
			EC.05.02.25 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid meeting (in person and via Zoom) of the Environment Committee was held at the Council Chamber, Church Street, Newtownards and via Zoom, on Wednesday, 5 February 2025 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:		 
 
In the Chair: 	Councillor McLaren (Vice-Chair) 
	
Aldermen:               	Armstrong-Cotter (19:06)	 
Cummings
McAlpine (Zoom)
	                                                               					
Councillors:		Boyle			Kerr (zoom, arrived 20:38)
	Cathcart		McKee (Zoom)
	Douglas		McKimm
	Edmund		Morgan
	Harbinson	   	Wray	
	Irwin	  
		  	  	 			 	
Officers: 	Director of Environment (D Lindsay), Head of Waste and Cleansing Services (N Martin), Head of Regulatory Services (Acting) (R McCracken), Head of Assets and Property Services (P Caldwell) and Democratic Services Officer (S McCrea)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from Alderman McAlpine who was unable to Chair the meeting but attended by Zoom. Apologies for lateness were received from Alderman Armstrong-Cotter. 

NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

There were no Declarations of Interest.  

NOTED. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712579][bookmark: _Hlk117849619]3.	STREET NAMING – LoUGHRY VIEW, NEWTOWNARDS   
		
[bookmark: _Hlk186467703]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that a small development comprising of eight dwellings was, at the time of writing under construction on lands at 118 Movilla Road, Newtownards.

Both the developer and their architect were invited via email to suggest a street name when Building Control received the works application in April 2024, again in June 2024 and finally in November 2024. The Building Control department had not received a suggestion to date, even after the developer acknowledged receiving the emails.

The development had continued to progress on site and most of the eight dwellings were nearing completion.  Therefore, as per the Street Naming Policy, the Building Control department had since suggested a name to ensure that house purchases could be completed and to allow rates to be collected. 

The Building Control department previously suggested the name Milford Mews due to the close proximity to an existing development known as Milford Manor. However, following a street naming report brought to the January 2025 Environment Committee, the Building Control department was requested to suggest another name.

The developer had suggested an alternative name of Loughry View for the development. The townland of Loughriscouse was in very close proximity to theirs and was the adjacent townland to Ballyalicock, where their development was located, which could not be used for a suitable street name. The name Loughry View reflected the development’s location beside the Loughriscouse townland and its scenic view of the fields bordering Loughriscouse.  

RECOMMENDED that Council adopt the street name of Loughry View for this development.

Proposed by Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Councillor Boyle spoke of how naming of the development had taken some time with several deferrals and was pleased to see it had progressed.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted. 

4.	LICENSING FEES 2024/25

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that n line with the budget setting process, the fees for the various Licences issued by Licensing and Regulatory Services had been reviewed and compared with fees of other Councils.  Some fees in Ards and North Down were lower than those of other Councils and did not adequately reflect the actual cost of administering the licence, and as such, it was proposed that fees were increased as follows:

Pavement Café Licences

The Council was permitted to charge a fee to administer the Pavement Café Licensing regime and Pavement Café Licences ere granted for a period of three years on both application and on renewal. Within the 2025/26 year, there would be a change in Pavement Café guidance which will increase the amount of Officer time dedicated to each licence. 

Although the licence fee was paid in full on application, the proposed fees equated to a £75 fee per annum with a £75 initial application fee.

	PAVEMENT CAFÉ (3 Year Licence)

	
	Current Fee
	Proposed Fee

	Application 
	£240
	£300

	Renewal 
	£160 
	£225

	Variation of Licence 
	£91
	£100



Street Trading Licences

There were a number of designated Street Trading pitches across the Borough which were occupied by Stationary Traders, while a Mobile Trader was typically one who moved from place to place selling their goods. Both licences were issued for a period of three years.  

Although the licence fee was paid in full at the time of application or renewal, the proposed Stationary Licence fee equated to £125 per annum and the Mobile Licence fee to £100 per annum.  

Temporary licences were issued to traders to allow them to trade at a specific event. 

	Street Trading 

	
	Current Fee
	Proposed Fee

	Stationary Trader (3 Year Licence)
	£286
	£375
For those wishing to use multiple designated pitches, an additional £125 per pitch will apply

	Mobile Trader (3 Year Licence)
	£137 
	£300

	Temporary Licence (fee per trader) 
	£10
	£20

	Variation of Licence
	£39
	£60



Road Closure Notices

The Council must advertise Road Closure Notices in the local newspaper. The cost of an advert was dependent on its size, and the proposed increase in fees was to assist with covering the cost of this advert to the Council. 

Adverts for filming events tended to incur a larger cost to the Council due to their nature, and two advertisement costs were incurred where events with a geographical location within an area covered by more than one local newspaper. 

	Road Closure Notice

	
	Current Fee
	Proposed Fee

	Special Event 
	£293
	Filming on a public road £400
All other events £350
Where Licensing and Regulatory Services determine that an event must be advertised in more than one local paper due to the geographical location within the Borough, the cost of the additional advert will be also be recouped from the event organiser.

	Small Special Event
	£160 
	£170



Other fees, where not set out in legislation, would be amended in line with the Council’s Income and Charging Policy. 

[bookmark: _Hlk190078974][bookmark: _Hlk190078945]RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees the proposed fee increases for Pavement Café Licences, Street Trading Licences and Road Closure Notices.

Proposed by Councillor Boyle, seconded by Alderman Cummings, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Councillor Boyle explained that Members never liked having to discuss increasing charges but unfortunately, they were unavoidable, and he would always hope that the Borough could keep their costs lower than other Councils if possible.

Alderman Cummings agreed with his colleague and advised that consistency was important. Regarding the breakdown, he asked if outdoor seating capacity had an effect on pavement café licence fees. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that cost for a pavement café licence remained the same regardless of the number of outdoor tables/chairs.

