
 

 
 

 
                              FORWARD PLAN 

 
In accordance with Regulations 13 and 14 of The Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access to Information)(England) Regulations 2000, As Amended, details of 
matters likely to be the subject of key decisions to be made by the City Council in the following 4 month period, commencing on Friday 1st June, 2007, are set out hereunder. 
Anyone wishing to make representations to the City Council Cabinet or to the Decision maker about the matter in respect of which the decision is to be made may do so by 
writing to the Chief Executive, 17 Claypath, Durham City, DH1 1RH by no later than Friday, 1st June, 2007. 
 

Topic Decision 
Maker 

Target Date for 
Decision to be 

made 

Consultees 
(if any) 

Contacts Background Documents  
 

Local Development 
Framework 
(LDF)Development Control 
and Planning for Our Heritage 
Policies – Preferred Options – 
Development Plan Documents 

* Cabinet July, 2007 Numerous Consultees Head of Planning Services 
Tel: 0191 3018701 

Issues and Alternative options 
Papers, Oct. ‘06 
Consultation Responses 

Review of the Fraud Policy * Cabinet July, 2007 Numerous Consultees Head of Internal Audit 
Tel: 0191 3018607 

To be determined 

Climate Change Report * Cabinet July, 2007 Numerous Consultees Head of Environmental Services 
Tel: 0191 3018684 

To be determined 

Transport Policy * Cabinet July, 2007 Numerous Consultees Head of Environmental Services 
Tel: 0191 3018684 

To be determined 

Leisure Services Appraisal * Cabinet June, 2007 Numerous Consultees Director of Strategic Resources 
Tel: 0191 3018596 

To be determined 

Procurement Strategy * Cabinet July, 2007 Numerous Consultees Director of Strategic Resources 
Tel: 0191 3018596 

To be determined 

Balanced and Sustainable 
Communities Action Plan 

* Cabinet June, 2007 Numerous Consultees Head of Planning Services 
Tel: 0191 3018701 

Planning policy documents. 
Advice notes. 
Research studies 
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*Cabinet Members: Councillors Bell, Dickie, Jackson, Pitts, Rae, Reynolds, Southwell, Thomson, van Zwanenberg & Woods 
 
Publication Date: Friday, 18th May, 2007                                          Effective Date: Friday, 1st June, 2007. 
 
Councillor F. Reynolds 
Leader of the Council  
Forward Plan No. 61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
                                                                                     FORWARD PLAN NO. 61 
 
                                                                              EFFECTIVE DATE – 1st June, 2007 
 
 
 
Climate Change Report – Head of Environmental Services 
 
This Report is intended to establish the Council’s approach to developing a Climate Change Strategy that will present the actions to be taken 
by the Council to mitigate the causes of Climate Change and adapt for the unavoidable consequences of Climate Change 
 
Transport Policy – Head of Environmental Services 
 
The Transport Policy is intended to assist the Council with statutory planning responsibilities through which it seeks to progress District 
transport initiatives, and may contribute to the quality of transport networks and infrastructure. The Council also seeks to enhance District 
transport through supporting the development of Park and Ride, supporting the establishment of a local car club and becoming positively 
involved as a consultee in the development of regional transport plans, programmes and projects. 
 
Balanced & Sustainable Communities Action Plan – Head of Planning Services 
 
The Report is intended to review policy and action following work undertaken under the auspices of the Balanced Communities Working Group, 
during 2004/2005. The Report identifies opportunities to progress both policy and action during the 2007/2008 period. 



 



Agenda Item No 5 
SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

7 June 2007 
DECISIONS TAKEN BY PORTFOLIO MEMBERS 

 
No. Portfolio Member Nature of Decision Date 

1 Councillor Reynolds  Application received from Mr Seed of 21 
Halliday Grove, Langley Moor enquiring if the 

council would consider selling to him land 
adjacent to his property which he currently 
rents from the council. Recommended that 

subject to contract and conditions an area of 
133 sq m or thereabouts be offered to the 

Applicant on terms to be agreed by Council 
Valuer. 

4.3.07 

2 Councillor Reynolds Application to purchase land adjacent to Swift 
House, 133 Braunespath Estate, New 

Brancepeth received from Mr & Mrs Chilton of 
Swift House for use as garden land.  

Recommended that the application be 
refused. 

4.3.07 

3 Councillor Jackson Permission is sought to enter into a two year 
maintenance contract for all ICT server switch 

and communication equipment with 
Knowledge IT. Recommended enter into a 

two year contract with Knowledge IT (existing 
maintainers). 

26.2.07 

4 Councillor Rae Application for Durham City Enterprise Grant 
by Alistair James Hudson t/a AJH Mobile 
Motor Services.  Approval of £500 grant. 

3.3.07 

5 Councillor Rae Application for Durham City Enterprise Grant 
by Peter Hart t/a Academy Plasterers.  

Approval of £500 grant. 

2.3.07 

6 Councillor Holland Applications for Durham City Enterprise Grant 
by  

Kevin Carter 68 Pilgrims Way Gilesgate – 
Approval £500 

David Greenwood Holme Eden, Newcastle 
Road, Crossgate Moor – Approval £500 

9.3.07 

7 Councillor Holland Applications for Durham City Enterprise Grant 
by 

Simon Robinson 2 Garden Ave Durham – 
Approval of £500 grant 

Ed Nugent, Vicky Lawson-Brown, 51 The 
Avenue, Durham – Refusal of grant 

9.3.07 

8 Councillor Holland Applications for Durham City Enterprise 
Grants by 

Elsie Brierley Jones,  Suite N19A, Tursdale 
Business Park – Approval of £500 grant 

Lynne Hughes, 72 Canterbury Road, Newton 
Hall – Approval of £500 grant 

Mark Davies, 75 High Street South, 
Meadowfield – Approval £500 grant 

Andrea Marshall-Dixon, 3c Old Elvet, Durham 
– Approval £500 grant 

9.3.07 



Zoe Willis/Amanda Brolly, Prospect House, 
Sacriston Lane, Witton Gilbert – Refusal of 

grant 
9 Councillor Reynolds To agree Members attendance at the Royal 

Garden party 2007.  Recommended that 
Councillors Kinghorn and Mrs Smith be 

nominated to attend the Royal Garden Party 

2.3.07 

10 Councillor Southwell To consider terms for renewal of an 
agreement with Prince Bishops Shopping 

Centre for City Councillors car parking 
provision.  Recommended that the City 

Council enters into a further agreement with 
Prince Bishops for the use of 50 car parking 

spaces for City Councillors on the same 
terms as 2006/7 including the licence fee of 

£7,400 pa. 

8.3.07 

11 Councillor Reynolds To consider at a meeting on site on 6 March 
2007 an application made by the owner of the 

Paving Factory Front Street Coxhoe to 
acquire land opposite his premises in former 

Foundry Row for vehicle parking.  
Recommended that the application be 

refused. 

14.3.07 

12 Councillor Reynolds To consider at a meeting on site on 6 March 
2007 an application made by Solicitors 

representing the owner of 78 Park House 
Gardens, Sherburn Village for grant of rights 
of vehicular access between 78 and 79 Park 
House Gardens to enable parking to the rear 
of 78 Park House Gardens.  Recommended 

that the applicant be offered a vehicular  
access licence granted on a yearly basis on 
terms to be agreed by the Council Valuer to 

enable off street parking to the rear of 78 
Park House Gardens and the applicant to 

bear the Council’s legal costs and surveyor’s 
fees. 

