partnership working through the new Public Service Board and Local  
Well-being Plan arrangements;

 b The Environment (Wales) Act 2016 – learning from the natural resource 
management approach to manage flood risk more holistically (Box 6). Also 
to be established under this new legislation in October 2016, the Flood and 
Coastal Erosion Committee provides an opportunity to advise and to more fully 
integrate issues as it will consider a wider range of flood and coastal erosion 
issues than the previous Flood Risk Management Wales Committee.

 c The Planning (Wales) Act 2015 – planning of flood risk management across 
local planning authority boundaries in the new Strategic Development Plans26.

2.11 From 1 April 2016, the Welsh Government, Natural Resources Wales and councils 
will have a duty under the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 to 
show they have applied the sustainable development principle (Appendix 4) to their 
decisions. While the Welsh Government’s National Strategy predates the Act, it 
reflects some of the things public bodies need to think about to show that they have 
applied the sustainable development principle:

 a balancing the short-term needs of communities at risk of flooding with the 
long-term focus on avoiding investment in areas where the costs of coastal 
protection outweigh the risks;

 b focusing on flood prevention and improving the resilience of local communities 
to avoid higher costs in the future as a result of flood damage; 

 c promoting collaboration with relevant stakeholders; and

26 The Planning (Wales) Act 2015 provides a legal framework for Strategic Development Plans. Strategic Development Plans allow 
local planning authorities to work together to address housing, employment and infrastructure arrangements which involve more than 
one authority. There is no legal requirement for local planning authorities to produce the Plans. Page 61
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 d aiming to involve people with an interest in managing coastal flooding and 
erosion.

 The Welsh Government’s planned review of the National Strategy in 2017-18 
provides the opportunity to build on the sustainable development principle and 
ensure that flood risk management objectives are integrated with the wider  
well-being goals for Wales.

2.12 Emerging plans for the Welsh Government’s Coastal Risk Management 
Programme have the potential to improve integration. The Programme aims to 
secure ‘multiple benefits’ for the economy, environment and to improve social 
cohesion by developing closer links to other areas of government policy. The 
Programme will be overseen by a programme board of officials from partner 
organisations and a range of Welsh Government departments. Officials are 
currently developing critical success factors to ensure ‘strategic fit’ with national 
and local government policy. The Welsh Government has not set out how it plans 
to link its Flood and Coastal Investment Programme with relevant policy areas. 
The challenge for both programmes will be in securing funding from other Welsh 
Government departments to support coastal protection schemes. The Welsh 
Government’s Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management team has promoted 
the benefits of flood prevention for tourism, regeneration and for the wider 
economy but has largely been unsuccessful in securing funding from other Welsh 
Government departments. 

2.13 A recommendation in the Wales Coastal Flooding Review was that the Welsh 
Government endorse the strategic framework established by the Shoreline 
Management Plans. Giving the Shoreline Management Plans more formal 
recognition as policy with options and a suggested timescale could help 
communities develop their local adaptation plans to tackle increasing risks.  

Box 6: Natural resource management trials

Natural Resources Wales is running three pilot studies around the Dyfi, Rhondda and Tawe 
rivers using the natural resource management approach set out in the Environment (Wales) 
Act 2016. Rather than managing different parts of the environment in isolation, natural resource 
management looks at the continuity of natural resources across adjoining locations. Natural 
resource management seeks sustainable solutions for managing land in ways that support the 
natural functions within ecosystems. The approach aims to provide multiple benefits for people, 
wildlife and the economy, and involves engaging local people to use their knowledge of local 
issues and explore opportunities for managing natural resources. The three pilot studies have 
gathered evidence about a wide range of natural resource management issues, including flood 
risk. The pilot studies have so far explored tree planting, storage of water on farmland, creation 
of wetlands and reconnecting flood plains, but Natural Resources Wales needs to undertake 
more research to assess the benefits of each potential solution. Current trials focus on inland 
areas but the approach could be rolled out to include coastal catchment areas in the future.
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The Welsh Government has written to local planning authorities stating that 
Shoreline Management Plans should be a material consideration in planning 
decisions. Council flooding officers responding to our survey suggested giving the 
Plans statutory status would better integrate shoreline planning with national and 
local policy. Nevertheless, councils told us that the Shoreline Management Plans 
had influenced their Local Development Plans, individual planning applications  
and investment in coastal flood defence assets. 

Although partners work well together on specific initiatives, some roles and 
responsibilities and performance management arrangements remain unclear

2.14 We found positive examples of partnership working through the Wales Coastal 
Delivery Plan and individual projects. Natural Resources Wales is working with 
the National Trust at Cwm Ivy, Gower (Case Study 3), and with the City and 
County of Swansea in the lower Swansea Vale (Case Study 4). Conwy County 
Borough Council worked with a range of partners to develop Colwyn Bay (Case 
Study 1) and Gwynedd Council chairs a multi-agency board that is working with 
the Fairbourne Facing Change citizen’s group to engage with the community 
(Case Study 5). Partners have also worked together to produce the Shoreline 
Management Plans and Local Flood Risk Management Strategies. 

2.15 Stakeholders reported improved engagement from infrastructure and utility 
providers through the Wales Coastal Flooding Review Delivery Plan workshops but 
felt that engagement still varies across providers. The Wales Utility Group27 could 
offer another forum for involving utility providers in coastal flood and erosion risk 
management. 

2.16 Our previous report recommended that the Welsh Government make the roles 
and expectations of each stakeholder clear. In its National Strategy the Welsh 
Government has provided a broad description of the roles and responsibilities of 
organisations responsible for managing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion. 
Nevertheless, some partners are still unclear about some areas of responsibility. 

2.17 Taking on the functions previously discharged by Environment Agency Wales, 
Natural Resources Wales’ oversight role includes monitoring and reporting the 
progress of partners in delivering the aims of the National Strategy under section 
18 of the Flood and Water Management Act. The Welsh Government is responsible 
for holding organisations to account and enforcing implementation where 
necessary. However, stakeholders were not always clear on the distinction between 
the responsibilities of the two organisations and some told us that local politicians 
misunderstood Natural Resources Wales to have an enforcement role on flooding 
issues. In addition, because Natural Resources Wales has a clear operational 
responsibility for delivering national objectives, it reports on its own activities and 
progress against the National Strategy under section 18 of the Flood and Water 
Management Act 2010 but without the benefits of an independent review28. 

27 The Wales Utility Group aims to bring utilities bodies in Wales together to ensure they are prepared in the event of an emergency, 
including flooding. The Group is currently chaired by the Welsh Government and reports to the Wales Resilience Partnership Team.

28 In England, the Environment Agency is in a similar position because the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 also places a duty 
on it to report on its progress against objectives in the UK National Strategy.Page 63
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2.18 The Welsh Government has checked the alignment of councils’ Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategies with the national strategy. However, it has not developed 
routine arrangements to ensure that councils are implementing its National 
Strategy or the Shoreline Management Plans. Natural Resources Wales reports29 
every two years to the Minister about the application of the national strategy, but 
routine monitoring is limited. 

2.19 In 2012, the Environment and Sustainability Committee recommended that the 
Welsh Government prioritise its assessments of the Shoreline Management 
Plans as a matter of urgency. The Welsh Government set a deadline of 2012 for 
delivery of the Shoreline Management Plans in its National Strategy. However, 
councils were slow to produce the Plans and the Welsh Government could not 
approve some until late in 2014 because the Habitats Directive30 required councils 
to undertake an assessment of appropriate compensatory habitat for some of 
the proposed schemes. There were also some delays associated with Plans 
shared with coastal groups in England. The Coastal Groups are responsible for 
producing, implementing and monitoring progress of the Shoreline Management 
Plans. However, stakeholders told us that without clear guidelines from the Welsh 
Government on timescales or targets for delivering projects in the plans, the 
Coastal Groups are not sure what they are monitoring.  

2.20 The Welsh Government has not enforced deadlines for Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategies and only two out of 15 councils with a coastline met the 
March 2013 deadline to produce the Strategies31. Some councils are making slow 
progress delivering actions from the Local Flood Risk Management Strategies 
and Shoreline Management Plans. Council flooding officers generally expressed 
positive views on the level of guidance provided by the Welsh Government. 
However, the Welsh Local Government Association and Natural Resources Wales 
told us they need more guidance on implementing parts of the National Strategy, 
Local Flood Risk Management Strategies and Shoreline Management Plans at a 
local level. 

2.21 Stakeholders have also struggled to understand the distinction between 
responsibilities for flooding and erosion. Natural Resources Wales has the 
primary responsibility for coastal flooding, but the overall responsibility for coastal 
erosion is less clear, particularly after changes introduced in the Flood and Water 
Management Act (2010)32. There are also instances along the coast where it is 
difficult to determine if flood risk comes from coastal erosion or from other causes 
of sea flooding.

29 Reports are made by Natural Resources Wales under section 18 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010. 
30 The Habitats Directive required assessments of ‘imperative reasons for overriding public interest’. 
31 Eight councils produced their Local Flood Risk Management Strategy by the end of 2013, another four by the end of 2014,  

and one in March 2015.
32 The Coast Protection Act 1949 gave some councils in Wales powers to manage coastal erosion but the Flood and Water 

Management Act (2010) gave the Environment Agency (Wales) new operational responsibilities for coastal erosion. From 2011, 
councils must seek approval for coastal erosion works from Environment Agency Wales, and subsequently from Natural  
Resources Wales. Page 64
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The Welsh Government has yet to fully develop parts of its 
long-term funding strategy 
The Welsh Government and partners have a broad understanding of the possible 
long-term costs of managing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion

2.22 With increasing risks associated with climate change, managing coastal 
flooding and erosion is likely to represent significant long-term costs. In 2011, 
the Environment Agency33 estimated the cost of implementing the Shoreline 
Management Plans in England and Wales over the following 100 years. It put costs 
in Wales at around £2.7 billion (Figure 7), of which £1 billion would need to come 
from sources other than existing flood and coastal defence budgets. 

2.23 The Environment Agency’s estimates do not include revenue costs for staff 
and activities such as community engagement, flood forecasting and warning, 
awareness, development control, maintenance and incident response. The 
Agency’s estimates are also restricted by limited information about the impact of 
climate change on the future costs of maintaining the coastal defence assets in 
Wales and in some cases make broad assumptions about increasing future costs. 
As the Shoreline Management Plans identify areas for managed retreat and no 
active intervention where investment will be reduced or stop altogether, the future 
costs of protecting the coastline could be considerably higher if these policies 
change. 

33 The Cost of Implementing Policies for Coastal Defence, Halcrow for the Environment Agency 2011.

Figure 7: Costs of implementing the Shoreline Management Plans over the next  
100 years

Source: The Cost of Implementing Policies for Coastal Defence, Halcrow for the Environment Agency 2011
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2.24 In 2013, the Flood Risk Management Wales Committee estimated the future costs 
of flood risk management in Wales34 using information from Environment Agency 
Wales, council revenue budgets and average costs of protection per property. The 
Committee estimated that at least £60 million should be spent each year on flood 
risk management. However, the Committee’s report did not break down the costs 
of protection from coastal flooding and erosion from other sources of flooding. 
Similarly, some other projections do not separate these costs.  

The Welsh Government has identified additional funding for coastal protection 
but has not developed a long-term funding strategy beyond 2020-21 or helped 
councils to secure options for external funding

2.25 The Welsh Government missed its deadline in the National Strategy to develop 
a national funding policy and prioritisation methodology by the end of 2013, and 
some aspects of this policy remain unfinished. In December 2014, Ministers agreed 
the Welsh Government’s initial business case for the Coastal Risk Management 
Programme35. The Welsh Government has committed that for the period of three 
years from 2018-19 to 2020-21, its new £150 million capital value Coastal Risk 
Management Programme will support councils36 to implement capital schemes 
in line with local Shoreline Management Plans. Options for the Programme to 
make use of borrowing are still being confirmed, but include prudential borrowing 
by councils and direct borrowing by the Welsh Government. Funding may also 
include co-funding from other departments with the Welsh Government and 
contributions from local partners benefiting from schemes, although details are not 
yet developed. The Welsh Government has indicated that it intends funding for the 
Coastal Risk Management Programme to be additional to its annual core funding 
for flooding and coastal erosion risk management.

2.26 The Welsh Government has not made any firm commitments on departmental 
capital budgets beyond 2016-17, a year before the Coastal Risk Management 
Programme commences.The Welsh Government intention to allocate its core 
capital funding through the new Flood and Coastal Investment Programme will 
increase the competition for capital funding. The Welsh Government currently 
allocates capital funding separately to Natural Resources Wales through grant-in-
aid arrangements, and to councils through its coastal protection grant. Under the 
new Programme, Natural Resources Wales and councils will compete for the same 
funding, and the Welsh Government will pilot the allocation of these funds using the 
Communities at Risk Register. 

2.27 Between 2018-19 and 2020-21, the Coastal Risk Management Programme 
more than meets the annual cost identified by Halcrow in 2011 (Figure 7) for 
implementing the coastal schemes identified in Shoreline Management Plans. 
However, the issue for the Welsh Government and councils is in sustaining enough 
funding for the implementation of Shoreline Management Planning policies after, 
and well beyond, 2020-21.

34 Future funding of flood and coastal erosion risk management in Wales, interim report, Flood Risk Management Wales for the 
Minister for Natural Resources and Food, Welsh Government, 2013.

35 At the time it was called the Innovative Finance Coastal Programme.
36 Within the £150 million for the Coastal Risk Management Programme, councils will need to contribute 25 per cent of the cost of 

capital schemes, with the Welsh Government providing the remaining 75 per cent. This simplifies the system and provides a flat-rate 
of grant support for councils whereas support under the coastal protection grant was variable and calculated according to means. Page 66
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2.28 Some stakeholders had concerns that the Welsh Government has not explored 
all of the options available to fund coastal flood risk management. In 2012, 
the Environment and Sustainability Committee recommended that the Welsh 
Government undertake work to secure new sources of funding from across 
government budgets and from external bodies. The Flood Risk Management  
Wales Committee also recommended that the Welsh Government explore  
long-term funding options in its report on future funding in 201337. The report 
examined a range of innovative approaches and recommended that the Welsh 
Government increase direct funding for flood risk management, and consider 
introducing council flood levies (Box 7)38 and adopting a partnership funding  
system (Box 8). The Welsh Government has not formally responded to the 
Committee’s recommendations or explored the options to generate additional 
income that the report raises.

37 Future funding of flood and coastal erosion risk management in Wales, interim report, Flood Risk Management Wales for the 
Minister for Natural Resources and Food, Welsh Government, 2013.

38 The report suggests flood alleviation levies on all residential council tax bills and a similar levy on businesses in Wales.
39 Flood and Coastal Risk Management (FCRM) partnership funding calculator, Environment Agency, February 2014 (on the gov.

uk website).
40 Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding Evaluation, JBA Consulting for Defra, April 2014.
41 Breaking the Bank? Funding for Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management in England, Chartered Institution of Water and 

Environmental Management, March 2015.

Box 7: Using council tax to pay for flood risk management

Some councils in England have used council tax increases to fund flood risk management.  
For example, Gloucestershire Council introduced a 1.1 per cent flood levy as part of council tax 
increases in 2009 after residents voted in favour of the charges. The additional funds provided 
around £2.3 million that year for flood risk management.

Box 8: Partnership funding in England

The UK Government introduced partnership funding in England in 2012-13 to increase the 
funding available to communities from external sources to address flood risk. The amount of 
grant in aid available from the Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) 
depends on the proposed benefits of each scheme. Some schemes are eligible for 100 per 
cent funding from Defra while others get funding proportionate to their planned benefits and 
must meet remaining costs from other sources. A calculator on the UK Government website 
determines how much grant-in-aid funding schemes can expect to receive39. The calculator 
allocates more funding for schemes protecting households in deprived areas or projects that 
help meet the objectives of the Water Framework, Birds or Habitats Directives. In England,  
the Environment Agency approves grant-in-aid schemes on behalf of Defra.  
An evaluation of partnership funding by JBA Consulting in 201340 reported an overall increase 
in funding for capital flood defence projects and greater local choice and responsibility over 
investment decisions. JBA’s analysis of a sample of projects shows that 25 per cent of external 
contributions came from the private sector. Private-sector investors were often developers 
or private companies due to benefit directly from the scheme. The remaining 75 per cent 
of contributions came from councils and other public bodies. Before the UK Government 
introduced partnership funding, councils generally secured external contributions through a 
local levy administered by Regional Flood and Coastal Committees. External contributions 
to flooding schemes have increased from £5.4 million in 2011-12 before the UK Government 
introduced partnership funding to £54.5 million in 2013-14 and £60.5 million in 2014-1541.
JBA found that the partnership funding approach has led to a growing acceptance that central 
government cannot fully fund all projects but that many organisations have found the processes 
for securing partnership funding challenging. It recommended continued capacity building and 
guidance to address this issue. 
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2.29 In England, partnership funding has increased external funding for flood risk 
management from £5.4 million in 2011-12, to £60.5 million in 2014-15. The 
approach in England may provide lessons for the Welsh Government and partners 
in generating external funding and encouraging stakeholders to look beyond the 
Welsh Government for funding.

2.30 At the present time, the Welsh Government has chosen not to follow the 
partnership funding model in Wales. Instead, it hopes that match funding 
requirements for its Flood and Coastal Investment and Coastal Risk Management 
Programmes will encourage councils to seek funding from partners including 
from the private sector, infrastructure providers and others who may benefit from 
coastal defences. Both Programmes require councils to provide 25 per cent for 
each scheme, either using their prudential borrowing powers for the Coastal Risk 
Management Programme42, or by securing funding from other sources. The Welsh 
Government has held workshops for councils and has recently appointed external 
support to help councils to make funding bids that encompass wider benefits and 
contributions from partners. 

2.31 Council officials told us they were concerned about their ability to match fund 
projects in a time of unprecedented pressure on budgets and in the context of 
uncertainties regarding local government reorganisation. In the past, some councils 
have found it difficult to identify alternative sources of funding. In our survey, 
only three councils reported attracting private sector funding in the last five years 
and funding was less than £30,000 in each case43. In addition, some council 
flooding officers felt they lacked the necessary skills to develop successful funding 
applications. 

2.32 Applicants submitted a brief business case for proposed projects under the Coastal 
Risk Management Programme to the Welsh Government in September 2015. 
By December 2015, all councils with a coastline had applied for the Coastal Risk 
Management Programme funding. Some councils have identified potential funding 
partners in their initial application but most lack detail about sources of alternative 
funding at this stage. 

2.33 Stakeholders told us that short-term, annual capital funding allocations restrict their 
ability to plan effectively and make efficiency savings. While the three-year funding 
commitment made to the Coastal Risk Management Programme is encouraging, 
the Welsh Government’s intention is to keep allocating its core grant on an annual 
basis, and has not confirmed its funding strategy in the long term, beyond 2020-21. 
In contrast, the UK Government introduced a six-year funding cycle for flood and 
coastal erosion capital projects in England in 2015.

2.34 The Welsh Government is currently assessing proposals to produce a list of 
projects to go to the next stage. Feasibility studies and project appraisals are 
expected to take place between 2016-17 and 2018-19, with construction completed 
by March 2021. There is a risk that construction will be delayed due to short 
timescales for councils to develop designs, set up procurement arrangements 

42 The UK Government introduced Prudential Borrowing legislation in 2003 to give councils the power to borrow money to fund capital 
projects. The legislation requires councils to produce capital expenditure plans that are affordable, prudent and sustainable.

43 Conwy County Borough Council: £25,000, Denbighshire County Council: £7,000 and Gwynedd Council: £21,000.Page 68
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and consult on their plans, and then for the Welsh Government to appraise and 
approve final schemes. A ‘Gateway Review’ of the Coastal Risk Management 
Programme in October 2015 identified risks with the three-year delivery window. 
Following this review, the Welsh Government has decided to continue to plan to 
deliver the Programme over three years but has identified the need to consider 
contingency arrangements. The Welsh Government has secured grant funding 
through the Wales Infrastructure Investment Programme for the development of 
capital schemes that could receive funding from 2018-19 under the Coastal Risk 
Management Programme. This funding is confirmed at 100 per cent grant aided for 
2016-17, and the Welsh Government is seeking to provide similar financial support 
to councils developing these schemes in 2017-18. 

2.35 The Gateway Review also identified capacity and capability constraints which may 
impact on the Programme team’s ability to deliver the Programme. The Welsh 
Government has not identified the human resources required to administer either 
its Flood and Coastal Investment or Coastal Risk Management Programmes, 
but told us it does not currently have the staff to do this effectively. The Welsh 
Government has recently recruited a second technical officer to assist with some 
aspects of the administration of its Coastal Risk Management Programme, and 
plans to increasingly use external support in the technical appraisal of projects. 

Revenue funding for councils is under pressure and may not be sufficient to 
maintain coastal defences

2.36 In 2015-16, the Welsh Government replaced the Lead Local Flood Authority grant 
with the Single Environmental Revenue Grant awarded annually to each council 
and administered by the Department for Natural Resources. To secure a share of 
their council’s allocation of the new grant, flood risk management services must 
now compete with other services including waste management where councils 
risk fines if they fail to meet statutory targets, and for local environmental quality 
improvements. Although the Single Environmental Revenue Grant is not limited 
to £100,000 per council as was the case for the Lead Local Authority Flood grant, 
councils now have to prioritise this funding between several service areas. As 
previously, councils may decide to use revenue from their Revenue Support Grant, 
should they wish to use this source of funding for statutory flood risk duties.

2.37 Some councils responded to the Welsh Government’s consultation on the Flood 
and Coastal Investment Programme saying that current revenue allocations are 
insufficient to meet their maintenance requirements. Only one council flooding 
officer responding to our survey felt they had sufficient revenue funding to 
maintain the effectiveness of coastal flood risk assets over the next three years44. 
Stakeholders were also concerned that plans for the new Programme do not 
include an assessment of revenue funding requirements for maintenance, coastal 
monitoring and community engagement activities.

44 Seven respondents felt that their council did not have sufficient funding and five did not know.Page 69



Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management in Wales44

Although there has been some progress, more work is needed 
to ensure that funding can be prioritised to areas of greatest 
need
2.38 The Welsh Government and partners have made some progress in understanding 

risk since 2009. Natural Resources Wales has worked with other organisations 
responsible for managing flood risk to produce a National Flood Risk Assessment, 
flood-hazard and flood-risk maps for flooding from rivers, the sea, reservoirs and 
surface water. Interactive maps are available on the Natural Resources Wales 
website. 

2.39 Environment Agency Wales published a National Coastal Erosion Risk Map 
in 2012. Since then, Natural Resources Wales has worked with the Welsh 
Government to analyse erosion risk to properties in Wales45.The revised Shoreline 
Management Plans46 also improve the understanding of national risk across Wales. 
Natural Resources Wales47 states that improvements in risk modelling and flood 
mapping have led to a reduction in the number of properties categorised as being 
at risk from river or sea flooding from 220,000 in 2009 to 208,000 in 2013. The 
reduction is also likely to reflect investment in coastal flooding and erosion risk 
management. 

2.40 While information about the level of risk in Wales has improved in recent years, 
further enhancement is needed to identify high-risk priority areas for investment. 
However, the Welsh Government’s progress has been held up, at least in part, 
due to a lack of information on assets held by Natural Resources Wales and by 
councils. 