Councillor Morgan thought it was not a good enough reason to increase fees to match other Council areas and asked how Officers had arrived at the decision. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that there were policies in place as well as licence processing procedures which took significant time for Officers to work through. The increase in fees would see figures at a more suitable level that reflected the costs of work. A number of businesses covered by the licences such as mobile traders did not pay business rates in the same way as a business located in a permanent building, so payment of a licence for a service being provided by Council afforded a degree of fairness. 

Councillor McKimm asked if consultation had occurred with those the rise would affect and how the cost had been calculated. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that fees had not increased for some time and Council policy advised of raising rates in line with inflation. These fees ranked seventh and as such were lower compared to other Council areas. No consultation had been carried out. Councillor McKimm queried why the Council had not consulted, how the price had risen from £160 to £225 and if the Council had matched costs without research. The Head of Regulatory Services advised that fee increases were part of a three year cycle and had sat out of line with inflation for a number of years. The guiding principle had been based on inflation as well as with reviewing costs of other Councils. 

Councillor McKimm advised that he could not support the recommendation given the difficulties many traders already faced.

Councillor Wray understood the need to revise fees and that the increase was relatively modest given the number of years without revision. However, he could not support the increase given the adverse conditions many businesses were amidst and felt that that the Council had a duty to support local trade, citing discussions that had taken place over the past year. He did not believe this was the correct time for agreeing to a raise in fees.

As there had been some dissention in the room, a vote was called. On being put to the meeting with 10 voting FOR, 3 voting AGAINST and 0 ABSTENTIONS it was declared as CARRIED.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Alderman Cummings, with 10 voting FOR, 3 voting AGAINST and O ABSTENTIONS, that the recommendation be adopted. 

5.	grant of entertainments licence

[bookmark: _Hlk185349004]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that an application had been received for the Grant of an Entertainments Licence as followed: 

1. Donaghadee Parish Church Halls, Church Lane, Donaghadee, BT21 0AJ

Applicant: David Sloan, 45 The Meadows, Donaghadee, BT21 0JG

[bookmark: _Hlk167969286]Days and Hours:  
Occasional Licence: 14 unspecified days within 12 months
Monday – Sunday 9am – 11:30pm 

Type of entertainment: 
Dancing, singing or music or any other entertainment of a like kind.
A theatrical performance.

There had been no objections received from PSNI, NIFRS or Environmental Health. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council grants an Entertainments Licence to 
Donaghadee Parish Church Halls subject to satisfactory final inspection by Licensing 
and Regulatory Services.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.  

6.	ANDBC ESTIMATED 2025/26 PEPR PAYMENT – PROVISIONAL NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT  

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment which in the first instance, provided background information relating to the Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging and Packaging Waste) Regulations, which were draft extended producer responsibility (EPR) regulations, were laid in Parliament on 24 October 2024 and introduced the extended producer responsibility regime for packaging (packaging EPR) in the UK. 

Significant changes had been made to the draft EPR Regulations 2024 following the government's July 2023 consultation. These included the definition of household packaging and of brand owner, for drinks containers reporting, a single date for introduction of recyclability labelling of 1 April 2027 and to disposal costs and fees.
The UK government was committed to exploring ways to ensure greater producer and industry leadership, integration and engagement within packaging EPR. 

Rationale for Introduction of packaging EPR regulations

Packaging EPR was being introduced under powers in the Environment Act 2021, to ensure producers pay the full net cost of managing their products at end of life to incentivise them to design their products with sustainability in mind. 

These regulations imposed obligations on producers for household packaging waste, to ensure that a proportion of the packaging they supplied by material type (card, glass, plastic, metal) was recycled and that they provided information on its disposal. Both civil sanctions and criminal prosecution were available for non-compliance. Most producers were expected to join a compliance scheme to meet their obligations.

Responsibility for the EPR scheme

A producer responsible organisation (PRO) would run the packaging EPR scheme. The PRO would be made up of packaging producers who would manage the day-to-day running of the scheme. The PRO would say what materials were recyclable and how recyclable they were. It would work with the government and also see whether the collections that were being made at the household level by local authorities had been efficient and effective.

Commencement of EPR regulations

Producers were required to register by 1 April 2025 and may have already been reporting data. The draft EPR Regulations 2024 would repeal and replace a set of interim packaging EPR data reporting regulations and would revoke and expand the Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging Waste) Regulations 2007.

2.0 Ards and North Down Borough Council Provisional Notice of Assessment -
      Year 1 of the Scheme - Financial Year 2025 to 2026
The Council had recently received a draft notice of assessment indicating the estimated total pEPR payment for Financial Year 2025 to 2026, amounting to £2,788,000.  The notification stated that this value was an estimate only, it had been rounded to the nearest £1000 and is subject to change.  A further notice of assessment would be provided once the draft Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging and Packaging Waste) Regulations were in force.

Our payment covers estimated net efficient costs associated with collection and disposal of household packaging waste from kerbside and communal collections, waste brought to Household Waste and Recycling Centres (HWRCs) and bring sites only. 

In accordance with the draft Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging and Packaging Waste) Regulations waste management costs associated with the following were excluded from pEPR payments in year 1: 

1. Drinks containers made of any material other than glass (as per the draft regulations, waste management costs associated with the following were excluded from pEPR payments in year 1: drinks containers made from polyethylene terephthalate (PET), steel, or aluminium between 150ml – 3l in size. This exclusion was until 2028. All drinks containers would be in scope from 2028 if a Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) was not in place by that time. 
1. Binned waste and littered packaging waste 
1. Business waste 
1. Packaging collected within food and garden waste services 

The payment would only cover the estimated cost of managing the in-scope (household) packaging element of the waste stream, subject to the above exceptions. Packaging was categorised depending on the material from which it was made into aluminium, fibre-based composite, glass, paper and card, plastic, steel, wood, and other materials.

