ITEM 8.3
			EC.02.04.25PM
[bookmark: _Hlk192766963]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, 2 April 2025 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:		 
 
In the Chair: 	Alderman McAlpine

Aldermen:      	Armstrong-Cotter  	 
Cummings (Zoom) 
	                                                               					
Councillors:		Blaney 		McKee (Zoom)   
Douglas  		McKimm (Zoom) 
Edmund  		McLaren   
Harbinson  		Morgan   
Irwin  	  		Wray  
Kerr			 
	 			  	 			 	
Officers: 	Director of Environment (D Lindsay) (Zoom), Head of Waste and Cleansing Services (N Martin), Interim Head of Regulatory Services (R McCracken), and Democratic Services Officer (H Loebnau)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from the Mayor, who was on Council business, and from Councillor Boyle.    

NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

The Chair, Alderman McAlpine, declared an interest in Item 10 - Notice of Motion and explained that the Vice Chair, Councillor McLaren would chair the meeting at that point.   

NOTED. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712579][bookmark: _Hlk117849619]3.	DEputation by orcades marine – port marine safety code   
(Appendix I) 

The Chair introduced Alexandra Thomson, Managing Director, Orcades Marine and invited her to make her presentation via Zoom to the Committee.  The presentation outlined the Presentation of Findings to the Duty Holder.  Those included the details of the audit and the purpose of it along with the key findings.   It was reported that good practices were observed across operations during the auditor’s visit and a comprehensive Marine Safety Management System was in place, with records up to date in compliance with the Port Marine Safety Code.   

Members were invited to ask questions. 

Councillor Edmund appreciated the presentation and asked if it was necessary for the Council to repeat the audit work every six months.  It was explained that that was not a requirement and it was up to the Duty Holder and Harbour Master to decide, but was normally carried out annually.

Councillor Wray also valued the presentation and thought it would be remiss of the Committee not to congratulate the Harbour Master for the work that had been undertaken.   The recommendations that had been made were good sense and it was encouraging that such good practices had been observed.  

There were no further questions, and the Chair thanked the Managing Director, Orcades Marine before she left the meeting.       

NOTED.  

4.	response to notice of motion regarding the reintroduction of pedestrian access at council hrcs 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the following Notice of Motion was agreed by the Council in October 2024.

“That this Council tasks officers with producing a report outlining how pedestrian access to Household Recycling Centres in the Borough could be facilitated.

This report should include consideration of health and safety requirements, the HRC booking system and the ability to provide pedestrian access in other council areas in Northern Ireland”.

To facilitate pedestrian access at the Council’s Household Recycling Centres, three potential options were identified:

[bookmark: _Hlk192662941]Address the issue as part of the HRC Estate Improvement Strategy.  The primary aims of the Council’s agreed Strategy included:

        “Pedestrian access will be considered when identifying new sites, though
        will always be subject to the ability to provide pedestrian access safely
        and separate from vehicular access.”

Officers believed that that option represented by far the most strategic and cost efficient/effective way of addressing the potential for accommodating safe
pedestrian access into HRCs, allowing for this issue to be considered in the
context of all the other stated aims of the Council’s agreed HRC Estate   Improvement Strategy.  

1. Engage Consulting Engineers to carry out a feasibility study into the redesign of the existing footprint of each HRC facility to enable pedestrian access, with appropriate safe segregation from vehicles visiting and/or servicing the sites. Based on indicative costs obtained from Belfast City Council for a similar exercise carried out at Alexandra Park Avenue HRC, the cost for consultancy work was likely to be in the region of £20,000 for the feasibility study across the Council’s 9 HRCs and in the region of £120,000 for civil works. 
          
        The following table set out the footprint of the Council’s 9 HRCs in comparison
to the Belfast CC Site at Alexandra Park Avenue. When consideration was given to the space required for barriers and separate pedestrian access walkways, it was questionable whether any feasibility study was likely to conclude that the type of pedestrian access arrangements provided at the Alexandra Park Avenue site could in fact be incorporated at any of the Council’s HRCs, apart from Balloo.

	Site Name
	Area (Square metres)

	Donaghadee
	420

	Portaferry
	650

	Kircubbin
	705

	Holywood
	825

	Ballygowan
	925

	Millisle
	1010

	Comber
	1680

	Newtownards
	1870

	Balloo (Bangor)
	4650

	Alexander Park Avenue
	4450




2. The online booking system could be adapted to allow specific time slots to be
         booked for walk-in access only. For example, a 1-hour slot could be set 
         aside two or three times per week specifically for pedestrian access only, and
         bookings for vehicular access would not be allowed during those periods. Site
         users would still be required to comply with the booking system conditions. It
         should however be noted that the Council had limited control over the times
         that outside contractors arrived on-site to service various containers. Because
         of the types of vehicles used, the requirements for reversing and lifting
         manoeuvres, those represented the highest risk activities on site and generally
         required a temporary closure or site restrictions depending on the site layout –
         and such events might on occasions clash with designated pedestrian access
         periods.