2.41 The Welsh Government established the Wales Coastal Monitoring Centre in 2010 
to improve the co-ordination of coastal monitoring data collection, storage and 
analysis. Gwynedd Council hosted the Centre, but in recent years the Centre 
has been inactive although Gwynedd Council submitted a business case to 
the Welsh Government in 2012, and revised this business case in September 
2014. The Council suggested that a consortium of councils, Natural Resources 
Wales, the Welsh Local Government Association, academics and the third-sector 
representatives should run the centre. The Wales Coastal Flooding Review 
recommended that the Welsh Government should make a decision on the future 
of the Wales Coastal Monitoring Centre, and stakeholders told us that uncertainty 
about the Centre’s future role and remit had restricted its activities and undermined 
the understanding of national risk. Since early 2016, the Welsh Government has 
considered options and shortly expects to determine a preferred way forward for 
the Wales Coastal Monitoring Centre.

45 The Welsh Government recognises that data on coastal erosion is relatively new and not always accurate.
46 Coastal groups began revising the Shoreline Management Plans in 2011.
47 Flood and Coastal Risk Management in Wales 2011-2014, Natural Resources Wales, 2014Page 70
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2.42 The Welsh Government aims to improve its understanding of risk with a national 
flood risk index which combines flood and coastal erosion risk from all sources 
based on the likelihood of an event happening and the consequences if the 
event occurs. The Welsh Government plans to use the index to appraise both 
applications from Natural Resources Wales and councils for its Flood and Coastal 
Investment Programme. Developing the national flood risk index is a complex task 
and responses to the Welsh Government’s consultation on its Flood and Coastal 
Investment Programme highlight a range of issues to be resolved. Stakeholders 
told us there are concerns that the index will be over-complicated and difficult for 
the public to understand. They were also concerned it may disadvantage inland 
councils in favour of councils where there are combined risks of coastal flooding 
and erosion. One stakeholder told us that the index should incorporate data on the 
economic impact of damage to agricultural land. The Welsh Government intends to 
trial the index in 2016-17, but does not know when the index will be finalised. 

2.43 Natural Resources Wales is already using a ‘Communities at Risk Register’ that 
combines data on flooding risk from the sea and from watercourses. Natural 
Resources Wales is not responsible for risk from coastal erosion or from surface 
water and the Register did not include these risks, although it will soon do so. This 
Register indicates the potential impacts from these types of flooding and can inform 
investment decisions in areas where Natural Resources Wales has responsibility 
and will be used in the trial of the national flood risk index during 2016-17. The 
Register helps Natural Resources Wales to identify the highest priority projects, 
with each project assessed according to its business case and the Treasury Green 
Book. In this way, Natural Resources Wales prioritises and allocates funding 
through its Capital Programme to the highest risk areas. 

2.44 Natural Resources Wales owns about a third of coastal defences, councils own a 
third and the private sector own the remaining third. Private sector owners include 
Network Rail, utility companies and large landowners such as the National Trust 
and The Crown Estate. Some coastal defences like railway embankments, highway 
retaining walls, beaches or sand dunes provide some protection but their owners 
do not recognise them, or maintain them, as flood defences. Stakeholders told us 
there are parts of the coast where it is difficult to determine ownership of coastal 
assets.

2.45 The Welsh Government has made little progress improving the national approach 
to coastal asset management, missing its own deadlines in the National Strategy 
to develop a register of coastal flood defence assets by 2014, and to establish a 
programme of regular maintenance. However, Natural Resources Wales is leading 
a project on coastal defences for the Coastal Review Delivery Plan and in late 
2015 produced a report on options for a national defence dataset. In collaboration 
with the Welsh Government, the Welsh Local Government Association and 
councils, progress is now being made to combine data from Natural Resources 
Wales with data from councils. 
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2.46 Organisations responsible for managing coastal flooding and erosion do not collect 
information on the condition of assets in a consistent way. In 2009, we found that 
standards of inspection, recording and maintenance of coastal defence assets 
were variable although we found that Environment Agency Wales had good asset 
information and arrangements to inspect their assets. They still do. However, 
our survey in 2015 found that councils have several different approaches to 
asset management. Eight of the councils we surveyed reported that they had an 
asset management plan which sets out the location, nature and condition of their 
coastal assets. Some councils are using spreadsheets to manage the information, 
while others have invested in asset management software, although the type of 
software differs across Wales. Inspection regimes vary from annual or ‘continuous’ 
inspections in some areas, to ad hoc arrangements in others.

2.47 Natural Resources Wales has a regular programme of inspection and maintenance 
and has so far met its target to maintain the effectiveness of 99 per cent of its  
high-risk flood and coastal risk management assets during 2015-1648. Natural 
Resources Wales’ Communities at Risk Register uses information on the condition 
of coastal defences to inform its prioritisation of resources but the information only 
relates to the defences Natural Resources Wales is responsible for.

2.48 Information about coastal defence assets is not being shared effectively amongst 
stakeholders and there is no national overview of coastal defence assets along the 
coast in terms of their condition, or integrity, including the impact of climate change. 
Most councils responding to our survey said they do not know the condition and 
effective life of assets held by private or third-sector stakeholders. Stakeholders 
also told us that the responsibilities of some organisations for maintaining and 
sharing information about their assets is not clear. We understand that the Coastal 
Delivery Plan project led by Natural Resources Wales on roles and responsibilities 
aims to clarify responsibilities relating to asset management.

2.49 Council flooding officers suggested that shared asset management software 
could also improve information sharing, but Natural Resources Wales say that 
councils have so far been reluctant to use the software that was developed. 
Recent progress to combine data from Natural Resources Wales with data from 
councils (see paragraph 2.45) suggests progress towards creating a shared 
asset management database. We also consider that the Welsh Government and 
partners could also learn lessons from Network Rail’s national approach to asset 
management (Box 9).

48 Based on performance from 1 April to 30 November 2015, Natural Resources Wales Performance Progress Update 28 January 2016.Page 72
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Box 9: Network Rail Coastal Defence Asset Management System

In Wales, 34 miles of Network Rail’s coastal assets are vulnerable to overtopping, to coastal 
erosion, or to storm surges. Network Rail has a regular programme of inspection for its coastal 
defences and conducts a detailed annual assessment of all assets. Network Rail rates the 
condition of its assets from 1 to 5, and uploads information onto interactive software that 
shows the condition, risk, location and maintenance schedule for each asset. These asset 
management plans include links to local Shoreline Management Plans that show the suggested 
approach in each area. Where a coastal asset is made of different materials and forms of 
construction, each of these elements is assessed to deteremine its interrelationship, resilience 
and vulnerability to extreme weather events. If the coastal defence capability of an asset 
deteriorates or improves, the knock-on impact on other coastal assets updates automatically 
on the software.
In 2013, Network Rail started an evaluation of the UK coastline to assess the risks to their 
coastal defences on a national level and to inform their investment decisions. The evaluation 
assesses risks by considering the threats to the rail infrastructure, the consequences of 
weather impacts and the controls in place to manage these risks. The evaluation assesses 
vulnerability to weather impacts and potential future risks due to climate change. In 2014, 
Network Rail published the results of its evaluation in its Route Weather Resilience and  
Climate Change Adaptation Plan for Wales. The Plan highlights coastal defences and other 
asset infrastructure on the rail network where investment could increase resilience to  
present-day extreme weather events and the effects of future climate changes. Network Rail 
monitors progress against its plan every year.

49 The interactive software is a geo.pdf Page 73



Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management in Wales48

The Welsh Government plans to improve governance 
arrangements for future funding programmes 
The Welsh Government’s arrangements for monitoring its coastal protection 
grant have been weak although some changes from April 2016 seek to improve 
progress reporting, and clarify benefits realised and any savings

2.50 In 2010, the Public Accounts Committee recommended that the Welsh Government 
develop a transparent methodology to assess and prioritise funding of coastal 
defence schemes. The Welsh Government missed its objective in the National 
Strategy to develop a way of prioritising funding by the end of 2013 and has made 
slow progress since then.

2.51 The Welsh Government currently allocates funding to councils based on the 
strength of applications for its coastal protection grant. Councils applying for 
funding must set out clear objectives, methods, estimated costs and the duration of 
the work. Applications also include a project appraisal report, cost benefit analysis 
and relevant consents. The Welsh Government provides project appraisal guidance 
for applicants based on the Treasury Green Book. The Welsh Government has 
two technical officers that assess applications and recommend to the Flood and 
Coastal Erosion Risk Manager whether each scheme should receive grant funding. 

2.52 So far, the Welsh Government has funded all of the schemes councils have applied 
for under the coastal protection grant and has not had to compare risks to make a 
decision on funding one scheme over another. The Welsh Government is currently 
producing a map to show the location and amounts of its coastal protection grant 
funding that councils and Natural Resources Wales have spent during the period 
2010 to 2015, and the areas of highest risk. The map can also help the Welsh 
Government to identify vulnerable high-risk locations where councils have not bid 
for funding, so that these risks can be effectively managed. The Welsh Government 
is also now able to separate information on funding for council coastal and  
non-coastal flood protection schemes to provide a better picture of its spending.   

2.53 Ministerial approval is required for council schemes costing £300,000 or more 
but in some instances it has been found that information recording the Welsh 
Government’s assessments of applications lacks detail in terms of the assessment, 
or the rationale for approving schemes. Coastal risk management projects funded 
through ERDF were assessed for their suitability against the Programme’s eligibility 
criteria by the European Funding Programme Board. The Welsh Government 
assesses business cases and project appraisal reports submitted by councils, and 
the Flood Risk Management Wales Committee oversees the allocation of funding 
for projects in Natural Resources Wales’ Capital Programme. 
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2.54 The Welsh Government has lacked sufficient arrangements for scrutiny of its 
coastal protection grant. Councils provide regular progress reports, but the Welsh 
Government’s Flood and Coastal Erosion Team told us staff capacity restricts their 
ability to review reports and visit schemes. The Welsh Government has recently 
recruited an additional technical officer to help with monitoring schemes (see 
paragraph 2.35). Councils have not been required to produce closure reports or 
demonstrate the impact of coastal protection schemes, so the Welsh Government 
had no assurance on whether projects represent value for money, or whether 
they could have achieved the same results for less. The Welsh Government 
has introduced changes to the grant arrangements from April 2016, to improve 
progress reporting, to clarify the benefits realised from funding, and to show any 
savings.

2.55 The Welsh Government pays its coastal protection grant in arrears based on 
councils’ submissions of the costs incurred. For grant claims over £100,000, the 
Welsh Government holds five per cent of funds until the Wales Audit Office can 
certify the grant claims. Certification involves checking that funding allocations 
match Council spending and grants claims, and that applicants are not making 
ineligible claims50 but it does not assess value for money. We have not reviewed  
the delivery of individual council coastal protection schemes as part of this study. 
However, in response to concerns raised locally, auditors have been undertaking 
work on behalf of the Auditor General to examine issues relating to work to 
repair the shoreline at Llandudno North Shore and Kinmel Bay in Conwy. That 
improvement work followed damage to the shoreline during the winter storms of 
2013-14 and was supported by Welsh Government funding.

2.56 The Welsh Government and councils could learn from the approach Natural 
Resources Wales uses to monitor its Capital Programme. Natural Resources 
Wales has recently reviewed the Programme using ‘lean’ principles51 to improve 
efficiency. As a result, Natural Resources Wales assesses projects at a fixed 
point in the year, which helps the team to build in efficiencies, such as grouping 
consultancy tenders together. Area teams have oversight of proposed works 
across Wales so they can manage competing demands for construction materials 
or contractors by altering timescales. Natural Resources Wales uses project 
management software to record monthly progress against key milestones and 
financial targets, and feeds data into progress reports that go to the Natural 
Resources Wales Capital Programme Board, their executive team and Board, 
Flood Risk Management Wales Committee, and to the Welsh Government. 

50 Since 2009, our certification work has not found major issues for the coastal protection grant. 
51 Lean thinking aims to maximise value and minimise waste by focusing on the key processes in an organisation to improve efficiency.Page 75
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The Welsh Government’s plans for its Coastal Risk Management and Flood and 
Coastal Investment Programmes have the potential to improve decision making 
and monitoring of coastal spending

2.57 The Welsh Government is developing governance arrangements for the Coastal 
Risk Management Programme and has put in place a Board to ensure the 
Programme delivers its objectives, is accountable for investment and achieves 
expected benefits. Members of the Board include Natural Resources Wales, 
the Welsh Local Government Association and a range of Welsh Government 
departments. The Board will overview the Programme and its projects, with the 
Welsh Government reviewing the detail of applications for funding and making 
recommendations about suitable projects. As noted in paragraph 2.34, the 
Programme is also part of a ‘Gateway Review’ process to review progress through 
the lifetime of the Programme. 

2.58 Emerging plans for the Welsh Government’s Flood and Coastal Investment 
Programme include similar board arrangements to oversee progress. 
Organisations in receipt of funding would be responsible for monitoring individual 
schemes using updated project appraisal guidance to be produced by the Welsh 
Government, with the aim of ensuring value for money and the incorporation of 
wider well-being benefits. The Welsh Government consulted stakeholders on 
its plans for the Programme in December 2014 but has yet to finalise delivery 
arrangements.

2.59 The Flood Risk Management Wales Committee currently oversees the Natural 
Resources Wales Capital Programme, but will be replaced in October 2016 by 
a new Flood and Coastal Erosion Committee. The Welsh Government intends 
the new committee to advise Ministers on the risks and benefits of all sources 
of flooding and erosion. The Welsh Government is not yet clear how the new 
committee will fit into governance arrangements for its Coastal Risk Management 
or Flood and Coastal Investment Programmes. 

Lack of capacity within the Welsh Government and councils has 
delayed progress and threatens to undermine the long-term 
approach to managing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion
2.60 In 2010, the Public Accounts Committee recommended that the Welsh Government 

should ensure that sufficient resources, including technical and project 
management capacity are available to manage coastal flooding and erosion. Some 
progress has been made in assessing skills and capacity gaps, but capacity issues 
remain, for the Welsh Government and councils. 

2.61 The Welsh Government’s Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management team 
currently employs 6.6 full-time equivalent staff. Stakeholders regarded the 
Welsh Government team as understaffed and considered that delays in policy 
development and decisions on managed retreat were due to a lack of capacity. 
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2.62 In response to a recommendation of the Wales Coastal Flooding Review, the 
Welsh Local Government Association and Natural Resources Wales conducted a 
skills audit in the summer of 201552. The audit found that councils are not replacing 
vacant positions and that 20 per cent of the workforce could retire in the next 10 
years. The skills audit found that due to a lack of capacity and funding, officers are 
increasingly becoming generalists, covering a wide range of work and most scored 
their abilities in managing flood risk as ‘basic’ or ‘capable’ rather than ‘specialist’. 
The Welsh Local Government Association intends to work with the Welsh 
Government, Natural Resources Wales and councils to address skills and capacity 
gaps. Skills and capacity issues in both the Welsh Government and councils 
threaten to undermine the long-term approach if not addressed adequately. 

2.63 Staff numbers vary across councils in Wales. While some variation reflects different 
levels of flood risk across Wales, current staffing levels may not be sufficient to 
manage the risks effectively in some councils. Many councils employ less than one 
full-time equivalent to manage all types of flooding risk and in several instances, 
employees are responsible for a range of other duties. Over half of the flooding 
officers that responded to our survey did not think their council had adequate 
capacity to develop the local strategic approach, or design and deliver solutions to 
manage coastal flooding or erosion. 

2.64 The Local Government (Wales) Bill 2015 makes preparations for local government 
reform in Wales which could, if progressed, see the number of councils in Wales 
reduced. Local government reform could impact on local capacity to manage flood 
risk but also present opportunities for efficiency savings through joint working and 
to consolidate experience across Wales.

2.65 Natural Resources Wales currently employs 280 people to work in all aspects of 
flood risk, including coastal flooding and erosion53. While there were additional 
pressures arising from the creation of Natural Resources Wales in 2013, the 
organisation has discharged its flood risk management functions effectively and 
responded well to the challenges of the winter floods in 2013-14. In December 
2015, the Welsh Government confirmed to Natural Resources Wales a cash-
terms reduction of five per cent for its flood risk management activities. Funding 
pressures and new statutory responsibilities associated with the Well-being of 
Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 and Environment (Wales) Act 2016 will create 
challenges for Natural Resources Wales in the future which may restrict its ability to 
manage flood risk effectively. Our report on the development of Natural Resources 
Wales54 recommended that Natural Resources Wales should manage funding 
pressures and expectations about its role by agreeing key delivery priorities with 
the Welsh Government and stakeholders.

52 The Welsh Local Government Association conducted a previous skills audit in 2012 and subsequently delivered training workshops 
with Natural Resources Wales to aim to address skills gaps identified in the audit.

53 These are full-time equivalents. Natural Resources Wales is unable to separate staffing figures for coastal flooding and erosion and 
other types of flooding because staff have a range of responsibilities.

54 The Development of Natural Resources Wales, Wales Audit Office, February 2016.Page 77
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Document Review

We have reviewed a range of documents published or provided by the Welsh 
Government including:

• the National Strategy for Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management in Wales, 2011 
and information about the development of a national strategy;

• evaluations of previous initiatives including the New Approaches Programme and 
individual coastal protection schemes;

• financial information including budgets and spending on coastal flooding and erosion;

• information relating to the Welsh Government’s coastal protection grant; and

• documents setting out emerging plans for the Welsh Government’s Flood and Coastal 
Investment Programme and Coastal Risk Management Programme.

We also reviewed documents from Natural Resources Wales including:

• documents relating to the Wales Coastal Flooding Review and subsequent delivery 
plan;

• performance reporting under section 18 of the Flood and Water Management Act 
2010;

• information relating to the Flood Risk Management Wales Committee including 
minutes and reports;

• information relating to Natural Resources Wales’ capital programme;

• evaluations of Flood Awareness Wales and community engagement activities; and

• information on individual coastal protection schemes.

Interviews 

We interviewed a range of people including Welsh Government Officials, flood risk 
management staff at Natural Resources Wales, and representatives from Fairbourne 
Facing Change, the coastal groups, Network Rail, and the Welsh Local Government 
Association. We also met council flooding officers at Ceredigion, Gwynedd, 
Monmouthshire, Newport, Pembrokeshire, and Swansea councils.

We also wrote to other stakeholders including academics and coastal engineering 
consultants, NFU Cymru, the National Trust, Welsh Water, national parks, port authorities, 
trunk road agencies and the Met Office to invite their views. 

Appendix 1- Audit Methods
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Survey of councils

We conducted a survey of councils in Wales with a coastline55 during the spring and 
summer of 2015. The survey asked about councils’ approach to coastal flood and  
erosion risk management and sought views on the national approach. 

We also reviewed information on councils’ management of coastal flooding and  
erosion including:

• strategic documents including Shoreline Management Plans, Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategies and Plans, Local Development Plans, and Asset  
Management Plans;

• scrutiny and cabinet reports on coastal flooding and erosion;

• staffing levels;

• consultation and community engagement activities; and

• information relating to individual coastal protection schemes.

We were unable to obtain consistent information to analyse councils’ capital and revenue 
expenditure on coastal flooding and erosion over and above funds provided by the  
Welsh Government or through European Union funding.

55 Bridgend, Cardiff, Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion, Conwy, Denbighshire, Flintshire, Gwynedd, Isle of Anglesey, Monmouthshire, Neath 
Port Talbot, Newport, Pembrokeshire, Swansea, and the Vale of Glamorgan councils. The Isle of Anglesey County Council and Vale of 
Glamorgan Council did not respond to the survey. Page 80
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The Wales Coastal Flooding Review56 examined the impacts of the winter floods during 
December 2013 and January 2014 across Wales in two phases. Natural Resources 
Wales conducted the review, with input from the organisations responsible for coastal 
flooding and erosion risk management in Wales at the request of the then Minister for 
Natural Resources and Food. The first phase of the review looked at the effects of the 
flooding and phase two at the lessons learnt from both events. The Phase Two Report 
includes 47 recommendations relating to the strategic and operational aspects of coastal 
flood risk management. The recommendations have been grouped into 10 projects to be 
addressed in the Wales Coastal Flooding Review Delivery Plan (2015).

• Project 1 – Flood forecasting and coastal design: to improve the accuracy of flood 
forecasts.

• Project 2 – Flood warning and forecasting: to improve the information used for flood 
warnings.

• Project 3 – Community resilience: working with communities to improve their resilience 
to flooding.

• Project 4 – Operational response: to improve the joint response to flooding events.

• Project 5 – Coastal defences: to review defences in high-risk areas to ensure 
defences are fit for purpose.

• Project 6 – National coastal defence dataset and inspections: to produce a national 
dataset of coastal defence assets and the areas they protect. The project will also 
identify options for a more consistent approach to inspecting coastal defences.

• Project 7 – Skills and capacity audit and roles and responsibilities: to carry out an 
audit of organisations responsible for managing coastal flooding and erosion to assess 
and develop options to address potential skills and capacity gaps. The project also 
aims to clarify roles and responsibilities amongst key stakeholders.

• Project 8 – Coastal Groups: to review the role of the Welsh Coastal Groups.

• Project 9 – Coastal adaptation: to improve support to communities to adapt to 
increasing risks and respond to local Shoreline Management Plan policies.

• Project 10 – Infrastructure resilience: to improve the way that organisations 
responsible for managing coastal flooding and erosion work with infrastructure and 
utility operators to increase resilience.

Appendix 2 - Wales Coastal  
Flooding Review

56 Wales Coastal Flooding Review Phase One and Two Reports, Natural Resources Wales, 2014. The review was led by Natural 
Resources Wales with contributions from councils and other organisations responsible for managing flood risk.Page 81
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The table shows sources of Welsh Government and European Union funding for flood 
and coastal erosion risk management from 2010-11 to 2016-17. The real-terms value of 
this funding is shown alongside the cash allocated.

Appendix 3 - Welsh Government 
funding for flood and coastal erosion risk 
management from 2010-11 to 2016-17

Welsh Government funding1,2

European Regional 
Development Fund

Total fundingCore flood and 
coastal erosion 

risk management 
budget

Additional Capital 
funding Received 

in Year4

Cash 
terms

Real 
terms

Cash 
terms

Real 
terms

Cash 
terms

Real 
terms

Cash 
terms

Real 
terms

2010-11 38.6 41.36 5.8 6.21 17.1 18.32 61.5 65.90

2011-12 36.7 38.72 5.7 6.01 9.5 10.02 51.9 54.76

2012-13 35.7 36.99 11 11.40 6 6.22 52.7 54.61

2013-14 37.1 37.66 14 14.21 6.1 6.19 57.2 58.06

2014-15 36.93 36.93 13.5 13.50 1.5 1.50 51.93 51.93

2015-16 36.58 36.51 10.5 10.48 3 2.99 49.81 49.71

2016-173 34.45 33.87 21.21 20.86 N/A  N/A 55.86 54.93

Notes
1   Figures include capital and revenue funding.
2   Revenue funding includes funding for councils to manage all sources of flooding and erosion through the Lead Local Flood Authority Grant, funding to  
     help councils produce Local Flood Risk Management Strategies and revenue funding for Natural Resources Wales.
3   Figures for 2016-17 also included a £4.21 million additional allocation to specific projects (Porthcawl Town Beach and Boverton) and £9.2 million of  
     consequential funding due to Barnett Formula funding adjustments made after the 2015 flooding in England. The Welsh Government anticipates that  
     all of this consequential funding will be included in the core Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management budget for 2016-17, although other  
     departments undertaking flood work could also receive some of this funding.
4   Additional capital funding received in-year includes the Strategic Capital Investment Fund, which in 2011-12 became the Wales Infrastructure  
     Investment Plan, as well as divisional transfers and in-year additional funding.
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The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 places a duty on specified public 
bodies, including the Welsh Government, Natural Resources Wales and councils, to act 
in accordance with the sustainable development principle and to demonstrate that they 
are doing so. This means acting in a manner which seeks to ensure that the needs of the 
present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs. 

