

			EC.07.02.24 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, 7 February 2024 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:		 
 
In the Chair: 	Councillor Morgan
	
Aldermen:               	Armstrong-Cotter	 
Cummings
McAlpine
	                                                               					
Councillors:		 Boyle			Kerr
 Cathcart 		McKee (Zoom) 
 Douglas		McKimm (Zoom) 
 Edmund 		Rossiter	 
 Harbinson		Wray 	 
					  	  	 			 	
Officers: 	Director of Environment (D Lindsay), Head of Waste and Cleansing Services (N Martin), Head of Assets and Property Services (P Caldwell), Head of Regulatory Services (Temporary) (R McCracken), and Democratic Services Officer (Richard King)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from Councillor Smart and Councillor Blaney and an apology for lateness was received from Councillor Kerr.

NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.   

NOTED. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712579][bookmark: _Hlk117849619]3.	Grant of Entertainment Licenses (Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that applications had been received for the Grant of Entertainment Licences as follows: 

The Greedy Gorb, 40 High Street, Bangor

Applicant: 79 Bellevue, Bangor 

Days and Hours: Monday – Sunday 7.00pm -10.30pm

Type of entertainment: Dancing, Singing or Music or any other entertainment of a like kind.

Craigantlet Orange Hall, 71 Holywood Road, Newtownards

Applicant: Mr Ivan Thompson, 16 Knightsbridge Court, Bangor  

Days and Hours: Occasional Licence 9am - Midnight

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

There are no objections to these applications.

RECOMMENDED that the Council grants the applications.

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

4.	Proposed Car Parking Order 2024 (Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that it was proposed to enact an Off-Street Car Parking Order under the Road Traffic Regulations (NI) Order 1997, in respect of certain Council owned car parks.  A copy of the Proposed Draft Order was attached at Appendix 1, and a list of the included car parks is listed in Schedule 1 to that Order.

The public car parks covered by this Order were legacy car parks owned by the Council pre-RPA and not included in an existing Off-Street Parking Order made by the Department for Environment to regulate the management of public car parks that transferred to the Council in 2015.  This existing Order would remain in force for the time being due to a current legislative impediment which meant that it could not be repealed until enabling legislation was passed by a functioning Assembly. 

It would have been preferable to make a new Order covering regulation of all the car parks, for example those that transferred to the Council from the DfI in 2015 as well as legacy Council owned car parks.  However, pending the legislative ‘fix’ to the repealing of the existing Order covering legacy DfI car parks, the Council was able to make a separate Order to facilitate better regulation and control of its own legacy car parks.

2. Car Parking Order

A Car Parking Order set out the powers and regulations that applied within each of the car parks, that could be enforced by the Council normally through the action of Parking Attendants. The regulations could include management control issues such as time of use, driving within the car park, use by caravans (mobile homes), displaying of parking tickets and the setting of Tariffs.

Included in the list of benefits that would be realised through the making of an Order by the Council:

1. Bring most of the legacy council owned car parks under the Order. This would allow the Parking Attendants to enforce within them as required. Some car parks attached to Council buildings or community halls were not included in the Order.
2. Introduce parking charging at Eisenhower Pier Car Park. This would help to reduce the potential for displacement of all day parkers from Marine Gardens to the nearby Eisenhower Pier car park and improve turnover of car parking spaces in the area once the redevelopment of the Seafront began and there was an associated loss of car parking spaces at Marine Gardens. The measure was agreed by the Council at its meeting in January 2024. 
3. The Tariffs to be charged were stated in Schedule 2 of the Order and were in accordance with the Council’s agreed Car Park Strategy.
4. Enable the Council to take more effective action in relation to misuse of car parks, for example by caravans (motorhomes), through the use of FPNs.