In calculating the amount payable to the Council, a model (the Local Authority Packaging Cost and Performance model or LAPCAP) developed by Defra on behalf of the four nations had been used to determine the estimated net efficient costs incurred by every local authority (LA) in the UK for the management of household packaging waste. In line with the draft Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging and Packaging Waste) Regulations and where relevant to your authority, LAPCAP consider the following factors in determining your estimated net efficient costs: 

1. The frequency, pattern and type of collections of household packaging waste undertaken within your LA. 
1. The population density in your relevant area. 
1. The type and accessibility of dwellings in your relevant area. 
1. The levels of deprivation in your relevant area. 
1. Government policies and the regulatory requirements affecting waste management to which your authority is subject.

3.0 Local Authority Performance Effectiveness Metrics and Evaluation
      Approach for pEPR
The Extended Producer Responsibility Obligations (Packaging and Packaging Waste) Regulations would require the Scheme Administrator to assess the effectiveness of local authority waste management services.

To support the transition to a circular economy pEPR seeks to increase the amount of packaging that was recycled, and the delivery of effective waste management services by local authorities was a key aspect of achieving this.

The Scheme Administrator was expected to assess effectiveness from the second year of the pEPR scheme, with performance metrics expected to be applied for the first time to local authority reported data covering April 2026 - March 2027.

It was expected that the Scheme Administrator would assess each local authority by its applicable metrics and that authorities would be grouped into one of ten groups to account for factors which were outside a local authority’s control such as rurality, deprivation and inaccessibility so that a comparison of performance could be fairly undertaken by the Scheme Administrator. Following this analysis, the bottom 10% of each grouping would be identified and these authorities may qualify for inclusion within an Improvement Action Process (IAP). 

The IAP was still under development and further engagement would be undertaken to inform the approach. The Improvement Action Process would feed into the improvement process in each UK nation, ensuring that it harmonises with any existing whole service improvement processes and therefore supported the delivery of the environmental outcomes of the policy.

4.0 Budgeting
Members would have been aware that our estimated pEPR award for the forthcoming year had already been considered in the context of the estimates process for 2025-26, and agreement had been reached on how the monies would be treated and managed in that regard.   

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the contents of this report.

Proposed by Councillor McKee, seconded by Councillor Boyle, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Councillor McKee was happy to see information coming from the scheme and explained that decades of costs from businesses where non-recyclable packaging had been used, led to increased costs for the Council. With this change, he hoped that it may be possible for costs to reduce for businesses that made the efforts surrounding packaging/recycling. He asked for further information on the exemptions regarding bins and littered waste. The Head of Waste and Cleansing Services advised that bin waste referred to litter bins and DEFRA had developed a model, LAPCAP that currently could not account properly for street litter. However, there were plans to include litter bin waste in the future.  The legislation related to household waste hence why business waste had been excluded. There were, at the time of writing no plans to bring business waste into the scheme. 

Councillor Boyle was content with the forthcoming year having already been considered during the estimates process in 2025-26 and how monies would be used.

Councillor Morgan spoke of enthusiasm for the scheme. She was unsure as to how Council received money from producers. The Head of Waste and Cleansing Services explained that a scheme administrator was appointed and where 50 tonnes or more packaging material was produced, whether manufacturer or the end of supply would have to register and pay into the scheme. Businesses across the UK paid around £1.6B to the scheme. Northern Ireland’s allocation was £36m across all Councils. When asked if the same scheme had been carried out elsewhere, the Head of Waste and Cleansing Services said he understood variations of it had been introduced across the EU.

Councillor Cathcart asked if this had been a Westminster-orientated scheme for all of the UK and if it was ringfenced for Councils or if it could stay with Stormont where it may not reach Councils. The Head of Waste and Cleansing Services advised that it was indeed a UK wide scheme and money would be going straight to Councils. Some English authorities were two-tier, with District and County Councils, whilst other Councils were formed into waste partnerships for disposal.  Therefore, a trade-off could occur in terms of how much was allocated to each.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McKee seconded by Councillor Boyle, that Council notes the contents of this report.

7.	Q2 LICENSING ACTICVITY RPEORT (JULY TO SEPT 2024)
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that information provided within covered, unless otherwise stated, the period from 1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024. The aim of the report was to provide Members with details of some of the key activities of the Licensing Service.
	
2.0	Applications Received
[bookmark: _Hlk9930560]The Service dealt with a wide range of licensing functions which required the Officers to consult with the PSNI, NIFRS and a range of other Council Services in making their assessment of an application.

	
	Period of Report
1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024
	Same quarter last year 1 July 2023 – 30 September 2023

	Entertainments Licence
	40
	30

	Cinema Licence
	0
	0

	Amusement Permits
	4
	0

	Marriage and Civil Partnership Place Approval
	0
	1

	Pavement Café Licence
	2
	3

	[bookmark: _Hlk10034160]Street Trading Licence
	0
	0

	Lottery Permits
	1
	0



[bookmark: _Hlk9930574]Most of the licences issued were renewals hence the workload was constant year on year. Renewing a licence still entailed considerable work when assessing 
the application and consulting with the other bodies.

3.0   Regulatory Approvals 

This was the number of licences, approvals and permits that had been processed and issued. 

	
	Period of Report
1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024
	Same quarter last year 1 July 2023 – 30 September 2023

	Entertainment Licence
	47
	37

	Cinema Licence
	0
	0

	Amusement Permits
	3
	0

	Marriage and Civil Partnership Place Approval
	0
	1

	Pavement Café Licence
	1
	11

	Street Trading Licence
	1
	1

	Lottery Permits
	0
	0



4.0   Inspections
The Service carried out a range of inspections in connection with the grant and renewal of licences to establish if the premises were suitable. In some cases, officers inspected with the NIFRS.

During performance, inspections were an important element in ensuring the licensees were abiding by their licence terms and conditions and that premises were safe for patrons.