         Officers considered that this option would be an unnecessary over-provision of
         access arrangements for pedestrians, and lead to an unpopular curtailment of
         access availability for vehicular customers at sites.  The Department was
         unaware of any significant level of actual demand for pedestrian access to
         HRCs, and complaints were not being received by officers about this issue.
         Consequently, it was considered likely that dedicated pedestrian access only
         periods at sites would be poorly utilised (whilst denying vehicular access
         during those times).

         Were Members minded to consider this option, officers believed that it should
         be for a trial period only – with the longer-term future of such arrangements
         only being decided upon after a review of the trial. It should also be noted
         that there would be a cost of £1400 to make the necessary software changes
         (and the same again if Council decided to revert to the original system
         following evaluation of the trial).

RECOMMENDED that Council consider the options set out in this report and direct officers accordingly.

Proposed by Councillor Irwin, seconded by Councillor Morgan;  

That this committee agrees to proceed with Option 3 as spelled out in the report, in order to obtain a proper evidence basis for demand; and that consideration of pedestrian access is included in the work around the future of the HRC estate.

Councillor Irwin thanked the officers who had worked on the report and appreciated the amount of time that would have taken.  She suggested that the Council proceed with Option 3 but stressed the need for common sense in the locations of those and was keen to hear where the slots would be allocated.  She also referred to Option 1 and the Estate Improvement Strategy and asked if that was work normally undertaken by the Waste Working Group and it was confirmed that it would be.

In response the Director replied that one of the benefits of the new booking system was the transparency it provided in terms of showing peak demand periods.  If the Committee was in agreement with the proposal, a more detailed analysis could be considered examining the busiest periods for vehicular traffic and from that look at where it would be most suitable to have pedestrian slots.    

The Head of Waste and Cleansing reported that when analysis had been carried out previously it had shown that Thursday was a quiet day, and he thought that early in the working week could also be a suitable time to provide pedestrian access.  

Councillor Irwin agreed that it would be helpful to have the detail and if the Council was to proceed, she asked if some sites would be excluded.  Comber was given as an example where walk ins would not be expected due to the location of the HRC.   The Head of Waste and Cleansing suggested that a trial could take place at all sites over six months which would help to expose where there was a demand.   Councillor Irwin hoped that Option 3 would be supported by the Committee.  

Seconding the recommendation Councillor Morgan thought that it was important to provide an option for pedestrian access.  She had been asked by a constituent for access at the Comber site and she considered that it was sensible to understand demand for a pedestrian service.  She thought that Option 3 could be used to assess demand in the short term and hoped to see that progress.   

Councillor Wray considered that Option 2 was unviable, but he understood the desire to progress Option 3.   His own belief had been that Option 1 was sensible, and he questioned why pedestrians could not book to access at the same time as those arriving at HRCs by vehicle who often needed to use multiple skips and inevitably ended up walking through the site.  The Director said that by allowing pedestrian and vehicular access bookings during the same time slot, the Council could have both arriving to enter the site at the same time – presenting an unacceptable risk.   

The Head of Waste and Cleansing mentioned that the need for safe separation of pedestrians and vehicular traffic had been triggered by the Health and Safety Executive, indeed the coming together of pedestrians and traffic was a ‘hot’ topic for focus by the Executive in terms of enforcement.  Public information campaigns showed that fatalities could result in the failure to heed that advice.  Councillor Wray saw the difficulties for the Director and officers.  Following on from that point the Director added that site users should not be randomly walking around the site undirected.  When vehicular access only was permitted it was still relatively difficult to control pedestrians and vehicles on site, and that challenge would be significantly exacerbated as a risk with pedestrians entering a site along with vehicles, while potentially distracted carrying large items.   

Councillor McKee was content to support Option 3 for a trial and referred to the issue being one that had been ongoing for some time, some residents had asked for this and Members had a duty to do something about that.  The booking system could help to facilitate better access for people so that the Council could continue to meet its obligations for safety while providing an equitable service to all residents.  He looked forward to seeing the results of the trial.  

