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CABINET Thursday, 8 December 2005

 
AGENDA 

 
1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 To notify the Chairman of any items that appear in the agenda in which you may 

have an interest.  
 

2. APOLOGIES  
3. MINUTES  
 To confirm as a correct record the minutes of the meeting held on 24th November 

2005. (Pages 1 - 4) 
 

 KEY DECISION   

 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PORTFOLIO   

4. CHIEF EXECUTIVES DEPARTMENT STAFFING ESTABLISHMENT - 
STRATEGY AND REGENERATION (KEY DECISION)  

 Report of Chief Executive Officer. (Pages 5 - 18) 
 

 OTHER DECISIONS   

 REGENERATION PORTFOLIO   

5. COMMUNITY REGENERATION BUDGET 2004/05 AND 2005/06  
 Report of Head of Strategy and Regeneration. (Pages 19 - 24) 

 
 CULTURE AND RECREATION PORTFOLIO   

6. SPORTS DEVELOPMENT - LEISURE CENTRE PROGRAMMING  
 Report of Director of Leisure Services. (Pages 25 - 34) 

 
 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PORTFOLIO   

7. IMPLEMENTING ELECTRONIC GOVERNMENT STATEMENT (IEG5)  
 Report of Director of Resources. (Pages 35 - 74) 

 
 MINUTES   

8. OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 3  
 To consider the minutes of the meeting held on 8th November 2005 and the 

special meeting held on 28th November 2005. (Pages 75 - 82) 
 

9. AREA FORUMS  
 To consider the minutes of the following meetings:  

 
 (a) Area 3 Forum - 9th November 2005 (Pages 83 - 88) 
 (b) Area 4 Forum - 15th November 2005 (Pages 89 - 94) 

 



 
 
 EXEMPT INFORMATION   
 The following item is not for publication by virtue of Paragraph 1 of Part 1 of 

Schedule 12 A of the Local Government Act 1972.  As such it is envisaged 
that an appropriate resolution will be passed at the meeting to exclude the 
press and public.   
 

 OTHER DECISION   

 CULTURE AND RECREATION PORTFOLIO   

10. CHANGES TO STAFFING STRUCTURE - LEISURE SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT - MAINTENANCE TEAM  

 Joint report of Chief Executive Officer and Director of Leisure Services. (Pages 
95 - 100) 
 

11. ANY OTHER BUSINESS  
 Lead Members are requested to inform the Chief Executive Officer or Head of 

Democratic Services of any items they might wish to raise under this heading by 
no later than 12 noon on the day preceding the meeting.  This will enable the 
Officers in consultation with the Chairman to determine whether consideration of 
the matter by the Cabinet is appropriate.  
 

 N. Vaulks
Chief Executive Officer

Council Offices 
SPENNYMOOR 
30th November 2005 
 

 

 
Councillor R.S. Fleming (Chairman) 
 
Councillors Mrs. A.M. Armstrong, Mrs. B. Graham, A. Hodgson, M. Iveson, D.A. Newell, 
K. Noble, J. Robinson J.P and W. Waters 
 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
Any person wishing to exercise the right of inspection in relation to this Agenda and associated papers should contact 
Gillian Garrigan, on Spennymoor 816166 Ext 4240 ggarrigan@sedgefield.gov.uk 
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SEDGEFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
CABINET 

 
Conference Room 1, 
Council Offices, 
Spennymoor 

 
Thursday,  

24 November 2005 
 

 
 

Time: 10.00 a.m. 

 
 
Present: Councillor R.S. Fleming (Chairman) and  

 
 Councillors Mrs. A.M. Armstrong, A. Hodgson, M. Iveson, D.A. Newell, 

J. Robinson J.P and W. Waters 
 

In 
Attendance: 

 
Councillors W.M. Blenkinsopp, Mrs. J. Croft, V. Crosby, A. Gray, 
J.E. Higgin, B. Meek, J.P. Moran, G. Morgan, Mrs. E.M. Paylor, 
Mrs. I. Jackson Smith and T. Ward 
 

Apologies: Councillors Mrs. B. Graham and K. Noble 
 

 
CAB.87/05 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Members had no interests to declare. 
 

CAB.88/05 MINUTES 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 10th November 2005 were confirmed 
as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.   
 

CAB.89/05 HOMELESSNESS AND THE ALLOCATION OF HOUSING 
The Lead Member for Housing presented a report regarding the need to 
adjust the operation of the Council’s housing register in respect of 
homeless applicants. (For copy see file of Minutes). 
 
Members noted that the high level of points currently awarded to homeless 
applicants gave such applicants ‘outright preference’ rather than 
‘reasonable preference’ as described in the ‘Code of Guidance on the 
Allocation of Accommodation’ issued by the Office of the Deputy Prime 
Minister.  Without changing the number of points allocated to 
homelessness applicants, there remained a strong incentive to apply as 
homeless, which resulted in the Housing Register in terms of general 
needs housing being effectively ‘capped’ by homelessness applicants. 
 
It was therefore proposed to change the existing points system as detailed 
in Table 3, paragraph 3.3.2 of the report. 
 
RESOLVED : 1. That the changes to the allocation policy in 

relation to homelessness applicants be approved 
from end January 2006. 

 
 2. That a further report on the impact of the 

changes to the points awarded to homeless 

Item 3
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applicants on both homeless and general needs 
applicants be presented six months after the 
implementation of the changes. 

          
CAB.90/05 CAPITAL BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT 2005/06 - POSITION TO 

30TH SEPTEMBER 2005 
Consideration was given to a report reviewing the progress made to date 
in meeting the Council’s spending targets and outlining developments that 
had occurred during the financial year, which have had an impact on the 
overall capital programme.  (For copy see file of Minutes). 
 
It was reported that a gross total of £5.481m had been spent in the first 
four months up to 30th September 2005 or 27% of the revised gross capital 
programme.  Grants and contributions totalling £1.3m had been received 
in the year to date, resulting in a net spend position of £4.1m or 27% of the 
net capital programme of £15.2m. 
 
The report gave details of the progress that had been made on major 
capital projects during 2005/06 and the total level of capital resources 
likely to be available to finance the 2005/06 capital programme. 
 
RESOLVED : 1. That the six month spend position to 30th September 

2005 and the proposed financing of the capital 
programme be noted. 

 
 2. That further reports be submitted to Cabinet detailing 

the position as at 31st December and final outturn as 
at 31st March in line with the Budgetary Control 
Monitoring Arrangements 2005/06. 

 
 3. That detailed reports showing progress on individual 

capital projects continue to be submitted to all future 
Strategic Working Groups in order to monitor 
progress throughout the year. 

        
CAB.91/05 REVENUE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT 2005/06 - POSITION TO 

30TH SEPTEMBER 2005 
Consideration was given to a report regarding the above.  (For copy see 
file of Minutes).   
 
The report gave details of the approved budget for the main portfolios for 
the first six months of 2005/06, the profiled budget, actual income and 
expenditure, projected probable outturn for 2005/06 based on spend to 
date and known commitments as well as variance between the annual 
budget and the projected probable outturn. 
 
With regard to the General Fund, it was expected that balances amounting 
to £515,000 would be used compared to an original forecasted use of 
£800,000. 
 
It was reported that an overspend of £201,000 was predicted in respect of 
the Housing Revenue Account although there would be a net contribution 
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to reserves as a result of the recovery of the pre-ballot LSVT costs from 
Sunderland Housing Group. 
 
Members noted that the Training and Employment Service was anticipated 
to make an operating loss in the region of £95,000 in line with the original 
budget forecast. 
 
RESOLVED : 1. That the financial position for 2005/06 be noted. 
 
 2. That further reports be submitted to Cabinet, 

detailing the position as at 31st December and final 
outturn as at 31st March 2006 in line with the 
Budgetary Control Monitoring Arrangements. 

 
 3. That detailed reports be submitted to future Strategic 

Working Groups in order to monitor progress 
throughout the year at a more detailed level. 

   
CAB.92/05 OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 2 

Consideration was given to the minutes of the meeting of Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee 2 held on 25th October 2005.  (For copy see file of 
Minutes). 
 
Members’ attention was drawn to Minute No. OSC(2).16/05 – Investing In 
Modern Services For Older People and the recommendation to support the 
recommendations outlined in the Peter Fletcher Report 2005. 
 
RESOLVED : That the Committee’s recommendation be supported 

and appropriate action be taken. 
    

CAB.93/05 AREA FORUMS 
Consideration was given to the Minutes of the following meetings: 
 
Area 1 Forum  - 24th October 2005 
Area 2 Forum  - 1st November 2005     
 
(For copies see file of Minutes). 
 
RESOLVED : That the reports be received. 
 

EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC  
  

RESOLVED: That in accordance with Section 100(a)(4) of the 
Local Government Act 1972 the press and public be 
excluded from the meeting for the following item of 
business on the grounds that it may involve the likely 
disclosure of exempt information as defined in 
Paragraphs 1 and 9 of Schedule 12a of the Act.  
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CAB.94/05 ICT MANAGEMENT JOINT ARRANGEMENT WITH WEAR VALLEY 
DISTRICT COUNCIL 
Consideration was given to a report regarding a request from Wear Valley 
District Council to enter into a joint arrangement for the provision of ICT 
Management.  (For copy see file of Minutes). 
 
RESOLVED : That the recommendation detailed in the report be 

adopted. 
  

 
 Published on 24th November 2005  

These Minutes contain no key decisions and will be implemented 
immediately. 
 