3. Enactment Process

The process to enact an Order was specified in the Road Traffic Regulations (NI) Order 1997, and was as follows: 

1. The Council agrees the draft Order.
2. The Council must then consult with such persons as the Council considers appropriate. It is proposed that the Town and City Steering Groups are consulted (there was a public consultation in 2019 with regards to the Car Parking Strategy and the issues within the Order were debated at that time).
3. Place a Public Notice in a newspaper(s) circulating in the area advising that any objections to the making of the Order must be received within 21 days of the Notice.
4. Consider any objections and confirm the Order (with amendments if required).
5. Advertise in the local press that the Order has been made and the date of implementation.

RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees the proposed Draft Ards and North Down Off-Street Parking (Public Car Parks) Order 2024 and commences the public consultation process as outlined in this report, with a further report in relation to the making of a final Order to be brought back to a future meeting for approval.

[bookmark: _Hlk158287341]Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that this Council agrees to the proposed draft Ards and North Down off-Street Parking (Public Car Parks) Order 2024 and commences the public consultation process as outlined in this report with the amendment of the Eisenhower Pier Car Park to no charge, with a further report in relation to the making of a final order to be brought back to a future meeting for approval. Furthermore, a further detailed report will be brought back to committee on the option of allowing one-hour free parking at the Eisenhower Pier car park, the report will also include consultation with the Bangor Chamber of Commerce on potential car park operation options.

Speaking to his alternative proposal, Councillor Cathcart explained that the issue at the Eisenhower Pier car park was a unique circumstance as a result of the Queen’s Parade development. He of course welcomed that development but that would mean losing a car park at Bangor seafront with the only other alternative car park in that immediate area introducing charges. He was concerned about the message that would send to residents, visitors and traders in the city centre.

While the reasoning for the charges had been to prevent all day parking in the city and increase turnover of car park users, he argued that all day parking was no longer an issue at the Marina car park and it was not full before 9am. He was of the view that the matter could be reviewed if all day parking ever became an issue in the future.

Councillor Cathcart understood that the concerns around all day parking had been based on pre-Covid-19 pandemic trends, and while it had been proposed at the Place and Prosperity Committee for the Eisenhower Pier car park to follow the on-street model with the first hour of parking free and charges thereafter, officers in the current directorate had warned that approach was not technically feasible.
If there was no such compromise available, he would therefore opt for free parking to remain there rather than see charges introduced, and he felt that the Council should not proceed with the recommended charges. His proposal included a separate consultation to seek wider opinion.

In relation to the car park at Banks Lane, separate to his proposal, Councillor Cathcart queried if the previous decision taken by this Committee to close it at night affected the consultation and if there needed to be an agreement on operating hours first. The Director of Environment explained that he did not believe this would not impact the consultation and he thought that minor amendments such as changes to car park operating hours would be permitted through a simpler Change Control Order process which would be checked with officers.

Councillor Cathcart felt content to proceed with the wider consultation with Eisenhower Pier car park listed without any charges at this stage - but as proposed, he would like to see a report looking into the option of having one hour free parking with charging thereafter. He was aware that his Bangor Central DEA colleagues were in agreement with that approach.

The seconder, Alderman Armstrong-Cotter reserved her right to speak at this stage.
Councillor Harbinson was broadly supportive of the proposal and felt that more information would be beneficial. He asked what the anticipated impact would be of existing users moving from the car park at the Marina, following its closure, to the Eisenhower Pier car park. He explained that he parked at the Marina car park regularly and had observed two to three dozen cars parked there all day, so suggested it was probably a more substantial number than what the proposer was indicating.

The Director advised that the closure of the Queen’s Parade car park would mean the loss of around 200 spaces and his colleagues in the Place and Prosperity Directorate were concerned that any all-day parking pattern would move to the Eisenhower Pier car park. A key principle behind the proposed tariff was to ensure a turnover of cars in order to promote economic activity in the town. 

Councillor Boyle had been content with the officer’s report but asked for some clarity around the proposal and how the two issues would be kept separate and be reported back to the Committee. It was clarified that the Eisenhower Pier would remain within the existing draft schedule, but as a free of charge car park rather than charged as originally proposed. The proposer felt that it was widely supported for that to be reviewed at a later date if necessary. The other proposal in relation to the Eisenhower Pier car park was to explore options for introducing a free element of parking with charging after the first hour, with consultation to be carried out with the City Chamber of commerce. This would be reported separately.