	
	Period of Report
1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024
	Same quarter last year 1 July 2023 – 30 September 2023

	Initial/ renewal Entertainment Licence Inspections 
	15
	22

	During performance Inspections
	35
	50

	Initial Inspections of Street Cafes 
	0
	0

	Initial Inspections of Places of Marriage and Civil part.
	0
	0



The Service had an annual planned programme of ‘during performance inspections’ which concentrated on the higher risk premises such as night clubs through the year.

5.0 High Hedges 
High Hedge legislation required complainants to attempt to resolve their complaint informally prior to lodging a formal complaint with the fee of £360.  This generated a large volume of queries for officers in an advisory role, which were not reflected in these statistics. 

	
	Period of Report
1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024
	Same quarter last year  1 July 2023 – 30 September 2023

	Formal Complaints
	0
	1



6.0 CCTV incidents
Period: 1 April 2024 – 30 June 2024

	Date
	Location
	Incident
	Action

	17/7/24
	High Street, Bangor
	Assault
	CCTV requested and provided to PSNI

	24/7/24
	High Street, Newtownards
	Traffic collision
	CCTV requested and provided to PSNI

	3/8/24
	High Street, Bangor
	Unnotified parade
	CCTV requested and provided to PSNI

	8/8/24
	High Street, Bangor
	3 males fighting
	No request made

	23/8/24
	High Street, Bangor
	2 females fighting
	No request made

	14/9/24
	Regent Street, Newtownards
	PSNI request to record specific persons in street
	Requested by PSNI and actioned

	18/9/24
	High Street, Bangor
	Assault
	CCTV requested and provided to PSNI

	29/9/24
	High Street, Bangor
	2 males Fighting
	No request made



7.0   Off Street Car Parking
The Council currently operated 22 pay and display car parks in Bangor, Holywood and Newtownards.

Table 1: Income from Ticket Sales

	
	Period of Report
[bookmark: _Hlk183443507]1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024
	Previous year
1 July 2023 – 30 September 2023

	Income from ticket sales
	161,874.20
	194,166.61






Table 2: PCN’s Issued 

	
	Period of Report
1 July 2024 – 30 September 2024
	Previous year
1 July 2023 – 30 September 2023

	Total
	921
	971



RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

Proposed by Alderman Cummings, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the recommendation be adopted.  

Alderman Cummings drew attention to page 4 where it stated that on the 8th and 23rd August, two incidents of fighting were reported. He suspected the PSNI may not have asked for CCTV but referred to the one-punch kills campaign and the unfortunate circumstances that could arise in such incidents.  The Head of Regulatory Services explained that if the operator was manning the cameras at that time, they would report any issue but the provision of CCTV recordings were only provided if the PSNI requested it.

Councillor Wray recalled how he had learned that a protocol existed for a customer to call 101 which could take a long time. One solution PSNI were working on was for a direct line, but the system required an overhaul in general. In an example, he thought it was more luck than anything else for cameras to be useful such as the camera operator being on shift, then seeing the right screen without any obscuration. 

Councillor Morgan was pleased to see in the budget reports that money had been set aside for a review. She asked if there was any update on when Comber may avail of CCTV. The Head of Regulatory Services explained a tender process was in place at the time of writing with an estimation of deliverables by the end of the financial year.

Councillor Edmund referenced the circa £30k increase in car parking income and asked if asked if it was at a satisfactory rate to carry out repairs. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that the figure had actually reduced by £30k from last year. The Council continued to monitor income and the apparent deficit in income could be an accounting issue, with income delayed from one period to a next.  He explained that carparks maintenance was prioritised to do work that was necessary to allow the Council to enforce rules, such as maintaining clearly defined bays etc.
. 
Councillor Edmund asked if there was any solution to reused car-parking tickets that were often traded between users. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that online/telephone payments had been more successful in combatting ticket reuse. There were also plans to install alternative metres when those in situ at the time of writing reached end-of-life. The Director of Environment advised that when the car park strategy was being developed, Council considered potential future use of more modern ticket machines that required input of vehicle registrations - which would preclude sharing of tickets.

Councillor Boyle asked what the difference was between those wearing blue coats and those wearing red and who had authority over free parking areas. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that red coats were DfI employed for on-street parking whilst blue coats were subcontracted by Council for off-street paid carparks. 

Councillor Boyle recalled that Ards Blair Mayne and Londonderry Park had recently been overloaded due to the recent storm and Aurora’s closure. Many people using those crowded car parks had received fines and he queried if any solution might exist. The Director of Environment advised that Council could discuss that with colleagues in Leisure. At the moment it was hard to say how long facilities at Aurora would be inaccessible, but that he would discuss extra demand at other facilities. With regard to the wider issue, when the Borough car park order was made last year, non-charged Council carparks had been included at the request of Councillors as they were being blatantly abused by some users on a regular basis.  He had been contacted by Elected Members about recurring problems and perceived slowness of the Council’s response. Some people may have claimed that they had received penalties for minor breaches of the carpark regulations but there were regular contraventions reported to staff and Councillors including use of disabled spaces without blue badges and those parking in EV charge spaces with non-EV vehicles or parking without using the chargers. Some blatantly used two spaces to avoid any possibility of someone tapping their door. There were a range of reasons for blue-coats to target certain Council non-paid carparks to deal with such issues. Complaints about tickets were usually well outnumbered by complaints about misuse of car parks that hindered legitimate users. 

Councillor McKee explained that he had been contacted by a regular user of Ards Blair Mayne who was reliant on the EV chargers, but there had been multiple occasions where it was unavailable as a non-EV car had parked or was not being charged. Blue-coats had been ticketing which was welcome to tackle such issues. 

Councillor Douglas asked how many bluecoats were within the Borough. The Head of Regulatory Services advised that he understood there were routinely two operating in the Borough with a rota that fit into an hourly cycle for checking tickets.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter referred to Item 5, Page 3 about High Hedges legislation, suggesting the fee was off-putting to those on benefits or welfare and asked if Council could waive upfront payment of the fee. The Head of Regulatory Services advised that there were a lot of cases not recorded in the table, as there was a requirement for informal neighbour to neighbour negotiations which should take place before formal complaints were progressed.  He confirmed that the requirement for a fee to progress a formal complaint by Council was a legal requirement.  Alderman Armstrong-Cotter queried if a TPO (Tree Protection Order) was in place whether it was taken out of Council hands. The Head of Regulatory Services explained that TPOs would generally cover trees which would not fit the criteria for the high hedge legislation. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Cummings, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the recommendation be adopted. 