  
 

 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
Any person wishing to exercise the right of inspection, etc., in relation to these Minutes and associated papers should 
contact Gillian Garrigan, on Spennymoor 816166 Ext 4240 ggarrigan@sedgefield.gov.uk 
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KEY DECISION 
  

   
REPORT TO CABINET 

 
    8th December  2005 

 
REPORT OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 
Portfolio: Resource Management 
 

 CHIEF EXECUTIVES DEPARTMENT 
STAFFING ESTABLISHMENT -  STRATEGY AND REGENERATION 

 
1. SUMMARY 

 
1.1  The Cabinet has agreed in the Council undertaking the implementation of a Housing 

Land Capital Receipts Strategy. This will necessitate a number of additions to the 
Council’s permanent staffing establishment. 

1.2 The report details the creation of a new Capital Programmes Section within the Chief 
Executive’s Department, as well as changes to the job description and contract status 
of one existing member of staff. 

 
 
2.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that Cabinet: 
2.1  
 

1.  Approves the revised staffing structure for the Strategy and Regeneration Division 
of the Chief Executives Department as detailed in the report, namely the creation of 
the following posts, (above scale 6). 

 
(i) Capital Programmes Manager (POL) 
(ii) Programme Development and Appraisal Officer (2) (POC) 
(iii) Community Project Development Officers (2) (POA) 

 
2. That the existing, fixed term post of Town Centre Manager for Newton Aycliffe and 

Spennymoor, be partially changed to reflect a development focus.  
 

Item 4
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3. STRATEGY AND REGENERATION DIVISION – STAFFING REQUIREMENT  
 
3.1 Following the Cabinet’s agreement of the following reports it is necessary to amend the 

staffing structure of the Strategy and Regeneration Division within the Chief Executives’ 
Department: 

 
a) The report agreed by Cabinet on 30th September 2004 in relation to a policy 

framework to govern the delivery of the Housing Land Capital Receipts 
Programme.  

b) The report agreed by Cabinet on 30th June 2005 setting out the priority investment 
strands and criteria for spending the Housing Land Capital receipts over the next 
five years. 

 
 
 Regeneration Capital Programme Section 
3.2 The report to Cabinet of 30th June 2005 indicated that the delivery of the anticipated 

level of capital expenditure would require the Council to procure capital schemes in a 
different way to the present system, with greater use of strategic partners to provide 
the required design.  

3.3 To facilitate this there would be a need to appoint additional core in-house staff to form 
a Capital Programmes Section to oversee the commissioning role, manage 
relationships with strategic partners, develop projects, monitor activities associated 
with delivery of the Programme and to provide a link to local communities and partners 
on the progress of approved schemes.  

 
 The required additional posts, include:  
 

a) Capital Programme Manager – Grade PO (L) 
b) Programme Development and Appraisal Officer x 2 – Grade PO (C) 
c) Administrative Officer – Grade Scale 4 
 

 
Support for Project Development 

3.4 The report approved by Cabinet on 30th June 2005 highlighted the two major elements to 
the investment, the Area Programmes and Strategic Investments, and the Local 
Improvement Programme.     

3.5 Within the Area Programmes and Strategic Investments the main areas of investment 
were identified as: 

 Significant private sector housing investment, environmental and street scene 
improvements. 

 Development of the Borough’s strategic employment sites & facilitating business 
development.  

 Town Centre renewal to secure new retail, office, commercial and leisure activity.  
 Improvements to the natural environment, underused land and buildings that might 

have a negative impact on the image and appearance of the Borough 
  

3.6 As part of the staffing requirement it is proposed to utilise existing staff to best effect. 
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The majority of the investment strands identified above, can be delivered without 
changes to the establishment.  However, in order to facilitate the development of Town 
Centre renewal, it is proposed that the existing Town Centre Manager post, be partially 
changed to focus upon capital project development.   

 
3.7 Arising from the above arrangements and based on the experience of managing 

external funding programmes some additional Accountancy Services (Resources 
Department) staff may be required. There could also be a need for some additional in-
house design staff capacity to provide technical support to the Capital Programmes 
Section and additional pressure on legal services to ensure that the Council is 
permitted to spend resources on proposed interventions. These staffing requirements 
will be considered further as the Programme advances.  

 
3.8 It is also recognised that may be additional staffing requirements within service 

departments for the delivery of individual projects funded through this initiative.  For 
example, in order to progress the major housing market renewal programmes, or to 
ensure the sustainability of social benefits from physical interventions in Ferryhill 
Station, Dean Bank and Chilton, will require increased capacity within the 
Neighbourhood Services Department. The Director of Neighbourhood Services will 
prepare a separate report in relation to these requirements.  Project related staffing, 
would be dealt with on an individual case basis within the costing for those individual 
projects. 

 
 

Local Improvement Programme 
3.9 The purpose of this part of the programme is to improve community assets and support 

community engagement in the regeneration of local areas. As part of this, local 
communities, Area Forums and partner Town and Parish Councils can determine a 
proposed series of works against criteria agreed by Cabinet and make 
recommendations to Cabinet which schemes should be supported. As part of this 
process resources could be released to improve individual sites and buildings and 
improve the usability and access to buildings and community facilities.  

  
3.10 In order to secure improvements through the Local Improvement Programme it is 

proposed to recruit two additional members of staff to support the area forums and 
improve community engagement in the process. This will include working with the 
participants in the Borough’s Area Forums to help formulate area development 
frameworks, determine projects to be prioritised as well as general community liaison 
and consultation work. The two new posts are: 
 
Community Project Development Officers x 2 – Grade PO(A) 
 
 

3.11 As set out in paragraph 3.6 it is proposed to utilise existing staffing to best effect.  It is 
also proposed that the current funded post within the Regeneration Team of, 
Regeneration Officer (Community Participation) have its existing job description 
partially amended to reflect a focus on supporting communities through the Area 
Forums to develop projects to be funded through the capital receipts programme.     
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3.12 Job descriptions and person specifications are attached at Appendix 1 
 
  
4. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 HR implications 
4.2 As indicated in the main body of the report there are six permanent additions to the 

staffing establishment, these are 

•  Capital Programme Manager – Grade PO (L) 
•  Programme Development and Appraisal Officer x 2 – Grade PO (C) 
•  Administrative Officer – Grade Scale 4 
•  Community Project Development Officers x 2 – Grade PO(A) 

4.3 The Town Centre Manager post is currently fixed term and funded through SRB.  The 
employment status of the post will be addressed through the corporate Forward 
Strategy for funded posts. 

4.4 The Regeneration Officer (Community Participation) is a permanent post, funded 
through SRB and other income such as the Children’s fund.  This post will continue to 
attract income from the children’s fund, however as the focus of the post will change it 
will become partially funded through the capital receipts programme.  

4.5 Job descriptions for the new posts have been subjected to job evaluation analysis. 
Whilst the eventual grades are subject to the outcome of the overall job evaluation 
exercise within the Council, the point scores awarded to these posts are 
commensurate with the point scores awarded to similar graded existing posts within 
the Council’s establishment. 

4.6 The posts are to be recruited on a permanent contract basis. Consideration has been 
given to recruiting on a fixed term basis for five years. However as all employees have 
the same rights to redeployment after two years continuous service it was considered 
advantageous to offer permanent contracts in order to attract high calibre candidates.  

4.7 The main duties of the new posts to the establishment are attached as Appendix 1. 
The new staffing structure is attached as appendix 2. Job descriptions for all of the 
posts contained within this report are attached as appendix 3. 

4.8 Financial Implications 
4.9 The annual costs of the posts, excluding central recharges, equates to 5.2 % of the 

estimated level of annual expenditure of the programme. This is within the normal 
parameters of administration costs allowed for external grant programmes. The costs 
of the additional staffing to the general fund are outlined in appendix 4.   

4.10 The costs associated with the establishment of the Capital Programmes Section, 
Community Project Development Officers and the continuation the identified fixed term 
post will be met on a fees basis from the Housing Land Capital Receipts Programme 
as detailed in the report to Cabinet on 30 June 2005.  It is proposed that the 
recruitment of the additional staff be phased as the programme gathers pace to 
minimise financial risk.  
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5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Discussions have been held with Town and Parish Council’s community partnerships 

and Area Forum chairs about the staffing requirements for the Local Improvement 
element of the programme.  This report has been prepared with the advice and 
guidance of the Borough Council’s Human Resources Section. 

 
6. OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
6.1 Links to Community and Corporate Strategy 

The posts are being recruited to implement the Housing Land Capital Receipts 
Programme.  All expenditure through this programme will be guided by the Community 
and Corporate Strategies. 

6.2 Legal and Constitutional Implications 
Not applicable. 

6.3 Risk Management 
The key risk associated with the staffing of the programme is that receipts from future 
land sales do not yield the high return that was originally forecast.  The staffing 
complement for the programme will be recruited on a phased basis to minimise the 
financial exposure of the Borough Council.  In addition the recruitment of staff is 
conditional upon the Council’s ability to “capitalise” the salary costs for these posts.  

6.4 Health and Safety 
There are no additional health and safety implications over and above those for 
existing staff of the Borough Council. 

6.5 Sustainability 
A key objective of the Capital Receipts Programme is to improve the long tern 
sustainability of the Borough’s capital assets and in doing so the economic, social and 
environmental sustainability of the towns and communities of Sedgefield Borough.  

6.6 Information Communications Technology   
There are no specific ICT considerations.  However the Capital Receipt Programme 
will be utilised to further the Borough Council’s corporate ambitions and address the 
strategic objectives of the Community Strategy.  It is quite possible that resource will 
be spent improving community access to services through improvements in ICT 
provision. 

6.7 Equality and Diversity 
Full account will be taken of the Borough Council’s obligation to promote equity and 
diversity both in the recruitment of staff and the in the process for developing projects 
through the Capital Receipt Programme. 

6.8 Crime and Disorder   
There are no immediate Crime and disorder implications of the report.  However as 
with ICT, and Equalities and Diversity consideration will be given to the impact of 
individual projects funded through the programme on Crime and Disorder. 