Councillor Boyle was content with that approach, but queried how a free one-hour parking model would be operated and the Director referred to previous discussion and a report that was issued at January’s full Council meeting, which explained the view of officers that it would not be feasible to operate such a model.

Councillor Wray advised that his Bangor Central party colleague, Councillor Blaney was broadly supportive of the proposal. In a further general observation, Councillor Wray felt that some of the terms and wording in the draft document appeared to be unclear and outdated. He highlighted the restriction from using a car park as a meeting point and how it could be interpreted as just two people meeting.

In a further observation, he questioned the use of ‘intoxicating liquor’ and if that was still felt an appropriate term for alcohol. He also felt it was now normal practice to include drugs alongside that. He felt that the wording appeared to have been copied and pasted from previous documents and some of the language was no longer appropriate for use in 2024.

In response to the first query, the Director explained that the meeting point element was to prevent use of car parks by large congregations such as an organisation taking over a car park for example. That situation could occur legitimately however as organisations were able to apply to the Council for temporary use of land but it was in the order to prevent that happening without permission, causing unauthorised restriction of car parking capacity. The wording around intoxicating liquor, he explained, was used for consistency with other legislation/bylaws.

In a final comment, Councillor Wray recalled antisocial behaviour issues in car parks, such as loud music, that he felt were not covered in the draft and he asked that they be reviewed and included.

Alderman McAlpine asked if the ongoing motorhome and caravan lobby had been considered, pointing to opposing arguments in terms of those who saw motorhomes as a tourism opportunity and those who were against. She asked if officers had dealt with both of those views and the Director advised that those were dealt with under the conditions and restrictions set out in the Caravans Act, and use of motorhomes for habitation in the Council’s car parks would be prohibited under the proposed Car Park Order. Given the tourism value, Council had been lobbying for a new legislative regime, but it was not be able to facilitate habitation use of motorhomes and caravans in its car parks currently. In terms of regulating existing use, he explained that changes to enforcement powers would enable officers to issue fixed penalty notices for this contravention. He felt the use of fixed penalty notice enforcement would give the Council more options in terms of targeting particular car parks at the right times.

Councillor Edmund spoke of the tourism benefits of providing parking for motorhomes and suggested that a highly suitable location would be where the buses parked in Donaghadee. He felt that the Council should allocate 10 spaces there for the use of motorhomes which were now, in this age, self-sustainable vehicles and would not require any major infrastructure.

Councillor McKee welcomed the introduction of measures to target engine idling and asked what enforcement and education options were available to the Council. The Director advised that enforcement resources could be directed towards any identified hotspot car parks.

Returning to the Eisenhower Pier car park, Councillor McKimm was supportive of the approach set out in the proposal and requested data on parking trends pre-pandemic versus parking trends post-pandemic. He felt uncomfortable for Council to make decisions on the basis of outdated and inaccurate evidence and usage patterns. He also felt that PR was a key challenge around the planned Queen’s Parade development and he felt that introducing car parking charges would not have helped that. He therefore felt that the proposal was helpful and hoped that further data could be provided for guidance on this.

The Director advised that this type of updated analysis of car parking patterns was planned would be reported in due course. He noted that in some other Council areas, occupancy and car parking trends had bounced back to pre-pandemic levels. The bounce back in Ards and North Down was proving to be slower and that was reflected in the income generated from its car parks.  A further review could take place in the future but any amendment would flow from the Council’s car parking strategy.

In relation to the Eisenhower Pier car park, the Chair asked how long the process would take if the Council decided it wanted to introduce charges at a later date and the Director advised it would take a number of months to go through the legal process and install necessary charging infrastructure.