Councillor McLaren felt very torn on the issue, she was aware that it had been ongoing for many years and expressed disappointment that it had not yet been resolved.   She admitted that her immediate reaction was that it was common sense to permit pedestrians to enter a site.  However, she recognised that from a management perspective if a member of the public was to get hurt jobs could be on the line.   It was important to acknowledge that the agenda had been set by the Health and Safety Executive and to go against that was likely to create trouble in the future.   Health and Safety dominated every single aspect of every job, and she believed that was right.   She referred to a previous job she had had where she was involved in the aftermath of a traumatic death of a man who had been hit on the head by someone driving plant machinery.  She urged a bigger perspective and referred to the Alexandra Park Avenue site in Belfast which was large and served hundreds of homes in the immediate area.   She asked officers how many pedestrians used that site.   

The Head of Waste and Cleansing advised that the Council had contacted Belfast City Council which had estimated that there were two to three walk ins each day at that recycling centre and the busiest ever being ten during situations when there were vehicle queues outside and persons had exited their vehicles to enter the site on foot rather than wait.   

Councillor Blaney thought that it was sensible to understand demand since it was something which he admitted he had never received contact about.  He thought that the Council should be able to gauge demand before starting a trial that could inconvenience the public.  He thought that the trial should be based on sites where pedestrian access had been requested since it would be massively overburdensome to impose it on everyone.   

The Director and the Head of Waste and Cleansing confirmed that Council staff were not receiving complaints about lack of pedestrian access at HRCs.   The Director acknowledged that a small number of Elected Representatives had raised the matter.   

Councillor McKimm suggested that he often found that there was a theory of the practice and then there was the practice of something and that could be quite different.  He described a visit to an HRC where he had varied items in his boot which would require movement around a site.  He thought that sustainable travel should be encouraged, and that risk should be managed and believed that often the ‘status quo’ should be an option.  He thought he might abstain if a vote was taken.   

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter asked for clarification that if Option 3 was agreed would the trial be rolled out across the Borough at all sites or only those where pedestrian access had been requested previously such as Holywood and Donaghadee.   Concern was expressed by Councillor Edmund about the smaller depots on the Peninsula which had to be closed when being serviced and believed that the smaller sites could be more prone to accidents and thought that the trial should be limited to the two sites named.   

Councillor Douglas explained that before the meeting she had considered Option 1 to be the best way forward but now saw the merits of a trial on the two sites.  She added that in her time as a Councillor, and prior to that working for 15 years in the office of an MLA, she had never once received a request for the Council to consider pedestrian access at HRCs.  

Councillor Irwin thanked everyone for the constructive debate, it had been discussed for many years, but she felt that the new booking system would provide the opportunities to create a solution.   She was not ignorant to the Health and Safety argument, and nobody wanted to see accidents on Council property.  However, through the discussion she would be happy to amend the recommendation.   

Proposed by Councillor Irwin, seconded by Councillor Morgan; 

That this committee agrees to proceed with Option 3 for a pilot scheme in Holywood and Donaghadee HRCs in order to obtain a proper evidence basis for demand; and that consideration of pedestrian access is included in the work around the future of the HRC estate as outlined in Option 1.

Councillor McKimm voted against.       

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Irwin, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the recommendation be adopted.     
		
	
5.  	outline business case – council depot rationalisation review    

[bookmark: _Hlk193378571]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that Members may be aware that the subject of the Council’s operations depot estate had been discussed in the context of the estimates process and the Council’s  capital investment programme.

The Council faced several key strategic challenges going forward, including: 
 
· The need to transition towards a net zero greenhouse gas emissions target by 2050 
· The need to maximise the efficiency of Borough maintenance operations 
· The need to maximise the efficiency of waste management operations 
· The need to maximise waste recycling performance 
 
A number of key strategies/plans had either already been agreed by the Council or in the process of development and finalisation, that were pertinent to those challenges.  

Those included: 
 
· Roadmap to Sustainability 
· Feasibility Study for Alternate Fuels and Roadmap to Green Fleet 
· Sustainable Waste Resource Management Strategy 
· Climate Action Plan (under development) 
· Climate Adaptation Plan 
· Corporate Plan 
· Estate Strategy 2020-2025 - Ards and North Down Borough Council 
· Ards and North Down Local Development Plan - Preferred Options Paper
· Waste Management Plan (arc21 region)

Various factors meant that the Council’s existing operations depots were unlikely to adequately support the achievement of those strategic challenges.  Probably most significant amongst those, was the lack of current infrastructure to support the transition to a green fleet.  There was also a need to ensure that the Council’s  operations activities were organised and managed in the most efficient way possible, with separate legacy facilities remaining largely unchanged since reorganisation in 2015.