8.	WINTER COAT PROJECT 2024 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that Members may have recalled a report brought to the November 2024 meeting of the Environment Committee, relating to a joint initiative between the Council and two voluntary organisations, Orchardville and Redeeming our Communities (ROC), aimed at making warm winter coats available free of charge to those who needed them.

The Recycling Team liaised with the Community Centre and Halls Team and organised the following times and venues for donation drop offs (grouped by town but not in date order).

· Hamilton Road Hub 31 October 1000-1630 and 2000-2130
· Hamilton Road Hub 11 November 0930 – 1630 and 1830 – 2130
· Donaghadee Community Centre 29 October 1030-1600 and 1830-2030
· Donaghadee Community Centre 7 November 1000-1600 and 1900-2130
· Kircubbin Community Centre 30 October 1100-1200 and 1730-1830
· Kircubbin Community centre 8 November 0830-1330 and 1830-2100
· Portaferry Market house 30 October 1200-1600 and 1900-2100
· Portaferry market house 6 November 1900-2130
· Portavogie Community Centre 5 November 0900-1300 and 1700-2030
· Portavogie Community Centre 12 November 0900-1300 and 1900-2100
· Carrowdore Community Centre 23 October 0900-1630 and 1900-2100
· Carrowdore Community Centre 2 November 1400-1700 and 1900-2130
· Manor Court Community Centre, Newtownards 30 October 1000-1230 and 2000-2200
· Glen Community Centre, Newtownards 8 November 0900-1500 and 1830-2000
· Comber Adult Learning Centre 29 October 1400-1600 and 1730-2100
· Comber Adult Learning centre 12 November 1000-1600 and 1730-2100

The drop-off locations were widely promoted through Council social media channels, and through our Bin-ovation app news section. Further promotion was carried out via posters at our Community Centres.

The response to the request for donations was incredibly successful, with large collections accumulating at some of our community halls, necessitating multiple visits in order to collect the donations and deliver to our partners at Orchardville for sorting and cleaning (if required).

The clothing donated was of a very high standard and met our requirements for the next stage of the Winter Coat project.

The winter coat pop-up shops took place at two locations,

· Bangor Elim Church on 21 November 2024
· Kircubbin Community Centre on Tuesday 17 December

Both events were widely promoted via a range of channels, including:

· Council social media platforms such as Facebook and Instagram
· Council intranet
· The Bin-ovation app

The Recycling Team supported both events by attending and providing an information stall to engage with the public in relation to the three R’s (Reduce, Reuse and Recycle) within the Borough.

The Bangor Elim event was well attended, and members of the public were able to avail of tea, coffee, traybakes and hot soup, all of which were greatly appreciated on a very cold day.

The Kircubbin event was quieter (poor weather on the day undoubtedly contributed) but members of the public who attended obtained coats and other items and were engaged with by friendly members of the recycling team.

Feedback from attendees of both events was overwhelmingly positive.

As a result of the very successful appeal for donations, there were a considerable number of coats and other items of winter clothing left over after the two Winter Coat events.

The Recycling Team actively engaged with several local charities to find a home for these valuable donations. ROC NI, and the County Down Community Rural Network were both contacted, and our enquiries signposted us to ‘Show Some Love’, a charity that aids the homeless community and tackles fast fashion via several sustainable textile projects. This charity had been able to avail of the leftover clothing, ensuring that all the donations would go to a worthy cause.

[image: A screenshot of a computer
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This was a successful and very worthwhile initiative, and the recycling team made every effort to maximise the value of all the winter costs that were so thoughtfully and generously donated by citizens from across the Borough.  The team would be looking at future opportunities to follow up on this or similar such projects in the future, as part of the aim to promote the social, economic and environmental well-being of the Borough.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

Proposed by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor McKimm, that the recommendation be adopted.  

Councillor McLaren offered congratulations for the efforts of those involved.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter welcomed the report with the project having been needed in her area. It had drawn more attention to facilities available for people to leave clothes at. She queried how the, ‘Show Some Love,’ charity had been identified who received the remnants of clothing that had not been used during the project. The Director of Environment was unaware of how the charity was selected but was able to advise that a number of good winter coats were left over with Officers carrying out work with the Down Rural Community Network who made every effort for the coats to be used by people who really needed them. He would try to find out how the charity was identified and share the information but noted from the report that officers had been signposted to Show Some Love by the other groups involved.  Alderman Armstrong-Cotter reasoned that no one would argue the charity getting these items but wanted it noted that it would be nice to support local charities if possible. 

Councillor McKimm noted the kindness in the Borough. He had spoken to some who participated in volunteering in the program, who asked if Council would be willing to repeat the project with perhaps more robust communication to signpost people to it. 
The Director of Environment advised that improvements could always be made, although he understood there had been a large communications effort regarding the project – including for example sending out information via the Bin-ovation app which he believed had over 35k household users. Any feedback was always helpful and would be taken on board for the future.

Councillor Irwin gave thanks to organisations who worked on the project and those who had donated so many coats. She did not know the Show Some Love business location, but recalled it was a charity of Belfast Lord Mayor this year. It was important to have good quality coats being re-used as opposed to being relegated to landfill. 

Councillor Morgan agreed with Councillor Irwin’s comments. If the project was carried out again, she thought having pop-up shops further throughout the peninsula would help if at all possible. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor McKimm, that the recommendation be adopted. 