14.3.07 

13 Councillor Holland Application for Durham City Enterprise Grant 
received from Kim & Claire Forster t/a The 
Loves Hotel Broompark.  Approval of £500 

grant. 

15.3.07 

14 Councillor Holland  Application for Durham City Enterprise Grant 
received from Ian Philpot t/a Shake-a-Holic.  

Recommended refusal of grant. 

15.3.07 

15 Councillor Jackson To consider a proposal to seek tenders for 
provision of property transaction valuation 

services to the City Council both in Right to 
Buy and Non-Right to Buy transactions 

Recommend that tenders be invited for the 
contract to be for an initial period 

commencing 1 May 2007 and ending on 31 
March 2009 with an option at the Council’s 

discretion to extend to 31 March 2011 

5.3.07 

16 Councillor Van 
Zwanenberg 

Permission is sought to enter into a one year 
contract for the provision of absence 

reporting from 1 April 2007. Five companies 

8.3.07 



were invited to tender for the absence 
reporting contract.  Two actually submitted 

bids – the present provider Diagnostic Health 
Solutions for £36,000 and BUPA for 

£43,000pa.  Recommended that Diagnostic 
Health Solutions be retained for the duration 

of the contract.   
17 Councillor Van 

Zwanenberg 
Permission is sought to enter into a two year 

contract for the provision of Occupational 
Health Services from 1 April 2007.  Seven 

companies were invited to submit for 
provision of occupational health services. 

Four companies submitted a tender Durham 
County Council for £19,095 pa, the present 

provider City of Sunderland Council fro 
£19,200pa, Well Work for £22,224 pa and 

Company Health for £24,720 pa. 
Recommended that City of Sunderland is 
retained for the duration of the contract. 

8.3.07 

18 Councillor Reynolds Application from Durham County Council 
enquiring if the Council would consider 

disposal of land at the junction of Finchale 
Road/Bek Road for the purpose of installing 

traffic signals. 
Recommend that the application be approved 
on terms to be agreed by the Council’s Valuer 

21.3.07 

19 Councillor Reynolds Application received from Mrs Alison Brown 
of 20 Doric Road, New Brancepeth enquiring 

as to whether the Council would grant 
vehicular access over land adjacent to her 

property. 
Recommend that the application be approved 
subject to compliance with certain conditions 

21.3.07 

20 Councillor Reynolds Application to purchase land adjoining to the 
rear of 1 Ushaw Villas, Ushaw Moor, by Mr & 
Mrs Moyse of 1 Ushaw Villas.  Land currently 
garden for 2 Ushaw Villas, intend to use the 
land solely for garden use.  Recommended 

that the application be refused. 

23.3.07 

21 Councillor Reynolds Application for council owned land to the rear 
of 9 Long Acres, Gilesgate, Durham  from Mr 
Jeffries of 9 Long Acres, for consideration by 
the Council  for disposal of land at the rear of 

his property for garden use. Normally the 
procedure would be to refuse these types of 
application but as the land is already fenced 
off and disposal would be in effect bringing 
the applicants boundary in line with those of 

the adjoining properties officers have 
recommended that this application be 
considered favourably by members.  

Recommended that the application be 
approved 

23.3.07 

22 Councillor Holland Application for a Durham City Enterprise 
Grant of £250 received from:- 

Gary Musgrave t/a Apache Home 

28.3.07 



Improvements 
Recommend approval of grant 

23 Councillor Reynolds Application for grant of £609 to West Rainton 
and Leamside Community Association from 
the Flourishing Communities (Small Grants) 

Fund for the purchase and installation of main 
entrance/fire exit doors at Jubilee Hall 

Recommend approval of the grant on the 
condition that Association undertakes work 

and requests payment by 30 September 
2007 and secures additional funding from 

other sources 

5.4.07 

24 Councillor Reynolds Application for grant of £4,133.96 to New 
Durham Residents Association from the 

Flourishing Communities (Small Grants) Fund 
for the purchase and installation of lighting 

columns in the car park, play and multi-
games area and adjacent footpath at the 

Pelaw View Centre, Sherburn Road. 
Recommend approval of the grant on 

condition that Association undertakes work 
and requests payment by 30 September 

2007 

5.4.07 

25 Councillor Reynolds Application for grant of £868 to Durham 
Gingerbread from the Flourishing 

Communities Fund for the purchase of play 
and games equipment to be used at Belmont 

Parish Hall 
Recommend approval of grant 

5.4.07 

26 Councillor Reynolds Application for grant of £1,000 be awarded to 
Belmont Ladies Choir to purchase an electric 

piano 
Recommend approval of grant on condition 
that piano is purchased and a request for 

payment is made by 30 September 2007 and 
additional sums are raised from Choir’s own 

funds 

5.4.07 

27 Councillor Southwell Application received from various Over 60’s 
clubs for a grant of £200 per village 

Recommend approval that each organisation  
be granted £200 or that it be split if more than 
one organisation exists in one area and that 
should an application be received from an 

organisation within an area which at present 
does not receive a grant, they be offered a 

grant of £200 

5.4.07 

28 Councillor Reynolds Application received from Mr McKibbin of 31 
William Street, Bowburn enquiring whether 

the Council would consider selling to him land 
to the rear of his property for use solely as 

garden. 
Recommend that the application be refused 

5.4.07 

29 Councillor Reynolds Request for consideration being given to the 
granting of a new 5 year Lease for Thornley 
Surgery Practice at 182 Woodland Crescent, 

Kelloe subject to rent review. 

5.4.07 



Recommend agreement to the granting of a 
new 5 year Lease to the Thornley Surgery 

Practice 
30 Councillor Holland Application received from Mr Paul Gault of 53 

South Lea, Witton Gilbert enquiring whether 
the Council would be willing to dispose of an 

area of land adjoining his property in order for 
him to construct a double garage.  Mr Gault 
has previously purchased a strip of land and 

there is currently a single wooden garage 
located there. 

Recommend refusal of application 

5.4.07 

31 Councillor Woods Application received from Wireless 
Promotions enquiring if the Council would 
allow the siting of a Climate Dome on the 
Market Place from Tuesday, 29 May until 
Saturday, 2 June 2007 to make the public 

aware of climate change. 
Recommend approval of application 

29.3.07 

32 Councillor Rae Applications received for a Durham City 
Enterprise Grant of £1,000 as follows:- 

Michelle Pennington t/a SeaShells Health & 
Beauty Studio - £500 

Graeme Sybenga t/a MRU Computers £500 
Recommend approval of grants as aboe 

12.4.07 

33 Councillor Reynolds Application received from Mr R Henderson of 
42 Gairlock Drive, Lambton, Washington 
Tyne & Wear, NE38 0DS enquiring if the 

Council would consider selling to him land 
adjoining to the rear of nos. 25 & 26 Station 

Road, West Rainton.  Mr Henderson is 
purchasing No. 26 Station Road and wishes 

to use the additional land as additional 
garden. 