Public bodies need to be able to demonstrate how they are working to improve the 
economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales in the context of the 
following seven well-being goals:

Appendix 4 - Applying the sustainable 
development principle

Source: Welsh Government
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There are five things that public bodies need to think about to show that they have 
applied the sustainable development principle:

• Long-term – The importance of balancing short-term needs with the need to 
safeguard the ability to meet long-term needs, especially where things done to meet 
short-term needs may have a detrimental long-term effect.

• Integration – The need to take an integrated approach, by considering how:

‒ the body’s well-being objectives may impact upon each of the well-being goals; and

‒ the body’s well-being objectives may impact upon each other or upon other public 
bodies’ objectives, in particular where steps taken by the body may contribute to 
meeting one objective but may be detrimental to meeting another.

• Involvement – The importance of involving other persons with an interest in achieving 
the well-being goals and of ensuring those persons reflect the diversity of the 
population of:

‒ Wales (where the body exercises functions in relation to the whole of Wales); or

‒ the part of Wales in relation to which the body exercises functions.

• Collaboration – How acting in collaboration with any other person (or how different 
parts of the body acting together) could assist the body to meet its well-being 
objectives, or assist another body to meet its objectives; and

• Prevention – How deploying resources to prevent problems occurring or getting 
worse may contribute to meeting the body’s well-being objectives, or another body’s 
objectives.

In particular, for coastal flooding and erosion, well-being assessments should include 
consideration of:

• the future impacts of coastal flooding and erosion on communities, business and 
infrastructure, and 

• how well-being objectives address coastal flooding and erosion issues.
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Report to Communities Scrutiny Committee 27th October 2016 
Denbighshire’s Flood Risk Management Strategy 
Appendix 2 – Progress Update on the Implementation of the Objectives, Outcomes 
and Measures of the Strategy. 

Outcome 1 - To improve the understanding of local flood risk 
 

Measure 1.1 Identify drainage and flood assets and develop asset 
management system (statutory requirement) 
 
Further progress has been made in the past two years, although pressures to carry 
out more immediate and pressing work has had some impact on this activity. The 
Council has purchased a dedicated flood risk asset management system (AMX) 
and three members of staff have received training. The system is the same as that 
used by Natural Resources Wales (NRW), which simplifies the exchange of asset 
data between the two organisations. The Welsh Government is encouraging all 
Welsh authorities to adopt the same system and has suggested that it would be 
prepared to consider a grant application regarding further training and data 
collection.  Overall, the measure is approximately 50% complete. 
 
Measure 1.2  Designate flood risk management features (permissive power) 
 
The Flood and Water Management Act made the Council the ‘Designating 
Authority’ within Denbighshire, with the power to designate a structure (defined as 
an artificial or natural feature of the environment in private ownership). If the 
Council identifies that a structure or feature potentially affects local flood risk, 
nobody can carry out works on the designated structure or feature without the 
Council’s permission. This activity has yet to commence, due to the Council’s 
resources being focused on more urgent matters, such as flood investigations, the 
development of flood risk management schemes and the Council’s Flood Risk 
Management Plan (FRMP). The FRMP, which will be out to consultation before the 
end of November, will help the Council to target areas where private flood risk 
assets should be designated. 
 
Measure 1.3  Record and map flooding incidents (statutory requirement) 
 
All flooding incidents have been recorded. However, no progress has been made 
regarding the purchase of flood mapping software. The Flood Risk Manager 
considers that it is currently more efficient to use local specialist consultants to 
carry out flood mapping, due to the sporadic nature of flood incidents. Discussions 
have taken place with Conwy County Borough Council regarding a collaborative 
approach to flood mapping, although no formal arrangements are currently in 
place. 
 
Measure 1.4  Carry out flood investigations (statutory requirement) 
 
Whilst there hasn’t been any significant flooding in the county during the past two 
years, there have been numerous minor incidents and near misses. Each of these 
has been investigated and the Council’s understanding of local flood risk has 
improved as a consequence. 
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Measure 1.5  Develop Flood Risk Management Plans for areas of high flood 
risk (best practice) 
 
Because there are no Flood Risk Areas in Denbighshire, as defined by the Flood 
Risk Regulations, there is no statutory requirement for the Council to produce a 
Flood Risk Management Plan (FRMP). However, the Council agreed with the 
Welsh Government that it would produce a county FRMP by December 2015. The 
process has taken longer than expected, partly due to the large number of minor 
flooding incidents in the last two years. It is important that the increased 
understanding of local flood risk as a result of investigating these incidents is 
reflected in the FRMP. The draft FRMP will be out to consultation in November 
2016. The Welsh Government is aware of the state of progress of the FRMP 
 
Measure 1.6  Develop a regional Learning Action Alliance in partnership with 
neighbouring LLFA’s, flood risk management authorities and other private 
and public sector specialists to share knowledge of flood risk management 
approaches (best practice) 
 
Whilst no formal ‘Learning Action Alliance’ has been established, the Council 
attends quarterly meetings of the North Wales Flood Risk Management Group 
(Denbighshire has chaired the group for the past two years), which brings together 
experts from local authorities, Natural Resources Wales and Dwr Cymru Welsh 
Water, as well as representation from the Welsh Government and the Welsh Local 
Government Association. The meetings are an opportunity to discuss common 
problems, share examples of good practice and provide WG and WLGA with 
feedback on local issues and concerns, which will hopefully guide and inform WG’s 
strategic direction on flood risk management. 
 
Outcome 2 - Ensure that local communities understand their responsibilities 
in relation to local flood risk management 
 
Measure 2.1 Publish a clear strategy and communicate it (statutory 
requirement)  
 
The Council received Ministerial approval of its Strategy on 5th November 2014. 
The Strategy has been published on the Council’s website. Further consideration 
needs to be given to how best to communicate the Strategy to maximise public 
interest, understanding and engagement. The Flood Risk Manager will work 
closely with the Destination, Marketing and Communication section in this regard. 
 
Measure 2.2 Develop a communication strategy to improve stakeholder 
knowledge (best practice) 
 
This work has been delayed. However, a communication strategy will be 
developed as part of the East Rhyl Coastal Defence Scheme and this will form the 
template for a county wide strategy. 
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Measure 2.3 Develop a dedicated flood risk management page on the 
Council’s website (statutory requirement) 
 
Flood risk management information is provided in various pages on the Council’s 
website. The Flood Risk Manager would welcome the Committee’s views regarding 
whether a dedicated ‘one stop flood shop’ webpage would be of benefit, or whether 
the existing format is adequate. 
 
Measure 2.4 Publish and distribute information explaining responsibilities, 
local flood risk, property protection and resilience (statutory requirement) 
 
The Council has provided advice to residents regarding riparian responsibilities, 
individual property protection and resilience on a case by case basis. The advice is 
based on national guidance, which is currently being updated by Natural 
Resources Wales. There is an opportunity to include a link to this guidance on the 
Council’s website. 
 
Measure 2.5 Involve local communities in local initiatives and schemes (best 
practice) 
 
The Council consults with communities affected by flood and coastal erosion risk 
management schemes as a matter of course and will involve communities in local 
initiatives as these arise. 
 
Measure 2.6 Promote and support Community Flood Plans (best practice) 
 
The Council continues to work in partnership with Natural Resources Wales to 
develop and promote Community Flood Plans. Plans are currently in place in 
Ruthin (Glasdir estate), Ruthin Town, Rhyl, Prestatyn and St Asaph. 
 
Measure 2.7 Promote and support property based resilience (best practice) 
 
The Council continues to provide advice to residents, usually on a case by case 
basis, regarding property protection and resilience. 
 
 
Measure 2.8 Visit schools in flood risk areas (best practice) 
 
The Flood Risk Manager has given a talk to pupils at Llandyrnog School and 
further school visits will take place as part of the East Rhyl Coastal Defence 
Scheme, Llanbedr DC Flood Risk Management Scheme and Dyserth Flood Risk 
Management Scheme.  
 
Measure 2.9 Annual flood awareness event and/or flood awareness 
roadshow (best practice) 
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Further effort is required to plan and prepare for a flood awareness 
event/roadshow. The previous event, which took place in Rhyl in 2009, was a 
collaborative affair involving various Council departments, Natural Resources 
Wales, North Wales Fire and Rescue Service and numerous other agencies. There 
might also be opportunities to work with neighbouring authorities in this regard. 
 
Measure 2.10 Promote and support Dangerpoint (best practice) 
 
Dangerpopint is facility near Talacre which provides information to visitors, 
particularly children, regarding dangers within the home and community, including 
flood risk. The facility relies on visitor numbers to remain viable. The Council 
provided funding to Dangerpoint in 2015/16 to support the attendance of Year 5 
and 6 pupils, but there have been insufficient funds available in 2016/17 to 
continue this support. An option that the Council has discussed with Dangerpoint is 
to only pay for the attendance of pupils from schools in flood risk areas, which 
would cost around £12,000 per annum. 
 
Measure 2.11 Actively engage with the private flood sector to develop 
innovative techniques to raise awareness (best practice) 
 
The Council is in discussions with a local consultant regarding a partnership 
approach to raising awareness, particularly in schools and colleges. In addition, the 
programme of capital works provides an opportunity for the Council to benefit from 
the extensive knowledge and expertise of the consultants involved in delivering 
those schemes. 
 
Outcome 3 - Work in partnership with other Risk Management Authorities 
and stakeholders 
 
Measure 3.1 Work closely with the Natural Resources Wales and Dŵr Cymru 
Welsh Water to develop cost effective solutions to flooding issues (best 
practice) 
 
The Council has regular meetings with Natural Resources Wales and Dwr Cymru 
Welsh Water to discuss possible solutions to known flooding issues. Whilst this has 
led to a better collective understanding of flood risk, it hasn’t resulted in any 
particular solutions. What it has done is to reinforce the good working relationship 
the Council has with NRW and DCWW. 
 
Outcome 4 - Actively manage flood risk associated with new development 
proposals 

 
Measure 4.1 Develop and apply a robust local policy for the drainage of new 
development sites (statutory requirement) 
 
The Council is still awaiting guidance from the Welsh Government regarding 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and the role of the SuDs Approval Body 
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(which would most likely be the Council) Also, the Welsh Government has yet to 
issue an order for the commencement of Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water 
Management Act, which relates to sustainable drainage. In the meantime, it would 
be prudent for the Council to delay the development and application of a local 
policy. In the absence of a policy, the Council has managed to build a good 
working relationship with local developers and sustainable approaches to surface 
water management are generally adopted as good practice. 
 
Measure 4.2 Develop a process with the Planning Department to create clear 
advice and direction to developers on FRM and Drainage. Encourage 
developers to adopt a ‘best practice’ approach to site drainage (statutory 
requirement) 
 
This needs to be formalised in conjunction with the Planning department but, as 
with Measure 4.2, it would be prudent for the Council to wait until the Welsh 
Government issues its guidance. 
 
Outcome 5 - Encourage proactive, responsible maintenance of privately-
owned flood defence and drainage assets 

 
Measure 5.1 Identify highest risk private flood defence and drainage assets 
(statutory requirement) 
 
Further progress has been made, with the assets being recorded on the AMX 
system. The measure is now approximately 40% complete. The Welsh 
Government has suggested that it might make funding available during 2016/17 to 
support this activity, although with only 5 months remaining of the financial year 
and winter approaching, it is unlikely that this funding could be used effectively. It is 
anticipated that this measure will be completed within the next 24 months. 
 
Measure 5.2 Develop technical advice for owners to guide them in preparing 
local maintenance plans (best practice) 
 
No progress has been made in terms of developing formal technical advice, due to 
other flood risk management priorities.  However, technical advice has been 
provided to landowners on a case by case basis. 
 
Outcome 6 - Investigate opportunities to reduce surface water run-off from 
the upper catchments and for flood storage in flood plain areas 
 
Measure 6.1 Develop a register of land ownership for Denbighshire and 
neighbouring authority areas with shared catchments (best practice) 
 
Further progress has been made, the measure is now 70% complete. In some 
respects, the final 30% of landowners could be the most difficult to identify due to 
unregistered land and ambiguity of land ownership. As a consequence, the 

Page 91



Report to Communities Scrutiny Committee 27th October 2016 
Denbighshire’s Flood Risk Management Strategy 
Appendix 2 – Progress Update on the Implementation of the Objectives, Outcomes 
and Measures of the Strategy. 

measure could prove impossible to fully complete. Nevertheless, the register of 
landowners in areas of greatest flood risk should be reasonably comprehensive. 
 
Measure 6.2 Develop proposals to engage with significant landowners to 
employ land management techniques and initiatives which help to reduce the 
rate of surface water run-off (best practice) 
 
Most of the owners of large land holdings within areas of potential flood risk in 
Denbighshire have been contacted. The measured will be reviewed periodically, 
but is substantially complete. 
 
Outcome 7 - Identify affordable, sustainable flood risk management projects 

 
Measure 7.1 Review the Council’s programme of flood risk management 
schemes (best practice) 
 
Complete, with the result that future fluvial and coastal flood risk management 
schemes have been prioritised. 
 
Measure 7.2 Use Flood Risk Management Plans to identify further measures 
to manage and reduce flood risk (statutory requirement) 
 
This measure will be developed in conjunction with the preparation of Flood Risk 
Management Plans. 
 
Measure 7.3 Encourage and promote community and private contribution 
towards the costs of flood schemes (statutory requirement) 
 
This will form an integral part of the schemes in development at St Asaph, Dyserth, 
Llanbedr Dyffryn Clwyd, East Rhyl and Rhyl Yacht Club. The schemes are 
currently in the early stages of the development, so the techniques and methods 
which could be used are unclear. If necessary, the Council will seek the assistance 
of specialist consultants in this regard and will consider examples of where 
community and private contribution has helped to bring about the success of a 
project  
 
Measure 7.4 Continue to promote flood risk management schemes that might 
be eligible for Welsh Government grant aid (best practice) 
 
The Council has received approval from the Welsh Government to develop flood 
risk management schemes at St Asaph, Dyserth, Llanbedr Dyffryn Clwyd, East 
Rhyl and Rhyl Yacht Club. 
 
Outcome 8 - Ensure local FRM knowledge is aligned with the Councils 
emergency planning procedures. 
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Measure 8.1 Embed the LFRMS into flood response and recovery plans and 
use developing knowledge on flood risk to “tune” emergency procedures 
(statutory requirement) 
 
One of the aims of the Strategy, and a statutory requirement for the Council, is to 
improve the Council’s understanding of local flood risk. This knowledge is 
subsequently fed into flood response and recovery plans. An example of this is at 
east Rhyl, where procedures were reviewed and amended to reflect our improved 
knowledge of flood risk following the December 2013 storms. The Council has 
subsequently carried out work to reduce flood risk in the area, such as the 
installation of flood gates on the promenade and improvements at Rhyl Golf 
Course. These have been taken into account and the response plan adjusted 
accordingly. 
 
Measure 8.2 Continue to develop Denbighshire County Council’s Multi 
Agency Flood Plan (statutory requirement) 
 
The current revision of the Multi Agency Flood Plan was issued by the North Wales 
Resilience Forum in March 2014 and will be reviewed and updated if necessary in 
March2017. The Council attends regular meetings of the Local Resilience Forum 
Severe Weather Group, which has a broad attendance, including representation 
from the North Wales Councils Emergency Planning Service, Dwr Cymru Welsh 
Water, Natural Resources Wales, Network Rail, North Wales Police, North Wales  
Fire and Rescue Service and the utility companies. All well as contributing to the 
Council’s discharge of its responsibilities under the Civil Contingencies Act, 
attending the meetings provides a valuable opportunity to discuss flood risk 
matters with other agencies, who sometimes have different priorities, but often 
share common aims. 
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Flood Risk Management Strategy 

Wellbeing Impact Assessment Report 

This report summarises the likely impact of a proposal on the social, economic, 
environmental and cultural well-being of Denbighshire, Wales and the world. 

Assessment Number: 59 

Brief description: 

Scrutiny Committee review of the progress made by 
the Council in implementing the measures and 
objectives of the Local Flood Risk management 
Strategy. 

Date Completed: 11/10/2016 10:59:47 Version: 1 

Completed by: Wayne Hope 

Responsible Service: Highways & Environmental Services 

Localities affected by the 
proposal: 

Whole County,  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY AND 
CONCLUSION 

Before we look in detail at the contribution and impact of the proposal, it is important 
to consider how the proposal is applying the sustainable development principle. This 
means that we must act "in a manner which seeks to ensure that the needs of the 
present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs."  

Score for the sustainability of the approach 

Could some small changes in your thinking produce a better result? 

(3 out of 4 stars)  
Actual score : 21 / 24. 

Summary of impact 

Wellbeing Goals 

 

A prosperous Denbighshire Positive 

A resilient Denbighshire Positive 

A healthier Denbighshire Positive 

A more equal Denbighshire Positive 

A Denbighshire of cohesive communities 
 

A Denbighshire of vibrant culture and thriving 
Welsh language  

A globally responsible Denbighshire Positive 
 

Main conclusions 

Flood risk management by its very nature has an overall positive impact. However, 
the Council's approach to flood risk management will ensure that opportunities are 
explored to maximise those positive impacts.  
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THE LIKELY IMPACT ON DENBIGHSHIRE, WALES 
AND THE WORLD 

A prosperous Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for impact For the reasons described above. 

Positive consequences identified: 

Flood risk management covers a broad range of activities, so it's difficult to be 
precise regarding carbon impacts. However, promoting a low carbon society will be a 
major consideration in all flood risk management activities. 
The effective management of flood risk will have make positive contribution to the 
economic viability of communities at risk of flooding.  
The Council's programme of capital flood risk management investment will prioritise 
the use of the local supply chain. By managing flood risk in the County, the Council 
will encourage inward investment and economic stability. 
In delivering capital flood risk management projects, the Council will promote the 
development and use of local skills, for example, flood modelling and construction 
expertise. 
A large part of flood risk management involves the maintenance, upgrade and 
renewal of flood risk assets, for example, coastal defences. 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

Proactive assessment and review of impacts at each stage of a flood risk 
management activity. 

A resilient Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for 
impact 

FRM activities are tightly regulated, which makes it virtually 
impossible for a negative impact on the environment and 
biodiversity to occur. 

Positive consequences identified: 

Flood risk management activities are tightly controlled by environmental legislation 
and opportunities to improve the ecological status of an affected location will be 
explored. 
As above. 
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Materials will be recycled and reused where possible, for example, when concrete 
coastal defences are replaced, the old defences can be crushed and reused as 
granular fill. 
The Flood Risk Management team takes every opportunity to improve the public's 
understanding of the environment and biodiversity, in the context of flood risk. 
FRM activities will, by default, have a positive impact on FRM. 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

A healthier Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for impact 
 

Positive consequences identified: 

Flooding has a serious detrimental impact on peopleâ€™s emotional and mental 
well-being, so effective flood risk management will have a positive effect. 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

A more equal Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for 
impact 

Managing flood risk has a positive impact on vulnerable 
members of the community. 

Positive consequences identified: 

During a flood, the very young, very old and the disabled tend to be the most 
vulnerable. Managing flood risk will have an overall positive impact on these people. 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

A Denbighshire of cohesive communities  

Overall Impact 
 

Justification for 
impact 

FRM is about managing and reducing the risk of flooding to 
communities, with an emphasis on community engagement. 
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Positive consequences identified: 

Effective management of flood risk leads to safer communities. 
Public engagement and the contribution to the development of community flood 
plans is a significant part of flood risk management in Denbighshire. 
Flood risk management schemes will be carried out in a way that is sympathetic to 
surrounding environment. 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

A Denbighshire of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language  

Overall Impact 
 

Justification for impact 
 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

A globally responsible Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for impact 
 

Positive consequences identified: 

Local suppliers will be used whenever possible. 
Suppliers will be required to demonstrate their compliance with equalities legislation. 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 
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Report To:    Communities Scrutiny Committee 
 
Date of Meeting:   27th October 2016 
 
Lead Member / Officer:  Cllr David Smith / Graham Boase 
 
Report Author:   Mike Jones 
 
Title: County-wide impact of the increase in parking charges 
 
 
 
1. What is the report about? 

 
To examine the impact of the parking charge increase implemented on 1st April 2016 
on Denbighshire town centres. The report does not consider the potential wider use 
of staff car parks associated with Council office buildings as they are managed by 
Property Services. 

 
2.  What is the reason for making this report? 

 
A request was made by the Scrutiny Chairs and Vice-Chairs Group (SCVCG) for a 
report to examine the impact that the increase in parking charges has had on town 
centres in terms of numbers of visitors. 

 
3. What are the Recommendations? 
  

That the Committee: 
i) Considers and comments on the content of the report. 
ii) Considers and comments on the proposed actions detailed within Appendix A. 
iii) Considers another report in a year’s time to review progress. 
 

4. Report details 
 
 Background 

4.1 The County-wide old and new parking tariffs are provided in Appendix B. These 

reflect the first increase in charges since April 2009 (i.e. 7 years) 

4.2 The charge for parking permits has remained unaltered, for example, an annual 

permit for use in our long stay car parks still costs only £104.34. 

4.3 The long standing initiative of allowing each Town Council to nominate up to 5 free 

parking days a year in their town has been retained, as has the initiative of 

implementing daily free parking after 3pm for the four weeks leading up to Christmas 

in all our town centre car parks. 

4.4 The decision to increase the parking charges this year was taken by the Head of 

Highways and Environment following the production in March 2015 of the 

Denbighshire Town Centre Parking & Traffic Management Study and subsequent 
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discussions at Communities Scrutiny in July 2015 and at the F&F budget meeting 

with Members in October 2015. 

4.5 The reason for the increase was to (i) increase income in order to address a budget 

deficit (the budget income for car parks had not been met for a number of years, 

which created a significant year on year budget pressure), (ii) to provide sufficient 

revenue to allow investment in car park infrastructure such as new payment 

machines, and (iii) to better manage town centre parking by increasing the turnover 

of spaces in short stay car parks to increase the availability of spaces for shoppers. 

4.6 In coming to the decision that fees should be increased, Members confirmed that a 

County-wide consistent level of charging across public car parks should be retained. 

4.7 In practice, however, there are local circumstances that result in different charges 

applying “on the ground” (e.g. potential for Town Councils or previously MAGs to 

“subsidise” lower charges in certain car parks which has happened previously in 

Ruthin, and is currently the case in Prestatyn and Denbigh. In the case of Llangollen, 

a higher charge was set in Market Street car park to cover the cost of a staff member 

working as a Coach Parking Attendant within that car park for several hours a week). 