The seconder, Alderman Armstrong-Cotter felt that the proposal made sense on this occasion and welcomed that it included forward thinking and planning if parking occupancy trends were to change. It was right and proper that Council reviewed the situation in future and it needed this mechanism in place if there was an issue that needed to be addressed. She added that a blanket approach did not always work and that it was important to encourage people to come and do their business in the town centre.

In a separate matter, Alderman Armstrong-Cotter referred to complaints she had received around the online payment process through use of an app and the Director provided reassurance that while some people preferred being able to pay using the app, there would always be dual payment facilities in place which provided both cash and online payment options.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that this Council agrees to the proposed draft Ards and North Down off-Street Parking (Public Car Parks) Order 2024 and commences the public consultation process as outlined in this report with the amendment of the Eisenhower Pier Car Park to no charge, with a further report in relation to the making of a final order to be brought back to a future meeting for approval. Furthermore, a further detailed report will be brought back to Committee on the option of allowing one hour free parking at the a Eisenhower Pier, the report will also include consultation with the Bangor Chamber of Commerce on potential car park operation options.

5.	Byelaw to Prohibit the Feeding of Pigeons at Conway Square, Newtownards

[bookmark: _Hlk157601728]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that a notice of motion was agreed as follows:

“Given the public health issues and the desire to encourage outdoor eating and entertainment in Conway Square, that officers look at humane means to address the pigeon problem in the Square to include a new bylaw to prohibit feeding of the birds in and around the Square and to erect in the meantime advisory signs to deter feeding of birds in the area.”

Since the NOM was agreed, signage had been erected in Conway Square, advising the public that feeding of pigeons in the Square is prohibited.  The potential for humane pest control measures to deal with the pigeons was also being addressed by the Environmental Health Service.  

Notwithstanding the concerns raised at Council about this issue, since 2016 the Neighbourhood Environment Team had received one complaint from the public - although the Environmental Health Service had received complaints concerning persons feeding feral pigeons in Conway Square and thereby encouraging them to remain.  The Cleansing section did receive occasional requests to clean pigeon droppings or remove dead birds from the area.

Feral pigeons were common in the urban environment and although they were mostly considered to be no more than a nuisance, they could potentially pose a health risk with concerns around transmission of diseases.  Council officers had not received any evidence of such issues in this instance.  Pigeons and their droppings could also cause damage to the buildings where they perched due to the corrosive nature of pigeon droppings.

Feral Pigeons 

Feral pigeons were descendants of domestic homing pigeons. Increased urban development had resulted in an increase in the number of feral pigeons due to the large number of accessible nesting spaces and readily available supply of food and water. Pigeons were capable of breeding throughout the year and did not migrate far from their birthplace; this could make it difficult to remove them from their location.

Identifying Feral Pigeons

Feral pigeons could be grey, brown or white, but were usually grey in colour with two black bars across each wing and iridescent feathers around the neck. There were no visible differences between males and females.

Domestic pigeons, such as those kept as pets or for racing, were essentially the same birds as feral pigeons; however, domestic pigeons could be identified by the presence of a tag around one of their legs.

Control Techniques

There were several techniques that could be used to reduce or remove the population. Implementing non-lethal control techniques were thought to provide the most effective long-term results. One way to minimise or prevent the nuisance caused by feral pigeons was to control where they roosted, nested and fed.

Removing Food Sources

A seemingly effective way of discouraging feral pigeons from infesting buildings and public areas was to not feed them and remove any potential food source. The number of pigeons in an area appeared to be determined by the availability of a sustainable food supply. A plentiful food supply encouraged year-round breeding.

Council Bye Laws in NI

Byelaws were created under powers conferred on Councils by Part 6 of the Local Government Act (Northern Ireland) 1972.