 9.	DOG LICENCING AND XL BULLY EXCEPTIONS

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that 
The Dangerous Dogs (Compensation and Exemption Schemes) Order (Northern Ireland) 2024 legislation came into force in July 2024.  From that date all 
XL Bully type dogs were required to be muzzled, on a lead when in public and the dogs must be kept in secure conditions that would stop them from escaping.  It was also illegal to breed, sell, exchange, gift or abandon an XL Bully dog.   

From 1 January 2025 it became illegal to own an XL Bully without an Exemption Certificate. 

To manage the exemption process, the Neighbourhood Environment Team (NET) proactively sought and reached out to the known owners of XL Bully type dogs within the Borough.    

The department conducted a number of house visits, mail drops, contacted owners by telephone and text to ensure all owners were aware of the new legislation, the owners’ responsibilities under that legislation, and to guide them through the exemption application process.

NET had received, processed, and issued 70 Exemption Certificates.  This accounted for all licensed XL Bully type dogs in the Borough. 

This proactive approach had led to a reduction in the risk of such dogs being released or abandoned and mitigated danger to members of the public.

At a previous Environment Committee, Members asked for details on the total number of dogs licensed within the Borough.

Whilst this number varies from day to day due to licence renewals and variations in ownership levels, the number on our system as of 20 January 2025, was 20,360.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

Proposed by Councillor McKee, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Councillor McKee was happy to see that owners of XL Bullies had engaged with the scheme whilst Councillor Cathcart hoped it would reassure owners who were able to keep their dogs. He had been surprised at the significant total number of licenced dogs within the Borough and was curious as to what the real number of dogs might be when including all those that were unlicenced. 

Councillor McLaren gave thanks to the team’s work on the report and ensuring all known XL Bully dogs had received the exemption certificate. Staff did not always encounter friendly owners and were regularly working under tough conditions which she wanted to be acknowledged. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McKee, seconded by Councillor Cathcart, that the recommendation be adopted.

10.	HARBOUR SAFETY UPDATE

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment which explained how its content followed a standardised template which kept Members informed about ongoing safety measures and statistics at our Harbours.  It also addressed some key elements of our Marine Safety Management System and specifically the need to keep the Environment Committee, as “Duty Holder” (under the Port Marine Safety Code), fully informed of relevant matters at our Harbours.

This report covered the period 1 July to 31 December 2024.

2.0 Harbour Key Performance Indicators

See Appendix 1 attached.

3.0 Marine Safety Training Scheme (MSTS)

The MSTS utilised the income from the slipway permit system to educate local users in a variety of marine based safety initiatives.  In this reporting period it was planned to have a second water safety day at Groomsport, but due to adverse weather conditions this had to be cancelled. Consequently, excess funding was released that would be used for MSTS training (First Aid, Powerboat Level 2 and Sea Survival). ANDBC Harbours would be able to part-fund courses for up to 36 candidates during February and March 2025.

4.0 Items Reviewed Under the 5-year Safety Plan

The 5-year safety plan (Appendix 2 attached) set out a schedule of reviews for an extensive safety plan covering all marine based activities.  During this period the following reviews took place:

· Emergency Response Plan 
· Oil Spill Response 
· Port Waste Management Plan 

There were no notable developments from any of the above reviews.

5.0 Harbour Stakeholder Group Meeting

The newly formed harbour stakeholder group was established, with invitations sent to berth holders, harbours fisherman, local water sport and safety groups and Chair of the Environment Committee.

The next meeting was due to take place in March.

6.0 Appointment of New Designated Person

In order to ensure consistency in approach across all harbours under Council ownership, a new Designated Person (DP) had been appointed over the five rural harbours plus Bangor Harbour and Marina.

The newly appointed designated person, Orcades Marine, would carry out their first audit during February and the outcome of this would be reported back to Council in due course.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the half yearly harbour safety update.

Proposed by Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor Boyle, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Both Councillors’ Edmund and Boyle thanked staff and officers for their work on the report. Councillor Boyle recalled how there had been plenty of Health & Safety checks across harbours and how there had been bigger issues at the beginning such as issues with jet skis. He was curious if monies for the water safety education project were sourced straight from berthing and slipway costs. The Head of Assets and Property Services directed Members to No.3 in the report regarding the Marine Safety Scheme from which reinvestment was gained with the slipway permit system.

Councillor Morgan queried whether Newry, Mourne & Downe had a similar system in place and how the issue of jet skis had been handled. The Head of Assets and Property Services did not believe the Newry, Mourne & Downe Council had a similar scheme and advised that efforts to ensure the appropriate use of jet skis were ongoing. The situation had improved greatly with the slipway permit system. Users could buy daily or annual permits.  Councillor Morgan asked about the Council’s standpoint on the slipway at Whiterock, to which the Head of Assets and Property Services advised that the slipway was not under Council ownership.
 
Councillor Cathcart spoke of how little regulations there appeared to be in maritime safety suggesting it was a subject that should be raised more generally. There were still problems with abandoned boats such as that at Ballymacormick Point.
The Head of Assets and Property Services advised that the Council had the details of the owner, who had been asked a number of times to remove the vessel from Council land.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor Boyle, that the recommendation be adopted.  

11.	NOTICES OF MOTION

Councillor Kendall referred to her Notice of Motion, as detailed in the Committee agenda:

That this Council recognises that the safety of people and communities is paramount, and that any dog irrespective of breed or type may display aggression. 

However, this Council also recognises that the provisions, as set out within the Statutory Rule The Dangerous Dogs (Designated Types) Order (Northern Ireland) 2024, under powers conferred by Article 25(1)(c) and (8) of The Dogs (Northern Ireland) Order 1983 (the 1983 Order), as relates to XL Bully dogs that make it an offence to rehome is unnecessary cruel.   Restriction of rehoming, even by establishments such as rescue centres and animal shelters has led, as is leading to, the unnecessary destruction and euthanasia of healthy animals, which have no history of violence or aggression, and goes against the ‘unnecessary suffering’ clause in the Welfare of Animals Act NI 2011. 