 Public reaction to price increase 

4.8 Approximately 35 complaints/concerns from the public have been received since the 

new charges were introduced. Of these, the vast majority were specific to Denbigh 

with equal proportions of the remainder specific to Rhyl, Prestatyn and Ruthin. 

4.9 The complaints/concerns are mostly linked to the perceived detrimental impact the 

increase in charges has had on certain town centres. As the vast majority have come 

from Denbigh it seems that the increased charges may have had a disproportionate 

impact on that town centre. 

4.10 Officers met Denbigh MAG and Denbigh Town Council to discuss the issues around 

the increased charges. This led to some initiatives being introduced by Officers under 

delegated powers, such as, introducing a limited number of free spaces for the first 

hour (2 hours for disabled spaces) in one car park, re-designation of a Short Stay Car 

Park to Long Stay, and the introduction of a Town Council subsidy to vary charges in 

Vale Street Car Park for the rest of this financial year and possibly beyond, reflecting 

similar arrangements in Prestatyn. 

 Monitoring of impact from a car park/revenue perspective; 

4.11 Parking income is recorded on a monthly basis for each car park in the County, 

which has enabled a comparison of income for April to August this year, with the 

same period last year. The comparison figures are attached as Appendix C.  

4.12 Across all car parks, April 2016 saw a small reduction in total income compared with 

April 2015. However, the 4 months since have shown significant increases in income. 

4.13 Income figures alone do not convey car park usage, so further analysis has been 

undertaken to compare numbers of tickets sold. Due to the limitations of the old ticket 
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machines, this has been a labour intensive process. Future investment in modern 

pay and display machines will allow this kind of information to be obtained easily.  

 Comparison of ticket sales 

4.14 Appendix D shows a comparison of ticket sales by car park, by town and by tariff. 

4.15 Ticket sale data for April this year showed a 31% drop in total ticket sales compared 

with April last year. This can be explained by: 

i) Initial adverse reaction to the price increase 

ii) Unseasonably cold and wet weather in April this year 

iii) The Easter Bank Holiday weekend falling in March 2016 but in April in 2015. 

4.16 Ticket sales from 1st May to 31st August fell by 9% when compared with last year.  

4.17 Some fluctuation in ticket sales isn’t unusual from year to year, even without a price 

change, (for example, ticket sales in June 2014 were 7.6% less than June 2015.) 

4.18 Parking Permit sales have increased by 18% this financial year to date, compared 

with the same period last year. As permit prices didn’t increase, it’s evident that more 

residents have purchased permits this year, which will inevitably reduce ticket sales. 

4.19 Owing to the significant difference between April and the other months, and the 

potential skew in the data that this creates, Appendix D contains two tables. Table 1 

shows the data with April included, and Table 2 shows the data with April excluded. 

4.20 Comparing ticket sales for the period from 1st May to 31st August 2016 with the same 

period in 2015 shows that sales of 30 min tickets are mostly unchanged, sales of 1 

hour tickets have increased by 7% and all day ticket sales have increased by 124%. 

4.21 The sale of 3 hour tickets (formerly 4 hour tickets) has reduced by nearly 32%. This 

significant reduction is undoubtedly a result of the increased charges and the 

reduction in the duration of that tariff band from 4 hours to 3 hours. In the context of 

the other data, it is likely that the following practices are occurring: 

i) Based on previous anecdotal evidence and a number of the complaints that 

we’ve received since April 2016, some people who work in our town centres 

were previously purchasing two 4 hour tickets; one in the morning and one at 

lunchtime to park all day in either short stay or long stay car parks for a total 

cost of £2.00 (£1.00 per 4 hour ticket), but this is no longer feasible now that 

we’ve increased the cost and reduced the duration of this tariff band from 4 

hours to 3 hours. Since this tariff change, these individuals are likely to have 

either bought an annual parking permit instead; found an alternative free 

parking location; or started buying all day tickets instead. 

ii) It is also likely that some people are buying a 1 hour ticket instead of a 3 hour 
ticket and are carrying out their business more quickly, where previously they 
may have bought a 4 hour ticket and stayed longer in the town centre. 

4.22 The picture between different Towns in the County is even more complex. Llangollen 

and Ruthin have both seen no real significant change in ticket sales compared with 
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last year, yet ticket sales in Rhyl, Denbigh, Prestatyn and Rhuddlan have dropped by 

24%, 18%, 10% and 18% respectively compared with last year.  

4.23 It is noticeable that Rhyl has experienced the biggest drop in ticket sales, yet this has 

generated comparatively few complaints compared with elsewhere in the County. 

One possible explanation for this is that Rhyl has a greater supply of alternative 

parking locations including private car parks (e.g. White Rose Centre and Morrison’s 

Supermarket); a significant number of free on-street parking bays subject to a time 

limit; and free unrestricted on-street parking slightly further out from the town centre.   

Business Survey regarding impact of increase in charges. 

4.24 The Council’s Economic & Business Development Team carried out a brief 

“soundbite” survey of business across the County in June in order to receive some 

focussed feedback on the increase in the charges.  The analysis and report are 

attached as Appendix E. 

Conclusion 

4.25 Based on our analyses of income received and overall ticket sales, the impact of the 

price increase across the County as a whole has generally been less than some had 

feared, notwithstanding the initial adverse reaction that occurred in April immediately 

following the fee increase. This accords with the findings of previous research to 

examine the link between parking and retail in town centres, including the Welsh 

Government study, “Assessing the Impact of Car Parking Charges on Town Centre 

Footfall”. 

4.26 However, it is considered that there is still significant scope to improve our parking 
facilities and systems, and Appendix A contains a list of potential interventions that 
would help achieve that aim. 

 
5. How does the decision contribute to the Corporate Priorities? 

 
Developing the local economy - Better management of town centre parking to 
increase the turnover and availability of spaces in short stay car parks especially. 

 
6. What will it cost and how will it affect other services? 

 
It cost approximately £11,000 to implement the price increase. The bulk of this figure 
was the cost of reprogramming the pay and display machines. Total pay and display 
machine income from 1st April to 31st August 2016 was £193,225 higher than the 
same period in 2015. (This includes beach car parks and pay and display car parks). 

 
7. What are the main conclusions of the Well-being Impact Assessment? The 

completed Well-being Impact Assessment report can be downloaded from the 
website and should be attached as an appendix to the report. 

  
 2 Stars. Actual score 12 out of 24. Please refer to Appendix F. 
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8. What consultations have been carried out with Scrutiny and others? 
  
A paper was submitted to SCVCG in July 2016 which led to this report being 
requested. 

 
9. Chief Finance Officer Statement 

 
Car parking has consistently overspent over the last couple of years by around 
£150k. During this time the service has also been unable to provide the necessary 
investment in the infrastructure of the car parks, resulting in a backlog of works. The 
additional income resulting from the changes to parking charges will be used to firstly 
address the historic income shortfall to cover the running costs. Any further additional 
income will be used to invest in car parks and the wider highways infrastructure. 
 

10. What risks are there and is there anything we can do to reduce them? 
  

The main risk is not recognising that we should view our car parks as gateways to 
our towns, whilst also balancing the need to ensure income can fund improvements 
as well as the day to day maintenance of our car parks. 

 
11. Power to make the Decision 
  

Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 
 Section 7.4.2 of the Council’s Constitution outlines Scrutiny’s powers with respect to 

examining the impact of decisions and the application of policies. 
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APPENDIX A – RECOMMENDATION 3(ii) 

Suggested parking interventions to implement or to explore further to assess 

their viability 

1. The Council retains the existing County-wide charging scheme, (see 

Appendix B). 

2. Officers can amend the management arrangements in car parks, including 

introducing variations to the County-wide charging scheme, through 

discussions with MAGs, Town Councils and the Lead Member. 

3. Officers to attend each of the six MAGs over the next six months (October 

2016 to March 2017) to discuss the management arrangements for the car 

parks in their area. 

4. Develop a car park asset management plan to help prioritise investment, to 

include more modern pay and display machines; improved signage; improved 

general maintenance, environmental improvements including additional 

planting etc. 

5. Explore options for using parking payment machines to issue vouchers for 

use in local shops, cafes and Council facilities. This could range from simple 

printed vouchers that print on the rear of every ticket to more sophisticated 

payment machines that offer multiple options. 

6. Make pay and display tickets transferable between car parks within the 

County to improve flexibility especially for visitors, so someone could buy an 

all-day ticket in one car park, which would allow parking that day in any other 

Council car park across Denbighshire. 

7. Explore the expansion of the existing parking permit system to include more 

options aimed at tourists. For example, parking permits with a duration of one 

week, or one weekend could be sold in local newsagents, as they do in places 

like Jersey. 

8. Look at options for hotel and B&B parking voucher schemes which would 

allow hoteliers to issue their guests with a permit/parking voucher to cover the 

duration of the stay, and avoid instances of guests having to go out to buy a 

pay and display ticket first thing in the morning to avoid receiving a parking 

fine.  

9. Better promote the annual long stay parking permit and consider the 

introduction of payment in instalments. 
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Appendix B – Comparison of old and new parking tariffs, including current 

subsidised parking tariffs 

TABLE 1 - Short Stay car parks 
Morley Road, Railway Station, Morfa Hall, Rhyl; King’s Avenue, Prestatyn;  
Market Street, Ruthin 
Previous Tariff Costs  New Tariff Costs (as of 1st April 

2016) 
30 mins 10p  30 mins 30p 
1 hour 50p  1 hour £1.00 
4 hours £1.00  3 hours £2.00 
All Day £7.00  All Day £3.50 

 

TABLE 2 - Short Stay car parks 
Market Street, Llangollen 
Previous Tariff Costs  New Tariff Costs (as of 1st April 

2016) 
30 mins 10p  30 mins 30p 
1 hour 50p  1 hour £1.00 
4 hours £1.00  3 hours £2.50 
All Day £7.00  All Day £3.50 

 

TABLE 3 – Short Stay On-street Parking 
St Peter’s Square, Ruthin 
Previous Tariff Costs  New Tariff Costs (as of 1st April 

2016) 
45 mins 50p  45 mins 50p 
4 hours £1.00    

 

TABLE 4 - Long Stay car parks 
West Kinmel Street, Rhyl; Parliament Street, Rhuddlan; Lower High Street, 
Coronation Gardens, Prestatyn; East Street, Mill Street, Hall Street, Royal 
Pavilion, Brook Street, Llangollen; Dog Lane, Rhos Street, Troed y Rhiw, Cae 
Ddol, Park Road, Ruthin; Factory Ward, Post Office Lane, Crown Lane, 
Multistorey, Denbigh; Green Lane, Corwen; Bowling Green, St Asaph. 
Previous Tariff Costs  New Tariff Costs (as of 1st April 

2016) 
30 mins 10p  30 mins 30p 
1 hour 50p  1 hour £1.00 
4 hours £1.00  3 hours £1.50 

All Day £3.50  All Day £3.50 
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Subsidised Car Parks 

 

TABLE 5 – Subsidised Short Stay car parks 

Vale Street, Denbigh 
Previous Tariff Costs* 
(Prior to 1st April 2016) 

 New Subsidised Tariff Costs  
(as of 1st September 2016) 

30 mins 10p  30 mins 30p 
1 hour 50p  2 hours £1.00 
4 hours £1.00  3 hours £2.00 
All Day £7.00  All Day £3.50 
Between 1st April 2016 and 31st August 2016, tariff costs were the same as 
the new costs in Table 1 
Since 1st September, Denbigh Town Council have been subsidising the car 
park so that the second tariff band is for 2 hours instead of 1 hour. 

 

TABLE 6 – Subsidised Long Stay car parks 
Central Car Park, Fern Avenue, Prestatyn 
These car parks are completely free to the public because they are fully 
subsidised by Prestatyn Town Council. 
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APPENDIX C

2015-16 2016-17

Increase in 

income

1st April to 31st August 2015 1st April to 31st August 2016

TOWN C/PKS

MORLEY RD RHYL £21,184 £28,696 £7,512

WEST K/ST £7,610 £9,471 £1,861

MORFA HL £5,479 £5,286 -£193

RHYL RAIL £2,990 £3,997 £1,007

SUB-TOTAL £37,263 £47,450 £10,187

PARL ST RHUDDLAN £4,728 £6,160 £1,432

KING'S AVE PRESTATYN £10,135 £13,865 £3,730

LOWER HIGH ST £6,392 £10,875 £4,483

CORONATION G £3,634 £4,144 £510

SUB-TOTAL £20,161 £28,884 £8,723

MARKET ST LLANG'LL £38,444 £79,475 £41,031

EAST ST £16,805 £22,863 £6,058

HALL ST £5,589 £5,876 £287

MILL ST £17,031 £24,239 £7,208

BROOK ST £1,615 £1,545 -£70

PAVILION £6,675 £11,152 £4,477

SUB-TOTAL £86,159 £145,150 £58,991

ST PETER SQ RUTHIN £4,506 £4,486 -£20

MARKET ST £11,892 £24,411 £12,519

DOG LANE £4,532 £7,812 £3,280

RHOS ST £908 £806 -£102

TROED Y R £1,311 £1,977 £666

CRISPIN Y £4,226 £7,858 £3,632

PARK RD £1,750 £3,500 £1,750

SUB-TOTAL £29,125 £50,850 £21,725

FACTRY W DENBIGH £20,226 £26,140 £5,914

VALE ST £8,781 £14,684 £5,903

POST OFF L £1,305 £1,667 £362

CROWN LN £836 £1,271 £435

MULTI ST £2,482 £3,035 £553

SUB-TOTAL £33,630 £46,797 £13,167

GREEN LANE CORWEN £5,922 £10,671 £4,749

BOWLING G ST ASAPH £3,100 £5,037 £1,937

TOWN CNTR TOTAL £220,088 £340,999 £120,911

Comparison of Pay and Display Income before and after parking charge increase
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APPENDIX D - TABLE 1 - COMPARISON OF PAY AND DISPLAY TICKET SALES (1st APRIL - 31st AUGUST)

TOWN C/PKS Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Total tkts Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Total tkts Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Total tkts

MORLEY RD RHYL 1,751 4,502 18,758 0 25,011 1,592 6,671 9,814 274 18,352 -158 2169 -8944 274 -6,659 

WEST K/ST 382 1,683 5,124 459 7,648 436 1,329 2,322 1,294 5,380 53 -354 -2802 835 -2,268 

MORFA HL 1,134 2,116 4,308 0 7,557 1,773 4,636 25 10 6,444 639 2520 -4283 10 -1,113 

RHYL RAIL 868 734 1,602 133 3,337 680 850 895 165 2,590 -187 116 -707 31 -747 

TOTAL 4,134 9,035 29,792 592 43,553 4,482 13,486 13,056 1,742 32,766 347 4451 -16736 1150 -10,787 

8.40% 49.27% -56.18% 194.15% -25%

PARL ST RHUDDLAN 1,604 1,604 3,766 0 6,973 1,238 1,860 2,181 188 5,466 -366 256 -1584 188 -1,507 

-22.8% 16.0% -42.1% -22%

KING'S AVE PRESTATYN 10,453 6,363 5,908 0 22,724 9,983 6,182 2,269 22 18,455 -471 -181 -3640 22 -4,270 

LOWER HIGH ST 986 1,365 5,080 152 7,582 1,497 2,642 4,297 383 8,818 511 1277 -784 231 1,236

CORONATION G 2,343 1,371 1,714 286 5,714 1,772 1,217 913 293 4,194 -571 -155 -802 8 -1,519 

TOTAL 13,782 9,099 12,703 437 36,020 13,251 10,040 7,478 698 31,467 -530 941 -5225 260 -4554 

-3.8% 10.3% -41.1% 59.5% -13%

MARKET ST LLANG'LL 1,620 6,077 32,408 405 40,510 2,773 13,372 21,755 1,555 39,454 1152 7295 -10653 1150 -1,056 

EAST ST 228 683 8,078 2,389 11,378 343 1,102 5,494 3,834 10,772 116 419 -2585 1444 -606 

HALL ST 596 1,030 3,307 488 5,421 460 665 1,598 764 3,488 -136 -365 -1709 277 -1,933 

MILL ST 131 1,183 9,987 1,840 13,141 314 1,199 5,873 4,039 11,425 183 16 -4114 2199 -1,716 

BROOK ST 129 129 1,035 144 1,437 65 165 472 186 889 -64 36 -563 43 -548 

PAVILION 175 642 4,497 526 5,840 147 379 3,096 1,739 5,361 -28 -263 -1401 1213 -479 

TOTAL 2,880 9,744 59,312 5,791 77,727 4,102 16,881 38,288 12,117 71,388 1222 7138 -21024 6326 -6339 

42.4% 73.3% -35.4% 109.2% -8%

ST PETER SQ RUTHIN 9,012 9,012 8,972 8,972 -40 -40 

MARKET ST 4,574 11,611 704 704 17,592 5,694 7,971 7,078 82 20,825 1120 -3640 6374 -621 3,233

DOG LANE 1,225 6,288 408 245 8,166 1,395 1,507 2,826 471 6,198 170 -4781 2417 226 -1,967 

RHOS ST 264 1,410 53 35 1,763 211 112 280 60 663 -53 -1299 227 25 -1,100 

TROED Y R 266 1,370 133 133 1,903 205 380 609 178 1,372 -61 -990 476 44 -530 

CRISPIN Y 3,167 6,136 495 99 9,897 2,243 2,161 2,627 310 7,340 -924 -3975 2132 211 -2,556 

PARK RD 722 2,598 253 36 3,608 394 512 1,304 261 2,471 -328 -2086 1051 225 -1,137 

TOTAL 19,230 29,413 2,045 1,252 51,941 19,115 12,642 14,724 1,362 47,842 -116 -16770 12678 110 -4098 

-0.6% -57.0% 619.8% 8.8% -8%

FACTRY W DENBIGH 12,752 7,439 15,231 0 35,422 9,665 7,272 5,697 654 23,287 -3087 -167 -9535 654 -12,135 

VALE ST 8,062 2,980 6,485 0 17,527 9,723 7,651 1,902 45 19,320 1660 4672 -4583 45 1,793

POST OFF L 1,043 485 873 24 2,426 471 339 292 214 1,316 -572 -146 -581 189 -1,109 

CROWN LN 240 185 643 22 1,090 241 235 278 156 910 1 49 -365 134 -180 

MULTI ST 57 128 769 470 1,423 58 109 450 638 1,255 1 -19 -319 168 -168 

TOTAL 22,154 11,217 24,001 516 57,888 20,157 15,607 8,619 1,706 46,088 -1998 4390 -15382 1191 -11,799 

-9.0% 39.1% -64.1% 230.9% -20%

GREEN LANE CORWEN 9,359 3,529 2,148 307 15,342 6,620 3,620 2,025 579 12,844 -2739 91 -123 273 -2,498 

-29.3% 2.6% -5.7% 88.8% -16%

BOWLING G ST ASAPH 922 1,361 2,020 88 4,391 1,124 1,607 1,724 145 4,600 202 246 -296 57 209

21.9% 18.1% -14.7% 64.9% 5%

TOWN CNTR TOTAL 74,065 75,000 135,786 8,984 293,835 70,087 75,743 88,094 18,537 252,461 -3,978 742 -47,692 9,554 -41,374 

-5.4% 1.0% -35.1% 106.3% -14%

Change in Pay and Display Ticket Sales

Pay and Display Ticket Sales Pay and Display Ticket Sales

1st April to 31st August 2015-16 1st April to 31st August 2016-17
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APPENDIX D - TABLE 2 - COMPARISON OF PAY AND DISPLAY TICKET SALES (1st MAY - 31st AUGUST)

TOWN C/PKS Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Total tkts Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Total tkts Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4 Total tkts

MORLEY RD RHYL 1,391 3,578 14,909 0 19,878 1,213 5,083 7,478 209 13,983 -178 1505 -7431 209 -5,895 

WEST K/ST 307 1,351 4,114 368 6,140 413 1,261 2,204 1,228 5,107 106 -90 -1910 860 -1,033 

MORFA HL 920 1,717 3,495 0 6,131 1,420 3,713 20 8 5,160 500 1996 -3475 8 -971 

RHYL RAIL 718 608 1,326 111 2,763 628 784 825 152 2,388 -91 176 -501 41 -375 

TOTAL 3,337 7,253 23,844 479 34,913 3,674 10,841 10,527 1,597 26,639 338 3587 -13316 1118 -8,274 

10.12% 49.46% -55.85% 233.41% -24%

PARL ST RHUDDLAN 1,328 1,328 3,118 0 5,774 1,070 1,608 1,886 162 4,727 -258 280 -1232 162 -1,047 

-19.4% 21.1% -39.5% -18%

KING'S AVE PRESTATYN 8,324 5,067 4,705 0 18,096 8,275 5,125 1,881 18 15,299 -49 58 -2824 18 -2,798 

LOWER HIGH ST 852 1,180 4,391 131 6,554 1,293 2,281 3,710 330 7,614 441 1101 -681 199 1,060

CORONATION G 1,839 1,077 1,346 224 4,486 1,456 1,000 750 241 3,446 -383 -77 -596 17 -1,039 

TOTAL 11,016 7,323 10,442 355 29,136 11,024 8,405 6,341 589 26,359 8 1082 -4101 234 -2777 

0.1% 14.8% -39.3% 65.9% -10%

MARKET ST LLANG'LL 1,296 4,860 25,919 324 32,398 2,385 11,501 18,711 1,337 33,934 1089 6641 -7208 1013 1,535

EAST ST 179 538 6,369 1,884 8,970 294 943 4,703 3,282 9,222 114 405 -1666 1398 251

HALL ST 482 833 2,674 395 4,384 398 576 1,385 662 3,022 -84 -257 -1289 268 -1,362 

MILL ST 105 945 7,982 1,470 10,502 271 1,034 5,066 3,484 9,854 166 89 -2916 2013 -648 

BROOK ST 91 91 732 102 1,016 57 144 412 163 776 -35 53 -319 61 -240 

PAVILION 121 443 3,104 363 4,031 124 321 2,621 1,472 4,539 3 -122 -483 1109 507

TOTAL 2,275 7,711 46,779 4,537 61,302 3,529 14,519 32,898 10,400 61,346 1254 6808 -13882 5863 44

55.1% 88.3% -29.7% 129.2% 0%

ST PETER SQ RUTHIN 6,632 6,632 7,580 7,580 948 948

MARKET ST 3,757 9,538 578 578 14,451 4,566 6,392 5,676 66 16,701 809 -3145 5098 -512 2,250

DOG LANE 959 4,925 320 192 6,396 1,079 1,166 2,186 364 4,796 120 -3760 1866 172 -1,601 

RHOS ST 197 1,050 39 26 1,313 137 72 182 39 430 -60 -978 142 13 -882 

TROED Y R 170 874 85 85 1,213 189 351 562 164 1,266 20 -523 477 79 53

CRISPIN Y 2,358 4,568 368 74 7,368 2,056 1,981 2,408 284 6,729 -302 -2587 2040 210 -639 

PARK RD 498 1,792 174 25 2,489 335 436 1,110 222 2,105 -162 -1355 936 198 -384 

TOTAL 14,571 22,747 1,565 980 39,862 15,944 10,398 12,125 1,140 39,606 1373 -12348 10560 160 -256 

9.4% -54.3% 674.9% 16.3% -1%

FACTRY W DENBIGH 10,143 5,917 12,115 0 28,175 7,860 5,914 4,633 532 18,938 -2283 -3 -7483 532 -9,237 

VALE ST 6,464 2,389 5,199 0 14,052 8,104 6,377 1,585 37 16,103 1640 3989 -3614 37 2,051

POST OFF L 882 410 738 21 2,050 316 228 196 144 884 -565 -182 -542 123 -1,166 

CROWN LN 170 131 455 15 771 188 183 217 122 711 18 52 -237 107 -60 

MULTI ST 44 99 592 362 1,096 45 85 350 496 976 1 -13 -242 135 -119 

TOTAL 17,702 8,945 19,099 398 46,144 16,513 12,788 6,982 1,331 37,613 -1189 3842 -12117 933 -8,531 

-6.7% 43.0% -63.4% 234.8% -18%

GREEN LANE CORWEN 7,475 2,818 1,716 245 12,254 5,864 3,206 1,794 513 11,377 -1611 388 78 268 -877 

-21.6% 13.8% 4.6% 109.4% -7%

BOWLING G ST ASAPH 763 1,126 1,671 73 3,632 969 1,386 1,486 125 3,966 206 260 -184 52 334

27.1% 23.1% -11.0% 72.0% 9%

TOWN CNTR TOTAL 58,466 59,252 108,233 7,066 233,017 58,587 63,151 74,038 15,857 211,632 121 3,899 -34,195 8,791 -21,384 

0.2% 6.6% -31.6% 124.4% -9%

Change in Pay and Display Ticket Sales

Pay and Display Ticket Sales Pay and Display Ticket Sales

1st May to 31st August 2015-16 1st May to 31st August 2016-17
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Appendix D 

Business Survey 

1. Introduction: 

1.1 In June EBD Officers of the Council approached a number of businesses to ask 

their views on the increase in car parking charges.  Given the level of 

complaints/concerns received from Denbigh as a result of the increase, a larger 

number of business in Denbigh were approached compared to other towns.  