6.9 Human Rights 
There are no immediate Human Rights issues contained within the report. 

6.10 Social Inclusion 
Every effort will be made to ensure that through the capital programmes section, the 
programme is utilised to promote social inclusion.  The major investment strand of the 
programme will be aimed at areas of greatest disadvantage.   
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7. OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 None. 
 
8. LIST OF APPENDICES 
    

 
 Appendix 1 - Capital Programmes Section: Outline of the Key Duties 
 
 Appendix 2 – Revised Staffing Structure: Strategy and Regeneration 

 
Appendix 3 – Staffing costs of the new posts. 

 
 

Contact Officer  Andy Palmer  
Telephone Number          01388 816166 Ext. 4360 
E-mail address            anpalmer@sedgefield.gov.uk 

 
Wards:         Not Applicable.    
 

Key Decision Validation:    Expenditure over £100,000. 
 
Background Papers:  Budget Framework – Use of Capital Receipts, Report of 

Director of Resources to Council, 28th July 2004. 
 

Promotion of the Regeneration Of The Borough – Housing 
Land Capital Receipts Strategy, Report to Cabinet, 30th  
September 2004. 
 
Housing Land Capital Receipts Strategy. Report to Cabinet on 
30th June 2005. 
 

Examination by Statutory Officers 
 
 Yes Not 

Applicable 
 

1. The report has been examined by the Councils Head of 
the Paid Service or his representative 

 
  

2. The content has been examined by the Councils S.151 
Officer or his representative 

 
  

3. The content has been examined by the Council’s 
Monitoring Officer or his representative 

 
  

4. The report has been approved by Management Team   
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APPENDIX 1 
 

 
 

Capital Programmes Section: Schedule of Key Duties 
 
 
Capital Programmes Manager – Grade PO (L) 
 

 Management of the Capital Programmes Section including staff deployment and the 
use of other resources. 

 To direct and manage the procurement of Regeneration based capital programmes, 
develop robust partnership arrangements with a range of agencies to deliver large-
scale regeneration projects. 

 Act as a corporate liaison for the Council in the development of the programme, 
advising senior officers and Members of progress and procedure as appropriate.   

 Oversee the planning and programming of all projects to ensure they are delivered 
within the financial resources available and to agreed timescales and performance 
targets. 

 Manage and monitor the delivery of the programme and the relationship with any 
appointed strategic partner(s). 

 Provide a link to local communities and partners on the progress of approved 
schemes. 

 
Programme Development and Appraisal Officer – Grade PO (C) 
 

 Assist in the planning and development of all regeneration based capital programmes 
including the e consideration of options and alternative delivery arrangements. 

 Provide a pro-active project management capacity to oversee the programming and 
commissioning of regeneration capital programme schemes and projects. 

 Ensure appointed partners and other consultants are undertaking works in accordance 
with the specified brief and their terms of appointment. 

 Undertake community and stakeholder consultations as required 
 Assist to ensure the delivery of the Regeneration Capital Programmes is achieved 

within agreed budgets, timescales and performance targets. 
 Provide a robust scheme and project monitoring system in terms of delivered 

outcomes and financial expenditure that supports a process of continuous 
improvement. 

 Maintain a close working relationship with the Council’s Resources Department 
(Accountancy Services) 

 
Community Project Development Officers x 2 – Grade POA 
 

 Provide a link to local communities and other partners in the development of local 
regeneration schemes and ensure there is the required level of community involvement 
and consultation. 

 Provide support to the Borough’s Area Forums and their participants to help develop 
proposals that reflect strategic priorities and meet needs to help shape and determine 
prioritises for inclusion in the planned Area Forums Local Initiatives allocations under 
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the Programme. 
 Assist groups with the development of projects that represent value for money and will 

make a lasting difference to the quality of life of people in the Borough. 
 Undertake development and primary appraisal work or proposed projects, ensuring 

value for money and strategic fit with the priorities of the Community Strategy. 
 Assist in the budget monitoring of the local improvement element of the land receipt 

programme 
 Undertake general community liaison and consultation work in association with the 

Programme. 
 

 
Administrative Officer –Scale 4 
 

 Conduct the general administrative functions related to the operation of the Capital 
Programmes Team and to maintain the required administrative systems to support the 
work of the Team. 

 To support the work of the Community Support Officers in undertaking local 
consultations and work with the Area Forums  

 Assist with the provision and distribution of performance management information on 
the Regeneration Capital programme. 
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Appendix 3

Regeneration - Capital Receipts Staffing Costs

Post Grade SCP Cost Max Costs*
2005-2006

New Posts £ £

Capital Programme Manager PO L 44 43,235       46,427        

Programme Development & Monitoring Officer PO C 35 33,836       36,793        

Programme Development & Monitoring Officer PO C 35 33,836       36,793        

Administrative Officer SC 4 18 19,665       21,970        

Community Project Development Officer PO A 33 32,209       34,746        

Community Project Development Officer PO A 33 32,209       34,746        

194,990     211,475      

Existing Posts

Town Centre Manager [ Currently funded SRB 5 to 03/06 ] PO D 36 38,019       38,019        

* Regeneration Officer [ Community Participation ] SO 2 32 8283.5 8,283.50

46,303       46,303        

Total Salary Costs 241,293     257,778      

Less Grant Aid - Children's Fund [ expires 3/06 ] 6,000         -             

Total Costs [ Salaries 05/06 ] 235,293   257,778     

Other Material Considerations

Central & Departmental Support Costs @ 20% 47,059       51,556        

Total Costs 282,351   309,333     

Max Costs are based on current 2005-2006 salary scales
The assumption is that Salary costs will rise by 3% on average each year
So if all staff were on the maximum point in the current year Pay awards
NHI & pension increases and inflation on Central & Department Support costs
would add £ 10,000 per annum to the overall bill.
* 25% capital cost of Salary
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 1

 
REPORT TO CABINET 

 
8 December 2005  

 
REPORT OF HEAD OF STRATEGY AND 

REGENERATION 
 
 
 

Regeneration Portfolio 
 
COMMUNITY REGENERATION BUDGET 2004/05 and 2005/06 
 

  
1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to request approval for the proposed use of the 

Community Regeneration Budget in 2005/06. The funding will benefit 
disadvantaged communities in the Borough and facilitate the provision of match 
funding for the community capacity building activities and local funding packages. 

 
1.2 This report describes the way in which the Community Regeneration Budget will be 

used in 2005/06 to assist local community based partnerships and initiatives, 
contribute to the wider economic, social and environmental regeneration of the 
Borough and to assists partnerships and community groups to obtain match funding 
to help them complete their projects. This fund is not a demand led, bidding fund, 
but is meant to fill a funding gap at the discretion of the Strategy and Regeneration 
Manager. 

 
1.3 The level of funding available for 2005/06 totals £55,000, including a £15,000 carry 

over figure from 2004/05. The proposed use of the funding is detailed in the report. 
 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Cabinet approve the use of the Community Regeneration Budget for 2005/06 

as detailed in this report. 
 
3.  REGENERATION SERVICES COMMUNITY REGENERATION BUDGET   

 
3.1 The Regeneration Services Community Regeneration Budget for 2005/06 currently 

has an allocation of £40,000, supplemented by £15,000 carried forward from last 
year.  

 
3.2 The budget allows the Council to respond positively to a number of regeneration 

programmes operating within the Borough’s most deprived areas, assisting 
community groups to access resources from sources such as European Structural 
Funds, SRB6, NRF and various charitable sources. It is useful as it can provide 
added value, provide match and gap funding, a resource to support the work of 
local partnerships and to assist innovative projects in targeted wards. It is not the 
intention for the budget to be an awards fund that is demand led.  
 

Item 5
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 2

3.3  Through the operation of the budget the Council is contributing to the achievement 
of one of its four key aims, “A Borough with Strong Communities” as it will assist in 
tackling disadvantage and social inclusion, and help engage local communities. 

 
3.4 The budget will operate on a “commissioning” approach through local partnerships, 

as previously reported, but also has a large element this year to commission 
consultancy work on behalf of the partnerships throughout the Borough to provide 
community appraisals covering all the Borough’s non priority wards.  

 
3.5 The targeted wards are currently undergoing a refreshing of their Community 

Economic Appraisals jointly funded through resources carried forward from this 
budget and European Regional Development Fund, to ensure their continued 
eligibility for European Structural Funds until 2008.  

 
3.6 It is the intention to ensure that all neighbourhoods within the Borough can have 

access to their own community appraisal that identifies key areas for the 
implementation of projects that will improve opportunities for local communities. As 
well as a firm foundation for the development of Community Regeneration activity, 
the presence of community appraisals will assist in the appraisal of schemes 
brought forward by the Council’s Area Forums under the Local Area Improvement 
Programme. In addition, community appraisals form a key element in the 
community planning process and demonstrate the Council’s contribution to 
Community Governance which will be examined through the next round of 
Comprehensive Performance Assessment 

   
Implementation 

3.7 There is a limited amount of unallocated resource in the current financial year, 
however as previously, community partnerships in the targeted wards of NRF, SRB 
and European funding will be advised that this funding support is available. The 
partnership will then nominate projects to the Borough’s Regeneration Section for 
support through this budget.  

  
3.8 The Partnership should show clearly the linkages of the project with the 

Partnership’s and the Borough’s objectives, and the expected outcomes. The 
expected sources and amounts of match funding should be identified as well as the 
community’s need for the project. It is expected that projects identified for support 
will be in accord with the Council’s Local Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy, the 
Community Strategy and Action Plan in contributing towards a healthy, prosperous, 
attractive Borough with strong communities. 