A Depot Rationalisation Project Board had been established to take the issue forward, comprising officers from across relevant departments.  
     
Strategic Outline Case (SOC) 
It was proposed that the Council invited proposals for the development of a Strategic Outline Case (SOC) for the development of an Integrated Depot(s) for Ards and North Down Borough Council, that would facilitate the achievement of the strategic goals outlined and, in particular, ensure that the Council was in a position to achieve its 2050 net zero greenhouse gas emissions target.  The SOC should include option(s) for collaboration/partnership working with other key statutory departments/agencies that delivered maintenance activities and/or operated fleets in the Borough. 
 
The SOC should explicitly take cognisance, among other appropriate considerations, of the following factors: 
 
· Review of the Council’s existing depot estate and identification of constraints and opportunities associated with that 
· Review of potential sites (and or key locations within the Borough) for one or more new integrated depots
· Review of potential features of any new depot(s), including incorporation of onsite generation of renewable energy (wind, solar, hydrogen)
· Potential for co-location/facilities sharing with other key statutory departments /agencies
· Establish a facility schedule including areas 
· High level costing

£25k had been included in the budget for this year to support the completion of a SOC. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees to invite tenders for the completion of a Strategic Outline Case for rationalisation of our depot estate.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor Kerr, that the recommendation be adopted.     
	
6.	grant of an entertainments licence  
			
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. The Barn, Farm Shed at 3 Lisbane Road, Kircubbin, BT22 1AA 

Applicant: Brian McCarthy, 46 Rowreagh Road, Kircubbin, BT22 1AR

[bookmark: _Hlk167969286]Days and Hours:  14 specified days within 12 months

Type of entertainment: Dancing, singing or music or any entertainment of a like kind.

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

2. The Old Market House, Bangor, 77 Main Street, Bangor, BT20 5AF

Applicant: Alison Blayney, The Old Market House, 77 Main Street, Bangor, BT20 5AF

Days and Hours:  Monday – Saturday 9am – 11pm & Sunday 9am – 11pm

Type of entertainment: A Theatrical Performance & Dancing, Singing or Music or any entertainment of a like kind.

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

RECOMMENDED that the Council grants an Entertainments Licence to The Barn subject to satisfactory final inspection by Licensing and Regulatory Services and The Old Market House subject to satisfactory final inspection by Licensing and Regulatory Services and NIFRS.

Proposed by Councillor Kerr, seconded by Councillor Blaney, that the recommendation be adopted.   

It gave Councillor Kerr great pleasure to propose the recommendation and referring to the Licence granted to the premises in Kircubbin, that was welcomed since it was helping to support charity.   Similarly, Councillor Blaney welcomed the licences and looked forward to what would be done at The Old Market House, Bangor.   

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

7.	review of navigation in strangford lough    
		  (Appendices II & III) 
 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that Ards and North Down Borough Council was the Local Lighthouse Authority responsible for Aids to Navigation (AtoNs) within the Council’s area. There were over 100 AtoNs on its coastline and throughout Strangford Lough.

Many AtoNs within Strangford Lough were until relatively recently unknown to the Council and historically some had not been well maintained. As part of its commitment to develop safe navigation through the Borough’s waters, in December 2020 Members agreed to undertake a review of those AtoNs.

This report aimed to update Member on the actions taken since then.

Step 1- Carry out a Navigational Risk Assessment & Stakeholder Engagement

With no specific budget set aside, progress was relatively slow to start however in March 2022 an opportunity arose to join with Newry, Mourne and Down District Council in availing of NIEA’s Challenge Fund, to appoint a consultant who would carry out navigational risk assessments and stakeholder engagement sessions in order to devise a new system of navigation for the Lough.

An extensive trawl of User Groups within Strangford Lough was undertaken to identify those stakeholder organisations / groups with an interest in Strangford Lough Navigation. The list was generated from the Strangford Lough and Lecale Partnership, the Strangford Lough Marine Protected Area Management Steering Group, The Strangford Lough Rangers Group, local sailing and coastal rowers and outdoor recreation providers. Invitations were issued to 113 recipients within those organisations.

Further to the email invites, invitations were posted in the Strangford and Lecale ezine, a news article on www.strangfordlough.org and follow up posts on social media via Facebook and Instagram.

The attendees were well engaged throughout the meetings, with valuable feedback provided.

The final report was issued in July 2024 and suggested that a single, lit, arterial route be provided through the centre of the Lough.  The full report is attached for  Members’ information.