In total 26 business were approached, broken down as follows; 

Denbigh   8 

Ruthin  2 

Rhyl  5 

Prestatyn  3 

Llangollen  3 

Corwen  2 

St Asaph  1 

Rhuddlan   2 

 

1.2 Contact was made either over the telephone or face to face. They were asked 

whether they were aware of the increase in car parking charges and whether 

the impact had any impact on their business. Officers also viewed some of the 

complaints/comments received and reviewed some of the relevant content on 

social media. 

2. Summary of Responses Received: 

Responses received varied across the Council, as expected given the diversity 

of our towns. 

2.1   Denbigh:  
 

Feedback has been received from the businesses contacted, the business 
group, Town Council and social media.  
 
Almost all of the businesses contacted strongly felt there had been a drop in 
footfall in the town over the three months and in the usage of the car parks, all 
but one of the 8 businesses reported that their trade had been negatively 
impacted by this.  
 
From those businesses approached, estimates of the decline in takings varied 
between 5% and 30% for the period April-June this year compared to last year. 
We were provided with takings information from one business on the High 
Street which showed a decline of 22.5% in June 2016 from June 2015 as well 
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as a decline in daily transactions. The information on daily transactions actually 
showed a steady decline from 2000, suggesting that parking charges are not 
the main impact on reduction in takings.  
 
There were concerns on the wider impact of the car park pricing, with anecdotal 
evidence of regular customers no longer visiting the town as well as those 
visiting the town for other purposes e.g. baby groups and library users not 
paying to park for longer and thus not spending time on the High Street, 
resulting in loss of passing trade.  

 
Reference was made to four shops which are “on the brink of closure”.  
 
There was mention that the parking price increases may have 
disproportionately impacted upon those with disabilities and reduced mobility.  
 
The increases have also reportedly had an impact upon business owners and 
staff parking, with the result being many of them appear to now park on side 
streets, in residential areas or use the free parking at Lidl.  

 
2.2 Ruthin:  
 

Whilst the feeling was that footfall was declining, and businesses were 
struggling it was not being so strongly linked solely to the parking charges.  
 
It was noted that there had been a steady decline in passing footfall over a 
number of years, but the recent increases in charges had perhaps had more 
impact on “customer morale” and on the image of our town centres, resulting in 
a potential loss of passing trade.  
 
There were some concerns that customers are receiving parking tickets as they 
have not noticed that the charges have increased.  
 

2.3 Rhyl:  
 

No negative comments from most of the businesses regarding the impact of the 
increased charges. The main shoppers car park in Rhyl is likely to be the White 
Rose Centre, which is why changes in DCC pricing may have been less of an 
issue for businesses.  
 
 There was negative comments on the condition of car parks, signage, 
availability of on street parking and drop off/pick up locations. Car parks were 
described as unattractive places to park that did not instil confidence in 
shoppers.  
 
There was a feeling that free car parking could draw in more shoppers.  

 
2.4 Prestatyn:  
 

No negative comments made regarding the impact of the increased charges.  
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Comments arose on issues with congestion on weekends and lack of spaces 
on the shopping park, as well as problems with finding long-stay parking for 
staff.  
 
There is currently a large amount of free parking in Parc Prestatyn and Ty Nant.  

 
2.5 Llangollen:  
 

A mixed response and although there weren’t any concerns noted regarding a 
fall in car park usage, it was felt that the increased charges could put tourists off 
from visiting again, an impact which perhaps won’t be felt until later in the year.  
 
Has impacted upon staff parking and displaced these cars to neighbouring 
streets.  

 
2.6 Rhuddlan: 
 

Not aware of the changes, no impacts noted.  
 
2.7 St Asaph: 
 

Not aware of the changes, no impacts noted.  
 
2.8 Corwen: 
 

No impacts noted. 

3 General: 

Car parking charges are only one of a complex array of factors that impact on 
the vitality of our town centres. Generally our town centres, like many across 
the Country, are facing challenging times with both wider evidence and 
commentary pointing to an ongoing, long term decline in retail on the high 
street. Our high street businesses face pressures from:  
 

• Time available for shopping  

• Worries about the economic outlook  

• Retail savvy consumers who use the internet to secure value for money 
purchases  

• Out of town locations with free parking, easy access, greater choice and 
more space from which to deliver the shopping experience  

• Increased proportions of spending on household bills, leisure and eating 
out rather than goods  

• Increased competition  

 
As such, all aspects of the customer experience take on an enhanced 
importance e.g. street cleanliness, ease of movement, ambience, time taken, 
opening hours, mobile connectivity, car parking, quality of service, price etc. 
Small changes in these ‘experience’ factors are likely to impact on visitor 
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numbers, but attributing a decline to any one specific factor is probably not 
possible. 
 
Indeed a report was prepared for WG in March 2015 entitled, “Assessing the 
Impact of Car Parking Charges on Town Centre Footfall”.  That report is very 
helpful in understanding the issue, and it states; 

 
“Car park charging is often perceived, particularly amongst businesses as 
being a key determinant for changes in footfall levels in town and city 
centres……However, the available evidence is almost entirely anecdotal.” 
 
“Beyond anecdote, there is very little published evidence which links 
changes in car park charges to changes in town centre football.” 
 

3.1 Public Transport visits to our Town Centres; 

Passenger transport usage figures for free travellers is down 6.2% in the South 

of the County and 3% in the North of the County for June this year compared to 

June last year, indicating that fewer people are arriving into the towns on the 

bus services. 
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Parking Charge Increase 

Wellbeing Impact Assessment Report 

This report summarises the likely impact of a proposal on the social, economic, 
environmental and cultural well-being of Denbighshire, Wales and the world. 

Assessment Number: 58 

Brief description: 
The impact of the parking charge increase on town 
centre businesses 

Date Completed: Version: 0 

Completed by:  

Responsible Service:  

Localities affected by the 
proposal: 

Whole County,  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY AND 
CONCLUSION 

Before we look in detail at the contribution and impact of the proposal, it is important 
to consider how the proposal is applying the sustainable development principle. This 
means that we must act "in a manner which seeks to ensure that the needs of the 
present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs."  

Score for the sustainability of the approach 

Could you do more to make your approach more sustainable? 
(2 out of 4 stars)  
 
Actual score : 12 / 24. 

Summary of impact 

Wellbeing Goals 

 

A prosperous Denbighshire Neutral 

A resilient Denbighshire Neutral 

A healthier Denbighshire Neutral 

A more equal Denbighshire Negative 

A Denbighshire of cohesive communities Positive 

A Denbighshire of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language Neutral 

A globally responsible Denbighshire Neutral 
 

Main conclusions 
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THE LIKELY IMPACT ON DENBIGHSHIRE, WALES 
AND THE WORLD 

A prosperous Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification 
for impact 

A greater turnover of parking spaces will boost local shops. 
However, this could be countered by people choosing not to shop 
in town centres as often, or for as long, because of the increased 
cost of parking. 

Positive consequences identified: 

Will encourage turn over of parking spaces thus increasing the availability of 
conveniently-located spaces for shoppers 
Additional revenue will allow investment in more modern parking machine 
technology, offering more flexible payment methods 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

May discourage some motorists from visiting a town centre they previously shopped 
in 

Mitigating actions: 

Complementary measures such as the free parking spaces in Ruthin and Denbigh 
help mitigate some of the negatives and this could be rolled out to cover more towns. 

A resilient Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact Very little impact in terms of resilience 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A healthier Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact No impact 
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Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A more equal Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Negative 

Justification for 
impact 

Only impact is potential negative on people with lower 
income 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Increased parking costs could have more impact upon people with a lower income 

Mitigating actions: 

Free spaces in some car parks provide some alternative 

A Denbighshire of cohesive communities  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for impact Increased investment with benefit appearance of area 

Positive consequences identified: 

Additional revenue will allow an increase in the car park maintenance budget to 
improve the physical attractiveness of our car parks 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

Car Park Asset Management Plan will maximise investment by helping to prioritise 
expenditure 

A Denbighshire of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact No impact 
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Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A globally responsible Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact No impact 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 
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Report To:    Communities Scrutiny Committee 
 
Date of Meeting:   27th October 2016 
 
Lead Member / Officer:  Cllr David Smith / Graham Boase 
 
Report Author:   Mike Jones 
 
Title: Process, methodology and criteria for undertaking 

 Road Safety Audits relating to planning applications 
 
 

 
1. What is the report about? 

 
To explain the process, methodology and criteria for undertaking Road Safety Audits 
that relate to planning applications. 

 
2.  What is the reason for making this report? 

 
To look at the process, methodology and criteria used for Road Safety Audits and 
whether this is being applied properly and consistently in relation to planning 
applications received in Denbighshire. 

 
3. What are the Recommendations? 
  

That the Committee considers and comments on the content of the report. 
 

4. Report details 
 
 Background 
 
4.1 Certain types of planning applications submitted to the Council for determination will 

have potential impacts on the highway network. Planning officers in determining such 
applications will require specialist input from highway officers within the Traffic, 
Parking & Road Safety Section.  The responses from highway officers will be taken 
into consideration when determining a planning application, and relevant highway 
officers will attend Planning Committee as necessary. 

 
4.2 In assessing the highway implications of a proposed planning application, highway 

officers will use a range of methods, depending on the scale and nature of what is 
being proposed, one such method is a “Road Safety Audit” (RSA). 
 
What is a Road Safety Audit? 
 

4.3 An RSA is a specialist Audit designed to assess the safety of proposed alterations to 
the highway, not to assess the impact of the development proposal on highway 
safety. Details regarding RSAs are contained in the document “Highway Design 
19/15” which forms part of central government’s “Design Manual for Roads & 
Bridges”. A copy of HD 19/15 is provided in Appendix A to this report. The manual is 
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a technical document and makes RSAs mandatory for highway improvements on the 
Trunk Road and Motorway network. Whilst not mandatory on the rest of the road 
network, the Council in common with most other highway authorities, use RSAs to 
assess the safety of highway improvement works. 

 
4.4 The purpose of an RSA is to provide an independent “safety check” of proposed 

highway improvement works during design and at the end of construction. When 
undertaken during the design phase, they can highlight potential safety problems at 
an early stage. They are used routinely for most highway improvement schemes i.e. 
not just those associated with planning applications. In the context of planning 
applications, the RSA will assist the highway officer in responding to “planning” on 
the highway impact of the development (i.e. if highway improvement works are 
proposed as part of the development then these highway works will be one of the 
highway considerations.)   

 
4.5 The RSA is not the only check of highway safety in relation to a planning application. 

When assessing planning applications, Highway officers will use their own 
experience and judgement to consider the safety implications of a proposed 
development and any associated alterations to the highway network. Similarly, all but 
the smallest developments will require a Transport Statement or Transport 
Assessment which will normally contain an analysis of the accident history on the 
local highway network to help inform the highway officer to develop a response. 

 
4.6 There are normally three stages of RSA; 

 i) Stage 1 RSA; on completion of the preliminary design of the proposal 
 ii) Stage 2 RSA; on completion of the detailed design of the proposal 

iii) Stage 3 RSA; on completion of the physical alterations to the highway 
 
4.7 An RSA is not connected to the work of the Council’s “Audit” Team or the Welsh 

“Audit” Office (WAO), nor is it linked to the Council’s Health & Safety Team or the 
Health & Safety Executive. It is a technical “highway” design issue. 

 
4.8 In the context of planning applications, RSAs only assess the safety of proposed 

alterations to the highway i.e. their purpose is not to assess whether the general 
principle of a proposed development is acceptable in highway terms.  

 
 When are Road Safety Audits undertaken in association with Planning Applications? 
 
4.9 Certain planning applications will require alterations to the highway (e.g. a new 

vehicular access into the development site or new traffic lights at a nearby 
crossroads). Such highway works will, of course, require consent from the Council as 
“Highway Authority”, which is a separate process to the planning process. 

 
4.10 Depending on the highway works proposed as part of any planning application, the 

Council may require the applicant to carry out an RSA. The criteria for undertaking an 
RSA for highway works associated with a development is detailed in Appendix B. 

 
4.11 A planning application that proposes no physical works to the highway will not require 

an RSA, as RSA’s only apply to physical alterations to the highway. 
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4.12 When Highway Officers consider that an RSA is required to support a planning 
application, the applicant will be required to submit the RSA as part of the 
background information submitted with the planning application.  

 
4.13 Depending on the level of detail shown in the planning application in relation to the 

proposed works to the highway, a Stage 2 RSA could also be required.  If the 
proposed highway works are only at the “preliminary design stage” then a Stage 1 
RSA will be required with the Stage 2 RSA only required later in the process 
(assuming planning permission is granted and there is a need for the works to the 
highway) e.g. not all planning applications show the “detailed design” of the proposed 
highway works as they could be submitted sometime after planning permission is 
granted. This is a logical process as the final “detailed design” of the highway works 
are very much “technical issues” for the highway officers and they will in any event 
require formal consent from the Council as “Highway Authority” before any works can 
be carried out to the highway, even if planning permission has already been granted. 

 
4.14 A Stage 3 RSA is a matter between the developer/applicant and the Council as 

“Highway Authority” and would not normally be part of the planning process. 
 
4.15 If a planning application is submitted that involves proposed works to a Trunk Road 

then an RSA will be required to be submitted by the applicant and “planning” will 
consult the Welsh Government on the implications of the proposal, including the 
RSA.  

 
Who carries out Road Safety Audits? 

 
4.16 The RSA will be carried out at the applicant’s expense. RSAs must be carried out by 

at least two qualified Road Safety Auditors, who will be specialists trained in collision 
investigation. The Auditors must be totally independent from the design of the 
proposed highway works.  

 
4.17 The fact that the applicant commissions the qualified auditors to carry out the RSA is 

normal practice as the Auditors are professionally qualified and independent from the 
design process. 

 
How Road Safety Audits are carried out 
 

4.18 The process and methodology of undertaking an RSA is laid down in the “Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges” document HD19/15, (i.e. Government guidance). 

 
4.19 The RSA should be of sufficient quality to enable the highway officer to understand 

the impact the proposed highway works will have on the safety of all road users.  If 
this is not the case then the highway officer will request that further work on the RSA 
is carried out before sending their comments to planning. 

 
4.20 The brief given to the assessors will come from the applicant/developer, but clearly it 

must address the safety of the proposed highway improvement works, having regard 
to Highway Design 19/15 and must satisfy the requirements of the highway officer.   

 
 

Page 129



 

 

Conclusion 
 
4.21 RSAs are fundamentally a highway safety issue relating to physical works to the 

highway. An RSA is often required as part of the planning process yet it doesn’t 
assess the overall highway safety impact of the development itself, instead it 
provides comment on any proposed highway works associated with the development. 

 
4.22 If planning permission is granted under such circumstances the works to the highway 

will still require consent from the Council as the “Highway Authority”. The RSA 
therefore helps inform the planning application, but its main purpose is to support the 
necessary consent from the Council as the “Highway Authority”. 
 

5. How does the decision contribute to the Corporate Priorities? 
  

Improving our roads - RSAs contribute to improving the safety of the road network. 
 
6. What will it cost and how will it affect other services? 

 
RSAs associated with developments are funded by the developer. Similarly, any 
changes to the design or to the completed scheme that result from the development 
will be funded by the developer. 

 
7. What are the main conclusions of the Well-being Impact Assessment? The 

completed Well-being Impact Assessment report can be downloaded from the 
website and should be attached as an appendix to the report. 

  
 2 Stars. Actual score 14 out of 24. Please refer to Appendix C. 
 
8. What consultations have been carried out with Scrutiny and others? 

  
A paper was submitted to SCVCG in July 2016 which led to this report being 
requested. 

 
9. Chief Finance Officer Statement 

 
There are no direct financial implications of this report for the Council as all costs 
associated with both carrying out the RSAs and any costs relating to changes to the 
design or to the completed scheme that result from the RSAs are funded by the 
developer. 
 

10. What risks are there and is there anything we can do to reduce them? 
  

The most obvious risk would be if a serious or fatal road traffic collision occurred at a 
location that had been recently improved as part of a development. One of the first 
questions that would be asked by the Police, or at an Inquest, would be whether an 
RSA had been undertaken. Whilst not mandatory on non-Trunk Roads, they are now 
widely carried out on all roads, in what is seen as good practice across the highways 
industry. It is thus important that if a decision is taken not to conduct an RSA, that 
this has been an objective decision based on the application of a robust and clear 
criteria, rather than a subjective decision in the absence of a clear process. 
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11. Power to make the Decision 
 Highways Act 1980 
 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
 Section 7.4.2 of the Council’s Constitution outlines Scrutiny’s powers with respect to 

examining the impact of decisions and the application of policies. 
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March 2015 

VOLUME 5 ASSESSMENT AND 

PREPARATION OF ROAD 

SCHEMES

SECTION 2 PREPARATION AND 

IMPLEMENTATION

Part 2

HD 19/15

ROAD SAFETY AUDIT

SUMMARY

This document provides the requirements for Road Safety 

Audit which are mandatory for all trunk road Highway 

Improvement Schemes including motorways. It describes 

the stages at which Road Safety Audit shall be carried 

out, the procedures to be followed and the requirement 

for road safety monitoring of Highway Improvement 

Schemes after opening.  HD 19/15 supersedes HD 19/03 

and IAN 152/11 (and the other Overseeing Organisation 

documents IAN 152/11 (W), DEM 136/11 and TS 

Interim Amendment 40/11).

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE 

1. Remove existing Contents pages for Volume 5.

2. Insert new Contents pages for Volume 5 dated 

March 2015.

3. Remove HD 19/03 from Volume 5, Section 2, Part 

2 and archive as necessary.

4. Insert HD 19/15 into Volume 5, Section 2, Part 2.

5. Please archive this sheet as appropriate.

Note: A quarterly index with a full set of Volume 

Contents Pages is available separately from The 

DESIGN MANUAL FOR ROADS AND BRIDGES
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Road Safety Audit

Summary:  This document provides the requirements for Road Safety Audit which are 

mandatory for all trunk road Highway Improvement Schemes including 

motorways. It describes the stages at which Road Safety Audit shall be 

carried out, the procedures to be followed and the requirement for road 

safety monitoring of Highway Improvement Schemes after opening. HD 19/15 

supersedes HD 19/03 and IAN 152/11 (and other Overseeing Organisation 

documents IAN 152/11 (W), DEM 136/11 and TS Interim Amendment 40/11).
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1. INTRODUCTION

Background

1.1. The objective of this Standard is to ensure that the road safety implications of all Highway Improvement 

Schemes are fully considered for all users of the motorway and trunk road network. The application of the 

Standard to those working on the highway is covered in paragraph 2.17.

1.2. The Overseeing Organisations attach great importance to the improvement of road safety. The use of 

Standards that are based on road safety considerations help to ensure that this objective is met.

1.3. Many elements of a Highway Improvement Scheme design are based on the use of Design Standards 

and Advice Notes. Whilst these Standards and Advice Notes provide a basis for safe design, care has 

to be taken when combining elements from them to avoid the creation of potential hazards. However, 

it is important to note that Road Safety Audit is not exclusively concerned with those aspects that are 

associated with the interaction of Design Standards. The objective of Road Safety Audit is to identify 

aspects of a Highway Improvement Scheme that could give rise to road safety problems and to suggest 

1.4. Although road safety has always been considered during scheme preparation, there have been instances 

where details of the design have contributed to collisions and/or incidents on newly opened schemes. 

Design Teams do not necessarily contain staff with Collision Investigation or Road Safety Engineering 

experience and consequently they may not foresee potential factors pertaining to collision causation.

1.5. The Road Safety Audit procedure has been developed to ensure that operational road safety experience is 

applied during the design and construction process in order that the number and severity of collisions is 

kept to a minimum. Road Safety Auditors identify and address problem areas using the experience gained 

from highway design, road safety engineering, collision analysis and road safety related research. The 

Overseeing Organisations’ aim is that the monitoring of Road Safety Audited schemes will result in more 

informed designs, leading to schemes that rarely require road safety related changes after opening.

1.6. It is recommended that Design Teams include staff with Road Safety Engineering experience to ensure 

that road safety issues are considered during the design process. However, Road Safety Engineers 

included within the Design Team cannot be permitted to be part of the appointed Road Safety Audit 

Teams. This is because of a potential lack of independence from the scheme design as their views may be 

within the Design Team is not considered to be an acceptable substitute for undertaking Road Safety 

Audit.

Scope of this Standard

1.7. This Standard sets out the procedures required to implement Road Safety Audit on Highway Improvement 

construction process at which Road Safety Audit shall be undertaken and sets out the requirements for 

post- implementation collision monitoring.

HD 19/03 (DMRB 

5.2.2). This document also incorporates the requirements and advice in the withdrawn IAN 152/11, IAN 

152/11(W), DEM 136/11 and TS Interim Amendment 40/11, which relates to EC Directive 2008/96/

EC in respect to Road Safety Audit. The main changes in this Standard include:
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• additional guidance on schemes to be Road Safety Audited;

in the form of Stage 4 Road Safety Audit;

• further information on the application of Road Safety Audit for developer-led schemes;

• additional guidance on the preparation of the Road Safety Audit Brief;

• inclusion of the Road Safety Audit Response Report and guidance on its preparation; and

• additional guidance on the preparation of the Road Safety Audit Exception Report.

Mandatory Sections

1.9. Mandatory sections of this document are contained in boxes. The organisations involved in the Road 

Safety Audit process must comply with these sections or obtain agreement to a Departure from 

Standard from the Overseeing Organisation. The remainder of the document contains advice and 

explanation, which is commended to users for consideration.