The specified procedure for creating a byelaw to assist with good rule and government and for the prevention and suppression of nuisances in a district was as follows:

91 Procedure, etc., for making byelaws

(1) Byelaws should be made under the common seal of the Council and should not have effect until they were confirmed by the Ministry (Government Department) concerned.
(2) At least one month before application for confirmation of byelaws was made, notice of the intention to apply for confirmation should be given in at least two newspapers circulating in the locality in which the area to which the byelaws were to apply was situated.
(3) For at least one month before application for confirmation was made, a copy of the byelaws should be deposited at the offices of the Council by which the byelaws were made and should at all reasonable hours be open to public inspection without payment.
(4) The Council by which the byelaws were made shall, on application, furnish to any person a copy of the byelaws, or of any part thereof, on payment of such reasonable sum as the council determined.
(5) The Ministry concerned may have confirmed any byelaw submitted under this section for confirmation, subject to the consents (if any) required by section 9(2) of the Northern Ireland (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1932 [1932 c.11] or may refuse to confirm any such byelaw.
(6) Where a byelaw is to have effect in the district of a council other than the Council by which it is made, the Ministry concerned shall consult that other council before confirming the byelaw.
(7) The Ministry concerned may fix the date on which a byelaw is to come into operation, and if no date is so fixed the byelaw shall come into operation at the expiration of one month from the date of its confirmation.
(8) A copy of the byelaws, when confirmed, shall be printed, and deposited at the offices of the Council by which the byelaws are made, and shall at all reasonable hours be open to public inspection without payment, and a copy thereof shall, on application, be furnished to any person on payment of such reasonable sum as the council determines.

Obstacles to Effective Enforcement 

The use of byelaws does not afford a fixed penalty notice enforcement option.  Each alleged incident of breaching the byelaw would require a witness statement and an alleged offender to be interviewed. A full case file and court prosecution would be required in cases where the incident meets both the evidential and public interest tests and satisfies the Council’s solicitor that there is a reasonable chance of success for a prosecution. The matter would be determined in the Magistrates Court and legal costs may or may not be awarded. Maximum fine on summary conviction was Level 2 (currently £500).

Land Ownership

Although Conway Square appears to be one complete pedestrian zone, three sides of it are technically roadways. The Council understands this perimeter strip of land to be an adopted road which remains in the ownership of the Department of Finance and Industry (DfI). Any byelaw created by the Council would only be actionable in the Council owned section of the square (approximately 60%) at this time. Application of a byelaw for the entire Square would be subject to agreement with DfI.

Existing Byelaw Trafalgar Square

The following wording is used for Greater London Authority Trafalgar Square byelaws:

Feeding of birds 
1. No person other than a person acting at the direction of the Mayor shall within the Square– (a) feed any bird (which shall include dropping or casting feeding stuff for birds); or (b) distribute any feeding stuff for birds.

Subject to solicitor’s advice, similar wording (substituting Council for Mayor) may be suitable. 

Council’s solicitors have already carried out a scoping exercise for the review of all Council bye laws, as currently the Borough has a range of byelaws created by the two legacy Councils dating back in many instances a long period of time ago.  These byelaws generally cover issues that are either now covered by other substantive legislation (and are therefore unenforceable) or address issues that are liable to longer be issues of significant concern in the present era (or are relatively trivial matters that are highly unlikely to attract enforcement attention).  Given that the value of the byelaw process set out in legislation over 50 years ago, as an effective control and enforcement mechanism for issues of significant concern to Council is debatable, resources (manpower and financial) have not been prioritised to take the byelaws review process further forward at this stage.

In the context of the above, Council was asked to consider the following options:

1. Instruct the Council’s solicitor to draft a byelaw to control the feeding of pigeons in Conway Square, with reference to wording as outlined earlier in this report as deemed appropriate.  Thereafter, proceed with the byelaw approval and implementation process as set out under the Local Government Act 1972.

2. Wait to include this issue (feeding of pigeons in Conway Square) as part of the wider review of Council byelaws in due course.

Some further points to note in weighing up the options are as follows:

· Bye-law enforcement considerations. 
· Evidence gathering issues.
· Court prosecution the only byelaw enforcement remedy.
· Creation of new byelaw process and associated legal costs.
· Timescale for byelaw finalisation is very dependent on the Departmental consultation process. The norm was around 3 years in the past.
· Conway Square is only partially under Council control.