Recommend refusal of application 

16.4.07 

34 Councillor Reynolds Application received from Mr Vickerstaff of 36 
Chalfont Way, Meadowfield enquiring if the 
Council would consider selling to him land 

adjacent to his property for garden use. 
Recommend that the application be put 
through the full application procedure 

18.4.07 

35 Councillor Reynolds Application to resolve encroachment onto 
Council land at 20 Lowlands Road, Brandon. 
Recommend sale of 82 sq. metres of land to 

the applicants for the price of £600, the 
parties to bear their own legal and other costs 

16.4.07 

36 Councillor Reynolds Consideration of implementation of a Rent 
Review for Ushaw Moor Cricket Club and 

representations made by the Cricket Club in 
response to a Rent Review Trigger Notice 

which has been served. 
Recommend a nominal rent increase of 10% 
above current rent, producing £500 p.a. for 5 

years commencing 1 October 2007 

6.4.07 

37 Councillor Jackson Consideration of Tenders received for the 
provision of Right to Buy property transaction 

20.4.07 



valuation services to the City Council for the 
period commencing 1 May 2007 to 31 March 

2009 and to award the contact for these 
services. 

Recommend that the contract be awarded to 
Emperor Property Management Limited 

38 Councillor Jackson Consideration of Tenders received for the 
provision of Non-Right to Buy property 

transaction valuation services to the City 
Council for the period commencing 1 May 
2007 to 31 March 2009 and to award the 

contract for these services 
Recommend that the contract be awarded to 

J W Wood, Chartered Surveyors 

20.4.07 

39 Councillor Holland Application received for a Durham City 
Enterprise Grant from the following:- 

Jeffrey Blackburn t/a Abbey Landscapes - 
£500 

Susan Corke & Sarah Marsh t/a Enterprise - 
£500 

Recommend approval of applications 

20.4.07 
 

40 Councillor Rae SRB6 Improving the Heart of the Villages in 
relation to 

Amend Offer Letter Three Triangles to Kelloe 
Welfare Corner - £3,000.00 

Kelloe Welfare Corner - £4,000.00 
West Rainton & Leamside Community 

Association - £1,715.00 
Recommend approval 

13.2.07 

41 Councillor Woods Temporary Closure of roads on Saturday, 9 
June 2007 between the hours of 9.00 p.m. 
and 10.30 p.m. fir a parade organised by 

Durham University – Market Place, Saddler 
Street, New Elvet, Old Elvet, Territorial Lane 

Recommend temporary road closure be 
granted 

25.4.07 

42 Councillor Woods Authorisation of temporary closure of Back 
Sivler Street on 18 May 2007 between 5.30 
p.m. and 8.30 p.m. for a Durham City Arts 

Event. 
Recommend temporary road closure be 

granted 

25.4.07 

43 Councillor Woods Authorisation of temporary closure of the 
B6291 from the Junction of the Avenue on to 
the C67 in a Northerly direction of the Front 
Street to the Junction of Coxhoe Amenities 
Site on Saturday, 14 July 2007 between the 

hours of 9.45 a.m. to 10.45 a.m. for the 
purpose of a procession 

Recommend temporary road closure be 
granted 

26.4.07 

44 Councillor Woods Authorisation of temporary closure of the 
following roads on Saturday, 7 July 2007 
between the hours of 10.00 a.m. and 5.30 
p.m. and Sunday, 8 July 2007 between the 

hours of 10.00 a.m. and 5.00 p.m. for he 

26.4.07 



purpose of Summer Festival – Market Place, 
Saddler Street, North & South Bailey, Palace 
Green, Owengate, Dun Cow Lane, Bow Land 

and Silver Street. 
Recommend that the temporary road closure 

be granted 
45 Councillor Woods Authorisation of temporary closure of the 

A177 from the Cooperage to Bowburn Post 
Office, Bow Street and Bede Terrace South, 

Bede Terrace North, George Street and 
Dallymore Drive on Saturday, 14 July 

between the hours of 8.30 a.m. and 9.30 a.m. 
for the purpose of a procession. 

Recommend that a temporary road closure 
be granted 

26.4.07 

46 Councillor Woods To choose an option for off-street parking 
enforcement 

Recommend Option 2 – Request Durham 
County Council to include off-street parking 

enforcement in the new contract (to 
commence October 2007) 

25.4.07 

47 Councillor Reynolds Approval sought for contract between City 
Council and ERS to conduct a referendum on 

the Unitary Status Submission.  
Recommended that approval be given to 

enter into a contract and to waive the 
Contract Procedure Rule 8(2)(d). 

8.5.07 

48 Councillor Reynolds Attendance at Parliamentary Launch of N8 on 
Tuesday 5 June in Members’ Dining Room 
House of Commons by the Leader of the 

Council, Cllr Reynolds.  No fee is attached.  
Agreement by B Spears. 

10.5.07 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Agenda Item No.7a  

ENVIRONMENT SCRUTINY PANEL 
 
(REVIEW) – SCRUTINY OF TEMPORARY ROAD CLOSURES WITHIN THE CITY 
OF DURHAM AREA 
 
The Panel was tasked with reviewing the previous Scrutiny topic of Temporary Road 
Closures. 
 
 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
The City Council has the power to temporarily close roads under the Town Police 
Clauses Act (TPCA) 1847 for such events as parades, street parties etc.  It was 
noted that the City did not have a Policy for the granting of such road closures.  
Consequently, a Policy was drafted, and was adopted by Cabinet, April 2005 (Minute 
578). 
Overall, the Policy was believed to be working well by the Officer who issues the 
Temporary Road Closure Orders (TRCOs).  However, Members were worried that 
the cost of the whole procedure organising an event which requires a temporary road 
closure, i.e. the cost of insurance and of suitable traffic management, was becoming 
too expensive for small village organisations to bear and wished to have further 
information relating to this matter. 
 
 
2. AIMS 
 
To provide Members with further information relating to the issues connected with the 
obtaining of a TRCO from the City of Durham and to amend any current policies and 
procedures as deemed necessary. 
 
 
3. CURRENT STATUS 
 
3.1 Current Procedure 
 
Following the scrutiny of the subject of Temporary Road Closures in July 2004, a 
Policy was produced and approved by Cabinet 04 April 2005.  At the meeting of the 
Panel 19 July 2006, the Legal and Democratic Services Manager informed Members 
that in general the Policy was working very well. 
 
It was noted that a number of applications that previously been received annually had 
ceased to be submitted.  This was thought to be due to the increased cost of the 
traffic management and associated insurances, rather than the City of Durham fee of 
£25 for issuing the Order (which is considerably lower than many other Authorities 
with some being as much as £350).  Also it was noted that a previous regular 
Applicant had modified their event so as to not involve use of the highway, negating 
the need for an Order to be issued.  
 
3.2 “Problems” with Current Procedure 
 
It was noted that some organisations that had applied for a TRCO were not attending 
a meeting of the Safety Advisory Group (SAG), which is advised within the 
Temporary Road Closure Application Form Guidance Notes.  
 



Whilst it may be possible to state that attendance was mandatory, some event 
organisers felt that they were being discriminated against as the SAG meetings are 
held during working hours. 
 
Until recently, the Officer who administers the TRCOs did not received minutes of the 
SAG meetings, though this situation has now been remedied. 
 