Application in Northern Ireland

1.10. This Standard will apply to those roads designated by the Overseeing Organisation.

Superseded Documents

1.11. This Standard supersedes HD 19/03 (DMRB 5.2.2), which is hereby withdrawn. The contents of this 

Standard also supersede IAN 152/11, IAN 152/11 (W), DEM 136/11 and TS Interim Amendment 

40/11.

Implementation

1.12. This Standard shall be used forthwith for all Road Safety Audits on all Highway Improvement 

Schemes with the exception of Road Safety Audits for which a Road Safety Audit Brief in accordance 

with HD 19/03 has been issued before the publication date of HD 19/15. Those Road Safety Audits 

may be completed in accordance with HD 19/03.

1.13. Exemptions granted under paragraph 2.6 of HD 19/03 prior to the publication of this Standard 

are recognised as valid.  However, where this previous exemption only refers to a stage of the 

Road Safety Audit process, any stages of the process subsequent to the exemption must follow the 

requirements of this Standard.

1.14. Collision Investigation: The collection and examination of historical collision data over a period of time 

in order to identify common trends and factors which may have contributed to the collisions. This could 

also include the detailed forensic investigation of single collisions.
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1.15. Design Organisation: The organisation(s) commissioned to undertake the various phases of scheme 

preparation.

1.16. Design Team: The group within the Design Organisation undertaking the various phases of scheme 

preparation.

1.17. Design Team Leader: A person within the Design Team responsible for managing the scheme design and 

co-ordinating the input of the various design disciplines.

1.18. Director: The Director in the Overseeing Organisation with overall responsibility for the Highway 

Chief Road Engineer. For the Welsh Government, the term Director shall mean the Chief Highway 

Engineer. For the Department for Regional Development Northern Ireland, the term Director shall mean 

the Director of Engineering.

1.19. Exception Report: A report from the Project Sponsor to the Director on each recommendation in the 

Road Safety Audit Report that the Project Sponsor proposes should not be implemented. (See paragraphs 

1.20. Highway Improvement Schemes: All works that involve construction of new highway or permanent 

change to the existing highway layout or features. This includes changes to road layout, kerbs, signs and 

road markings, lighting, signalling, drainage, landscaping, communications cabinets and the installation 

EC 

Directive 2008/96/EC

1.21. Interim Road Safety Audit: The application of Road Safety Audit to the whole or part of a Highway 

Improvement Scheme at any time during its design and construction. Interim Road Safety Audit is neither 

mandatory nor a substitute for the Stage 1, 2 and 3 Road Safety Audits.

1.22. Like-for-like Maintenance Scheme: A scheme or highway feature proposed as maintenance works, 

that solely involves the replacement or refurbishment of a highway feature with a corresponding feature, 

which as a minimum, will appear the same, be located in the same position, perform the same and be 

constructed of comparable materials as the feature it replaces.

1.23. Non-Motorised Users (NMUs): NMUs are considered to be pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians. The 

term NMU also includes disabled people and wheelchair users.

1.24. Overseeing Organisation: The highway or road authority responsible for the motorway or trunk road 

Highway Improvement Scheme to be Road Safety Audited, or in the case of developer-led or third party 

organisation promoted schemes, the highway or road authority responsible for the motorway or trunk road 

affected by the proposed Highway Improvement Scheme.

1.25. Overseeing Organisation Specialist: A person from the Overseeing Organisation that has the appropriate 

training, skills and experience in the Road Safety discipline. For the Highways Agency this will be an 

appropriate person from the Safer Roads – Design Team. For the Welsh Government this would be a 

specialist within the Network Management Division of the Transport Department. For the Department for 

Regional Development Northern Ireland this will be the Road Safety Engineering Policy Manager and for 

Transport Scotland this will be the Head of Standards.
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1.26. Project Sponsor/Project Manager: A person from the Overseeing Organisation responsible for ensuring 

the progression of a scheme in accordance with the policy and procedures of the Overseeing Organisation, 

and ensuring compliance with the requirements of this Standard. It should be noted that the Project 

Sponsor may not always be from the same organisation as those promoting the scheme, as the scheme 

may be proposed by a third party organisation (see paragraph 1.40).

1.27. Road Safety Audit: The evaluation of Highway Improvement Schemes during design and at the end of 

problems that may affect any users of the highway and to suggest measures to eliminate or mitigate those 

problems. The Road Safety Audit process includes the collision monitoring of Highway Improvement 

Schemes to identify any road safety problems that may occur after opening. The Stage 4 Road Safety 

Audit will include the analysis and reporting of 12 and 36 months of personal injury collision data from 

when the scheme became operational.

1.28. Road Safety Audit Brief: 

Road Safety Audit to be undertaken (see Annex E).

1.29. Road Safety Audit Report: The report produced by the Road Safety Audit Team describing the road 

problems.

1.30. Road Safety Audit Response Report: A report produced by the Design Team following Road Safety 

Audit Stages 1, 2 and 3 in which the Design Team responds to the problems and recommendations raised 

in the Road Safety Audit Report. The Road Safety Audit Response Report (see Annex K) will assist the 

1.31. Road Safety Audit Site Visit: a visit to the location of a proposed or completed Highway Improvement 

Scheme.

1.32. Road Safety Audit Team: A team that works together on all aspects of the Road Safety Audit, 

independent of the Design Team and approved for a particular Road Safety Audit by the Project Sponsor 

on behalf of the Overseeing Organisation. The Road Safety Audit Team shall comprise a minimum of two 

drawn from the Design Organisation or from other organisations.

1.33. Road Safety Audit Team Leader: A person with the appropriate training, skills and experience who 

is approved for a particular Road Safety Audit by the Project Sponsor on behalf of the Overseeing 

Safety Audit and managing the Road Safety Audit Team.

1.34. Road Safety Audit Team Member: A member of the Road Safety Audit Team with the appropriate 

1.35. Road Safety Audit Team Observer: A person with the appropriate training, skills and experience 

accompanying the Road Safety Audit Team to observe and gain experience of the Road Safety Audit 

process. The Road Safety Audit Team Observer is encouraged to contribute actively to the Road Safety 

Audit process.

1.36. Road Safety Engineering: The design and implementation of Highway Improvement Schemes intended 

to reduce the number and severity of collisions involving road users, drawing on the results of Collision 

Investigations.
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1.37. Road Safety Matters: Any element of the road environment that could potentially contribute to a Road 

present an unacceptable risk of trips, slips or falls to road users.

1.38.  A collision between road users or between a road user and a feature on or 

adjacent to the highway.

1.39. Specialist Advisor: A person approved by the Project Sponsor to provide specialist independent advice 

to the Road Safety Audit Team, should the scheme include complex features outside the experience of the 

1.40. Third Party Organisations: Organisations such as a developer, a developer’s consultant, a local 

authority, Statutory Undertaker or other private organisation that could be promoting a Highway 

Improvement Scheme on the Overseeing Organisation’s road network.
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2. ROAD SAFETY AUDIT

Schemes to be Road Safety Audited

2.1. This Standard shall apply to all Highway Improvement Schemes (see paragraph 1.20) on trunk roads 

including motorways, regardless of procurement method. This includes work carried out under 

agreement with the Overseeing Organisation resulting from developments alongside or affecting the 

trunk road or Highway Improvement Schemes being promoted by third party organisations.

2.2. Highway Improvement Schemes that will not impact on road user behaviour or adversely change the 

outcome of an incident involving an errant vehicle, due to the nature of the works and/or the distance 

of the improvement from the operational highway may, in certain circumstances be excluded from 

the Road Safety Audit process without the need for a formal Departure from Standard application 

(see paragraph 2.10).  In such situations, Project Sponsors  must formally consult with Overseeing 

Organisation Specialists at an early stage and gain agreement from the Specialist that the Road Safety 

Audit process does not need to be applied to the Highway Improvement Scheme.

to apply Road Safety Audit to a scheme that they consider will not impact on road safety.  If the 

Overseeing Organisation Specialist does not formally agree that the scheme may be excluded 

from the Road Safety Audit process and the Project Sponsor still considers the Road Safety Audit 

unnecessary, then the Departure from Standard process must be applied in accordance with paragraph 

2.10 of this Standard.

Project Sponsor’s and Designer’s attention is drawn to paragraph 2.6 of this Standard. This Standard does 

apply to Highway Improvement Schemes that are constructed as part of the same procurement package as 

maintenance works.

2.5. When considering whether a scheme is a like-for-like maintenance scheme, the Project Sponsor 

must consider if the works may change road user behaviour or adversely change the outcome of an 

incident involving an errant vehicle.  If the feature could potentially change road user behaviour or its 

presence could exacerbate the severity of a collision then the Road Safety Audit process detailed in 

this Standard must be applied. If a Project Sponsor is unsure if the scheme under consideration could 

impact on road user behaviour or change the outcome of an incident involving an errant vehicle, they 

must formally consult with an appropriate Specialist from the Overseeing Organisation.

2.6. Project Sponsors and Designers should ensure that any like-for-like replacement or refurbishment scheme 

does not reinstate a feature that is known by the Overseeing Organisation or Design Organisation to 

location where it has been previously struck by errant road users on numerous occasions).
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Delegation

2.7. The Overseeing Organisation will decide on the extent of delegation of the Director’s and Project 

Sponsor’s responsibilities, duties and tasks, with respect to this Standard. Project Sponsors may delegate 

to an assistant within the Overseeing Organisation. The Project Sponsor is responsible for ensuring 

that the assistant is competent to carry out the responsibilities, duties and tasks delegated. Project 

are independent from the design, construction and Road Safety Auditor organisations and the individuals 

appointed are competent to undertake the role. If a Project Sponsor or Director is unsure if the individual 

they are intending to delegate to is competent and independent, they should formally consult with an 

appropriate Specialist from the Overseeing Organisation.

writing of any such delegations.

layout and operation of junctions or realignment of roads that will affect the network for a considerable 

period. Examples of such schemes include installation of a temporary roundabout junction or a diversion 

using a length of temporary carriageway to allow major excavation on a main carriageway. If a Project 

Sponsor is unsure if the scheme under consideration should be subjected to Road Safety Audit, they 

should formally consult with an appropriate Specialist from the Overseeing Organisation.

Exemption

2.10.  Where the Project Sponsor considers it unnecessary for Road Safety Audit to be applied to a 

particular Highway Improvement Scheme and the scheme in question has not been excluded from 

Road Safety Audit in accordance with paragraph 2.2 or paragraph 2.49 of this Standard, approval 

for a Departure from Standard must be obtained from the Overseeing Organisation. The Departure 

application must clearly state why a Road Safety Audit is not considered necessary.

2.11. A Departure from Standard allowing exemption from Road Safety Audit will only be approved when, 

in the opinion of the Overseeing Organisation, the effect of the Highway Improvement Scheme on the 

highway would be negligible and the costs and safety risks of undertaking the Road Safety Audit would 

The Relationship between Road Safety Audit and Health & Safety Legislation

2.12. Road Safety Audit does not cover health & safety legislation issues concerning the construction, 

maintenance and use of the road.

2.13. Although the Road Safety Audit Team’s contribution to design is limited, in making recommendations 

they may be considered to have undertaken design work under health & safety legislation. It is therefore 

recommended that Road Safety Audit Teams make themselves aware of current health & safety 

legislation and consider the implications of their recommendations for the health & safety of others.
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2.14. Overseeing Organisation Project Sponsors and Directors should make themselves aware of current health 

& safety legislation and consider the implications of their instructions to Design Teams and Road Safety 

Audit Teams in terms of health & safety.

2.15.  When incorporating Road Safety Audit recommendations into scheme designs (see paragraph 3.15), 

the Design Team shall be responsible for reviewing and amending any design risk assessments 

required by health & safety legislation. The Design Team must also consider the impact that 

incorporating Road Safety Audit recommendations could have on other design elements.

Scope of Road Safety Audit

2.16.  Road Safety Audit shall only consider Road Safety Matters (see paragraph 1.37).

2.17. Issues relating to the health & safety of operatives constructing, operating or maintaining the highway 

are not covered by Road Safety Audit. Only issues relating to the design and construction of facilities for 

highway maintenance that may potentially contribute to a Road Safety Matter (see Paragraph 1.37) should 

be considered by the Road Safety Audit process.

2.18. Road Safety Audit is not a technical check that the design conforms to Standards and/or best practice 

guidance. Design Organisations are responsible for ensuring that their designs have been subjected to the 

appropriate design reviews (including, where applicable, Non-Motorised User (NMU) Audits HD 42/05 

“Non-Motorised User Audits” (DMRB 5.2.5)) prior to Road Safety Audit.

2.19. Road Safety Audit is not a check that the scheme has been constructed in accordance with the design.

2.20. Road Safety Audit does not consider structural safety.

Road Safety Audit

make allowance for the fact that strategic decisions on matters such as route choice, junction type, 

of a number of factors including road safety. Recommendations requiring major changes in these 

areas are unlikely to be acceptable when balanced with other aspects of the scheme and the Road 

Safety Audit Team must not make such proposals.  In the unlikely situation where the road safety 

implications of the strategic decisions have not been fully considered previously, the Project Sponsor 

may extend the scope of the Road Safety Audit to include consideration of these items.  The Project 

Sponsor must clearly identify within the Road Safety Audit Brief where the scope of the Road Safety 

Audit has been extended to cover strategic decisions.

2.22.  Where the Project Sponsor has extended the scope of the Road Safety Audit to include strategic 

decisions in the Road Safety Audit Brief, it should be noted that the Road Safety Audit Team’s 

recommended changes to the strategic elements of the design may not be accepted by the Project 

Sponsor and the Designer’s original scheme layout as detailed in the Road Safety Audit Brief may 

be progressed. Therefore, when Road Safety Auditors are permitted to consider strategic elements 

of a Highway Improvement Scheme and they make recommendations for changes to the strategic 

decisions, the Road Safety Audit Team must also ensure that they fully assess the original layout as 
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2.23. Advice is given on the general aspects that should be addressed at Road Safety Audit Stages 1, 2 and 3 in 

the lists in Annexes A to C of this Standard. An illustrative Stage 2 Road Safety Audit Report is shown in 

Annex F and illustrative Stage 4 Road Safety Audit Reports are contained in Annexes G and H.

2.24. The lists in Annexes A, B and C are not intended to be exhaustive. They provide a prompt for optional 

supplementary checks that Road Safety Audit Teams could make following their less prescriptive and 

more wide-ranging Road Safety Audit.

2.25.  Road Safety Auditors must examine the overall layout of the Highway Improvement Scheme. All 

users of the highway shall be considered including motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians and 

facilities for those working on the highway (see paragraph 2.17). Particular attention should be given 

to vulnerable road users such as the very young, older users and the mobility and visually impaired.

2.26.  The potential for road safety problems is often greatest at junctions, tie-ins and immediately beyond 

tie-ins. Where a Highway Improvement Scheme joins an existing road or junction, inconsistency in the 

standard of provision may potentially lead to collisions, so particular attention should be paid to these 

areas to ensure the safest possible transition is achieved. This applies particularly to on-line improvements 

where variations in the standard of provision between new and existing sections may not be obvious to 

the road user.

Stages of Road Safety Audit

2.27. Highway Improvement Schemes shall be Road Safety Audited at Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4. If, for any 

reason, a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has not been carried out (for example, where a scheme is of 

such a scale that no preliminary design has been necessary and the scheme has progressed directly to 

detailed design with the agreement of the Project Sponsor), Road Safety Audit Stages 1 and 2 shall 

be combined at Stage 2 and shall be referred to as a Combined Stage 1 & 2 Audit. The information 

provided as part of the Road Safety Audit Brief for a Combined Stage 1 & 2 Road Safety Audit must 

2.28. Stage 1 and Stage 2 Road Safety Audits must not be combined as purely a cost and/or programme 

saving measure.

Stage 1 Road Safety Audit: Completion of Preliminary Design

2.29. Stage 1 Road Safety Audits will be undertaken at the completion of preliminary design, (for example at 

the Order Publication Report Stage) before publication of draft Orders and for developer-led Highway 

Improvement Schemes, before planning consent is applied for (see paragraphs 2.54 to 2.61).

2.30. The end of the preliminary design stage is often the last occasion at which land requirements may be 

changed. It is therefore essential that Stage 1 Road Safety Audits considers any road safety issues which 

may have a bearing upon land take, licence or easement before the draft Orders are published or planning 

consent is applied for.
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2.31. At Road Safety Audit Stage 1 all Road Safety Audit Team members must visit together the sites of 

Highway Improvement Schemes:

• that involve permanent change to the existing highway layout or features; and

Stage 2 Road Safety Audit: Completion of Detailed Design

2.33. Stage 2 Road Safety Audits will be undertaken at the completion of the detailed design stage. At 

this stage, the Road Safety Audit Team is concerned with the more detailed aspects of the Highway 

Improvement Scheme. The Road Safety Audit Team will be able to consider geometry (such as the layout 

restraint systems), carriageway markings, street lighting provision and other issues (see Annex B).

2.34. The Stage 2 Road Safety Audit should include a review of the issues raised in the Stage 1 Road Safety 

Audit Report. Any issues that have not been satisfactorily resolved from the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 

further information or by an approved Exception Report, should be reiterated in the Stage 2 Road Safety 

Audit Report.

2.35.  At Road Safety Audit Stage 2 all team members must visit together the sites of Highway 

Improvement Schemes:

• that involve permanent change to the existing highway layout or features; and

Stage 3 Road Safety Audit: Completion of Construction

2.37. The Stage 3 Road Safety Audit should be undertaken when the Highway Improvement Scheme is 

substantially complete and preferably before the works are opened to road users. This is to minimise 

agreed with the Project Sponsor. This may result in the Road Safety Audit being carried out a short time 

after opening or in phases where a scheme is subject to phased completion and opening. However, all 

Highway Improvement Schemes should be subjected to a Stage 3 Road Safety Audit within 1 month of 

opening. If there is an accessibility issue that restricts the Road Safety Audit Team from fully traversing 

areas of the site (e.g. an area of live motorway that cannot be accessed on foot), reference to this should 

be included in the introduction of the Road Safety Audit Report for consideration by the Project Sponsor.
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2.38. Road Safety Auditors are required to examine the Highway Improvement Scheme from all users’ 

viewpoints and may decide to drive, walk and/or cycle through the scheme as well as consider motorcycle 

and equestrian use to assist their evaluation and ensure they have a comprehensive understanding. Issues 

raised in the Stage 2 or Combined Stage 1 & 2 Road Safety Audit Report should also be reviewed at 

the Stage 3 Road Safety Audit and reiterated if not satisfactorily resolved, either by the element of the 

approved Exception Report.

2.39.  All Road Safety Audit Team Members must examine the scheme site together during daylight. They 

shall also examine the site together during the hours of darkness at Stage 3 so that hazards particular 

periods, the beginning or end of the school day or during frequent events. The need to consider the site 

2.89h).

2.41. Road Safety Auditors should also consider the potential impacts on road safety of various weather 

conditions that may not be present at the time of inspection.

undertaken before opening. This will provide a safer working environment for the workforce and delays 

to road users will be minimised.

Stage 4 Road Safety Audit: Monitoring

2.43. The Overseeing Organisation will arrange for evidence led collision monitoring of Road Safety Audited 

Highway Improvement Schemes. Stage 4 Road Safety Audits should be undertaken by individuals with 

2.44. When a Highway Improvement Scheme is opened to road users, monitoring in the form of Stage 4 

Road Safety Audits must be carried out on the number of personal injury collisions that occur, so that 

2.45. Stage 4 Road Safety Audit collision monitoring reports shall be prepared using 12 months and 36 

months of personal injury collision data from the time the Highway Improvement Scheme became 

operational and shall be submitted to the Overseeing Organisation. The Stage 4 Road Safety Audit 

process is an evidence led review of personal injury collisions that have occurred in the vicinity of the 

Highway Improvement scheme.   The collision records shall be analysed in detail to identify:

• locations at which personal injury collisions have occurred; and

• personal injury collisions that appear to arise from similar causes or show common factors.
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2.46. When considering the timing of the 12 month and 36 month Stage 4 Road Safety Audits, allowance 

and their potential impact on the personal injury collision history.

variables, comparisons should be made with control data. Where the Highway Improvement Scheme is an 

on-line improvement then the collision record before the scheme was built should be compared with the 

contacted to ascertain the availability of statements and report forms, which could aid the 12 month and 

36 month data analysis.

2.49. Where no personal injury collisions have been recorded in the vicinity of the Highway Improvement 

Scheme over the 12 month or 36 month periods, a formal Stage 4 Road Safety Audit collision 

monitoring report is not required. If, for the above reason, the Project Sponsor decides not to proceed 

with the Stage 4 Road Safety Audit collision monitoring report, then this decision must be formally 

2.50. At Road Safety Audit Stage 4 all Road Safety Audit Team members must visit together the sites of 

Highway Improvement Schemes:

• where higher than expected numbers of personal injury collisions have occurred since the scheme 

became operational (when compared to control data); or

• where the personal injury collision rate or severity has increased since the scheme became 

operational; or

• where characteristics within the personal injury collision data post-opening show unexpected 

common trends (e.g. a high frequency of personal injury collisions during the hours of darkness 

or on a wet road surface).

period (e.g. the hours of darkness or peak hour).

2.52. The Stage 4 Road Safety Audit collision monitoring report should identify any road safety problems 

indicated by the collision data analysis and any related observations during any site visits undertaken. The 

report should make recommendations for remedial action as appropriate.

2.53. Illustrative Stage 4 Road Safety Audit Reports examining 12 months and 36 months of collision data are 

contained in Annexes G and H respectively.
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Developer-led and Third Party Organisation-led Schemes

2.54. The design and Road Safety Audit process for developer-led and third party organisation-led Highway 

Improvement Schemes can vary from the process for Overseeing Organisation promoted Highway 

for the developer or third party organisation rather than an organisation working for the Overseeing 

Organisation. The developer-led scheme will be submitted for planning approval to the local planning 

authority and, where there are highway implications, the highway or road authority will be consulted. The 

following paragraphs provide additional requirements and guidance for all organisations involved in the 

Road Safety Audit of developer-led and third party organisation led Highway Improvement Schemes.

2.55. Where developer-led schemes or third party organisation-led schemes will result in Highway 

contents of this Standard must be followed for all Stages of Road Safety Audit.

2.56. The Road Safety Audit Team approval and appointment must follow the process set out in paragraphs 

2.70 to 2.75 of this Standard. As with highway or road authority promoted schemes, the Overseeing 

Organisation responsible for the affected motorway or trunk road is responsible for ensuring that the 

developer-led or third party scheme complies with the Road Safety Audit procedure as detailed in this 

Standard.

2.57. A Road Safety Audit Brief must be prepared and issued in accordance with paragraphs 2.87 and 2.88 

of this Standard for all Road Safety Audit Stages (see Annex E).

2.58. A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (or combined Stage 1 & 2 Road Safety Audit where there has been no 

preliminary design) must be undertaken before planning consent is applied for.

2.102 to 2.106 of this Standard must be followed for both developer-led and third party led schemes 

Designer is responsible for producing a Road Safety Audit Response Report in accordance with 

paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2 of this Standard.