Step 2- Implementation of the Findings

With the new safe system of navigation confirmed, the next step was to seek budget to implement the changes.

Fortunately, in August 2024, the UK Shared Prosperity Fund was announced and was a good fit for the navigational improvement project due to the project’s aims of increasing the connectivity and accessibility of the Lough. The Council subsequently agreed that £80,000 of the UKSPF funding be allocated to that project.

Officers began additional stakeholder engagement, speaking to the Royal Yachting Association and yacht/sailing clubs in the Borough to ensure that the navigational route proposed by the consultants would meet their needs.

Following those conversations, some additional routes were found to be necessary in addition to the main arterial route:

· Kircubbin to Whiterock
· White Rock to Ringhaddy
· Rainey Island
· Comber River

Details of all marked routes were included in a further appendix.  A condition of the UKSPF funding was that works would be complete by March 2025 so at the time of writing this report works were well under way and would be completed prior to that deadline.

Conclusion
Officers were pleased to have been able to deliver this valuable project, consisting of approximately £100,000 of works, at minimal cost to the ratepayer.  Feedback from sailing clubs had been extremely positive, with many speaking favourably about the new navigational aids that would make the Lough safer for mariners and promote recreational sailing between clubs across the Lough’s coastline.

Those new AtoNs were in the process of being recognised by Commissioners of Irish Lights and the old AtoNs removed where practical to do so.

RECOMMENDED that the Council note the update on the review of Aids to Navigation project.

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

Councillor Morgan thanked the officers for the work that had been undertaken, and it was greatly welcomed to have a proper navigation aid system in place.  It had been incredibly important, and she had received many comments of praise on how the work looked.       

Councillor Edmund gave his congratulations to the Head of Assets and Property Services and his team and particularly welcomed that it had not cost the ratepayer a penny.   Councillor Douglas reiterated that it had been good to see external groups and organisations involved and additional areas had been included.   

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

8.	harbours designated person audit findings   
		(Appendix IV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that Members would recall that the six month Harbours Safety Update report brought to Committee in February 2025, advised that a new ‘Designated Person’ had been appointed to provide oversight and audit of the Council’s compliance with its duties under the Port Marine Safety Code.

Orcades Marine conducted an independent Port Marine Safety Code Audit in February 2025 at Groomsport, Donaghadee, Ballywalter, Ballyhalbert and Cooke Street, Portaferry. The Harbour Master was in attendance to assist the Auditor over a two day period, providing a tour of the facilities and allowing access to relevant documentation. The report attached detailed the findings of the audit.

Summary of Findings
Good practices were observed across operations during the auditor’s visit and a comprehensive Marine Safety Management System (MSMS) was in place with records up to date in compliance with the PMSC. The Harbour Master had facilitated the ongoing training of the marine operatives, both in practical training such as powerboat level 2 and in academic qualification such as Harbour Master Diploma (Lloyds Maritime Academy), highlighting the team’s commitment to safety.  Ards and North Down Borough Council’s Harbours Team had demonstrated a strong commitment to the PMSC and its continual improvement of its MSMS.  The following recommendations were made:  

· The MSMS should be updated to include the new Designated Person contact details. 
· Individual names/job roles of Duty Holder should be defined in the MSMS. 
· Section 3.1.2 should include a statement that the duty holder cannot assign or delegate their accountability for compliance with the code on the ground that they do not have particular skills. 
· The transfer of incident and accident reporting to electronic system should be completed. 
· The Marine Safety Policy (last signed 2018) should be reviewed to ensure relevance. 

The Designated Person, Alexandra Thompson, would present the audit findings directly to the Environment Committee, as the ‘Duty Holder’ under the Port Marine Safety Code and in compliance with the guidance contained therein.

The recommended changes would soon be implemented and a further update report brought before Members in due course.

RECOMMENDED that the Council note the Designated Person Audit findings.

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

Councillor Edmund had been pleased to hear that the Audit had gone well and praised the team involved for that.   The Chair (Alderman McAlpine) agreed and had welcomed the positive findings from the Audit.   

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

9.	q3 building control activity report (oct – dec 2024)   
		
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the information provided in this report covered, unless otherwise stated, the period
1 October 2024 to 31 December 2024.  The aim of the report was to provide Members with details of some of the key activities of Building Control, the range of services it provided along with details of level of performance.  The report format had been introduced across Regulatory Services.

Applications 

Full Plan applications were made to Building Control for building works to any commercial building, or for larger schemes in relation to residential dwellings.

