
PS/Secret~ry of State 

\IALKER'S r~ONU~1ENT, LONDONDERRY 

1. Walker's Monument was a 100 ft obelisk sitting on the Walls of Londonderry, 

overlooking the Bogside. On top was a statue of Rev George Walker who was 

the Governor of the City at the time of the siege in 1689. In 1973 the 

monument was blown up by the PIRA, and all that remains is the plinth. 

2. Government is confronted with 3 inter-related issues :-

(a ) the political and security considerations ar i sing out of the stated 

desi re of the owners of the monument - the Apprentice Boys - t o replace 

i t with a replica; 

(b) the cl aim for cl"iminal injuri es compensat ion, vJhich has recently been 

adj ourned at the request of the Apprentice Boys who are seeking 

recouprncnt on a fu 11 re") 1 acelllen t bas 'j s ~ 

(c) the plann-ing cons'idei"ations; there 'is outl-ine planning permission to 

rein state the monument but app oval to the s i ting, design and external 

appearance from DOE is needed before bu ildi ng wor'k could commence. 

[ Pol itical and security paragraphs - input by NIO] 

[C riminal Injuri es Compensat i on paragraphs - input by NIO ] 

3. THE PLANNI IG SITUA ION 

3.1 The Apprent i ce Boys require planning permiss i on to rebuild Wa lker ' s Monument, 

and t fey ha \f e Cl. PP 1 i e d t w ice for 0 U t 1 -j ne pe t"n i i s C' ion ( i c perm i s s i G n i n p r i n c i p 1 e ) 
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and ha 'e recei "led such pcn. i ss i on on both occas ions. (Outl i ne p -r!lli ss 'ons 

l upse -if not acted upon \~'itfin a certain t'ime scale; ~he first 

l apsed, hence the second ~pplication. ) 

3.2 The last occasion on ~hich outline pe mission was granted ~as in April 1981 

and this was done after prolonged consultation with the Secretary of State. 

3.3 In allowing this permission to issue the Secretary of State was clearly 

CO! cert ed ~bout t e political and security imp l ' catians~ and took the view 

that once matters got to the stage of implementation (ie when approval of 

details as being sought) consideration could be given to the revocation of 

the outline planning permission in the light of security considerations. Legal 

advice was that relocation migllt be used i n these circumstances, but there was 

no precedent for a revocatio on security grounds if these did not amount to 

material planning conside ations and there might well be a challe nge in the 

Courts. 

3.4 In granting outline permission it Vlras beli eve that the Apprentice Boys 

would settle their compensat ion claim before following through the app li cation 

for approv 1 of (eta -j1 s (11 reserved ma tters fI ) • The Apprenti ce Boys ha vi ng 

entered the cou rt proceedings to settle compensation have ,ow withdrawn so 

as to seek approva l t o the reserved ma ters of siting, des i gn and external 

appearance before settling their compensat ion claim, bel i eving no doubt that 

this would help their case for a higher sum . 

3. 5 The options open to the Department 1n dea li ng with this app licat i on for 

approval of reserved matters are as follovs : -

2. 
,\ . ", :", ", 

, " 
. " " 

." .. ' .. " . . , : . ..... ',' 
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(a) approve it, \lJhich \\Iou'ld glVt; the app'!'iCCll1t authority frolll 0 planning 

poi nt of vi ev! to p ~oceed \' i th cons tr uct ion lOrk - s ubj ct to the consent 

under Bu il ding eglllation Control; this wou l d be the normal proced ure to 

foll ow and i n visuul and land use t e ms th0 DOE can see no obj ections 

to the aPPfoval of the detaned plans; 

(b) approve the detailed pla ns condit ional ly , eg by requiring a di f ferent 

finis h; this is vi)'tually the same as (a) ; 

(c) refuse to approve the detailed plans, eg because DO E did not like the 

des 'gn or vrished to see only a sma ll , l ess-elaborate monument; this 

wou ld be difficult to sustain on foot of an outline plann ' ng permi sion 

for IIre- i nstatement of the monument ll
; 

(d) revo~e the outli ne planning permission on security grounds as "materia' 

planning considerations ll
• 

3.6 The Revocation Option 

In terms of standard pl ann ing criteria there are no grounds for revoking the 

out line planning permi ssion for re-instatement of the monument. The only 

ground for r vuca ,i on, which might succeed, lS one re lated to sec rity on i ts 

aI-m whi ch hi therto has not been used in the determ'j na t i on of p 1 anni ng 

app l ications or in revocation. 

3.7 Where security has i nevitable l and use consequences such as visual amenity, 

traffic ci rculation, car park i ng) those consequences can be taken into account 

i n deter'mining n application. Hm 'ever, if the secur'ity reason is that such 

and such a deve 1 opment \'IOU 1 d ue 1 i ke 1 y to l ead to an exacerbat i on of communi ty 

t ens ion or serious pu blic disorder, new ground would be broken in quoting 

such a reason in a planning,ca3P and there wou ld almost certain ly be a 

ch il ll cn'ge in the Courts. 
'l 
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3.B lhere 'is a fut'th(:r ptobhom HI the l' vocutiol opt;on in that L'videnc'"' on tile 

s ,curi ty i SSUC$ \·!oul d huve! to e argued OCfOl'C th ~ Pl anni ng I\ppea"' s COnlmi ss i on. 

If the decision to r. 'J<e had bpen taJen (at east artly) on advice from the 

RUC they vJould th(~n be subicct to cross exarn-inc:li"ion and VJould eed to confirm 

that advice in the proceodings Gefore the Plan ,Ong Appeals Cownissio .. 

3.9 Tf e furth er one goes along the appro/al roa ('fore revocation s t he mo e difficult 

revocation becomes. If t1'e apploicatiol fo~ approvu" of reservc;l latters is 

a proved - follo·ing the olltline cpprovCll of /\pi~il 1981 - "it: makes °i t all the 

harder to argue that revocation is an option. 

3.10 [The effect of a revocation order on the criminal i njuries claim would be 

•.• J • 

4. AN ALTERNATIVE SITE 

4. 1 The security/pol iti ca l probl em with Walker 's Monument i s substantially 

rel ated to i ts location on the walls overlooking the Bogside. If i t were 

l ocated on the southe n side of the wa lls ~verlooking the Fountain there 

wou l d not be anywlere near the same poli tical or security objections In 

fact i t mi ght be welcomed by the community there. 

4.2 However the wal ls are i n State care [input by Historic Buildings BranchJ. 

4. 3 There i s thus an optiol of discussi ng the possibi l i ty of pe haps a more 

modern memori al on a different part of the Walls with the Apprentice Boys . 

5.1 [It is understood that opinions amongst the Apprentice Boys may be divided on 

rn 
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the possibility of lot going ahe d wi th full reinstatement on the present site.] 
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the possibility of lot going ahe d wi th full reinstatement on the present site.] 
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C()nclusion 

b.2 [The Secret ty of Stc te "j s "j !lvi ted to note the os i ti on and to concur 1 n the 

rp 
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vi e\"/ that we should await the next move by the I\pp' entice Boys but be p)'ept red 

to use discretely any O)POl tunity to influence opinion on Londonder-ry to\'Jards 

something less p ovocative than full reinstatement 9 preferebly on a "less 

sensi tive site.] 
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