 
3.9 There are a number of existing commitments for the budget to meet as detailed in 

paragraph 4.1 below and Appendix 1. As such for 2005/06 the available funding will 
be £21,000 and in the distribution of this, account will be taken of existing 
commitments to Partnerships. It is planned that from 2006/07 onwards more 
funding will be available to support new schemes from community partnerships. 
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4.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 The proposed expenditure for 2005/06 is: 
  
 

 
 

Available 
resource 

Allocation 
2005/06 

Existing Commitments   
Refreshing the Community Economic Appraisals  £8,575 
(matched funding for target wards) 
 

  

East Durham Rural Transport Partnership  £2,000 
Support to community Partnerships 
Local Partnership Co-ordinators 

  

a) Trimdon Partnership  £5,000 
b) Cornforth Partnership  £5,000 

Sedgefield Learning Borough  £5,000 
   
New Commitments   
Sedgefield Borough Community Appraisals (total cost 
£50,000 over 2 years) 

 £25,425 

Support for small community partnership projects  £4,000 
   
2004/05 Carry forward £15,000  
2005/06 Allocation £40,000  
Total £55,000 £55,000 
    

5.0 CONSULTATION 
 
5.1 The majority of those projects that have been identified for support are managed by 

community led regeneration partnerships and all have either consulted with local 
residents or are related to existing Community Appraisals. The local area forum will 
also be consulted by community partnerships wishing to access this resource. 

 
5.2 Community appraisals in both targeted and non-targeted wards are built upon the 

principle of widespread participation and ongoing consultation. 
 
6.0 OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
6.1 Legal Implications 
 

There are no immediate direct legal implications associated with the identified 
expenditure. Community appraisal processes are to be undertaken by external 
consultants appointed in line with the Council’s procurement rules. 

 
6.2 Risk Management 
 

Activities supported by this budget are subject to a risk management assessment.  
Support for community appraisals is seen as minimising risks for future programme 
allocations by improving local community intelligence. 
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6.3 Health and Safety 
 

No direct implications 
 
6.4 Sustainability 
 

Revenue support to community partnerships has been provided over a period of 
years to assist with matched funding requirements. The ongoing support for these 
partnerships will be reviewed during the year. 

 
6.5 Information Communications Technology   
 

No direct implications 
 

2.0 Equality and Diversity 
 

Community regeneration Partnerships and Community Appraisal Activity are 
supported on the basis of recognising Equality and Diversity issues and actively 
working to overcome discrimination and disengagement. 

 
6.7 Crime and Disorder   
 

Localised crime and disorder concerns will be identified as part of the Community 
Appraisal process. 
 

6.8 Human Rights 
 

No direct implications 
 
2.0 Social Inclusion 
 

Revenue support to community partnerships  and to commissioning revised 
Community Appraisals is primarily focussed around supporting social regeneration 
to aid social inclusion. 

 
 
7. OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 This report will be subject to the normal overview and scrutiny arrangements. 
 
8. LIST OF APPENDICES 
 
8.1 Appendix 1  Key Projects for Support in 2005/06 

------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Contact Officer  Andy Palmer 
Telephone Number    01388 816166 Ext. 4360 
E-mail address      anpalmer@sedgefield.gov.uk   
 
Wards:    All wards in the Borough    
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Key Decision Validation:  This is not a key decision  
  

Background Papers: 
Community Strategy Action Plan 2005 
Reports to Cabinet March 2003  
Community Economic Appraisal 2002 
Local Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy 2002 
 
Examination by Statutory Officers 
 
 Yes Not 

Applicable 
 

1. The report has been examined by the Councils Head of 
the Paid Service or his representative 

 
  

2. The content has been examined by the Councils S.151 
Officer or his representative 

 
  

3. The content has been examined by the Council’s 
Monitoring Officer or his representative 

 
  

4. The report has been approved by Management Team   
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APPENDIX 1 
 

COMMUNITY REGENERATION BUDGET 
 

Key Projects for Support in 2005/06 
 
 
 
1.0 Key Projects 
 
1.1 The Borough has a number of existing commitments to projects this year identified 

below. 
 
2.0 Refreshing the Community Economic Appraisals 
 
2.1 The European Secretariat demand that all eligible wards have an up to date 

community appraisals that is no older than 2years to remain eligible for European 
funding. It was, therefore, essential that the refreshing of the current Community 
Economic Appraisals be commissioned this year to ensure communities remain 
able to access this resource. Tribal HCH won the contract at a price of £16,950 and 
the final document is due for submission to the Borough at the end of November 
2005. 

 
3.0 East Durham Rural Transport Partnership 
 
3.1 Continuing support for a Project Officer and associated costs for implementation of 

the Rural Transport Action Plan. 
 

4.0 Sedgefield Learning Borough 
  
4.1 The Learning Borough Project originated with the Local Strategic Partnership and 

receives resources from Neighbourhood Renewal, SRB 5 and 6, European funds 
and Single Pot. This project co-ordinates learning activity throughout Sedgefield 
Borough building upon previous SRB 5/6 programmes. The Borough is supporting 
this initiative aiming to increase learning in the Borough after government statistics 
revealed 1 in 3 of Borough residents have poor literacy and numeracy skills. A 
contribution of £5,000 is identified for this project.  

 
5.0 Trimdon and Cornforth Partnerships 
 
5.1 Trimdon and Cornforth Partnerships have been supported by the Borough through 

this budget with resources used as match funding to European resources for the 
posts of Partnership Co-ordinator. It is proposed that this support run until 2005/06 
when support will be re-evaluated in light of the progress being made by the 
partnerships, new partnerships forming, and the desire of the community to support 
partnerships or projects.  
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Sports Development – Leisure Centre Programming Report 1 
 

 
REPORT TO CABINET 
 
8 DECEMBER 2005 

        
REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF 
LEISURE SERVICES 
 

Portfolio: Culture & Recreation 
 
Sports Development – Leisure Centre Programming 
 
1 SUMMARY 
          
1.1 The central theme included in national, regional and the Borough’s own 

sports planning documents is to increase participation and ensure 
pathways are available for talented athletes to maximise their potential. 

 
1.2 The tools that are necessary to achieve these outcomes include first 

class facilities, the availability of highly skilled coaches and strong 
sports clubs. 

 
1.3 This report proposes changes to leisure centre facility programming 

which will release appropriate time during the week to allow the 
development of sport to take place. 

 
2 RECOMMENDATION 
 
2.1 That working within existing budgets, Cabinet agree that by March 

2007, the proposed sports development programme outlined in the 
report is implemented. 

 
3 DETAIL 
 
3.1 The Government’s document entitled “Game Plan” which was 

published in 2002 included over-arching objectives. 
 

•  A major increase in participation in sport and physical activity 
•  A sustainable improvement performance at international 

competitions 
3.2 To achieve these objectives the targets are set at:  

 
(a) 70% of the population to be reasonably active by 2020 
(b) For British and English teams and individuals to sustain rankings 

within the top 5 in international competition. 
 
3.3 In order for Sedgefield residents to achieve the participation target, 

there is a requirement for a 1% increase in the number of people 
participating and a sustained increase in their participation rates, year 
on year for the next 15 years. 

Item 6
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Sports Development – Leisure Centre Programming Report 2 
 

3.4 A range of partnerships and alliances, some of which exist now and 
others are yet to be fully established, will be required to collaborate 
together to provide opportunities to participate and pathways to 
develop sporting talent. 

 
3.5 One example of collaborative work has been the development of the 

Sedgefield Sporting Hub which brings together representatives from 
the local authority, town councils, school sports co-ordinators, Local 
Education Authority, the Primary Care Trust, Positive Futures, Durham 
Sport and voluntary sports clubs in an effort to plan, co-ordinate and 
implement sporting programmes across the Borough. 

 
3.6 The Sedgefield Sporting Hub in particular has been cited as an 

example of best practice across the county and is a model for the 
development of sport advocated by Sport England and the Minister for 
Sport. 

 
3.7 Members of Cabinet are aware of the first class sporting facilities 

provided within its four leisure centres.  Further evidence of its 
continued investment and commitment to sport will be seen in 
December when the new regional gymnastics centre opens in 
Spennymoor. 

 
3.8 There is however a particular blockage hindering the step change 

necessary for the development of sport, which is simply sports hall 
programming. 

 
3.9 For many years, programming of the Borough’s sports halls has been 

led by the demand for 5-a-side football.  Indeed, an analysis of 
bookings over the course of the week shows that up to 50% of all 
available sports hall time is taken up by football. 

 
3.10 The availability of young people after the school day and ensuring that 

coaching is completed at times which are not too late in the evening, 
make the optimum time for the development of sporting opportunities 
for young people during weekdays between 3.30pm and 7.30pm.  
Appendix 1 shows the existing programming of leisure centre sports 
halls and identifies an indicative programme for the development of 
sport should room be made to allow this to happen. 

 
4 FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
4.1 The existing sports hall programmes across the four leisure centres 

during the week, between 3.30pm and 7.30pm generates income after 
subtracting relevant direct coaching costs of £1,100. 
 

4.2 Should all four sports halls each week day for the four hours identified 
above be re-programmed for the development of sport, the income 
after subtracting an increased amount of money for coaching costs, 
would be in the region of £1,000 a week. 
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4.3 The revised sports development programme could result in an overall 
reduction in income across all four leisure centres amounting to £4,300 
per annum.  However, it is anticipated that the revised programme 
when fully implemented will see an additional 900 people per week 
attending the leisure centres. 
 

4.4 Accepting however that there would need to be a requirement to plan 
for a cost neutral programme, some adjustments to the proposed 
programme may need to be made which could reduce the number of 
days that the sports development programme would be available or 
reduce the timing of the sports development programme or indeed 
reduce the number of leisure centres where the programme would be 
available.  However, every effort would be made to maximise the 
programme in accordance with the detail contained in the report. 
 