Whilst the current Policy recommends that the Applicant hire a traffic management 
company to organise the putting up of requisite Notices and the running of the 
closure on the day, it does not insist on such a requirement.  It is an offence if such 
Notices and traffic management is not carried out by a company or person who has 
undergone the relevant training and has an appropriate qualification.  By not insisting 
upon the use of qualified persons, the City of Durham could be viewed as condoning 
such an offence.   
 
Within the guidance notes that the City send out with the application form for a 
TRCO, there is a sentence to note that the Applicant should perhaps consider the 
use of alternative routes that would not use a section of the highway.  It may be that 
this could be altered to emphasise the Police and Highways Authority general 
guidance towards such events, i.e. that if at all possible try to organise them as such 
that a road closure is not required by holding the event on an area of land off the 
highway and question whether parades or marches could not be staged on a large 
open space, rather than along a section of highway.   
 
 
4. FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
At the Panel meeting 19 July 2006, Members were keen to find out more information 
as regards what was required of organisers when holding events that required a 
TRCO as it was an issue the Members were often asked about.  The main issues 
usually brought up with Councillors were: 
 

1. What was the role of the Police as regards these types of road closure? 
 
2. What was the reasoning behind the need for traffic management 

companies?  
 

3. Why was liability insurance required on the part of he organisers? 
 

4. Why would the “Council” not provide the traffic management and 
insurance? 

 
4.1 Presence of Police at Temporary Road Closures 
 
In the past the Police had provided Officers to manage the traffic management of 
road closures but due to resource issues it was no longer possible to provide this 
service.  Since the 1970’s the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) Traffic 
Committee have actively discourage the use of highways for sponsored or charity 
events on the grounds of road safety.   
 
However, in 1999 a Public Safety Policy was produced by ACPO setting out the 
Police position which was to not support any event on the highway unless there had 
been a risk assessment carried out, there was an appropriate insurance policy in 
place for the event, and that road closure was obtained with the relevant traffic 
management being in place.   



In Durham if all these criteria were met, the Police would try to have some 
representation in the form of Community Support Officers or local Beat Officers at the 
event though purely as a “Police” presence, rather than assisting with traffic 
management.  However, where there is a perceived risk to the integrity of effective 
emergency service provision i.e. routes becoming impassable, the Police may then 
provide assistance in this regard, an example being a large event such as the 
Durham Miners’ Gala.  
 
4.2 Traffic Management 
 
As Police Policy denotes that they would be unable to provide traffic management 
(except in exceptional circumstances) organisers of events would need to provide 
traffic management for the event.  This has two main aspects, one being the 
implementation of the correct signage to be in accordance with Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions 2002 and Traffic Safety Measures and Signs for 
Road Works and Temporary Situations 2006.  The other aspect is the relevant 
number of qualified operatives on the ground to carry out the road closure.   
 
As regards both of these, the relevant qualification is the Lantra Award Sector 
Scheme 12D, a relatively new qualification.  It should be noted that only those people 
suitably qualified (either through 12D or other qualifications for other types of road 
closure / works) are legally allowed to place signs on the highway, members of the 
general public may not.  Again the signs themselves must conform to legislation.   
 
Teesdale District Council attempted to help local event organisers obtain the relevant 
12D qualification and whilst this was in theory a good idea, it became apparent that 
the issue was more complex than initially thought.  The qualification is in multiple 
units, with some requiring hands on training with the requisite conforming vehicles 
and signage.  This equipment is quite specific and not inexpensive and may well be 
beyond the budgets of events organisers.  Also any provision of the equipment by 
Local Authorities would not be cost effective as any subsidised cost would unlikely 
cover costs / maintenance of the equipment and any full price provision would be a 
duplication of private sector facilities and have ongoing implications for Local 
Authorities budgets, i.e. staffing, physical storage etc. 
 
Problems are compounded by the need for correctly prepared Risk Assessments and 
Traffic Management Plans which require more units from the 12D qualification (or 
similar).  In addition, as events sizes scale up, the number of people required on site 
during the closure increases.  A “Supervisor” role is required with “Operatives” 
working below them to carry out the closure correctly and safely.  Upon inspection, 
the “going rate” for Operatives appears to between £7-10 per hour, with the rates for 
Supervisors obviously being greater.  These are all additional costs not immediately 
apparent when considering training for an Event Organiser’s staff or Local Authority 
Officers.    
 
Additionally, the Durham County Council being a statutory consultee in the TRCO 
procedure have requested to see comprehensive Traffic Management Plans prior to 
any agreement on their part. 
 
Speaking to some traffic management companies, the cost of a small event would be 
in the order of £500 plus, though this would obviously include the relevant signage 
and qualified staff.   
 
 
 



4.3 Liability Insurance 
 
Another consideration for organisers is that of sufficient liability cover for the event.  
After brief consultation with some insurance companies the basic scale of fees for 
such insurance seemed to be of the order of £250 for cover for 1,000 people at a 
cover level of £5 million 
 
Whilst some insurance companies would provide liability insurance for certain events, 
some would either require “events insurance” (a more expensive premium) or indeed 
would not provide cover for the part of the event that involved the members of the 
public on the highway, as the cover is for the event rather than the road closure.  It 
therefore could be that even at an event with Liability Insurance in place, an event 
organiser may not have the correct cover in place in the event of an incident 
occurring on the temporarily closed road.   
 
It should be noted that whilst many Authorities require a level of cover of £5 million 
plus, the City of Durham currently only states within its policy “That the Applicant 
shall be responsible for ensuring that appropriate insurance is in place for the event 
which requires the Road Closure”.  It may be necessary to state a minimum level of 
£5 million cover as a being required, or indeed more as deemed appropriate. 
  
Also on the pro forma for completion by event organisers, the form states “If my (the 
Applicant) application is successful I confirm I will: - 1. Make suitable arrangements 
to manage the event, 2. Arrange suitable insurance for the event during the period of 
the Road Closure.”  This could be interpreted that a TRCO could be agreed to prior 
to traffic management being arranged and the insurance cover being finalised.  It 
may be that event organisers may not be able to secure such insurance or traffic 
management prior to the approval of a Temporary Road Closure Order.  If this is the 
case, it may be possible to approve the order upon receipt of enquires or quotes from 
traffic management companies and insurers, then issue the signed and sealed Order 
only upon confirmation of the traffic management and insurance being obtained.  
However, this may have a negative effect in that the additional time required for this 
stage could mean application would need to be submitted even further in advance.   
 
Also it should be noted that the level of insurance carried by Traffic Management 
Companies tends to be in the region of £30 Million as opposed to those levels listed 
above.    
 
4.4 “Council” Provision 
 
Whilst ideally “the Council” would provide all services that the community requires, it is 
not always possibly either due to no powers to act or lack of resources to undertake 
the appropriate action.   
 
Whilst the Durham County Council operates road closures for works to the highway 
and issue Temporary Road Closure Orders for public utilities companies when carrying 
out works, these are under different legislation and are not similar to those the City 
would issue under the TPCA 1847.   
 
Whilst there are a number of possible options that may be available for pursuit, in the 
light of the recent Local Government White Paper and subsequent bids for 
reorganisation Members may wish to consider the matter further prior to making any 
decisions.   
 



Members wished that any possible assistance that could be provided by the City of 
Durham via the Community Development Officers be noted and mentioned on the 
Temporary Road Closure application form. 
 