2.60. At all Road Safety Audit Stages, recommendations made in the Road Safety Audit Report that 

impact on the motorway or trunk road network must be either incorporated into the design, included 

within the constructed scheme or dealt with by means of Exception Report(s) to the satisfaction of 

the Overseeing Organisation Project Sponsor and Director. In the case of the Stage 1 Road Safety 

Audit Report (or combined Stage 1 & 2 Road Safety Audit Report), recommendations must be 

accommodated or Exceptions Reports produced to the satisfaction of the Overseeing Organisation 

Project Sponsor and Director prior to planning consent being given.

2.61. At all stages the Project Sponsor is responsible for the production of any Exception Reports. Typically 

the Project Sponsor will request that the developer or third party organisation produces the Exception 

Report(s) on their behalf. The Exception Report(s) must be produced to the satisfaction of the   

Overseeing Organisation’s Project Sponsor and Director, for elements of the scheme on the motorway 

or trunk road network.  The Exceptions Report(s) must be agreed with the Overseeing Organisation’s 

Project Sponsor and Director prior to the scheme progressing to the next stage.
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Design Changes and Road Safety Audit Shelf Life

2.62. Stage 1, Combined Stage 1 & 2 and Stage 2 Road Safety Audits must be repeated if the scheme 

design materially changes, if there are many minor changes which could together impact on road user 

the case of minor changes to a Highway Improvement Scheme then the repeated Road Safety Audit 

should only be concerned with the elements of the scheme that have been changed.  If the changes are 

be repeated.

2.63. Throughout the period following the Stage 2 Road Safety Audit, the Design Organisation and/

or Contractor must keep the Project Sponsor informed of all design changes that occur so that any 

then initiate any additional Road Safety Audits required.

Interim Road Safety Audit

2.64.  The requirement for independence need not prevent contact between the Design Team and the Road 

Safety Audit Team throughout the design and construction process, provided certain conditions are met 

of potential road safety problems leading to savings in both programme and design costs. This could be 

Schemes involving early contractor involvement.

2.65. The Project Sponsor will decide whether to employ Interim Road Safety Audit. Design Teams must 

not contact Road Safety Audit Teams without the Project Sponsor’s prior written authorisation. Road 

Safety Audit Teams undertaking Interim Road Safety Audit must only be appointed with the approval 

of the Project Sponsor in accordance with paragraphs 2.70 to 2.75 of this Standard.

2.66. Subject to the Project Sponsor’s prior agreement, at any time during the preliminary and detailed design 

stages, Designers may submit or be instructed to submit designs of the whole or parts of schemes to the 

Road Safety Audit Team for completion of an Interim Road Safety Audit. The Road Safety Audit Team 

and Design Team are permitted to meet if considered necessary, to enable the Design Team to explain 

This meeting should be chaired by the Project Sponsor.

2.67. In addition, Interim Road Safety Audit may be employed during the construction process with the 

agreement of the Project Sponsor. Elements of the constructed scheme may be subjected to Interim Road 

Safety Audit, when works are partially complete or when individual elements or sections of the scheme 

are complete and opened to road users in stages.
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2.68.  Interim Road Safety Audit is subject to the following conditions:

• Road Safety Audit Teams must report in the format illustrated in the Road Safety Audit Report 

Project Sponsor in writing.

• Road Safety Audit Teams must limit their reports to matters within the scope of this Standard.

• Minutes of meetings must be recorded.

• All communications between the Road Safety Audit and Design Teams including design 

submissions, Interim Road Safety Audit Reports and minutes of meetings must be submitted to 

the Project Sponsor.

• Interim Road Safety Audit supplements the Road Safety Audits at Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4, therefore 

these Stage 1, 2, 3 and 4 Road Safety Audits must also be carried out and reported.

 2.69. The Road Safety Audit Team will require a Road Safety Audit Brief for an Interim Road Safety Audit. 

This should contain as many of the items given in paragraph 2.89 as are available.

Road Safety Audit Team Approval and Appointment

2.70. Responsibility for the appointment of the Road Safety Audit Team at all stages will vary according to the 

procurement method for the scheme. Reference should be made to the scheme contract documents or the 

Overseeing Organisation for each scheme. If it is considered appropriate, the Project Sponsor may ask the 

Design Organisation to propose a Road Safety Audit Team for approval.

2.71. It is a fundamental principle of the Road Safety Auditing process that the Road Safety Audit Team 

is independent from the Design Team (see paragraph 1.6). The Project Sponsor must not accept a 

Road Safety Audit Team where its independence from the Design Team is in doubt. In such cases, an 

alternative Road Safety Audit Team must be proposed.

2.72. At Road Safety Audit Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4 the Road Safety Audit Team must comprise the Audit 

Auditors of the problems and recommendations and maximises the potential to identify problems. 

Road Safety Audit Team Observers may also join the Road Safety Audit Team to gain experience in 

carrying out Road Safety Audit.  However, the number of Road Safety Audit Team Observers shall be 

limited to a maximum of two.

2.73. The Road Safety Audit Team must satisfy the Project Sponsor of their competence to undertake the 

Road Safety Audit.  Members of the Road Safety Audit Team must demonstrate their competence 

vitae must concisely set out how the proposed Road Safety Audit Team member’s training, skills 

and experience (including Continuing Professional Development) align with the guidance and 

the use of personnel or organisations on previous Road Safety Audit work does not guarantee their 

suitability to Road Safety Audit other schemes. Experience must be relevant to the type of scheme 

Safety Audit Team members’ curriculum vitae.

2.74. At all Road Safety Audit stages the Project Sponsor is responsible for approving the Road Safety 

Audit Brief which shall be issued to the Road Safety Audit Team.
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2.75. It is not necessary for the same Road Safety Audit Team to undertake all Road Safety Audit stages of 

a scheme, however, any changes to a Road Safety Audit Team and its individual members will require 

further approval from the Project Sponsor.

Road Safety Audit Team Training, Skills and Experience

2.76. Paragraphs 2.77 to 2.84 include guidance on the general levels of training, skills and experience that are 

expected of Road Safety Auditors. Most are not mandatory requirements but are intended to assist Project 

Sponsors when considering proposals for Road Safety Audit Teams and also to assist potential auditors to 

recognising that the experienced road safety professionals that are needed to carry out Road Safety Audits 

may have developed their careers from a range of backgrounds.

recent experience involves Collision Investigation or Road Safety Engineering on a regular basis. This 

should ensure that Road Safety Auditors are well versed in the most recent practices and developments 

Safety Engineering experience, but who have not undertaken such work on a regular basis in the previous 

2 years, are unlikely to be acceptable, due to their lack of current relevant experience.

2.78. Candidates who carry out Road Safety Audits full time, to the exclusion of Collision Investigation or 

Road Safety Engineering work are unlikely to be acceptable as they may lack the appropriate and recent 

Collision Investigation or Road Safety Engineering experience.

2.79. Road Safety Auditors should also have an understanding of how best practice highway design principles 

knowledge. However, they should have a reasonable understanding of design Standards and best practice 

design principles, and how the application of these can minimise collision risk.

2.80.  The Continuing Professional Development (CPD) record included in the curriculum vitae must focus 

on Road Safety Audit, Collision Investigation and Road Safety Engineering. It shall include any other 

2.81.  It should be noted that relevant CPD does not have to take the form of formal training courses alone. 

Outcome based structured reading, the preparation and presenting of relevant material and work based 

learning can all form part of a CPD record. Examples of what constitutes CPD can be found in places 

such as the Engineering Council (ECUK) web site.

2.82.  Road Safety Audit Teams comprised of highway design engineers with little or no experience of road 

safety work are not acceptable.

2.83.  The following list gives guidelines on acceptable training, skills and experience for Road Safety Audit 

Team Members:

• Road Safety Audit Team Leader: A minimum of 4 years Collision Investigation or Road Safety 

Engineering experience. Completion of at least 5 Road Safety Audits in the past 12 months as a 

will already have achieved the necessary training to become an Audit Team Member. However, 

Investigation or Road Safety Engineering in the past 12 months.

Page 156



Chapter 2 Volume 5 Section 2 

Road Safety Audit Part 2 HD 19/15

2/12 March 2015

• Road Safety Audit Team Member: A minimum of 2 years Collision Investigation or Road Safety 

Engineering experience. Completion of at least 5 Road Safety Audits as Road Safety Audit Team 

have attended at least 10 days of formal Collision Investigation or Road Safety Engineering training 

to form a solid theoretical foundation on which to base practical experience. They should also 

Road Safety Engineering in the past 12 months.

• Road Safety Audit Team Observer: A minimum of 1 year Collision Investigation or Road Safety 

Engineering experience. The Road Safety Audit Team Observer should have attended at least 10 days 

of formal Collision Investigation or Road Safety Engineering training.

2.84. At least one individual within the Road Safety Audit Team undertaking Road Safety Audit on the 

acquired in accordance with Annex J of this Standard.

Specialist Advisors

2.85. The Overseeing Organisation, Design Organisation and the Road Safety Audit Team should consider if 

there are any particular features of the project, such as complex signal controlled junctions, temporary 

the Road Safety Audit Team. Appointment of Specialist Advisors is subject to the approval of the Project 

Sponsor who would separately instruct them on their role. A Specialist Advisor is not a member of the 

Road Safety Audit Team but advises the team on matters relating to their specialism.

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Standard GD 02/08

2.86. Paragraphs 2.76 to 2.84 of this Standard supersede the indicative levels of experience, professional status, 

training and competency suggested in GD 02/08 “Quality Management Systems for Highway Design” 

(DMRB 0.1.2) for Road Safety Auditors. 

Road Safety Audit Brief

Project  Sponsor has overall responsibility for the Road Safety Audit Brief.  However, the Design 

Team may prepare the Road Safety Audit Brief on their behalf. A copy of the Road Safety Audit 

Brief must be forwarded to the Project Sponsor  for formal approval in advance of the Road Safety 

Audit. The Project Sponsor may instruct the Design Team to delete unnecessary items or to include 

additional material, as they consider appropriate. The Project Sponsor must document the reasons for 

deleting or adding any information to the Road Safety Audit Brief. The Project Sponsor must issue 

the Road Safety Audit Brief and instruct the Road Safety Audit Team when the scheme is ready to be 

Road Safety Audited.

Safety Audit to be undertaken.
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2.89.  An illustrative Road Safety Audit Brief is shown in Annex E of this Standard. A Road Safety Audit Brief 

should contain the following:

a) A description of the proposed Highway Improvement Scheme clearly identifying its objectives.

b) Scheme drawings showing the full geographical extent of the scheme and including the areas beyond 

the tie-in points.

c) Details of determined and pending Departures and Relaxations from Standards, and/or the Design 

Strategy Record(s) where they have been produced for an improvement to an existing motorway or 

trunk road.

Safety Audit to be undertaken and also those elements of the scheme that fall outside of the scope, 

including strategic decisions. The Road Safety Audit Brief should clearly identify where the scope of 

the Road Safety Audit has been extended to allow consideration of strategic decisions.

e) General scheme details, to help give an understanding of the purpose of the scheme and how the 

with HD 42/05 (DMRB 5.2.5)). Also details of any environmental constraints on the design and how 

these may have affected any strategic decisions made.

 f) Details of any safety risk assessments undertaken as part of the design process (on the Strategic Road 

Network in England these will be undertaken with reference to GD 04/12 “Standard for Safety 

Risk Assessment on the Strategic Road Network” (DMRB 0.2.3)).

g) Any other relevant factors which may affect road safety such as adjacent developments (existing or 

proposed), proximity of schools or retirement/care homes and access for emergency vehicles.

h) The Road Safety Audit Brief should identify if the location of the Highway Improvement Scheme 

school day).

i) For on-line schemes and at tie-ins, the previous 36 months personal injury collision data in the form 

of ‘stick plots’ and interpreted listings. The personal injury collision data should cover both the extent 

of the scheme and the adjoining sections of highway.

j) At Road Safety Audit Stages 2 and 3, details of any changes introduced since the previous Road 

Safety Audit stage.

k) Any changes in the Highway Improvement Scheme that are not shown on the design or As-Built 

drawings.

l) Plans using an appropriate scale for the Road Safety Audit Team to mark up for inclusion in the Road 

Safety Audit Report.

m) Previous Road Safety Audit Reports, Interim Road Safety Audit Reports, Road Safety Audit 

Response Reports and Exception Report(s)
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Road Safety Audit Report (see paragraph 2.105).

o) Details of the appropriate police contact.

inductions, Personal Protective Equipment and vehicle livery requirements.

Project Sponsor. Any information requested but not supplied to the Road Safety Audit Team must be 

Road Safety Audit Management

2.91. The Project Sponsor and Design Team should liaise and ensure that the Road Safety Audit process is 

Audit procedure. This should include an allowance for the incorporation of design changes.

scheme will be ready for Road Safety Audit and the date by which the report will be required.

Agent to accompany the Road Safety Audit Team to offer their views for the Stage 3 Road Safety 

Audit.

representatives of the Police and the Maintaining Agent to advise on Road Safety Audits at Stages 1, 2 

Safety Audit.

2.95. During any Road Safety Audit site visit the total number of Road Safety Audit Team Members and its 

advisors should not exceed 6 individuals. This is because traversing sites in large groups can make the 

Road Safety Audit process more complex and could increase the potential for health & safety issues.

2.96. Site visit risk assessments should be produced prior to visiting site and reviewed during the site visit 

should conditions change. Risk assessment should be undertaken in accordance with the latest health and 

safety guidance/legislation and the Road Safety Audit organisation’s Health & Safety policy. Any control 
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Road Safety Audit Report

2.97. At all Stages, the Road Safety Audit Team must prepare a written report. For Stage 4 Road Safety 

Audit Reports see paragraph 2.43 to 2.53. Stage 1, 2 and 3 Road Safety Audit Reports shall include:

the status of the Road Safety Audit Report.

b) A brief description of the proposed Highway Improvement Scheme including details of its 

location and its objectives.

c) Details of who supplied the Road Safety Audit Brief, who approved the Road Safety Audit Brief 

and who approved the Road Safety Audit Team.

contributing such as the Police, Maintaining Agent and Specialist Advisors.

e) Details of who was present at the site visit, the date and time period(s) when it was undertaken 

g) Recommendations for action to mitigate or remove the road safety problems.

h) A location map based on the scheme plan(s), marked up and referenced to problems and if 

Member(s) in the format given in Annex D.

j) A list of documents and drawings reviewed for the Road Safety Audit.

describing the location and nature of the problem and the type of collisions or incident considered 

likely to occur as a result of the problem. When deciding whether to include a potential problem, a 

Road Safety Auditor must consider who may be involved in a collision and how it might happen. If a 

collision type cannot be associated with the problem being considered, then it may not be appropriate 

to include the problem in the Road Safety Audit Report.

2.99. Each problem must be followed by an associated recommendation. The Road Safety Audit Team 

problems. On the Strategic Road Network in England, this will require awareness of the Highways 

Agency’s level of tolerability of safety risk for road users referred to in GD 04/12 (DMRB 0.2.3). 

shall also be avoided in Road Safety Audit recommendations, as this may be misinterpreted as an 

instruction from the Road Safety Audit Team.

2.100. Items such as correspondence with the Overseeing Organisation or copies of marked up checklists 

must not be included in the Road Safety Audit Report.
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2.101. An illustrative Stage 2 Road Safety Audit Report is shown in Annex F. The Road Safety Audit Report 

format shown is recommended for use for Road Safety Audit Stage 1, 2 and 3 Audits. Alternatively, the 

Project Sponsor may instruct the Road Safety Audit Team via the Road Safety Audit Brief to present 

the problems and recommendations in an alternative format, such as the order that they are encountered 

progressing along the length of the Highway Improvement Scheme.

2.102. The Road Safety Audit Team must send a draft Road Safety Audit Report directly to the Project 

draft Road Safety Audit Report with the Project Sponsor prior to formal submission so that 

misinterpretations of the scheme proposals or anything agreed to be outside the terms of reference 

from a Road Safety Audit Report, they must formally consult with an appropriate Specialist from the 

Overseeing Organisation.

2.103. Where the Project Sponsor agrees a variation on a recommendation with the Road Safety Audit Team 

Report submitted to the Project Sponsor.

matters that have no implications on road safety or any other matters not covered by the Road Safety 

Audit Brief, such as maintenance defects observed during site visits and health & safety issues.

the Road Safety Audit Brief to the Project Sponsor in separate correspondence. Maintenance defects 

noted during site visits shall be immediately reported direct to the Maintaining Agent and the Project 

Sponsor must also be informed.

the Design Team to allow them to prepare a Road Safety Audit Response Report in accordance with 

this Standard.
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Road Safety Audit Response Report

3.1.  It is the Project Sponsor’s responsibility to ensure that all problems raised by the Road Safety Audit 

Team are given due consideration.  To assist with this, the Design Team must prepare a Road Safety 

Audit Response Report to the Road Safety Audit Report at the Stage 1, Combined 1 & 2, Stage 2 and 

Stage 3 Road Safety Audits.

3.2.  An illustrative Road Safety Audit Response Report is shown in Annex K. The Road Safety Audit 

Response Report should include the following:

a) A summary of the scheme, the Stage of Road Safety Audit, the document reference and date of the 

Road Safety Audit Report it considers.

b) Full consideration of each problem and recommendation raised in the Road Safety Audit Report.

c) The Road Safety Audit Response Report should reiterate each problem and recommendation made, 

followed by a suggested Road Safety Audit response from the Design Team. The Road Safety Audit 

Response Report should include the problem location plan provided in the Road Safety Audit Report.

d) The Road Safety Audit Response Report should, for each problem and recommendation, do one of 

the following:

• accept the problem and recommendation made by the Road Safety Audit Team;

• accept the problem raised, but suggest an alternative recommendation, giving reasoning for the 

alternative recommendation or;

• disagree with the problem and recommendation raised, giving appropriate reasoning for rejecting 

both the problem and recommendation.

e) Details of the representatives from the Design Team who prepared the Road Safety Audit Response 

Report.

Sponsor for consideration.  Where the Project Sponsor agrees an amendment to a response with the 

Report. If a Project Sponsor is unsure about the contents of a Road Safety Audit Response Report 

they must formally consult with an appropriate Specialist from the Overseeing Organisation.

3.4. It is possible that the Project Sponsor may not be able to agree all the responses with the Design Team 

opinion.

3.5. The Road Safety Audit Response Report should be issued to the Project Sponsor within 1 month (or an 

Safety Audit Report.
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Exception Report(s)

3.7.  The Road Safety Audit Response Report will initiate the requirement for an Exception Report(s) 

where:

Response Report and the Project Sponsor agrees with the response; or

• the Road Safety Audit Response Report accepts a problem and/or recommendation, but the 

Project Sponsor does not agree with the Road Safety Audit Response Report.

3.8. An Exception Report must also be produced if the Project Sponsor considers:

• the Road Safety Audit problem to be outside the scope of the Road Safety Audit Brief; or

• that the Road Safety Audit solutions recommended are not suitable given the relevant economic, 

environmental, or other relevant constraints; or

• that the Road Safety Audit recommendations are technically not feasible.

Exception Report giving reasons and proposing alternatives for submission to the Overseeing 

approved by the Director, a record of this approval must be kept by the Project Sponsor on the 

contents of the Exception Report(s), the Project Sponsor will either implement the Road Safety 

Audit Recommendation(s) or amend the Exception Report(s) to the satisfaction of the Overseeing 

Organisation Director.

3.10. If there is more than one exception in respect of a Road Safety Audit then each exception must be 

considered and approved separately.

3.11. When preparing Exception Report(s) on the Strategic Road Network in England, Project Sponsors 

must follow the principles contained in GD 04/12 (DMRB 0.2.3). So when compiling an Exception 

Report(s) the Project Sponsor must ensure that an appropriate risk assessment is undertaken with 

consideration of the road safety risks associated with the potential problem and/or recommendation. 

The Project Sponsor must also consider the impact on other road users, those working on the 

highway, those living or working adjacent to the highway and the impact on the environment and 

scheme costs.

3.12. When producing Exception Reports, Project Sponsors may contact the Overseeing Organisation 

Specialists for advice.
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3.13. The Project Sponsor shall provide copies of each approved Exception Report to the Design Team and 

3.14. For schemes undertaken on the Highways Agency road network, the Project Sponsor must also 

Reports and any Exceptions Reports to the Highway Agency Safer Roads - Design Team for their 

records.

Subsequent Actions

3.15.  The Project Sponsor must instruct the Design Team in respect of any changes required during the 

preparation, design and construction of the scheme resulting from Road Safety Audit.

3.16. If the changes are substantial, the Project Sponsor should resubmit the Highway Improvement Scheme or 

element of the scheme that has materially changed for a further Road Safety Audit (see paragraphs 2.62 

and 2.63). If a Project Sponsor is unsure if the Highway Improvement Scheme or element of the scheme 

needs to be resubmitted for Road Safety Audit they should formally consult with an appropriate Specialist 

from the Overseeing Organisation.

3.17.  The Project Sponsor is responsible for initiating prompt action on all recommendations in the Road 

Safety Audit Report and on all Exception Reports approved by the Director. The Project Sponsor 

must notify the Director of the reasons if works to implement Stage 3 Road Safety recommendations 

or alternative measures proposed in Exception Reports, are not completed within 6 months of 

acceptance of the Stage 3 Road Safety Audit recommendations and/or approval of Exception Reports.

3.18  The Stage 4 Road Safety Audit Reports (see paragraphs 2.43 to 2.53) must be submitted to the 

Overseeing Organisation who will consider the reports and decide on appropriate action.  Decisions 

made by the Project Sponsor in respect of the Stage 4 Road Safety Audit recommendations must be 
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Appendix B – Criteria for Road Safety Audit’s

RSA required

Are the proposed highway 

alterations likely to impact 

upon road user behaviour? (To 

be determined by Highway 

Development Control 

Engineer)

Development Proposal

No RSA required
Are alterations to 

the highway 

required?

Are the proposed 

highway alterations 

being made to a trunk 

road?

No RSA required but must gain 

approval for exemption from Traffic, 

Parking and Road Safety Manager

NO

NO YES

YES

Notes

1. All Road Safety Audits carried out must comply with the procedures detailed within HD 19/15 “Road Safety Audit” which forms part of 

the Design manual for Roads and Bridges.

2. Where preliminary designs for alterations to the highway are being submitted as part of the supporting documentation for a planning 

application, a Stage 1 RSA must also be carried out and submitted with these supporting documents and must include the Designer’s 

Response to the RSA report.

3. Sometimes, detailed design drawings may be submitted as part of the supporting documents to support a planning application, such 

as where the proposed alterations might be quite simple and straight forward.  In such cases, a combined Stage 1 and 2 RSA will be 

required, unless Stage 1 RSA has been carried out previously, in which case, a separate Stage 2 RSA will be required, together with 
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Process for Road Safety Audits relating 
to Planning Applications 

Wellbeing Impact Assessment Report 

This report summarises the likely impact of a proposal on the social, economic, 
environmental and cultural well-being of Denbighshire, Wales and the world. 

Assessment Number: 68 

Brief description: 
The process for requiring Road Safety Audits to be 
carried out for Planning Applications that require 
alterations to the highway 

Date Completed: Version: 0 

Completed by:  

Responsible Service: Planning & Public Protection 

Localities affected by the 
proposal: 

Whole County,  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY AND 
CONCLUSION 

Before we look in detail at the contribution and impact of the proposal, it is important 
to consider how the proposal is applying the sustainable development principle. This 
means that we must act "in a manner which seeks to ensure that the needs of the 
present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs."  