Therefore this Council will write to the DAERA minister outlining our opposition to the continuation of the XL Bully legislation as currently set out, and asks that the Minister allow for managed rehoming by shelters and other specific animal rescue establishments, of dogs including those considered to be XL Bullies with no history of aggression or violence, to suitable owners, to prevent further animal suffering.

Councillor Kendall highlighted a small amendment to the Notice of Motion within the second line of the third paragraph, removing the wording ‘XL Bully’.  This was allowed by the Chair.

Councillor Kendall explained that she was committed to animal welfare and had raised many motions with Council before. She was also committed to community safety and recognised that there were occasions when measures had to be taken to protect communities from dangers and understood most of those measures such as the registration, licensing and muzzling. She also understood that people did have reasons to be fearful of dog attacks which could be deadly, sometimes fatal and could cause lasting impacts.
 
Councillor Kendall wanted to address the killing of non-dangerous dogs and asked Members not to presume that certain dog breeds were dangerous by default.
It was the view of the USPCA Battersea Dogs Trust and many other respected reward-based trainers and behaviorists that dog breeds were not synonymous with dog attacks whilst within the Battersea report, there was a section called, “Dog Bites, What's breeds Got to Do With It?”

There were two main findings. Legislation which aimed to protect the public, they stated, by banning certain breeds could not be justified. Most behaviourists felt that Breed was not important and even where they potentially felt that it might be slightly important, there was no agreement in that research on what breeds were prone to attack. Tighter regulation of the dog industry was key, with the Environment Committee having been part of a notice of motion asking for strengthening of breeders’ regulations in the past. An overwhelming 98% of expert behaviourists believed that adding more breeds to the ban list would have no effect in preventing dog attacks, which just showed that the evidence was not there.

The motion concerned dogs who had no history of violence or aggression that were assumed to be aggressive, destined for destruction simply as a result of their breed or breed assumption. Max was one of those dogs who was destined to die simply as a result of what his breed was presumed to be. Found as a stray puppy at only five months old, Max was taken by Lisburn and Castlereagh City Council from a rescue centre in early December. Within a few weeks, that council determined that Max was going to be put down as he was believed to be a banned breed. And after alarm was raised the Council sought their own assessor despite calls for campaigners in the USPCA to use an agreed independent assessor. Eventually, the Council agreed and the independent assessor had come back to say that Max was not a banned breed. Had it not been for the for the efforts of campaigners and those signing the petition, Max would now be dead. There were many other similar cases where the end result was that of destruction. When XL bully legislation was on the cusp of introduction, there had even been offers of payments in the form of compensation to those who would euthanise their dogs as was the case up until 31st December 2025.

In 1983 dog legislation as well as 1991, no person was permitted to sell or exchange such a dog as could be found on the banned list, or offer, advertise or expose such a dog for sale or exchange/gift. This meant that banned dogs with no apparent history or behaviours could not be rehomed even by animal rescue centres and shelters resulting in the destruction of healthy animals. Councillor Kendall reminded Members that the Notice of Motion to allow for a revision to the legislation so the banned dogs which were found, seized or surrendered would have the chance after being assessed by professionals via specific establishments such as animal charities with vets. With those dogs that were registered recently, they were permitted to exist with a license, with dog owners exercising control measures such as muzzling to protect the public which should surely extend as an option to those who may be presumed or identified as banned breeds in the future, where it was possible and safe to do so.

Animal shelters and charities assessed many dogs for rehoming on a daily basis including the assessment of behaviours, aggression, reactivity, and whether they were good with children and other animals. Those same groups also would not rehome a dog to people that were not deemed suitable. With those accolades, it seemed possible that those groups could act in he-homing breeds identified as dangerous. She asked Members to consider the saving of dogs like Max without risking public safety.

Alderman Cummings appreciated the reasoning behind the Notice of Motion. Owning large breeds required responsibility and was less about the breed and more about the owner.  It was wrong to identify a large breed as the sole responsibility/target of legislation. There had to be a better structured piece of law that puts the animal’s welfare into focus.  He appreciated the risks of dogs that were badly behaved but also believed safety measures as Councillor Kendall had referred to in the Notice of Motion were extremely important. With approaches of other agencies that rehomed animals, it was critical that the right owner/ handler was identified for that breed of dog. The Council had a role to play having responsibility for training of dogs and owners of dogs regardless of breed. Alderman Cummings recognised budgets constraining Councils, but advised there were many good partners who could assist. 

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter also supported the Notice of Motion. As a fellow dog owner, she was saddened to hear of actions that could affect innocent dogs. With children too, safety was paramount. She recalled a large dog brought into her place of work that could have been destroyed if its owner died despite its good nature. Safeguards meant people did come before animals, but animals needed compassion. 

Councillor Morgan had sympathies with the sentiment behind the Notice of Motion but could not support it. She agreed with the issues being behind the owner as opposed to the dog. She believed the name alone of XL Bully defined the breeding of the dog to be aggressive. Councillor Morgan spoke of figures from April 23-March 24, citing that there were over 1500 dog attacks on people 48 of which were by the XL breed. In the last NET quarterly update for 2024, 23 dog attacks on a person in the Borough had been reported. The figures purported to show that there were dog attacks on people all the time. Councillor Morgan spoke of mauling, fatalities and a picture of a young child rolled by a dog with a disfigured face. In Assisi at the time of writing, 30 dogs required rehoming with some having been rehomed a second time.  Some dogs were in sanctuaries for a long time. The legislation allowed responsible owners to keep dogs by registering them, which was a sympathetic approach.

Councillor McKimm thanked colleagues for the Notice of Motion, noting from an earlier report that over 20,000 dogs had been licensed in the Borough. The opinion and feeling through the Borough would show that there were many dog owners in the land, but he was not sure the information shared by Councillor Morgan was relevant to the subject of XL Bullies. Assisi Figures had no bearing. When Councillor McKimm took a puppy for training, he was told the dog was not to be trained, but him; a sentiment he believed reflected the onus of owners and advised that he would be supporting the Notice of Motion and encouraged the Committee to represent a Borough of dog lovers to support the Notice of Motion.