5 CONSULTATION 
 
5.1 Consultation carried out by Investing In Children has highlighted 

access to leisure centres being a major concern.  One of the primary 
reasons sited in the research was a focus on existing programming 
which primarily provides for adult 5-a-side football. 
 

5.2 The issue of junior access to sports halls was also recognised in the 
Sedgefield Borough Councils Services for Children and Young Peoples 
Self Assessment (July 2004). 

 
5.3 The Regional Plan for Sport and the National Framework for Sport in 

England, recognise that the delivery mechanism to increase 
participation and address talent identification and development requires 
quality coaching time at fit for purpose venues. 

 
5.4 A change in programme does not necessarily result in the loss of 

playing opportunities for existing adult 5-a-side players.  
 
5.5 Discussions with facility providers in Newton Aycliffe, Ferryhill and 

Spennymoor have identified spare capacity within school sports halls 
which could be available for community use and/or to assist the 
implementation of the sports development programme.  What is 
essential is to ensure appropriate venues are used for appropriate 
sporting activities. 

 
5.6 In relation to Shildon, the provision of the floodlit multi-use games area 

on site provides a suitable alternative to indoor 5-a-side football which 
would be available at the proposed times. 

 
6 OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
6.1 Should Cabinet agree to these sports development proposals, a 

measured approach will be taken to minimise disruption to existing 
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users.  It is envisaged that the whole sports development programme 
would take until March 2007 to fully implement. 

 
6.2 Only when demand for the individual elements of the proposed 

programme has been established will sports hall time be allocated 
which should give adequate time to find suitable alternative 
accommodation for adult footballers. 
 
 
Contact Officer: Tony Guest  
Telephone No  01388 816166 (ext: 4252)  
Email:   tguest@sedgefield.gov.uk 

           Ward(s):                 All 
  

Key Decision Validation 
 

           Background Papers 
 

Game Plan: A strategy for delivering Governments sport and physical 
activity objectives (2002) 

 
North East Regional Plan for Physical Activity and Sport: Sport 
England (2004-2008) 

 
Sedgefield Borough Council Services for Children and Young People 
Self Assessment (July 2004) 

 
Sedgefield Borough Council Services for Young People: Audit 
Commission Inspection Report (November 2004) 
 

 
 
Examination by Statutory Officers 
 
 Yes Not 

Applicable 
 

1. The report has been examined by the Councils Head of 
the Paid Service or his representative 

 
  

2. The content has been examined by the Councils S.151 
Officer or his representative 

 
  

3. The content has been examined by the Council’s 
Monitoring Officer or his representative 

 
  

4. The report has been approved by Management Team   
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 REPORT TO CABINET 
  
 8 DECEMBER 2005 
  
 REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR OF 

RESOURCES 
 
Performance Management Portfolio 
 
IMPLEMENTING ELECTRONIC GOVERNMENT STATEMENT (IEG5) 
 

1 SUMMARY 
 

This report seeks the approval of Cabinet for the Council’s IEG5 
statement which must be submitted to the ODPM (Office of the Deputy 
Prime Minister) by Monday 19 December 05. 

 
2 RECOMMENDED 
 
 It is recommended that Cabinet: 
 
2.1 Review and agree the contents of the IEG5 statement (Appendix 1). 
 

3 BACKGROUND/CONTEXT   
 
3.1 BVPI 157 
 
3.1.1 The Government has set a 100% target for all customer facing services 

to be delivered through electronic means by 31 December 2005. In 
calculating progress against this, Sedgefield has used the IDeA 
Electronic Service Delivery (ESD) toolkit. The toolkit enables the 
Council to benchmark its performance against other UK local 
authorities based on the Local Government Service List (LGSL). 

 
3.1.2 To date, the Council’s performance against BVPI 157 has risen from 

88.55% in July 05 to 90.74% as of March 05. The Council has now met 
the 100% target. 

 
3.2 Priority Service Outcomes (PSOs) 
 
3.2.1 On 29 April 2004, the ODPM announced the publication of a guidance 

document entitled ‘Defining e-government outcomes for 2005 to 
support the delivery of priority services and a National Strategy 
transformation agenda for local authorities in England’ 
 
The PSOs are based on seven-shared priorities agreed between 
Central and Local Government and can be closely mapped to the local 
priorities outlined in our own Community Strategy: 
 

 Raising standards across our schools; 
 Improving the quality of life of children, young people, families at 

risk and older people; 

Item 7
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 Number of ‘Required’ & 
‘Good’ Priority Service 
Outcomes currently on 
GREEN (complete) 

PSO 
Status as 
of 
20/12/2004 

PSO Status 
as of 
21/06/05 

PSO 
Projected 
Status as of 
28/12/2005 

 GREEN 11 (20%) 23 (43%)  30 (56%) 

 TOTAL 54 (100%) 54 (100%)  54 (100%) 

 Promoting healthier communities by targeting key local services, 
such as health and housing; 

 Creating safer and stronger communities; 
 Transforming our local environment; 
 Meeting local transport needs more effectively; 
 Promoting the economic vitality of localities. 

 
3.2.2 Relating to the above themes, there are 73 PSOs that authorities are 

responsible for implementing. Of these there are 29 ‘Required’ 
outcomes that should be in place by December 2005, 25 ‘Good’ 
outcomes to be in place by March 2006 and 19 ‘Excellent’ Outcomes. 
The latter are only applicable to those authorities that have ‘excellent’ 
CPA ratings and no timeline has been set by ODPM.  

 
3.2.3 The Government is taking the implementation of PSOs across all UK 

local authorities very seriously. The new KLOE (Key Line of Enquiry) 
for the Corporate Assessment for the CPA for single tier and county 
councils has had an additional question added, which requires 
achievement of all of the priority outcomes for a level 3 assessment. In 
short, it means that an authority that has not achieved them cannot 
progress beyond level 2. Levels 2 and 3 are set out below. 

 
3.2.3.1 Level 2: The council has sufficient ICT resources to deliver its 

priorities. There is progress towards realising the benefits of e-
government. Competencies for e-government-based change are 
embedded in the organisation. The council uses ICT to improve 
services. It has achieved the required priority outcomes for e-
government, including the availability of online facilities at all times. 

3.2.3.2 Level 3: The council uses ICT effectively throughout its activities 
and partnerships. It uses e-government to deliver objectives and 
service improvements, to gather information about community 
needs, and to join up services in collaboration with partners. ICT 
provides real-time management information about service use. The 
council understands the levels of Internet usage in the community 
and is working with partners to improve access. The council has 
achieved the 'required' and 'good' priority outcomes for e-
government. 

 
3.2.4 The CPA for districts is currently out to consultation. It is likely that the 

corporate assessment will strongly mirror that for counties and single 
tiers. 

 
3.2.5 The following table outlines Sedgefield Borough Council’s progress 

against the ‘required’ and ‘good’ PSOs: 
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3.2.6 Given the significance of the PSOs in realising our local community 

ambitions, the Council has locked e-Government into its corporate 
planning process. E-Government guidance has now been issued to all 
Heads of Service to inform service plans. 

 
 
3.3 E-Government & ICT Capital Programme 2006/2007 
 
3.3.1 The Council is continuing to take the e-Government agenda very 

seriously, viewing it as a key enabler in the modernisation of the 
Council’s Customer Services function.  

 
3.3.2 The Council is committed to a substantial annual ICT capital 

programme to fund the delivery of its modernisation programme. 
 
3.3.3 Business transformation, project management and IT capacity continue 

to be issues for the Council. To address project management gaps, two 
projects managers have been appointed on a 12-month fixed-term 
basis to facilitate the delivery of the PSOs and to enable the 
mainstreaming of PRINCE2 project management methodology across 
the organisation. 

 
3.4 Efficiency Gains 
 
3.4.1 Following the Gershon Review, Local Authorities are required to make 

year-on-year efficiency savings of 2.5% until 2008. 
 
3.4.2 Councils are asked to provide best estimates of efficiency gains arising 

from the implementation of local e-government in IEG5. The 
expectation is that all cashable savings can be recycled in local 
services, but should be achieved without cutting service quality.  

 
3.4.3 Whilst Gershon places strong emphasis on e-Government as a vehicle 

to deliver efficiencies, it should be noted that this agenda requires 
upfront investment in core business transformation technologies. The 
efficiencies will not be realised immediately, but in the longer term. 

 
3.4.4 The projected efficiency gains are outlined on page 33 and 34 of the 

IEG5 Statement. 
 
4 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1.1 No further IEG funding from ODPM is expected. However the council 

needs to fund a substantial ICT Capital programme if it is to achieve 
the PSOs and deliver related service efficiencies. 

 
5 CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1.1 The IEG5 Statement was produced in consultation with the Council’s 

Modernisation Taskforce, and with the Officer Board of the County 
Durham e-Government Partnership. 
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6 OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
6.1 Links to Corporate Objectives 
 
6.1.1 The IEG statement is about improving access to services through 

electronic means and as such it is key to the council’s stated ambition 
to make its services accessible. 

 
6.2 Risk Management 
 
6.2.1 The two identified risks of not meeting / achieving the PSOs and 

subsequently receiving a reduced CPA Corporate Assessment Score 
have been set out in the body of the report. The IEG statement 
explains how they will be mitigated. 

 
6.3 Health & Safety 
 
6.3.1 There are no additional Health & Safety Implications. 
 
6.4 Legal and Constitutional 
 
6.4.1 No additional Legal and Constitutional issues have been identified. 
 
6.5 Equality and Diversity 
 
6.5.1 Equality and Diversity considerations are an inherent part of 

Implementing Electronic Government. Electronic delivery of services is 
a key contributing factor to the Council's corporate priority to ensure fair 
access to services regardless of religion, sex, race, gender etc as set 
out in the Corporate Plan and Corporate Equality Plan. 