 
5. EXAMPLES WITHIN DURHAM 
 
Some Members had queried that whilst the Police would not as a matter of course 
provide traffic management for events, they appear to be present at many in that 
role.  These include the Durham Miners’ Gala, the Annual Fireworks Display at 
Aykley Heads and the Christmas Lights “Switch On” in the City Centre Market Place. 
 
As regards the Miners’ Gala, due to the large scale of the event and the obvious 
impact of the sheer numbers of people involved, public safety and the integrity of 
emergency service routes are the key reasons behind the Police presence. 
 
The Annual Fireworks display is a joint event held by the Police Authority, The Fire 
Service and the Durham County Council, accordingly the Police are the organiser of 
the event and it would not be cost effective for them to hire in external traffic 
management for this event when they (their Officers) have the requisite powers and 
training to carry out the management of the closure. 
 
Upon speaking to the Manager of the Durham Markets Company who headed up the 
organising of the Christmas Lights Switch On for the Durham City Forum, I was 
informed that whilst there was a Police presence in the market place on the night of 
the switch on, the Officers were there in their capacity to maintain public order.  
Indeed, the Forum had been required to hire a traffic management company at the 
standard rate the same as any other event organiser.  This was also the case for 
closures connected with the Christmas Festival activities as well. 
 
Researching experiences of events organisers from up and down the Country, an 
interesting passage from the website of “Run Liverpool” (a Race Organisation) was 
worthy of note where an insufficient Traffic Management Plan (TMP) had prevented a 
Road Closure Order from being issued, therefore causing an event to be postponed: 
 
“…the traffic management plan will have to be resubmitted to the local authority with 
their timescale being six weeks from approval to process a Temporary Road Closure 
Order.  This will no doubt seem an extremely long time by most runners – but it must 
be understood that we are dealing with legislative process.  The days of simply 
putting on an event on are long gone.  Perhaps we have become victims of our own 
demands, particularly with the ‘blame and claim’ mentality that exists in some areas 
of our society.” 

 
 
6. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Accordingly, the Panel put forward the following recommendations:- 
 
1. That the City of Durham continues to use its successful Temporary Road 

Closures Policy. 
 
2. That the Temporary Road Closure Form is amended to highlight the possibility of 

obtaining assistance from the City of Durham and that an Event Organiser should 
contact the relevant Community Development Officer accordingly. 

 



3. That the Community Development Officers inform any Events Organiser that 
approaches them for assistance that they would need to take into account the 
cost of a Temporary Road Closure when organising an event, should the event at 
any time be taking place on the highway. 

 
4. That the topic of the Temporary Road Closures be reviewed in 12 months time, 

or as appropriate. 
 



 Agenda Item No. 7b 

REPORT OF THE ENVIRONMENT SCRUTINY PANEL 
 
 
SCRUTINY TOPIC – RIVERBANKS 
 
 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
The Cathedral and Castle are synonymous with Durham, situated on the peninsula 
surrounded by the looping River Wear.  This area, along with the larger extent of the 
riverbanks, are key in further developing the City and its environs as a place for 
locals and tourists alike to enjoy the many gems along the river.  Criticism of the 
under-utilisation of the riverbanks’ potential is often levelled at the City of Durham 
Council, with one of the regular complaints being that of litter not only on the 
riverbanks, but also on the river itself. 
 
The riverbanks area within the City Centre area has various planning policies in place 
that place special emphasis on the importance of the site.  These include various 
listed buildings, areas of high landscape value and the Cathedral and Castle 
themselves, being a World Heritage Site. 
 
The riverbanks in this area have been maintained for many hundreds of years.  This 
initially was in the form of bare slopes as a defence for the Castle.  Later this made 
way for gardens and landscaped areas.  The current dense tree cover is relatively 
recent, increasing from the 1750’s to the present state.  There is evidence that the 
dense cover did not reach Framwelgate Bridge until the early 20th century.  Since the 
Second World War, there has been little active “management” of the woodland areas 
to control the tree growth along this stretch of the river.  As a result the more vigorous 
growing sycamore has colonised tracts of the river banks area.  However there is still 
a strong representation of other native species which can be revitalised and 
supported with careful woodland management.   
 
 
2. AIMS 
 
It was the remit of the Panel to consider the issues relating to the riverbanks and to 
help clarify the responsibilities of the various stakeholders, and to see how the City of 
Durham Council contributes to the improvement of the riverbanks currently and what 
future support could be offered. 
  
 
3. ACTIONS 
 
The Panel were fortunate to have many witnesses both from within the City of 
Durham Council and from external organisations attend meetings to give Members 
information as regards the topic of the Riverbanks.  Those in attendance from the 
City Council were the Head of Environment & Leisure Services, Head of Cultural 
Services, The Heritage & Design Manager, and the Street Scene Technical Manager.  
Also they were representatives from Durham Cathedral, Durham University, Durham 
County Council’s Rights of Way Section, the Necklace Park and an Officer from 
Durham Constabulary. 
 
 
 
 



From these witnesses, the following information was obtained: 
 
3.1 Land Ownership 
 
The many issues relating to the riverbanks are further complicated by the nature of 
the land ownership along this section of the river.  The City of Durham Council 
actually owns very little land alongside the riverbanks. 
 
The major land owners are Durham Cathedral, the Durham University and the 
various Colleges that are based on the peninsula.   
 
The Cathedral not only owns a significant amount of the peninsula, but also a large 
area on the west of the river.  In the areas where the Cathedral owns land on both 
sides of the river, the Cathedral is responsible for that particular section of the river. 
Land ownership and riparian ownerships are difficult to understand as past Bishops 
may have passed dry land on, but not always the riparian rights.  In addition there are 
areas of unclaimed land on the banks. 
 
Ownership outside of the City is more diverse, with many private landowners 
controlling large areas. 
 
 
3.2 Litter and Maintenance 
 
- Litter 
 
Public perception is that the City of Durham, i.e. “the council”, has responsibility for all 
the riverbanks and ergo the sole responsibility as regards litter picking. 
 
The City of Durham conducts litter picking three times a week between Framwelgate 
Bridge to Prebends Bridge and the area of Council land close to the Count’s House.  
The remainder of the riverside footpath from Prebends Bridge to Elvet Bridge is not 
litter picked by the Service.  All the areas to be cleared must be accessible to Staff 
and therefore litter and light debris can be removed from the waters edge using long 
reach tools. As a safe working practise, Staff do not enter the water or work from 
inside boats to facilitate clearance of litter from the river itself. 
 
The issue of river cleanliness (litter rather than chemical pollution) is important.  It 
was noted that whilst the river was dealt with by the Environment Agency, the 
Agency now only appear to get involved where litter and debris could impede flood 
waters, they can be limited in how and when they clear the weirs which tend to trap 
larger tree trunks and detritus.   
 
A thorough cleaning and removal of waste alongside the river, around the peninsula 
area, was undertaken by the City of Durham.  It is proposed that such an operation 
would be most effective if carried out twice per year, with possible assistance from 
associated water activity clubs, i.e. the Kayak Club (who helped in a similar fashion 
during a clean up operation approximately 2 years ago).  This would negate the 
problem the City of Durham Staff have as regards access to the accumulated litter in 
the river which is not always accessible from the adjoining footpaths.  Indeed a 
problem as regards plastic bottles within the river has been brought to the attention of 
the Council. 
 