Building Notice applications were submitted for minor alternations such as internal wall removal, installation of heating boilers or systems, installation of all types of insulation and must be made before work commenced. Those applications were for residential properties only.  

Regularisation applications considered all works carried out illegally without a previous Building Control application in both commercial and residential properties.  A regularisation application considered all types of work retrospectively and under the Building Regulations in force at the time the works were carried out.

Property Certificate applications were essential to the conveyancing process in the sale of any property, residential or commercial, and provided information on Building Control history and Council held data.

	QUARTER 3
	Period of Report
01/10/2024 – 31/12/2024
	01/10/2023- 31/12/2023
	01/10/2022 – 31/12/2022

	Full Plan Applications
	126
	133
	153

	Building Notice Applications
	369
	558
	424

	Regularisation Applications 
	158
	148
	187

	Property Certificate Applications 
	802
	618
	864






The number of Full Plan applications received was very much determined by the economic climate, any changes in bank lending or uncertainly in the marketplace may cause a reduction in Full Plan applications.  There were limited internal means to control the number of applications received.

Regulatory Full Plan Turnaround Times

Turnaround times for full plan applications were measured in calendar days from the day of receipt within the Council, to the day of posting (inclusive).

Inspections must be carried out on the day requested due to commercial pressures on the developer/builder/householder, and as such any pressures on that end of the business reflected on the turnaround of plans timescale.

	QUARTER 3
	Period of Report
01/10/2024 – 31/12/2024
	Same quarter last year
	Comparison
	Average number of days to turnaround plan

	Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(21 calendar days)
	77%
	55%
	[image: ]
	17

	Non-Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(35 calendar days)
	85%
	75%
	[image: ]
	24



Regulatory Approvals and Completions

The issuing of Building Control Completion Certificates indicated that works are carried out to a satisfactory level and meet the current Building Regulations.

Building Control Full Plan Approval indicated that the information and drawings submitted as part of an application meet current Building Regulations and works could commence on site.

	QUARTER 3
	Period of Report
01/10/2024 – 31/12/2024
	01/10/2023 – 31/12/2023
	01/10/2022 – 31/12/2022

	Full Plan Approvals
	138
	109
	276

	Full Plan Completions
	325
	187
	226

	Building Notice Completions 
	292
	260
	321

	Regularisation Completions
	126
	113
	147





Inspections 

Under the Building Regulations applicants were required to give notice at specific points in the building process to allow inspections.  The inspections were used to determine compliance and to all for improvement or enforcement.

	QUARTER 3
	Period of Report
01/10/2024 - 31/12/2024
	01/10/2023 – 31/12/2023
	01/10/2022 – 31/12/2022

	Full Plan Inspections
	1622
	1287
	1552

	Building Notice Inspections
	683
	623
	602

	Regularisation Inspections
	227
	230
	305

	Dangerous structures initial inspection
	0
	10
	1

	Dangerous structure re-inspections
	3
	11
	1

	Total inspections
	2535
	2158
	2461





Non-Compliance

Where it was not possible to Approve full plan applications they were required to be rejected.  Building Control Full Plan Rejection Notices indicated that after assessment there were aspects of the drawings provided that did not meet current Building Regulations.  A Building Control Rejection Notice set out the changes or aspects of the drawings provided that need to be amended.  After those amendments were completed, the amended drawings should be submitted to Building Control for further assessment and approval.

	QUARTER 3 
	Period of Report
01/10/2024 – 31/12/2024
	01/10/2023 – 31/12/2023
	01/10/2022 – 31/12/2022

	Full Plan Rejection Notice
	91
	104
	119

	Dangerous Structure Recommended for legal action
	0
	0
	0

	Court Cases
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	0
	0
	0






RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

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

Councillor Harbinson congratulated officers and welcomed the percentage increases in inspections and turnaround.  Alderman Armstrong–Cotter agreed and noted that the planning system often received many complaints in respect of the process and timeline, so it was good to note that the Council’s Building Control Department was on top of everything.  She hoped the positive trend could be maintained.   

In respect of Regulatory Full Plan Turnaround Times Councillor Blaney asked if there would be any way to benchmark that against other Councils.  In response the Interim Head of Regulatory Services said that such benchmarking was not available currently but assured the Member that the figures by Council were good particularly considering the expanding regulatory requirements comprised within the building control system for works.    

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

Having declared an interest in Item 10 the Chair (Alderman McAlpine) asked the Vice Chair (Councillor McLaren) to conduct the meeting for this item.   