 
7 LIST OF APPENDICES 
 
 Appendix 1 – IEG5 Statement 
  
8 BACKGROUND PAPERS 
) 

 Sedgefield’s IEG4 & IEG4.5 Statement (November 2004 & July 2005) 
ODPM ‘Defining e-government priority services & transformation 
outcomes in 2005 for local authorities in England’ (April 2004) 

 CSC Review Report (February 2004) 
 CSC Action Plan (March 2004) 
 Delivering Efficiency in Local Services (ODPM – January 2005) 
 
 

Contact Officer:  S Walsh 
Corporate e-Government Manager 

 
Telephone No:  (01388) 816166 ext 4411 
Email Address:  swalsh@sedgefield.gov.uk  
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Ward(s)   Proposals are not ward specific 
 
Examination by Statutory Officers 
 
 Yes Not 

Applicable
 

The report has been examined by the Councils Head of 
the Paid Service or his representative 
 

  
The content has been examined by the Councils S.151 
Officer or his representative 
 

  
The content has been examined by the Council’s 
Monitoring Officer or his representative 
 

  
The report has been approved by Management Team    
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SEDGEFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 3 

 
Conference Room 1, 
Council Offices, 
Spennymoor 

 
Tuesday, 8 November 

2005 
 

 
 

Time: 10.00 a.m. 

 
 
Present: Councillor V. Crosby (Chairman) and  

 
 Councillors Mrs. B.A. Clare, G.C. Gray, Mrs. J. Gray, M.T.B. Jones, 

B.M. Ord, Mrs. C. Potts, Mrs. L. Smith and Mrs. C. Sproat 
 

Invited to 
attend: 

Councillors R.A. Patchett and Waters   

In 
Attendance: 

Councillors Mrs. K. Conroy, A. Gray, B. Hall, J.E. Higgin, B. Meek, 
G. Morgan, Mrs. E.M. Paylor and T. Ward 
 

Apologies: Councillors B.F. Avery J.P, D.R. Brown and J.P. Moran 
 

 
 

OSC(3)12/05 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
No declarations of interest were received. 
  

OSC(3)13/05 MINUTES 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 22nd September, 2005 were confirmed 
as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

OSC(3)14/05 REGENERATON OF NEIGHBOURHOODS WITH OLDER PRIVATE 
SECTOR HOUSING 
The Chairman of the Regeneration of Neighbourhoods with Older Private 
Sector Housing Review Group presented a report of the Review Group 
which had been established to look at the issues involved in the 
regeneration of areas with older Private Sector Housing.  (For copy see file 
of Minutes). 
 
The Cabinet Member for Housing was also present at the meeting to 
answer any queries. 
 
It was explained that the Review had been set up to look at pre-1919 
housing as part of the process of aiming to create sustainable 
communities. 
 
The Review Group had examined issues surrounding older private sector 
housing within the Borough to determine what had been achieved to date 
and what needed to be addressed in the future.  The report identified how 
the Review had contributed towards the Council’s ambition of creating an 
attractive Borough with strong communities and to the associated 
community outcome of securing a range of quality affordable housing. 
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It was explained that the Review Group had gathered information and 
evidence through meetings, presentations by officers, visiting areas of the 
Borough with older private sector housing, considering Council policies 
and strategies and by speaking to residents. 
 
The Review Group examined three priority areas within the Borough which 
had previously been identified by the Council for action at : 
 

 Dean Bank, Ferryhill 
 Ferryhill Station, and  
 Chilton (West) 

 
It was, however, recognised that further selective intervention could be 
required in other areas.   
 
A number of measures to address the problems had been identified but in 
view of the resources required, the Council alone would not be able to 
resolve all issues.  Other agencies would need to be involved and 
partnership working would be needed within those communities.  The 
Review Group had also recognised that the development of a master plan 
would be fundamental to helping achieve objectives. 
 
Recommendations had been formulated by the Review Group for 
consideration by Cabinet.  Those recommendations were identified in the 
report. 
 
During discussion of this item, reference was made to the selective 
intervention in other areas at a later stage and in particular how those 
areas would be identified.  In response, it was explained that other areas 
could be identified using measured criteria to assess the viability of the 
community including joblessness, levels of crime, anti-social behaviour etc. 
 
A query was raised by Members in relation to procedure and monitoring of 
intervention.  It was explained that the recommendations of the final report 
would be submitted to Cabinet for consideration.  An Action Plan would 
then be introduced including timescales.  The Committee would have a 
role in monitoring the actions.  The Council could have a role to play in 
levels of enforcement and selective licensing of private landlords if the 
provisions available under the Housing Act 2004 for selective licensing of 
private landlords were adopted.  The Committee would receive updated 
reports on progress at appropriate times.   
 
In response to a query raised regarding compulsory purchase and 
relocation it was explained that account would be taken of the wishes of 
the community in relation to relocation and suitable support provided for 
residents affected.  
     
A query was also raised regarding the valuation of properties for CPO 
purposes and it was explained that the properties would be valued as at 
the date of the CPO being confirmed. 
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During discussion reference was also made to the master plan and 
strategic interventions which would be undertaken in the priority areas.  It 
was suggested that running alongside those, there could be other small 
interventions e.g. grants programmes, tackling fuel poverty.     
 
 
AGREED : That the report and the recommendations contained therein 

be submitted to Cabinet for consideration :  
 
  
 

OSC(3)15/05 WORK PROGRAMME 
Consideration was given to the Committee’s Work Programme (for copy 
see file of Minutes).  
 
It was explained that in respect of the Street Safe Initiative Review, the 
final report had been drafted.  This would be presented to a meeting of the 
Review Group and then to Overview and Scrutiny Committee 3. 
 
In relation to the proposed item on recycling skips and frequency of 
emptying, it was explained that the issues had been resolved. 
 
Reference was also made to the issue of environmental protection and in 
particular dog fouling.  It was suggested that this issue could be addressed 
as part of the proposed Street Scene Review. 
 
AGREED : That the Work Programme be approved. 
 
 

 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
Any person wishing to exercise the right of inspection, etc., in relation to these Minutes and associated papers should 
contact Liz North 01388 8161666 ext 4237 
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SEDGEFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 3 

 
Council Chamber,  
Council Offices  
Spennymoor 

 
Monday, 

 28 November 2005 
 

 
 

Time: 10.00 a.m. 

 
 
Present: Councillor V. Crosby (Chairman) and  

 
 Councillors D.R. Brown, Mrs. B.A. Clare, Mrs. J. Gray, M.T.B. Jones, 

J.P. Moran, B.M. Ord and A. Smith 
 

Invited to 
attend: 

Councillor M. Iveson 

In 
Attendance: 

 
Councillors M.A. Dalton, Mrs. B. Graham, J.E. Higgin, A. Hodgson, 
Mrs. L. Hovvels and J.G. Huntington 
 

Apologies: Councillors B.F. Avery J.P, G.C. Gray, Mrs. C. Potts, Mrs. L. Smith and 
Mrs. C. Sproat 
 

 
OSC(3)16/05 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

No declarations of interest were received. 
  

OSC(3)17/05 POLICE FORCE RESTRUCTURING 
It was explained that the meeting had been convened to consider 
presentations from representatives of Cleveland and Durham Police 
authorities in relation to each Authority’s views on proposals for Police 
Force restructuring and to seek the views of the Committee as part of a 
consultation process (for copies of presentations see file of Minutes). 
 
Members of the Committee were informed of the background to the 
proposed changes, the reasons for change and the processes and 
timetable involved in the Home Office formulating a decision on the revised 
structure. 
 
Presentation by Cleveland Police 
 
The Chief Constable of Cleveland Police, Mr. Shaun Price and the 
Chairman of Cleveland Police Authority, Mr. McLuckie ,were present at the 
meeting to outline Cleveland  Police Authority’s views on restructuring and 
their reasons.    
 
The Committee was informed that Cleveland had looked at and consulted 
major stakeholders on four options which were :- 
 

•  Tees Valley City Region Police Force (Cleveland and South 
Durham)  

•  Cleveland Police (current structure) 
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•  Amalgamation between Cleveland and Durham Constabulary  
•  A Regional Police Force (amalgamation between Northumbria 

Police, Durham Constabulary and Cleveland Police) 
 
A preferred option had to be submitted to the Home Office by 28th October 
2005. The preferred option submitted by Cleveland Police was for a Tees 
Valley City Region Police Force. 
 
Cleveland Police Authority outlined the advantages of the Tees Valley City 
Region Police Force option , proposed staffing levels, the anticipated cost 
of adopting this option, what the re-organisation would mean for 
Sedgefield Borough, Community Policing and Protective Services.  
 
It was pointed out that a Mori Poll had been undertaken which had shown 
that the option of a Regional Authority was not popular, with only 21% of 
residents in Cleveland and Durham favouring that option. Furthermore, as 
part of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister’s strategy “The Northern 
Way” , 8 city regions had been identified one of which was Tees Valley.  It 
was considered that services should be provided co-terminus with that 
area . The force would have a population of 875,000 and would have huge 
development potential. 
 
Members were then given the opportunity to raise questions in relation to 
the presentation. 
 
In response to a query raised by a Member on levels of violent crime and 
detection rates it was explained that the perception of crime was greater 
than crime itself and Cleveland Police were working with Crime Reduction 
Partnerships to reduce incidents of violent crime. 
 
Dealing with a query raised by the Committee on collaboration between 
the Police Forces it was explained that the number one issue for all police 
forces was to reduce crime so whichever option was chosen they would all 
work together to maintain that aim. 
 
Members of the Committee also queried how any savings from the 
proposal would be utilised .  In response it was explained that any savings 
would be reinvested into policing.   
 