The remainder of the riverbanks, specifically those around the Peninsula area, are 
litter picked by staff from the Cathedral and the University. 



 
- Maintenance 
 
As the City of Durham does not own most of the land alongside the river it therefore 
undertakes relatively few maintenance duties along the riverbanks.  The City of 
Durham has however undertaken tree clearance works on land it does own close to 
the Count’s House, where trees had fallen and blocked a riverside footpath. 
 
The City of Durham also inspects and maintains the 7 lifebuoy stations from The 
Racecourse downriver to The Sands.  Current arrangements are that missing or 
damaged lifebuoys/lifelines are replaced by the City of Durham.  The lifebuoys and 
lifelines are funded from the Council’s Environmental & Leisure Services Department 
Budget. 
 
The Dean and Chapter and the University are responsible for most of the remaining 
areas along the peninsula section of the riverbanks. This largely involves the felling 
and replacement planting of trees as well as the management of those all ready in 
place.  
 
Currently, no regular grass cutting or footpath maintenance is undertaken within the 
peninsula area by the City of Durham.  From Baths Bridge up river, the Council 
undertakes grass cutting of the immediate riverbanks on an annual basis at the 
request of the Regatta Committee. The open spaces alongside The Racecourse are 
maintained on a regular basis during the summer period.  
 
The removal of fallen trees and heavy debris trapped on the weirs are usually 
attended to by the Environment Agency.  Whilst trees blown into the river could be 
considered “rubbish” by some, it should be noted that this is part of their life cycle 
and they can be useful to wildlife, e.g. Cormorants. 
 
The provision of sponsored / memorial bench seats positioned around the peninsula 
is administered by Cultural Services (Heritage and Design).  
 
There is also an active involvement in maintenance and management of the 
riverbanks via the Riverbanks Management Committee. The Heritage and Design 
Section act as Chair and secretariat.  In many cases contributions from the Council 
have levered other works from Partners to improve the riverbanks and local 
environment.  
 
 
3.3 Tree Management 
 
Work to maintain the tree population is predominantly undertaken by the Cathedral 
and the University, being the principal land owners 
 
Within the Peninsula there are a number of large over-mature trees along the 
riverbanks and this can, it is believed, lead to problems.   
 
- Durham Cathedral 
 
In a case where a lime tree had fallen within land owned by the Cathedral, it was 
discovered that the centre of the tree was hollow, despite having new growth and 
leaves and otherwise appearing quite normal.  Forestry Commission guidelines state 
a minimum safe distance of 12 metres (for a trunk diameter of 1-3 feet) around such 
over-mature trees.   



Obviously this would prove impossible to achieve along the riverbanks in Durham as 
this would effectively cordon off the entire riverbank area or require wholesale felling.   
 
During a large storm in January 2005 a large tree which was braced by its roots 
against the normal direction of the wind was uprooted.  This was thought to be due to 
the wind being rebounded from the Cathedral against the tree in the un-braced 
direction.  This uprooting in turn led to instability in the surrounding soil (on a very 
steep slope).  Removal of blanket coverage of some of the ivy at this location had 
further exacerbated the instability problem and accordingly, a scheme of works was 
undertaken to shore up the slope using piling.   
 
The Cathedral are in the process of producing a Management Plan for the 
woodlands, which they will be consulting on.  Within this plan there are proposals to 
clear some of the larger trees thus creating an opportunity to rethink and update the 
classic, perhaps “moth eaten”, view of the Cathedral (i.e. from the opposite bank up 
towards the Cathedral taking in the Old Fulling Mill at the foot of the image).  Care 
would need to be taken to explain any tree removal as this could meet with some 
initial resistance from the public and have the potential to impact on the traditional 
views of the City and its reputation.  Ultimately it is contended by the Cathedral’s staff 
that it should result in a fresher and more spectacular view of the City’s famous 
landmark. 
 
As an alternative tree management scenario the Cathedral are considering the 
coppicing of areas where large over-mature are to be removed. With care and by 
using varying sizes, types and ages of trees it should be possible to give a 
manageable, sustainable amount of tree cover that can create new exciting vistas 
and help to enhance existing “classic” views.  Also the smaller trees will have less 
leverage on the soil and would be less likely to result in a repeat of the landslide 
mentioned above. 
 
The Cathedral hope that a programme of tree clearing along its peninsula riverbank 
area could result in a similar outcome to that of the wood at Shincliffe.  Here, areas 
where trees have been felled have been seeded and many varieties of once naturally 
occurring wild flowers and these are now appearing and flourishing in the clearing.   
 
The Cathedral’s Management Plan for the trees within its land is to be submitted to 
the Forestry Commission, it then in turn will be circulated to the relevant stakeholders 
for consultation. 
 
- Durham University 
 
The University is in a very similar position as Durham Cathedral being a major 
landowner in the riverbanks area.  Whilst the University has adopted a low 
intervention strategy as regards those trees that are within University ownership it is 
agreed that coppicing could be the best way forward as regards efficient 
management.  The University would hope to follow Durham Cathedral’s example as 
regards their Management Plan and produce a similar document to guide future 
works.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3.4 Ongoing Projects 
 
3.4.1 Riverbanks Gardens 
 
A major project on the peninsula section of the riverbank is that of the Riverbanks 
Gardens.  Funding from the Heritage Lottery Fund allowed for a stage one 
Management and Restoration Plan to be produced by a specialist Consultant. The 
Plan sought to review the situation and outline any action that could be taken.  This 
consequently led to proposals to restore an example section of gardens, to proposals 
for conservation work to be carried out on sections of the Castle Walls and to update 
the management strategy of the tree coverage and improve access.   Although the 
proposals would maintain good tree cover, any removal of trees may result in 
negative feedback from the public.  It would be necessary to educate the public as to 
the many benefits of such a reworking of the riverbanks, and indeed as to the various 
roles the riverbanks have played through history and of which the current situation 
can be described as one of slight neglect and overgrowth.   
 
A lot of interesting features have been discovered in the area where the Gardens are 
being reviewed for restoration or conservation, and these would no doubt be of great 
interest to any visitors to Durham.  Access would naturally need to be improved in 
order to cope with this increase in interest and issues relating to the security of 
neighbouring Colleges’ land have been noted. 
 
3.4.2 2020 Vision 
 
Within the 2020 Visioning Project, one area identified was that of a need for a 
comprehensive lighting strategy to help improve the appeal of the City.  Whilst the 
Cathedral benefits from “stage lighting” and College buildings alongside the river 
have lighting for security and access purposes, the natural state is that of darkness.  
This would be to the benefit of nocturnal wildlife, though there are some calls for 
improved (increased) provision of lighting at Prebends Bridge for the safety of 
students at night. 
 
Another area identified as requiring an increase in provision is that of signage 
throughout the City and similar to the lighting situation, a signage strategy will help to 
deal with the many disparate styles that exist and develop a complete package for 
Durham City. 
 
Also within the Masterplan for the City, an additional footbridge is proposed onto the 
Peninsula from Parson’s Field (encouraged by the Cathedral).  This option has 
generated mixed reactions, and would obviously require further development and 
consultation. 
 