RECOMMENDED that Council decide which option to proceed with in relation to this matter.

Proposed by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that Council proceeds with Option 1.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter highlighted the issues that had been ongoing with pigeons and people feeding them in Conway Square, in Newtownards town centre. This had led to her party colleague, Alderman McIlveen bringing the Notice of Motion to Council which had called for humane ways to address the problem with inclusion of a byelaw. She added that Newtownards, as the premier shopping town, had a lot to offer with many great businesses, so for the square to be marred by pigeons was unacceptable.

Continuing, the proposer felt that Option 1 made sense and given the length of time it took to create a byelaw it was also important to encourage the Neighbourhood Environment team to step up monitoring at certain times of the day. She felt this would send a message that Council was serious about addressing the issue and she hoped that those who fed the pigeons would understand too. She also advised that her colleague, Alderman McIlveen who had brought the motion was also supportive of Option 1.

The seconder, Councillor Edmund, said he worked in the town centre and was well aware of the pigeon issues. He spoke of the requirement to have enforcement officers available to enforce the proposed bylaw, but he appreciated its implementation would take time. Councillor Cathcart added his support to the proposal referring to a wider review of bylaws and a Notice of Motion he had brought previously which sought to review and modernise Council bylaws. He offered an example of a byelaw which prevented disturbance of somebody’s day at the seaside. This and many others were no longer enforceable.

The Director advised that officers had done a preliminary internal sifting of existing byelaws and there was nothing identified as being significant or urgent in terms of prohibiting good governance of the Borough. Therefore, given the legal costs that would be involved in progressing the wider byelaws review further, this has not been prioritised in budgets at this stage.

Councillor McKimm welcomed that the motion had sought a humane resolution, which in itself represented a step forward, but he queried the costs involved in creating a byelaw. He also asked for costs in relation to enforcement of the byelaw and bringing a defendant before a magistrate.

The Director advised that there would be no option of issuing a fixed penalty notice under the proposed byelaw and there would need to be a court summons issued to effect enforcement. The court would rarely award full costs to be repaid to the Council, so there would be a net cost of enforcement which could involve hundreds of pounds. He was unsure of the legal costs of creating the byelaw, but advised that an estimate could be provided to the Member in due course.

Councillor Boyle felt that Council could embarrass itself enough without the publicity of bringing someone to Court for feeding a pigeon. He acknowledged the work of Alderman McIlveen in raising this and he appreciated the issues it caused for people’s enjoyment of the town centre although he recalled seeing children chasing pigeons around the square and he had not seen it as a major issue and he felt that the report reflected that. While the situation could be improved, he felt that the byelaw would have little effect and it would not be enforceable on 40% of the square which the Council did not own.

In a final query, Alderman McAlpine asked if any information was available from the Greater London Authority in relation to its enforcement of the Trafalgar Square byelaw. She was concerned that despite this well-intentioned work by Alderman McIlveen, the Council could end up paying for making of a byelaw that it never used. The Director advised that information on the Trafalgar Square byelaw could be requested.

Summing up on her proposal, Alderman Armstrong-Cotter had been struck by the hesitancy towards the introduction and enforcement of the proposed byelaw. It sent the wrong message that antisocial behaviour was fine because the Council wasn’t prepared to pay the money to prosecute anybody, or antisocial behaviour was fine if it occurred in an area that the Council only owned 60% of.

She added that the Court process was used to send a message to prevent the problem and that byelaws were implemented because something was a major problem and she referred to the large number of complaints she received through her work at the Strangford MP constituency office in the town. She felt that for Council to cop out of this due to the enforcement costs, it was not sending the right message.

The Chair asked if Members were all in agreement and Councillor McKimm asked to be recorded against the proposal.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the Council proceeds with Option 1.     
	