Presentation by Durham Constabulary 
 
The Chief Constable of Durham Constabulary Paul Garvin and the Deputy 
Chief Constable John Stoddart gave a presentation on Durham 
Constabulary’s views in relation to restructuring.  
 
They outlined the drivers for change and the criteria which had been given 
by the Home Office when considering the options for restructuring. 
 
The Constabulary had consulted stakeholders and considered the 
following options :- 
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•  Regional Force 
•  Durham and Northumbria 
•  Durham Constabulary 
•  Northumbria North Durham 
•  Durham and Cleveland 
•  Tees City Region 

 
Members were informed that the preferred option of Durham Constabulary 
was a Regional Force covering Northumbria, Durham and Cleveland and 
this option had been submitted to the Home Office.. 
 
The rationale for Durham Police Authority’s preferred option was outlined, 
together with Ministers’ views and the impact which it would have on the 
area, protective services and neighbourhood policing.  The anticipated 
cost etc, likely effects on Council Tax .and area structure were also 
outlined. 
 
It was explained that this was considered to be the preferred option as the 
Regional Authority would have the capacity to provide a better level of 
protective service for the community and would mean better provision of 
community policing. The Regional Option also met the Home Office 
Guidelines in relation to population levels of the restructured forces. This 
option would also be less costly for Council Tax payers.  
 
Members of the Committee were then given an opportunity to question the 
representatives from Durham Constabulary in relation to the presentation. 
 
In response to a query raised by the Committee on the size of a Regional 
Force and the opportunity for local engagement it was explained that it 
would still be possible to have local engagement with a Regional Authority 
through Crime Reduction Partnerships. 
 
A query was then raised regarding the geographical remoteness of some 
of the regional area and the differing population levels.  It was explained 
that a Regional Authority would link in with local communities through local 
Community Inspectors and the ‘beat bobbies’. 
 
In response to a query on how savings would be utilised it was explained 
that a Regional Force would invest into protective services and in 
particular Neighbourhood Policing. 
 
Cleveland Police Authority and Durham Constabulary then made final 
closing statements. 
 
The representatives from the Police Authorities and the Council’s Cabinet 
Members then left the meeting while the Committee formulated its 
comments. 
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RECOMMENDED: 1.That the proposal for a regional force 

developing the challenge of Level 2 protective 
services be endorsed and that it is not 
considered that the Cleveland proposal was a 
viable alternative for people of Sedgefield 
Borough.   

 
 2.That whichever option is finally adopted 

Community Policing should not suffer and the 
affect on Council Tax should be kept to a 
minimum.    

 
   
       
 

ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
Any person wishing to exercise the right of inspection, etc., in relation to these Minutes and associated papers should 
contact Liz North 01388 816166 ext 4237 
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SEDGEFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
AREA 3 FORUM 

 
Oldham Room,  
Ceddesfeld Hall,  
Sedgefield 

 
Wednesday,  

9 November 2005 
 

 
 

Time: 7.00 p.m. 

 
 
Present: Councillor T. Ward (Chairman) – Sedgefield Borough Council and  
 

Councillor J. Burton – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Councillor Mrs. L. Hovvels – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Councillor J. Robinson J.P – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Councillor J. Wayman J.P – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Sergeant B. O’Connor – Durham Constabulary 
J. Irvine – Fishburn Parish Council 
T. Steary – Sedgefield Neighbourhood Warden 
D. Waters – Sedgefield Community Association 
N. Porter – Sedgefield Primary Care Trust 
Mrs. J. Bowles – Sedgefield Village Resident 
Mrs. A. Oliver  – Sedgefield Village Resident 
Councillor L. Goddard – Sedgefield Town Council 
Councillor Mrs. M. Robinson – Sedgefield Town Council 
Councillor Mrs. L. Burton – Trimdon Parish Council 
Mrs. D. Maloy – Trimdon Resident 
Mrs. G. Norton – Trimdon Resident 

 
 

In 
Attendance: 

 
A. Farnie and Mrs. L. Walker 
 

Apologies: Councillors D.R. Brown and K.Noble  -   Sedgefield Borough Council 
 

K. Noble – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Mrs. L. Swinbank – Sedgefield town Council 

 
 

AF(3)16/05 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
No declarations of interest were submitted. 
 

AF(3)17/05 MINUTES 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 14th September, 2005 were confirmed 
as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.  (For copy see file of 
Minutes). 
  

AF(3)18/05 POLICE REPORT 
Sergeant B. O’Connor was present at the meeting to give details of crime 
statistics in the area.  
 
It was reported that crime statistics were as follows: - 
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Type of Crime:  
 

Sedgefield : Fishburn : Trimdons : 

Theft 7 8 6 
Criminal 
Damage 

13 18 12 

Burglary 
(dwelling) 

0 0 0 

Burglary (0ther) 5 3 1 
Robbery 0 0 1 
Assault 12 1 6 
Theft from motor 
vehicle 

7 2 0 

Total : 44 32 26 
 

 
Sergeant O’Connor explained that the total number of incidents had 
decreased.  
 
It was explained that there had been an increase in burglary from garage 
and sheds in the Sedgefield area. The number of reports of criminal 
damage in Fishburn had also increased.  
 
Detailed discussion took place in relation to anti-social behaviour. It was 
explained that levels of anti-social behaviour were relatively low when 
compared to other wards within the Borough. 
 
Members were of the opinion that members of the public did not report 
incidents of anti-social behaviour as a result of the slow response of the 
Police to the incidents. There was also fear of further threat and 
intimidation. 
 
Sergeant O’Connor explained that incidents needed to be reported in order 
for prosecutions to be made.  
 
Specific reference was made to alcohol consumption, especially people 
under the age of 18, and the effect it had on the level of anti-social 
behaviour. 
 
Concern was expressed in relation to alcohol being sold to under 18s. It 
was suggested that retailers be encouraged not to serve people under the 
age of 21. It was explained that most retailers had adopted this practice. 
The problem was people purchasing alcohol for consumption by people 
under 18. 
 
Reference was also made to under age drinking in public houses.  
 
It was felt that a multi-agency approach was required in order to address 
the problem effectively. 
 
Concern was expressed that although a Beat Officer had been appointed 
for the Trimdon area they were not yet in post. 
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AF(3)19/05 SEDGEFIELD PRIMARY CARE TRUST 
N. Porter was present at the meeting to update the Forum on local health 
matters.  
 
Reference was made to achieving patient access targets, which were 
submitted to the Board Meeting each month.  
 
It was explained that patients who wished to do so should have access to 
a primary health care professional within 24 hours and a GP within 48 
hours. Patients should also be able to make an appointment to visit a GP a 
week in advance.  
 
Reference was made to the problems that Trimdon residents encountered 
in trying to access a GP. It was explained that it was often difficult to 
contact the surgery via telephone and appointments could not always be 
made for a week in advance.  
 
With regard to the North East Ambulance Service it was reported that the 
target of response to 75% of calls to life threatening emergencies within 
eight minutes had not been achieved.  Actual performance was 58%. 
 
In relation to cancer services it was reported that the number of days 
between referral and treatment should not exceed 62. 
 
Concern was expressed regarding the quality of discharge notes produced 
by hospitals. It was anticipated that the quality of notes produced by 
hospitals would improve through the implementation of electronic records 
system.  
 
Specific reference was made to the possible outbreak on avian flu. 
Members queried how the PCT would provide the public with relevant 
information. It was explained that any information issued by the PCT would 
be part of a national campaign and would be published in ‘Your Health 
Matters’.  
 
Discussion took place in relation to the proposed re-organisation of the 
NHS. Members were reassured that if the proposals, which included the 
merger of six PCTs, were accepted strong community leadership would be 
maintained. 
  
Members were updated on the financial position of the PCT.  
 
Copies of “Your Health Matters” and “PCT Life” were available at the 
meeting. 
 

AF(3)20/05 DRAFT RESIDENTIAL EXTENSIONS SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING 
DOCUMENT 
It was explained that A. Farnie, Principal Development Control Manager, 
was present at the meeting to give a presentation on the draft Residential 
Extensions Supplementary Planning document.   
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It was explained that throughout 2001/02 Sedgefield Borough Council had 
experienced a significant increase in residential extension applications. At 
the same time the Government had introduced a grant scheme – the 
planning delivery grant – which awarded those Councils who 
met/exceeded Government targets based on the speed of decision.  
 
Subsequently, in order to maximise grant income, 80% of all household 
applications needed to be made within eight weeks. The speed of decision 
had become of high importance. 
 
Sedgefield Borough Council was struggling to meet these targets and 
there was clear evidence that the Councils existing supplementary 
planning guidance note 4 adopted in 2000 had become out-of-date and 
required review. A decision was therefore taken in September 2003 to 
review the existing householder Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 
and with a new supplementary planning document.  
 
It was explained that final year students from the University of Newcastle 
School of Town Planning had been commissioned to review the existing 
SPG and identify best practice. 
 
The first draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) was produced in 
May 2004. This document was presented to the Borough Council’s 
Cabinet where it was subsequently approved for public consultation. The 
consultation period commenced on the 30th September 2005 and gave six 
weeks for comment. The consultation period would end on the 11th 
November 2005.  
 
Following the end of the consultation period a report would be produced 
listing the representations received, a response to the representation and 
a recommendation as to what changes, if any, should be made in the light 
of the representations.  
 
It was anticipated that the Council would adopt the Supplementary 
Planning Document in April 2006.   
 
Members of the Forum were informed that the draft Supplementary 
Guidance document was more comprehensive than the existing SPG and 
dealt with a wide range of design issues. It provided advice on the party 
wall act, wildlife and building regulations.  
 
The SPD would be split into convenient sections detailing various types of 
house extensions. Illustrations showing good and bad designs would also 
be included to act as a visual reference for prospective applicants.  
 