Councillor Wray advised that he would have been against the Notice of Motion before hearing Councillor Kendall’s argument. He took onboard all points and would support the Notice. Despite being bitten by a dog as a child, he would support the Notice because of the will of the majority over his own thoughts and experiences.
He asked how qualified, trained and skilled those making assessments were such as staff and wardens. The Director of Environment understood that each Council was provided with a fully funded place for a competent officer, who travelled to England to be trained by the Met Police in identifying XL Bully dogs.

Councillor Boyle, having had dogs for over 30 years understood the spirit of the Notice of Motion and though great points had been made, he had some reservations. The current legislation would likely remain but talk of rehoming by shelters and other establishments raised questions of whether they wanted to be involved in taking in of or rehoming such dogs. The other issue was how one would determine that one of the dogs was given a suitable owner. Councillor Boyle had a Japanese Akita with great strength at 8 weeks old and though a friendly dog, others crossed the road out of fear. He would require more information before he could vote for or against and asked if officers had any viewpoint on the subject. The Director of Environment advised that the team of officers involved in this area would have reservations about the practicability of the proposal, despite concern for the welfare of dogs expressed by Members. The Legislation was likely to have gone through a rigorous process and was not introduced lightly. Owners had the ability to apply for exemption certificates to avoid their dogs not been compulsorily destroyed. Those who had not done so would have officers querying the history of said dog. Suitable rehoming with an appropriate owner would also be difficult, not knowing history and temperament. However, if Members elected to write to the DAERA Minister as outlined in the NOM, officers would of course do so. 

Alderman McAlpine had a personal experience of the XL Bullies, explaining that she had been delivering items in a local village when a man had been dragged across the road by two XL Bullies. They had been let off the lead and attacked a Chihuahua which had to be rescued. The dog had been taken to a vet. If a dog was rehomed, that would be traumatising for the dog as it was for humans, and how one knows of a dog’s history would always be difficult.  Alderman McAlpine would not like to have responsibility to rehome a dog with trauma that humans could not understand.

Councillor Harbinson explained his viewpoint that the Council’s number one priority was the safety of constituents, and as such could not support the Notice of Motion despite his affinity for dogs.

Councillor McLaren referred to the term in the NOM of, “unnecessary destruction of healthy animals”, querying if selective breeding could mean XL bullies were a healthy animal. If dogs were predisposed to violence due to selective breeding, personality and behaviour could affect the statement of health. If there was a genetic imbalance, a dog could turn on its owner which puts huge onus on the Council and their statutory duty. 

On being put to a vote with 8 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST and 2 ABSTENTIONS, the Notice of Motion was declared CARRIED.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor McKee with 8 voting FOR, 4 voting AGAINST and 2 ABSTENTIONS, that this Council recognises that the safety of people and communities is paramount, and that any dog irrespective of breed or type may display aggression. 

However, this Council also recognises that the provisions, as set out within the Statutory Rule The Dangerous Dogs (Designated Types) Order (Northern Ireland) 2024, under powers conferred by Article 25(1)(c) and (8) of The Dogs (Northern Ireland) Order 1983 (the 1983 Order), as relates to XL Bully dogs that make it an offence to rehome is unnecessary cruel.   Restriction of rehoming, even by establishments such as rescue centres and animal shelters has led, as is leading to, the unnecessary destruction and euthanasia of healthy animals, which have no history of violence or aggression, and goes against the ‘unnecessary suffering’ clause in the Welfare of Animals Act NI 2011. 

Therefore this Council will write to the DAERA minister outlining our opposition to the continuation of the legislation as currently set out, and asks that the Minister allow for managed rehoming by shelters and other specific animal rescue establishments, of dogs including those considered to be XL Bullies with no history of aggression or violence, to suitable owners, to prevent further animal suffering.

12.	ANY OTHER NOTIFIED BUSINESS 

The were no items of Any Other Notified Business. 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712271]AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman Cummings, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted items of confidential business.

13.	AWARDS OF TENDERS FOR THE RECYCLING OF VARIOUS HRC WASTE STREAMS

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6:3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on the award of tenders for the recycling of various HRC waste streams,
was considered.
 
It was agreed to recommend that the Council agrees to award contracts for the collection and recycling of the three lots listed in the report, namely cardboard, rigid plastics and rubble and hardcore, to R Heatrick Ltd.

14.	EXTENSION OF TENDERS RECEIVED FOR THE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT OF VAROUS HRC WASTE STREAMS 

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6:3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on the extension of tenders for the collection and treatment of
various HRC waste streams, was considered.
 
It was agreed to recommend that Council extends the existing contracts on the terms as listed in the report, with the following contractors:

· Timber – R Heatrick
· Paint and Associated Products – McQuillan Envirocare
· Scrap Metals – Makenzies
· Oily Rags, Filters and Containers – ENVA
· Plasterboard – R Heatrick
· Vehicle Batteries - Makenzies
.
15.	TENDER FOR THE SUPPLY, INSTALLATION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGE POINTS FOR NI ELECTRIC VEHICLE CONSORTIUM 

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6:3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on a tender for the supply, installation, operation and maintenance of
electric vehicle charge points for the NI Electric Vehicle Consortium, at various
locations across the Borough.
 
It was agreed to recommend that Council agrees the award of the tender to Weev.

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting. 

16.	CIRCULATED FOR INFORMATION

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: DAERA Letter dated 10 January 2025 – Nappy Collection Scheme. 

Councillor Cathcart reminded the Committee that this item had been a response to Notice of Motion and suggested it be the subject of a substantive report for consideration. The Council had written to the Minister as required by the NOM and this was the response, but he was happy to bring a report to the next Committee meeting in regard to the matter.

NOTED. 

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 21:06.
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