10.	notices of motion 

10.1	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McClean and Councillor Cathcart

That Council notes the tired and inconsistent presentation of Christmas lights and illuminations in Bangor City Centre, particularly during the Christmas period, and considers potential festive lighting improvements for Christmas 2025.  Further, that Council tasks officers to bring back a report presenting options that draw on successful practice and displays elsewhere, including the use of festoon lighting over Main Street.  The report should look at the feasibility of the future expansion of these concepts to the remainder of the Borough, if proven successful in Bangor.  

Proposed by Councillor McClean, seconded by Councillor McKee, that the Notice of Motion be adopted. 

Councillor McClean gave the background to his Motion and he hoped that might allay the need for the amendment which he noted had been brought.   He said that anyone who lived in the Borough, and certainly the Chamber of Commerce, understood the need for proper external street lighting, particularly when it came to Christmas lights.  He thought that was a concern widely across the Borough in towns and villages where many believed the lighting and decoration was tired, garish, multicoloured and underwhelming.   He considered that to be ironic considering the investment that had been made to the public realm.  To him the lighting seemed like an afterthought, and he thought that the Council should aim higher and take inspiration from Regents Street, London, and other cities across the United Kingdom and Europe where tasteful, classy, festoon lighting was in abundance.

Good quality lighting and Christmas decoration would have the effect of drawing people into the commercial centres and cause them to stay longer to enjoy the festive atmosphere the lighting would provide.   The Chamber of Commerce and other volunteer groups in Bangor were doing their best to attract people to Bangor city centre and while the Council was excellent at providing one-off events in the city, he felt a longer-term sustainable investment could be made by giving more consideration to Christmas Lights which were in place for a considerably longer length of time.   

He asked that Bangor be part of a pilot for the entire Borough and try to achieve external funding to see what would work and if that could be rolled out across the five main urban centres of the Borough.  He stressed the need to get this right and to spend time planning and designing a scheme correctly rather than randomly.  He pointed out that there were only six months left before Christmas lights would be put in place and he reassured those bringing the amendment that he did not want Bangor to take priority over other areas but rather be an area for a trial given the time limitations this year.  There had been much upheaval within the city centre over the past year and the area was crying out for support and he thought the city was the ideal location for a pilot trial.   

Councillor McKee, seconding the Motion, in the absence of the Mayor (Councillor Cathcart), agreed and thought that Councillor McClean had spoken eloquently and he thought it made sense to put in place a trial and pilot.  Indeed, he believed that was in everyone’s best interest and he knew it would be a great success.

Councillor McKimm thanked the proposers for bringing the Motion.  In the wider context it should be recognised that people now had the opportunity to shop from home so urban centres were required to be creative and offer an experience.  In terms of the word equal he believed that equity was more important, and that the Council should start where the need was greater.   He did not believe that Bangor and Newtownards could be compared; lower Main Street, Bangor simply was not working, and he called for an opportunity to start something there that could be expanded out across the Borough.  He concluded that he would struggle to find the value in the amendment so would support the substantive Motion that had been brought.    

Councillor Morgan proposed an amendment which was seconded by Alderman McAlpine.

“That this Council notes the tired and inconsistent presentation of Christmas lights and illuminations in Bangor City and Town Centres within our Borough, particularly during the Christmas period, and considers potential festive lighting improvements for 2025.  Further that Council tasks officers to bring back a report presenting options that draw on successful practise and displays elsewhere, including the use of festoon lighting where appropriate.”

Councillor Morgan said that the amendment basically opened the opportunity to Bangor City and all of the other towns across the Borough, who often felt like an afterthought.   She referred to what she believed were the tired and predictable Christmas lights and that was not unique to Bangor, indeed, she pointed to the considerable disappointment felt in Comber the previous year with its Christmas tree.  She questioned the suggestion that Bangor should be a trial since who was to say that what worked in Bangor would work elsewhere, as all areas had different needs. 

She stressed the importance of the Christmas period within urban centres and believed that they should all be included and they should be treated equally.  She did not doubt that there was a resource issue, so a phased approach needed to be discussed within the Committee.  Funding arrangements could be put in place and lights could be phased in, which to her seemed a fairer approach.

Seconding the amendment Alderman McAlpine agreed and pointed to the fact that Newtownards was an important centre for the Ards Peninsula.   The 2021 Census had shown that the population of Bangor represented 40% of the total population of the Borough but she considered that the remaining 60% of the population needed to be catered for.   It had been wonderful that Bangor had achieved City status, but other areas might also have the wish of a terrific Christmas too.   