Copies of the SPD were available at the Council Offices and in addition a 
full copy of the SPD would be available on the Council’s website. This 
would enable members of the public to download those parts of the SPD 
that they were particularly interested in.  
 
It was explained that the new guidance refined policies, especially in 
relation to side extensions.  
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Members questioned how planning applications would be affected during 
the interim period between documents. In response it was explained that 
all planning applications would be judged against the existing SPG until 
the SPD was formally adopted. 
 

AF(3)21/05 BEACON LANE, SEDGEFIELD 
Concern was expressed regarding members of the travelling community 
gathering on Beacon Lane, Sedgefield. 
 
Members of the Forum were advised to contact Durham County Council.   
 

AF(3)22/05 A689 DUAL CARRIAGEWAY 
Concern was expressed in relation to the hazards that were present when 
approaching the junction at Stockton Road, Sedgefield with the trunk road 
A689. 
 
It was explained that this was the responsibility of Durham County’s 
Highway Department. 
  

AF(3)23/05 COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT NETWORK 
Members were informed that a community event looking at environment, 
leisure and the arts and how they linked with the local strategic partnership 
(LSP) would be held on Thursday 17th November, 2005 at Mainsforth and 
District Community Centre. 
   

AF(3)24/05 DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
Wednesday, 11th January 2006 at Tremeduna Grange, Trimdon Village. 
 
 

 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
Any person wishing to exercise the right of inspection, etc., in relation to these Minutes and associated papers should 
contact Mrs. L. Walker Tel 01388 816166 ext 4237 email lwalker@sedgefield.gov.uk 
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SEDGEFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
AREA 4 FORUM 

 
Hackworth Suite,  
Shildon Sunnydale  
Leisure Centre 

 
Tuesday,  

15 November 2005 
 

 
 

Time: 6.30 p.m. 

 
 
Present: Councillor D.M. Hancock (Chairman) – Sedgefield Borough Council and  
 

Councillor G.M.R. Howe – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Councillor J.G. Huntington – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Councillor J.M. Smith – Sedgefield Borough Council 
Councillor Mrs.I.Jackson Smith 
Inspector Ball 

– Sedgefield Borough Council 
– Durham Constabulary 

Councillor Mrs. D. Bowman – Durham County Council 
Councillor H. Robinson – Eldon Parish Council 
J. Johnson – New Shildon Residents Association  
Mrs. A. Armstrong  – Sedgefield Primary Care Trust 
D. Rutherford – Sedgefield Primary Care Trust 
Mrs. K. Vasey – Sedgefield Primary Care Trust 
Councillor M. Stott – Shildon Town Council 
Councillor G. Swinbank – Shildon Town Council 
C. Fletcher – Shildon Community Safety Group 
B. Carr – Shildon Jubilee Community Centre 
C. Wood  – Shildon Centre 
C. Hind – Local Resident 

 
 
 

Apologies: Councillor Mrs. L. Smith                -   Sedgefield Borough Council 
 

 
AF(4)15/05 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Members had no interests to declare. 
  

AF(4)16/05 MINUTES 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 20th September 2005 were confirmed 
as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
   

AF(4)17/05 DRAFT RESIDENTIAL EXTENSIONS SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING 
DOCUMENT 
C. Walton, Head of Planning Services, was present at the meeting to give 
a presentation on the draft Residential Extensions Supplementary 
Planning document. Copies of the document were distributed at the 
Forum.  
 
It was explained that Sedgefield Borough Council had experienced a 
significant increase in residential extension applications over the past few 
years and there was clear evidence that the Councils existing 
Supplementary Planning Guidance, Note 4, adopted in 2000, had become 
out-of-date and required review. A decision was therefore taken in 
September 2003 to review the existing householder Supplementary 
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Planning Guidance (SPG) and develop a revised Supplementary Planning 
Document. 
 
Final year students from the University of Newcastle, School of Town 
Planning had been commissioned to review the existing SPG and identify 
national best practice. Council officers had subsequently refined the work 
to suit local circumstances. 
 
A draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) was produced and 
presented to the Borough Council’s Cabinet, in September 2005, where it 
was approved for public consultation. The consultation period had now 
ended and it was anticipated that the Supplementary Planning Document 
would be adopted by the Council in April 2006. 
 
Members of the Forum were informed that the draft Supplementary 
Guidance Document was more comprehensive than the existing SPG and 
provided detailed advice and guidance on the following: - 
 

•  General Design Principles 
•  Porches 
•  Forward Extensions 
•  Side Extensions 
•  Rear Extensions 
•  Rural Extensions 
•  Conservatories 
•  Dormer Windows and Roof Extensions 
•  Garages and Outbuildings 
•  Walls and Fences 
•  Other material considerations 

 
It was pointed out that copies of the SPD were available at the Council 
Offices and in addition a full copy of the SPD would be available on the 
Council’s website. This would enable members of the public to download 
those parts of the SPD that they were particularly interested in. 
 
Questions were raised as to the level of enforcement that was available in 
detecting properties where planning permission had not been sought. It 
was explained that the number of properties that had not sought planning 
permission was low.  
 
It was also pointed out that the Council employed a full time enforcement 
officer to target such issues, however, information from the public was 
welcomed in identifying properties/extensions that they suspected had not 
got planning permission.  
 

AF(4)18/05 POLICE REPORT 
Inspector Ball was present at the meeting to give details of crime statistics 
for the area. 
 
It was reported that the crime statistics for the month of October were as 
outlined below: 
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Reported Incidents 376 
Total crime 102 
Total Primary Arrests 22 
Domestic Violence 4 
Burglary Dwelling 2 
Burglary Other 9 
Criminal Damage 36 
Theft from Vehicle 3 
Theft of vehicle 1 
Assault 10 
General Theft 14 

 
Inspector Ball made reference to Minute No: AF(4)11/05 Police Report 
which detailed the suggested implementation of the initiative AXENIC. He 
reported that relevant officers had given consideration to the suggestion 
and that the Forum would continue to be updated as to its progress. 
 
In an attempt to combat anti-social behaviour, the CCTV van together with 
Beat Officers and Officers who were part of the Dog Section, had been 
patrolling areas where problems had been persistent. It was believed the 
presence of the increased number of officers had had an impact on the 
areas and an improvement had been seen. 
 
Joint initiatives between the police and the Tenancy Enforcement Team at 
Sedgefield Borough Council would also continue in targeting problem 
tenants. 
 
Detailed consideration was given to targeting anti-social behaviour, 
including what methods could be implemented to identify what youngsters 
want.  
 
C. Wood, from the Shildon Centre, informed Members of the Forum that 
the Centre had produced a report. The report was currently out for 
consultation, aimed at giving youngsters in the area an opportunity to air 
their views. The main recommendation of the report was to invite youth 
workers from the area to form a network and develop youth forums to 
enable youngsters to express their views and subsequently implement 
schemes that they had chosen.  
 
It was reported that the document had been distributed to as many 
youngsters as possible to ensure that a wide response was obtained. 
 
Copies of the report could be obtained by contacting the Centre. 
   
Members of the Forum expressed their support of the document and 
requested that updates continue to be brought. 
 
Concerns were raised by the Forum regarding the problem of under-age 
drinking, specifically the problem of parents buying the alcohol. Inspector 
Ball reported that a Licensing Enforcement Officer had taken up post and 
was keen to confront and rectify problems.  
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Finally, concerns were again raised regarding contacting the 
Communications Centre. Members of the Forum reported that the majority 
of calls were answered by a recorded message. Inspector Ball explained 
that the system was under review and the police were aware of the 
problems. Members of the Forum were however asked to continue to 
report any incidents and use the system. It was also pointed out that 
incidents could be reported by e-mail and directly to officers.  
 

AF(4)19/05 SEDGEFIELD PRIMARY CARE TRUST 
K. Vasey was present at the meeting to update members of Forum on the 
agreed investments for 2005/06, which would be used to ensure NHS 
targets were met. 
 
Members of the Forum were informed that additional resources would be 
put into the following: - 
 

 Out-of-hours service 
 A new framework for GP contracts 
 Mental health 
 Continuing health care 
 Integrated teams 
 Cancer services 
 Coronary heart disease 

 
Reference was also made to improving access for patients requiring 
hospital care and access to GPs and nurses within local practices. 
 
Detailed consideration was given to the staffing levels of the emergency 
care service at Bishop Auckland Hospital, specifically during an evening 
and whether nurses were on duty. It was explained that there were a 
number of nurses on duty every evening to support the work of the duty 
doctors. 
 
It was also pointed out that unhealthy eating was now costing the NHS 
more than the problem of smoking. C. Vasey explained that the NHS had a 
number of initiatives that promoted healthy eating and smoking cessation. 
It was pointed out, however, that it was the responsibility of more than one 
organisation. Other factors that have an effect on healthy eating, such as 
finance, time management and education were also discussed. 
   

AF(4)20/05 QUESTIONS 
Regeneration In Shildon 
The Chairman of the Forum gave details of a letter that he, together with a 
number of senior officers from Sedgefield Borough Council had received 
after the last community walkabout.  
 
It was explained that during the walkabout a number of areas had been 
identified as requiring urgent improvements, therefore Shildon Community 
Safety Group sent a letter to advise Officers at Sedgefield Borough 
Council of the main issues.  
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The Chairman reported that he had been in discussion with a number of 
Officers at the Borough Council and an update would be brought to a 
future meeting. 
 

AF(4)21/05 DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
17th January, 2006 at 6.30 p.m. in the Hackworth Suite Shildon Sunnydale 
Leisure Centre. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
Any person wishing to exercise the right of inspection, etc., in relation to these Minutes and associated papers should 
contact MIss. S. Billingham, Spennymoor 816166, Ext 4240, sbillingham@sedgefield.gov.uk 
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