6.	Required Works to Rollo Gillespie Monument, Comber (FILE 65383)
		(Appendix II)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment attaching  Condition Survey by Alastair Coey Architect. The report detailed that the Gillespie Monument was a free-standing sandstone square shaft column on a square stepped podium. The monument was erected under the oversight of John Fraser, the first county surveyor for Down and unveiled on 24 June 1845 (St. John’s
Day) 1844-5. It stood approximately twelve metres tall and was located in Comber town centre within landscaped gardens with brick paviour paths. It was erected to the memory of local military hero Sir Robert Rollo Gillespie. Gillespie was born in Comber in 1766 in a house which stood on the south side of The Square, now demolished.

The Gillespie Monument was designated by the Department for the Communities, Historic Environment Division, as a grade B1 listed structure Ref no: HB24/15/011.
The significance of the designation was that any alterations to a listed structure, require Listed Building Consent.

Current Condition

Following a number of representations and a subsequent procurement exercise, Alistair Coey Architects were commissioned to undertake a condition report on the monument.  Alastair Coey Architects specialises exclusively in the conservation of historic buildings and places. The company was accredited by the Royal Institute of the Architects of Ireland as a Grade One Conservation Practice. 

The survey was carried out by visual observation with upper reaches inspected from an access boom. No opening up was carried out and therefore it was not possible to inspect voids etc. Alastair Coey Architects was therefore unable to report that such parts, and other hidden aspects of the monument, were free from defect.

The condition survey of the monument had revealed that a number of issues need to be addressed to prevent further deterioration of the fabric. 

The full report was attached, and pertinent points were extracted below.

[image: A statue of a person with a cane

Description automatically generated]

Works Required

The following recommendations were prioritised into three categories:

Category 1 - Urgent Health and Safety Risks (Immediate action)

1. Remove all dangerously loose stone as highlighted throughout the report.
2. Undermined and heavily delaminated step to plinth should be replaced with a suitable stone replacement and any displaced stonework eased back into position.

Category 2 - Essential repairs within 1-3 years

1. All vegetation should be sprayed with a systemic weedkiller during the active growth period in order to fully kill off the plant at root level. This work should ideally be carried out in advance of any stonework repair project.
2. Spalled and fractured stonework – urgent attention was required to high level work which exhibits spalling and fracturing.
3. All delaminated stone should be lightly scraped to remove delaminated layers of stone. All delaminated stone should be lightly trowel scraped and surfaces cleaned with suitable bristle brushes (not wire brushes) or carborundum blocks.

Category 3 - Recommended repairs over 4-10 year period

1. Stone cleaning – Algae and moss should be removed using an environmentally friendly biocide coupled with a light steam low pressure wash to remove staining.
2. Material analysis – Samples of existing stone and mortars should be sent to a laboratory for full analysis. This would inform of compatible stone type for replacement repairs and replication of original mortars.
3. Cementitious render repairs – Those should be removed and underlying stone accessed individually by a suitably qualified conservation professional for indentation repair or full replacement using a compatible stone type.
4. Delaminated stonework – All delaminated stonework should be individually assessed by a suitably qualified conservation professional for possible retention in order to retain as much of the original fabric, through consolidation, stabilisation or full replacement. Heavily delaminated ashlar stone beyond repair should be replaced using a compatible stone type.
5. The fixing to the statue should be examined by a structural engineer to ensure that it was intact and fit for purpose. Some cracking around the base and surface corrosion on the exposed ferrous metal bar may indicate possible movement. It may be necessary to remove the statue and replace the fixing with 304 marine grade stainless steel threaded bar and bolt.
6. The previously repaired right hand of the statue and sword should be re-examined to determine if it was secure and fixings used were of non-ferrous metal.
7. Limestone tablets – Relief carvings and incised lettering should be lightly cleaned and all fixings carefully removed and refixed with stainless steel fixings. Fractured panel should be repaired with epoxy resin. A low pressure lime based grout should be used to fill voids behind each tablet.
8. All defective and inappropriate cement-based pointing should be raked-out using non-mechanical means and repointed using lime-based mortar. This would entail full repointing of the entire monument.
9. Further inspection of the core using minimal invasive means by boring into the structure and inspecting the core with a borescope to determine of the central core of the column shaft and that behind inscribed panels was hollow or solid. This would inform the decision on grouting and the consistency and aggregate size required for injectability and flow rate. A metal detector survey would also confirm if the column shaft stonework was tied with metal cramps.
10. A low pressure lime based grout should follow the repointing exercise and be carried out in stages commencing at the bottom and working upwards.
11. All fractures and open voids should be grout injected. The grouting material should be compatible with the existing material and not impose any additional loading or change in composition due to thermal variations which may put stress on the structure.
12. Missing raised lettering inscription could be addressed with new indentation lettering or left alone. Fissured and remnants of raised or incised lettering and relief carvings should be preserved by consolidation treatment in order to stem the weathering process. It was essential this work was carried out by a qualified specialist stone conservator.