An event for this summer is organised between the 2020 Visioning team and IML 
Concerts involving live music on the Old Racecourse (owned by Durham University) 
which is one of the areas that forms part of the new Necklace Park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3.4.3 Necklace Park 
 
• Overview  
 
The Necklace Park was one of the first projects to be delivered from the 2020 
Visioning exercise to help improve Durham City Centre.  It was believed that there 
was not enough access for the public to the river and banks area, not only in physical 
terms, but also in terms of knowledge, i.e. the history and heritage of many of the 
“jewels” situated along the River Wear.  The idea was originally developed via a 
feasibility study from the Visioning project.  Initial discussions led to a consensus that 
the Peninsula area within the City Centre was fairly well established and perhaps it 
would be more beneficial if the aim of the Park could be to help bring local 
communities together via the river in order to help create a greater sense of inclusion 
for the residents of the Durham. 
 
As the Necklace Park is a vision for delivery by 2020 but only has funding for two 
years (approximately 18 months remaining) the expectations of the public will need to 
be managed carefully.  The idea that the Necklace Park could include a stretch of 
high quality (and appropriately sympathetic) footpath along both sides of the river 
between Finchale Priory and Sunderland Bridge would be ideal.  In reality this forms 
a much longer-term aspiration and would only be achievable through lengthy 
negotiations with landowners and the public over a number of years.  
 
Accordingly, to maximise the potential of the project, it will necessary to pick specific 
projects that could be realistically achieved.  One of the key aims is that the Park can 
act as broker between those wishing to develop ideas but not access to grants or 
funding-related information.   
 
Whilst certain attractions already have an adequate parking provision, e.g. Houghall 
College, it was hoped that by planning sensible routes between areas with existing 
parking that issues relating to parking could be mitigated.  Also it is hoped that the 
County Council Park and Ride Scheme should be utilised as a means of 
environmentally friendly access to the City and the Park. 
 
One of the challenges facing the Necklace Park is that of persuading private 
Landowners that there is genuine benefit in having the Park cross areas of their land.  
Rather than set up new forums for this, it was intended to use existing groups to 
facilitate discussions with Landowners.  The Public Rights of Way Team from the 
County Council are also helping with this issue.  Help from Local Councillors with 
good working relationships with landowners would, and has been, of great assistance 
to the Necklace Park team. 
 
It may be advantageous to encourage cycle hire within the City centre as the 
Necklace Park takes shape, though previous attempts by private businesses to 
establish cycle hire facilities had not been particularly successful.   
  
• Finchale Priory Circular Walk 
 
Finchale Priory is one of the treasures alongside the River Wear, with many people 
enjoying regular walks around this area.  However, much of the land in the area is in 
private ownership and this is a potential obstacle to obtaining the maximum benefit 
from the area.  The M.P. for Durham, the Right Worshipful The Mayor of Durham and 
Durham County Council’s Rights of Way Section have been consulted regarding 
permitted access to the area around Finchale Priory.  Also, Northumbrian Water has 
been contacted as regards the continued use of “Pipe Bridge”.   



Northumbrian Water initially wished to have access across the bridge stopped to 
prevent damage to their lines.  The County Council’s Bridges Team may take on 
some areas of responsibility in order to maintain public access. 
 
• Frankland Viaduct 
 
Frankland (or Brasside) Viaduct was an important link between Belmont and Newton 
Hall which has fallen into disrepair.  Many local people have expressed an interest in 
the restoration of this route and indeed SUSTRANS, a cycle charity, are interested in 
becoming involved.  The land on which the viaduct sits is owned by the Durham 
County Council.  Prior to any works, a structural survey would need to be carried out 
(currently ongoing), and also any adverse impact that reopening the route may have 
on biodiversity would need to be assessed.  This route could have a positive impact 
in economic and environmental terms via people using the route for commuting, 
creating more opportunities for businesses to take advantage of the passing trade. 
Also traffic could be reduced as people may opt to cycle or walk along the much 
more direct route between Belmont and Newton Hall.  
 
• Old Durham Gardens 
 
The Necklace Park, in partnership with local people, has begun work on a tile mural 
to be located within the City of Durham owned Old Durham Gardens grotto.  
Students from New College Durham are to produce the mural, with the work to be 
commenced by Easter 2007. The City of Durham’s Heritage & Design Manager is 
closely involved with this project as the Gardens are owned by the City of Durham. 
 
• Houghall College Farm 
 
East Durham & Houghall Community College operates Houghall Farm and the 
College is keen to open the farm to the public, which hopefully in turn will bring in 
visitors to other nearby attractions such as the Houghall Discovery Trail and the 
wetlands area.  The College is working with the Necklace Park team towards 
securing funding to help this. 
 
• Virtual Park 
 
One of the key aims of the Necklace Park is to improve the access and quality with a 
minimal “footprint”.  An excellent way of being able to achieve this is to, rather than 
have intrusive and costly interpretation panels (which cannot be updated easily and 
would require regular maintenance), use an online “Virtual Park” to mirror the actual 
park and to also provide additional value by way of a greater depth of information and 
experiences than would be on the ground alone, i.e. history, stories, wildlife 
information etc. 
 
3.4.4 Funding 
 
The Riverbanks Gardens project received funding from the Heritage Lottery Fund to 
produce a conservation and management report, a vital initial stage.  Funding 
requirements for this project are estimated at £4.5 million, and even with funding from 
the Heritage Lottery Fund, an amount of £1.125 million would still need to be raised.  
Approximately £1 million may be identified via the County Durham Economic Plan 
but this remains to be confirmed as a possibility.  Competitive bids to obtain this 
would still be required.  
 



In addition, funds have been sourced from the Local Transport Plan through the 
County Council to allow for improvement to the area at “Windy Gap” an access point 
to the riverbanks from Silver Street.  Another area where the City of Durham is 
actively involved is regarding a historic part of the City Wall, located near to 
Kingsgate Bridge on land where ownership is unclear.  This section contains the 
“Kingsgate Postern” and it may be possible to attract English Heritage funds if it can 
be allocated the status of being a “listed building at risk”. 
 
A risk is that as times change, requirements for the obtaining of various grants 
change too.  In addition, the 2012 Olympics may draw away a lot of funding from 
other “outlying projects” i.e. those not within London.  The Wharton Park Heritage 
Lottery Fund process is providing a lot of useful information relating to the obtaining 
of such grants and this knowledge could hopefully be applied to the Riverbanks 
Gardens project.  Factors that would need to be considered are those of an 
increased involvement from the community; an increasing visitor / tourist use; an 
increased provision of access especially in light of DDA rule changes; a 
reassessment of the location of the restored garden and improved formal 
agreements to working in partnership. 
 
As regards access issues, it should be noted that various groups are being 
consulted, e.g. The Disabled Ramblers.  It can be often the case that rather than a 
whole raft of extensive groundwork, people simply require information regarding what 
paths are currently suitable for use by various groups, i.e. wheelchair, pushchairs etc.  
However, in some cases it may be necessary to improve the path on the ground; an 
example of this is the need for wider access along the bridge over Old Durham Beck, 
near Maiden Castle.  Work regarding this is underway with the Necklace Park Team 
working with the Durham County Council Public Rights of Way Section, the Durham 
County Council Bridges Team and the Disabled Ramblers towards securing the 
necessary funds to achieve this goal. 
 