Score for the sustainability of the approach 

Could you do more to make your approach more sustainable? 
(2 out of 4 stars)  
Actual score : 14 / 24. 

Summary of impact 

Wellbeing Goals 

 

A prosperous Denbighshire Neutral 

A resilient Denbighshire Neutral 

A healthier Denbighshire Positive 

A more equal Denbighshire Neutral 

A Denbighshire of cohesive communities Positive 

A Denbighshire of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language Neutral 

A globally responsible Denbighshire Neutral 
 

Main conclusions 
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THE LIKELY IMPACT ON DENBIGHSHIRE, WALES 
AND THE WORLD 

A prosperous Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for 
impact 

Requiring Road Safety Audits to be carried out for more planning 
applications is unlikely to effect the prosperity of Denbighshire 

Positive consequences identified: 

Road Safety Audits contribute towards the safety of highway infrastructure 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A resilient Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact Won't affect resilience 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A healthier Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for 
impact 

Road safety benefits contribute towards overall health and 
well being benefits 

Positive consequences identified: 

Contributes towards road safety 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 
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None 

A more equal Denbighshire  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for 
impact 

Measures that improve road safety benefit all of the 
population equally 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A Denbighshire of cohesive communities  

Overall Impact Positive 

Justification for 
impact 

Road Safety Audits potentially benefit the safety of the 
community that they are undertaken in. 

Positive consequences identified: 

Road safety improvements benefit the community where the work takes place 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

None 

A Denbighshire of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language  

Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact No impact on Welsh language or culture 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 

A globally responsible Denbighshire  
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Overall Impact Neutral 

Justification for impact No impact 

Positive consequences identified: 

Unintended negative consequences identified: 

Mitigating actions: 

N/A 
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Report to:   Communities Scrutiny Committee 
 
Date of Meeting:  27 October 2016 
 
Lead Officer:   Scrutiny Co-ordinator 
 
Report Author:  Scrutiny Co-ordinator 
 
Title:    Scrutiny Work Programme 
 
 

 
1. What is the report about? 

  
The report presents Communities Scrutiny Committee with its draft forward work 
programme for members’ consideration. 

 
2.  What is the reason for making this report? 
  

To seek the Committee to review and agree on its programme of future work, and to 
update members on relevant issues. 

 
3. What are the Recommendations? 

  
That the Committee considers the information provided and approves, revises or 
amends its forward work programme as it deems appropriate. 

 
4. Report details 

 
4.1 Section 7 of Denbighshire County Council’s Constitution sets out each Scrutiny 

Committee’s terms of reference, functions and membership, as well as the rules of 
procedure and debate.   

 

4.2 The Constitution stipulates that the Council’s scrutiny committees must set, and 
regularly review, a programme for their future work.  By reviewing and prioritising 
issues, members are able to ensure that the work programme delivers a member-led 
agenda. 

 
4.3 For a number of years it has been an adopted practice in Denbighshire for scrutiny 

committees to limit the number of reports considered at any one meeting to a 
maximum of four plus the Committee’s own work programme report.  The aim of this 
approach is to facilitate detailed and effective debate on each topic. 

 
4.4 In recent years the Welsh Government (WG) and the Wales Audit Office (WAO) have 

highlighted the need to strengthen scrutiny’s role across local government and public 
services in Wales, including utilising scrutiny as a means of engaging with residents 
and service-users.  Going forward scrutiny will be expected to engage better and 
more frequently with the public with a view to securing better decisions which 
ultimately lead to better outcomes for citizens.  In future the WAO will measure 
scrutiny’s effectiveness in fulfilling these expectations. 
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4.5 Having regard to the national vision for scrutiny whilst at the same time focussing on 
local priorities, the Scrutiny Chairs and Vice-Chairs Group (SCVCG) has 
recommended that the Council’s scrutiny committees should, when deciding on their 
work programmes, focus on the following key areas: 

 budget savings; 
 achievement of the Corporate Plan objectives (with particular emphasis on the 

their deliverability during a period of financial austerity);  
 any other items agreed by the Scrutiny Committee (or the SCVCG) as high 

priority (based on the PAPER test criteria – see reverse side of the ‘Member 
Proposal Form’ at Appendix 2) and; 

 Urgent, unforeseen or high priority issues 
 
4.6  Scrutiny Proposal Forms 
 As mentioned in paragraph 4.2 above the Council’s Constitution requires scrutiny 

committees to prepare and keep under review a programme for their future work.  To 
assist the process of prioritising reports, if officers are of the view that a subject 
merits time for discussion on the Committee’s business agenda they have to formally 
request the Committee to consider receiving a report on that topic.  This is done via 
the submission of a ‘proposal form’ which clarifies the purpose, importance and 
potential outcomes of suggested subjects.  No officer proposal forms have been 
received for consideration at the current meeting. 

 
4.7 With a view to making better use of scrutiny’s time by focussing committees’ 

resources on detailed examination of subjects, adding value through the decision-
making process and securing better outcomes for residents, the SCVCG has decided 
that members, as well as officers, should complete ‘scrutiny proposal forms’ outlining 
the reasons why they think a particular subject would benefit from scrutiny’s input.  A 
copy of the ‘member’s proposal form’ can be seen at Appendix 2.  The reverse side 
of this form contains a flowchart listing questions which members should consider 
when proposing an item for scrutiny, and which committees should ask when 
determining a topic’s suitability for inclusion on a scrutiny forward work programme.  
If, having followed this process, a topic is not deemed suitable for formal examination 
by a scrutiny committee, alternative channels for sharing the information or 
examining the matter can be considered e.g. the provision of an ‘information report’, 
or if the matter is of a very local nature examination by the relevant Member Area 
Group (MAG).  In future no items will be included on a forward work programme 
without a ‘scrutiny proposal form’ being completed and accepted for inclusion by the 
Committee or the SCVCG.  Assistance with their completion is available from the 
Scrutiny Co-ordinator. 

 
 Cabinet Forward Work Programme 

4.8 When determining their programme of future work it is useful for scrutiny committees 
to have regard to Cabinet’s scheduled programme of work.  For this purpose a copy 
of the Cabinet’s forward work programme is attached at Appendix 3.  

 Progress on Committee Resolutions 

4.9 A table summarising recent Committee resolutions and advising members on 
progress with their implementation is attached at Appendix 4 to this report.   
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5. Scrutiny Chairs and Vice-Chairs Group 

 Under the Council’s scrutiny arrangements the Scrutiny Chairs and Vice-Chairs 
Group (SCVCG) performs the role of a coordinating committee.  The Group last met 
on 20 September 2016.  At that meeting it requested that this Committee consider 
the following items at its current meeting:  the Flood Risk Management Strategy, 
County-wide Impact of the Increase in Car Parking Charges and matters relating to 
the Road Safety Audits process.  It also asked the Committee to consider a report on 
Water Management in the Glasdir area of Ruthin at its December meeting and the 
draft Seagull Action Plan at its February 2017 meeting. 

6. How does the decision contribute to the Corporate Priorities? 

 Effective scrutiny will assist the Council to deliver its corporate priorities in line with 
community needs and residents’ wishes.  Continual development and review of a 
coordinated work programme will assist the Council to deliver its corporate priorities, 
improve outcomes for residents whilst also managing austere budget cuts. 

7. What will it cost and how will it affect other services? 

Services may need to allocate officer time to assist the Committee with the activities 
identified in the forward work programme, and with any actions that may result 
following consideration of those items. 

8. What are the main conclusions of the Well-being Impact Assessment? The 
completed Well-being Impact Assessment report can be downloaded from the 
website and should be attached as an appendix to the report 

 
A Well-being Impact Assessment has not been undertaken in relation to the purpose 
or contents of this report.  However, Scrutiny’s through it work in examining service 
delivery, policies, procedures and proposals will consider their impact or potential 
impact on the sustainable development principle and the well-being goals stipulated in 
the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. 
 

9. What consultations have been carried out with Scrutiny and others? 
 

None required for this report.  However, the report itself and the consideration of the 
forward work programme represent a consultation process with the Committee with 
respect to its programme of future work. 

 
10. What risks are there and is there anything we can do to reduce them? 

 No risks have been identified with respect to the consideration of the Committee’s 
forward work programme.  However, by regularly reviewing its forward work 
programme the Committee can ensure that areas of risk are considered and 
examined as and when they are identified, and recommendations are made with a 
view to addressing those risks. 

11. Power to make the decision 

Section 7.11 of the Council’s Constitution stipulates that scrutiny committees and/or 
the Scrutiny Chairs and Vice-Chairs Group will be responsible for setting their own 
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work programmes, taking into account the wishes of Members of the Committee who 
are not members of the largest political group on the Council. 

Contact Officer:   
Scrutiny Coordinator 
Tel No: (01824) 712554 
e-mail: rhian.evans@denbighshire.gov.uk  
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Appendix 1 
Communities Scrutiny Committee Forward Work Plan 

 1 

Note: Items entered in italics have not been approved for submission by the Committee.  Such reports are listed here for information, pending 
formal approval. 
 

Meeting Lead 
Member(s) 

Item (description / 
title) 

Purpose of report Expected Outcomes Author Date Entered 

        

15 
December 

Cllr. Eryl 
Williams 
 
[Education] 

1. Home to 
School 
Transport 
Eligibility 
Policy 

To consider a draft 
version of the 
revised policy ahead 
of its publication for 
stakeholder 
consultation 

An opportunity to suggest final 
amendments/revisions to the draft 
policy prior to approving it for 
consultation with stakeholders 

Karen 
Evans/Geraint 
Davies/Ian Land 

June 2016 

 Cllr. David 
Smith 

2. Water 
Management 
– Glasdir area, 
Ruthin 

To examine the 
ownership and/or 
responsibility for the 
flood and drainage 
in the Glasdir area 
(including the 
housing estate, new 
schools site, culverts 
under the relief road, 
holding ponds, 
Mwrog St. etc,) 

An in-depth understanding of how 
flood risks and drainage in the area 
for the purpose of providing clarity 
with respect of the pending 
development of the new schools.  
The Committee’s findings will be 
reported to the Planning Committee 
in due course.  

Graham Boase By SCVCG 
September 
2016 

        

2 February 
2017 

Cllr. Hugh 
Irving 

1. Residents 
Survey 2017 

To examine the 
proposed 
methodology for 
undertaking the 
Residents Survey, 
its contents and 
proposed questions  

A meaningful survey tailored to 
measure residents’ satisfaction with 
the Council whilst also seeking their 
views on areas for continual 
improvement to ensure that the 
Authority delivers/commissions high 
quality services which residents want 
and need  

Alan Smith/Dai 
Morgan 

September 
2016 

 Cllr. David 
Smith 

2. Draft Seagull 
Action Plan 

To monitor progress 
with the approval 
and implementation 

Evaluate the effectiveness to date of 
the actions implemented to minimise 
the nuisance caused by seagulls to 

Graham Boase By SCVCG 
September 
2016 

P
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 2 

Meeting Lead 
Member(s) 

Item (description / 
title) 

Purpose of report Expected Outcomes Author Date Entered 

of the Action Plan 
(including residents 
and business 
community feedback 
on the effectiveness 
of actions taken to 
date to reduce 
seagull nuisance 
across the county) 

residents and businesses and the 
impact of these measure on the 
delivery of the corporate priorities 
relating to economic development, 
protecting vulnerable people and 
clean and tidy streets 

        

23 March        

        

15 June Cllr. David 
Smith 

1. Caravan Site 
Regulation 
Procedure 

To evaluate the 
implementation of 
the Caravan Site 
Regulation 
Procedure 

(i) an evaluation of the procedure’s 
effectiveness in ensuring that 
caravan sites are abiding by their 
planning and licensing permission 
ensuring that they help support 
the development of the local 
economy and keep vulnerable 
people safe; and 

(ii) identification of any problems 
encountered during the 
procedure’s enforcement and/or 
any anomalies or unforeseen 
risks that came to light during 
enforcement  

Graham 
Boase/Paul 
Mead 

May 2016 

        

20 July        

        

7 
September 

       

        

19 October        
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Appendix 1 
Communities Scrutiny Committee Forward Work Plan 

 3 

Meeting Lead 
Member(s) 

Item (description / 
title) 

Purpose of report Expected Outcomes Author Date Entered 

        

30 
November 

       

 
Future Issues 

Item (description / title) Purpose of report Expected Outcomes Author Date 
Entered 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) To outline the proposals for implementing 
the CIL in Denbighshire 

The development of an appropriate 
and effective CIL scheme for the 
County 

Graham 
Boase/Angela 
Loftus 

February 
2013 

     

 
For future years 

     

     

 
Information/Consultation Reports 

Information / 
Consultation 

Item (description / title) Purpose of report Author Date Entered 

     

 
Note for officers – Committee Report Deadlines 

Meeting Deadline Meeting Deadline Meeting Deadline 

      

15 December 1 December 2 February 2017 19 January 2017 23 March 9 March 

 
Communities Scrutiny Work Programme.doc             
 
06/10/16 RhE 
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Appendix 2 

Member Proposal Form for Scrutiny Forward Work Programme 
 

 
NAME OF SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

 

 
TIMESCALE FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

 

 
TOPIC 
 

 

 
What needs to be scrutinised (and why)? 
 

 
 
 

 
Is the matter one of concern to 
residents/local businesses? 
 

 
YES/NO 

 
Can Scrutiny influence and change 
things?  
(if ‘yes’ please state how you think scrutiny 
can influence or change things) 
 

 
YES/NO 

 
 
 

 
Does the matter relate to an 
underperforming service or area? 
 

 
YES/NO 

 
Does the matter affect a large number of 
residents or a large geographical area of 
the County  
(if ‘yes’ please give an indication of the size 
of the affected group or area) 
 

 
YES/NO 

 
 
 

Is the matter linked to the Council’s 
Corporate priorities 
(if ‘yes’ please state which priority/priorities) 
 

 
YES/NO 

 

To your knowledge is anyone else 
looking at this matter? 
(If ‘yes’, please say who is looking at it) 
 

 
YES/NO 

 

If the topic is accepted for scrutiny who 
would you want to invite to attend e.g. 
Lead Member, officers, external experts, 
service-users? 

 

 
Name of Councillor/Co-opted Member 
 

 

 
Date 
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Consideration of a topic’s suitability for scrutiny 

 

Does it stand up to the PAPER test? 

 

 

 

 

 

NO  (no further action or information report) 

 

 

Proposal Form/Request received 

(careful consideration given to reasons for request) 

Does it stand up to the PAPER test? 

 Public interest – is the matter of concern to residents? 

 Ability to have an impact – can Scrutiny influence and change 

things? 

 Performance – is it an underperforming area or service? 

 Extent – does it affect a large number of residents or a large 

geographic area? 

 Replication – is anyone else looking at it? 

 

No further action required by 

scrutiny committee.  Refer 

elsewhere or request 

information report?   

 Determine the desired outcome(s) 

 Decide on the scope and extent of the scrutiny work required and the most 

appropriate method to undertake it (i.e. committee report, task and finish group 

inquiry, or link member etc.) 

 If task and finish route chosen, determine the timescale for any inquiry, who will 

be involved, research requirements, expert advice and witnesses required, 

reporting arrangements etc. 

YES 

NO 
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Cabinet Forward Work Plan   

Appendix 3 
 
 

Meeting Item (description / title) Purpose of report Cabinet 
Decision 
required 
(yes/no) 

Author – Lead 
member and contact 

officer 

25 Oct 1 Finance Report To update Cabinet on the 
current financial position of 
the Council 

Tbc Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / 
Richard Weigh 

 2 Corporate Plan Performance 
Report 2016/17 Q1 

To consider progress against 
the Corporate Plan 

Tbc Cllr Julian Thompson-
Hill / Alan Smith 

 3 Update on options appraisals 
for In-house Care Services 

To consider and, if 
appropriate, make a decision 
on the potential options for 
future provision of the 
services identified in the 
report 

Tbc Cllr Bobby Feeley / 
Phil Gilroy 

 4 Award of the Leisure 
Development Partner 
Framework 

To approve renewal of the 
framework 

Yes Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / Jamie 
Groves 

 5 Items from Scrutiny Committees To consider any issues 
raised by Scrutiny for 
Cabinet’s attention 

Tbc Scrutiny Coordinator 

      

15 Nov 1 Finance Report To update Cabinet on the 
current financial position of 
the Council 

Tbc Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / 
Richard Weigh 

 2 Update on options appraisals To consider and, if Tbc Cllr Bobby Feeley / 
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Cabinet Forward Work Plan   

Meeting Item (description / title) Purpose of report Cabinet 
Decision 
required 
(yes/no) 

Author – Lead 
member and contact 

officer 

for In-house Care Services appropriate, make a decision 
on the potential options for 
future provision of the 
services identified in the 
report 

Phil Gilroy 

 3 Rhyl Waterfront Development: 
Phase 1b commercial elements 

For Cabinet to approve the 
funding model for the 
commercial elements of the 
Hospitality Phase 

Yes Councillor Hugh Evans 
/ Rebecca Maxwell 

 4 Update on options regarding 
Ysgol LLanfair and Ysgol 
Pentrecelyn 

To consider options for Ysgol 
Llanfair and Ysgol 
Pentrecelyn 

Yes Councillor Eryl 
Williams / Karen 
Evans 

 5 Items from Scrutiny Committees To consider any issues 
raised by Scrutiny for 
Cabinet’s attention 

Tbc Scrutiny Coordinator 

      

13 Dec 1 Finance Report To update Cabinet on the 
current financial position of 
the Council 

Tbc Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / 
Richard Weigh 

 2 Corporate Plan Performance 
Report 2016/17 Q2 

To consider progress against 
the Corporate Plan 

Tbc Cllr Julian Thompson-
Hill / Alan Smith 

 3 Update on options appraisals 
for In-house Care Services 

To consider and, if 
appropriate, make a decision 
on the potential options for 
future provision of the 

Tbc Cllr Bobby Feeley / 
Phil Gilroy 
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Cabinet Forward Work Plan   

Meeting Item (description / title) Purpose of report Cabinet 
Decision 
required 
(yes/no) 

Author – Lead 
member and contact 

officer 

services identified in the 
report 

 4 Denbighshire Supporting 
People Local Commissioning 
Plan 2017-18 

To approve the final Local 
Commissioning Plan for the 
Supporting People 
Programme in Denbighshire 
2017-18 prior to submission 
to the Supporting People 
Regional Collaborative 
Committee in January 2017. 

Yes Cllr Bobby Feeley / 
Liana Duffy 

 5 Items from Scrutiny Committees To consider any issues 
raised by Scrutiny for 
Cabinet’s attention 

Tbc Scrutiny Coordinator 

      

24 January 1 Finance Report To update Cabinet on the 
current financial position of 
the Council 

Tbc Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / 
Richard Weigh 

 2 Final Budget Proposals 2017/18 To consider the final budget 
proposals including the level 
of Council Tax before 
submission to Council 

Tbc Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / 
Richard Weigh 

 3 Update on options appraisals 
for In-house Care Services 

To consider and, if 
appropriate, make a decision 
on the potential options for 
future provision of the 

Tbc Cllr Bobby Feeley / 
Phil Gilroy 
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Cabinet Forward Work Plan   

Meeting Item (description / title) Purpose of report Cabinet 
Decision 
required 
(yes/no) 

Author – Lead 
member and contact 

officer 

services identified in the 
report 

 4 Items from Scrutiny Committees To consider any issues 
raised by Scrutiny for 
Cabinet’s attention 

Tbc Scrutiny Coordinator 

      

28 February  1 Finance Report To update Cabinet on the 
current financial position of 
the Council 

Yes Councillor Julian 
Thompson-Hill / 
Richard Weigh 

 2 New Asset Management 
Strategy 

Adoption of a new asset 
management strategy 

Yes Cllr Julian Thompson-
Hill / Tom Booty 

 3 Items from Scrutiny Committees To consider any issues 
raised by Scrutiny for 
Cabinet’s attention 

Tbc Scrutiny Coordinator 

 

Note for officers – Cabinet Report Deadlines 
 

Meeting Deadline Meeting Deadline Meeting Deadline 

      

October 11 October November 1 November December 29 November 
 
Updated 19/10/16 - KEJ 
 
Cabinet Forward Work Programme.doc 
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Appendix 4 
 

Progress with Committee Resolutions 
 

Date of 
Meeting 

Item number and title Resolution  Progress 

8 September 
2016  

5.  DWP/People Plus 
Provision in 
Denbighshire 

Resolved: - to 
(i) write to both the Department for Work and 

Pensions (DWP) and PeoplePlus inviting them to 
attend the Committee’s next meeting on 27th 
October 2016 for the purpose of discussing the 
decision of relocating services from Rhyl to 
Flint;  and  

(ii) discuss with the DWP the development of the new 
Work and Health Programme and potential 
opportunities for the Council to work with the DWP 
with the aim of improving outcomes for residents, 
reducing poverty and the number of young people 
that become NEET, and fulfil the objectives of both 
the Corporate and Well-being Plans. 

 

Both agencies have 
accepted the invitation to 
attend the meeting on 27 
October 2016 

 6.  Residents Survey Resolved: - subject to the above observations that – 

(i) a report be presented to the Committee in early 
2017 outlining the proposed contents  and questions to 
be contained in the 2017 Residents Survey along with 
the methodology(ies) under consideration for 
undertaking the survey; and 

 

(i) item listed for 
consideration by the 
Committee at its 
February 2017 meeting 
 

(ii) relevant officers 
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(ii) the Leader discuss with Group Leaders the 
feasibility of undertaking ‘exit style’ interviews with 
county councillors ahead of next year’s local authority 
elections for the purpose of seeking their views on what 
the Council does well and which areas would benefit 
from improvement 

notified to include this 
item on the agenda of 
a forthcoming Group 
Leaders’ meeting 

 7.  Primary and 
Secondary School 
Absenteeism 

Resolved: subject to the above observations to -  
 
(i) endorse the policies and strategies utilised to 

improve pupil attendance in Denbighshire’s 
schools; 

(ii) note the improved performance attained to date; 
and  

(iii) register their concerns that not all authorities 
across Wales were applying the policies and 
procedures in relation to unauthorised absences 
as stringently as Denbighshire.  

 

 

Lead Member and officers 
informed of the 
Committee’s resolution 

 8.  Hazardous Routes to 
Schools  

Resolved: subject to the above observations – 

(i) to endorse the contents of the report and the 
method by which Denbighshire County Council 
applies the Welsh Government’s operational 
guidelines with respect of risk assessing walked 
routes to schools; 

(ii) to recommend that school routes that lie within 
areas subject to bio-diversity grass cutting 

 

Lead Member and 
relevant officers advised 
of the Committee’s 
recommendations 
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schedules, and which have not been assessed 
within the last 12 months, be assess at the 
earliest possible opportunity;  

(iii) that all Member Area Groups (MAGs) be 
informed and consulted on an annual basis on 
the routes due for review in their area; and 

(iv) to support the proposal to carry out periodic 
reviews of home to school walking routes every 
five years, unless significant changes to traffic 
volumes or flows are reported, or requests are 
received for a review to be undertaken. 
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