Councillor Wray felt conflicted and was aware of the problem that Bangor was facing but felt that in many ways the amendment made more sense since it gave consideration to towns and villages.  He was disappointed to note that the Party who had brought the amendment had not had discussions with the proposers of the Motion as a first step.  He stated that every Member wanted the best for the entire Borough and it was necessary to work together to achieve that.   He also saw the value of having a trial in one area before the success could be extended and he referred to the need to finance that through the Rate setting process.    

The Head of Assets and Property Services expressed some concern over timelines particularly if the review was to take place across the Borough and that might not be possible before Christmas due to resources.  If the pilot was limited to Bangor Main Street it might be relatively easy to do with the view to potentially extending it in the future.

Councillor Blaney agreed with Councillor Wray on the basis that it would be better to do something and achieve that rather than try to do a lot more and see no tangible benefit.  It also offered an opportunity to review the progress, before roll-out to further areas.  He stated that he would support the Substantive Motion.  

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter saw the sense in that approach but stressed that Newtownards’ success was in part due to the work and perseverance of the Ards Chamber of Commerce and local traders.   It was her view, and that of other Newtownards residents, that the Christmas lights were not the best they could be, but she understood that the Council was constrained by its finances.   

Councillor Irwin asked to put on record that the amendment was not in any way trying to be confrontational and as a Bangor East representative she understood the unique challenges facing the City, but she did not think that what would suit the city would necessarily be appropriate for the rest of the Borough.  She welcomed reassurance from the proposer that the Motion proposed was not meant to be any acknowledgement that others did not need similar improvements.   She did not wish the amendment to result in no improvements for anyone this Christmas, and she welcomed the discussion that had taken place.

Councillor Harbinson associated himself with Councillor Irwin’s remarks, agreeing that it would be wonderful if all the work could be done at once but he believed that it was better to put the limited resources into a trial and, giving apologies to his colleagues who had brought the amendment, said he was supportive of the original Motion.   

On the amended Motion being put to the meeting with 4 voting For, 9 voting Against and 1 Abstaining it FELL.

	FOR (4)
	AGAINST (9)
	ABSTAINING (1)
	

	Alderman
McAlpine
Councillors
Harbinson 
Irwin 
Morgan 

	Alderman
Cummings
Councillors
Blaney
Douglas 
Edmund 
Kerr
McKee
McKimm 
McLaren 
Wray  

	Alderman 
Armstrong-Cotter
	



On summing up, Councillor McClean thanked Members for the respectful debate.  He hoped that work could be done with lighting to improve lower Main Street but said his Motion went beyond lights and trees and he was genuine in his desire to support the Bangor traders and encourage more people to visit town centres.  

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

Alderman McAlpine resumed the role of Chair at this point.      
		
11.	any other notified business   
		
The were no matters of Any Other Notified Business.      

 ***ITEMS 12-13 IN CONFIDENCE***

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

12.	PURCHASE OF REPLACEMENT VEHICLES

 ***IN CONFIDENCE***

[bookmark: _Hlk192757436]NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

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

A tender report for the purchase of vehicles was considered.
 
It was agreed to recommend that the Council agrees to award the contract for the purchase of replacement vehicles to Dennis Eagle, as set out in the report.

13.	EXTENSION OF TENDER FOR THE pROVISION OF lEGIONELLA SERVICES

 ***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

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

A report on the extension of contracts for the provision of Legionella Services was
considered.
 
It was agreed to recommend that the Council agrees to the contracts for the following Legionella Services being extended for one further year, in line with the terms set out in the original tender.

Lot 1: Legionella Monitoring and Risk Management Programme
· Safety Advice Centre Ltd

Lot 2:  Legionella Compliance Maintenance and Remedials
· Waterman Compliance Services

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 8.58 pm.

Building Control Application Received
Quarter 3

2022/23	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	153	424	187	864	2023/24	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	133	558	148	618	2024/25	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	126	369	158	802	
No of Applications Received




Building Control Approvals and Completions
Quarter 3

2022/2023	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	276	226	321	147	2023/2024	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	109	187	260	113	2024/2025	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	138	325	292	126	
No of Approvals and Completions




Building Control Inspections 
Quarter 3 

2022/2023	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1552	602	305	1	1	2023/2024	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1287	623	230	10	11	2024/2025	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1622	683	227	0	3	
No of Inspections




Building Control Full Plan Rejections
Quarter 3

2022/2023	
October	November	December	46	40	33	2023/2024	
October	November	December	42	43	19	2024/2025	
October	November	December	40	26	25	
No of Rejections
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