Ideas for potential projects for the Necklace Park will be encouraged to come from 
members of the public.  However, as the funding for the Park forms part of the 
County Durham Economic Partnership Single Programme fund drawn down from the 
Regional Development Agency, ONE North East, it would be necessary to take those 
ideas from the public and develop them so that they are presented in such a way to 
meet the relevant criteria in order to successfully access the funding. 
 
The Frankland Viaduct project within the Necklace Park is a project that may become 
short listed to be entered into the live television programme Big Lottery, which has an 
overall fund of £50 million available. 
 
 
3.5 Policing along the Riverbanks 
 
• Officer Provision 
 
Currently within the City Centre area, along with “core” Officers there are two City 
Centre Beat Officers and two Community Support Officers who assist.  The 
Community Beat Team comprises of sixteen Beat Officers split into two areas, 
Framwellgate & Meadowfield and Sherburn & Bowburn.  This includes the two City 
Centre Officers, though if required, Beat Officers from the surrounding areas can be 
brought in to assist. 
 
 
 



• Riverbank Patrols 
 
Whilst there is not a formalised patrol route along the Riverbanks, Officers often use 
the Riverbanks as they are an integral part of the footway network of the City Centre.  
It should be noted that when Durham Constabulary trialled a scheme to provide 
Officers with mountain bikes, the Riverbank areas were patrolled quite regularly as 
the Riverbanks proved a particularly efficient means of getting across the City quickly 
and safely. 
 
• Appropriate Response 
 
Where incidents of drunkenness, anti-social behaviour etc. are reported, a priority 
rating is given and then Officers on the ground are given this information so they can 
respond accordingly.  Also Officers use all information available to them to try and 
pre-emptively act, i.e. sources within the University, Cathedral etc. can provide 
indications of new “hotspots” that may arise along with those that are well known i.e. 
St. Hild & Bede’s Boathouse, Bandstand and the former Bowling Green.  
 
• Lighting Provision 
 
Whilst the Police would encourage any action that would help to prevent potential 
incidents, it was noted that an attempt by the University to have additional lighting 
along Prebends Bridge was met with some resistance from the Durham Cathedral.  
Police advice is that those using the riverbanks at night should only do so in groups, 
and only if strictly necessary as other routes on to the Peninsula exist. 
 
 
4. OUTCOMES 
 
The Panel discussed the information gathered on the topic and noted the following:- 
 
• The Panel agreed that information as regards the City of Durham’s ownership and 

the work it undertakes along the riverbanks should be made available to the public 
in some form.  It may be useful therefore to feed back the views of the Panel to the 
Durham Riverbanks Management Group in due course so that a statement from 
the Group could then be used, if agreed, as an article within Durham City News. 

  
• Members thought that it could be beneficial, to help raise awareness of the 

Necklace Park, to have some form of “console” located within the City of Durham 
Tourist Information Centre at Millennium Place enabling access to the proposed 
Virtual Park and other relevant tourist information.  This would be in addition to 
the ability to access the Virtual Park via any existing computer access points, i.e. 
Libraries, information centres etc.  An opportunity may also be available to 
encourage similar devices or access within the new hotel developments within 
the City, so that visitors to Durham have access to information upon their arrival.  
The Panel was informed during a meeting that the City’s Tourism Manager was 
involved with the signage strategy which may incorporate a scheme involving the 
TIC, and also that there are plans to work with the Clayport Library for use of 
computers there to gain access to the Virtual (Necklace) Park.  The Members 
were also informed that indeed local hotels were “crying out” for additional 
information for tourists, and that work regarding this was ongoing in conjunction 
with the County Durham Area Tourism Partnership. 

 
 



• Members were concerned that if trees were felled in areas along the riverbanks 
within the City, i.e. those areas identified as being for restoration to cultivated 
gardens, care should be taken to protect wildlife that has taken hold in such 
areas.  The City’s Heritage & Design Manager pointed out that the current, 
almost uniform, dense coverage of sycamore trees provided only one type of 
habitat which only lends itself to a narrow range of plant and animal species.  By 
opening up certain areas and encouraging plant diversity, insect and animal 
diversity can only increase as a result. 

 
• A Member raised the issue of the risks associated with the use of the river by the 

many groups, i.e. anglers, canoeists etc.  The Heritage & Design Manager 
reiterated that a formal Agreement is being sought so that the relevant 
landowners and interested parties are protected, with a Code of Practice to be 
incorporated into any such Agreement.  The risks associated cannot be entirely 
removed by the very nature of the activities however, by agreeing a code of 
practice for canoe users the risks of accidents and arguments can be mitigated to 
a certain degree. 

 
• A Councillor wondered whether Voluntary Groups could be utilised to help 

achieve progress in relation to riparian projects.  The Heritage & Design Manager 
agreed that this could be useful, and indeed was required to satisfy Heritage 
Lottery Fund conditions but pointed out that it must be understood that these 
types of projects require a significant injection of cash to enable the “hard” 
improvements that are needed to reach conclusion with these projects.  A 
resource that has been utilised to great effect in the past is that of volunteers 
from the University student body.  There are volunteers that help with litter 
picking in problem areas from time to time, as well as those who are interested in 
helping with other environmental and wildlife projects.  Channelling the energies 
of these interested volunteers could be useful in securing help for various 
projects in the future, including those associated with the Necklace Park. 

 
• Members also wished to be clear that any support of the Frankland Viaduct cycle 

route should not be taken as either a condemnation of the proposed northern 
bypass or backing of any other proposed bypass road route.  

 
• Whilst Members agreed that improved access to the Riverbanks was in general a 

good thing, there were concerns as regards how to encourage (and if necessary 
police) responsible use of the Necklace Park.  As the Park goes near to or indeed 
through working farmland and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) it is 
hoped that users initially would find out information from the Virtual Park as to the 
appropriate way to use and enjoy these areas.  It was noted that the County 
Council’s Ecologist would be consulted by the Necklace Park team as regards 
the correct information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Panel came to the conclusion that the subject of the Riverbanks was an 
important one that the City of Durham Council should be actively involved with.  
Whilst the City of Durham is not a major riverside land owner by comparison with 
other organisations and Authorities, improvements to the riverbanks are vital in order 
to help achieve the aims of the Council, i.e. Capital City and therefore the City of 
Durham should aim to have a strong say in what happens to the riverbanks.    
 
Therefore the following recommendations are made by the Panel:- 
 
1. The Panel compliments the Riverbanks Management Group on the progress 

being made, and feels that is essential that the City of Durham maintains 
strong representation on this group.  

 
2. The Panel sees value in the work that the Necklace Park is contributing to the 

improvement of the Riverbanks and recommends that the City of Durham 
continues to support the project as part of the Council’s ongoing commitment 
to the 2020 Visioning Project.  It would also be advantageous to continue to 
develop links between the Necklace Park Project and the City of Durham’s 
Events Team and the relevant city centre management. 

 
3. The Panel recommends that the possibility of appointing a Litter Picking 

Operative, to be jointly funded by the City of Durham and the other major Land 
Owners, be raised at the Riverbanks Management Group. 

 
4. That in order to help facilitate the work ongoing to achieve the Council 

Corporate Priorities of a “Capital City” (To Protect Heritage, City for Cultural, 
Recreation & Tourism, and to Enhance Local Economy), a budget of £20,000 
be allocated.  

 
5. That the topic of the Riverbanks be reviewed in 12 months time, or as 

appropriate. 
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