Next Steps

Officers believe that a two-stage approach is appropriate.  Stage 1 will address all issues highlighted in Category 1 and Category 2.  It will also involve the investigative works described in item 5 within Category 3, in order to gather as much information as possible so that Stage 2 can be accurately costed.

Costs

The estimated costs for Stage 1 outlined above, is £15,000.  This could be funded from within existing maintenance budgets for the incoming year. Once the investigative works were complete, it was proposed that the costs for Stage 2 would be included in a business case for Council’s review as part of the rates setting process for 2025/26.  Officers would also seek out any potential external funding opportunities for inclusion within the business case.

RECOMMENDED that Council agrees to proceed with Stage 1, as outlined above, at an approximate cost of £15k, from existing budgets.

[bookmark: _Hlk158306145][bookmark: _Hlk158304919][bookmark: _Hlk158305015]Proposed by Alderman Cummings, seconded by Councillor Douglas, that Council adopts the recommendation and: Further agrees that Council authorises Council officers to correspond with the Ulster Architectural Heritage, Centre for Community Archaeology QUB and Masonic Grand Lodge Ireland, Dublin in order to assist with an understanding of the internal ironworks, original foundations and where possible access original design documents.

Alderman Cummings thanked officers for progressing the matter to this stage. They had been working very closely on the issue alongside himself for the last two years and had been approached by many members of the public who had been equally concerned. Being able to proceed with immediate effect was extremely welcome and he looked forward to the next stage.

The monument was cherished dearly by residents and visitors. Its disrepair attracted much concern and health and safety concerns were raised during the recent adverse weather conditions and many were concerned that the deterioration was getting to the stage where it was going to be beyond repair. He was thankful to local residents who had been updating him with photographic evidence which he was able to pass on to officers.

The reason for the additional wording focusing on the Ulster Architectural Heritage and Centre for Community Archaeology QUB was to examine more closely the internal iron works and the involvement of the Masonic Grand Lodge Ireland, Dublin was in hope to gain access to the original design documents as it was that body that was responsible for the erection of the monument.

QUB was to access as much expertise as possible and explore, in a less invasive way, with infrared technology, the internal ironworks which as highlighted in the report, could be cause for concern. He queried if there would be updated reports in relation to the progress.

The Head of Assets and Property Services advised that once ratified by Council the initial works as outlined in the report would begin and reports would be issued to update Members as each stage progressed. He also advised that a business case would be completed over the following six to eight months in anticipation of completing all of the remaining works listed in the report.

Councillor Douglas found the report from the architect extremely detailed and informative and she understood that there were areas that could not be accessed which were to be included in this report, so she understood the reasoning for the addition to contact the other organisations as outlined by the proposer.

The monument was one of the town’s main features and had survived remarkably well since it was put in place for what she believed was 179 years. She referred to a calendar of Comber and surrounding areas and the aerial view of the statue did show improvement works were required to the statue but she understood that firstly there needed to be urgent safety works carried out. She appreciated a complete overhaul would take time so it was welcomed that the initial works could start as soon as possible.

The Chair spoke to welcome the proposal and felt that the works were much needed, and she looked forward to seeing Rollo looking shiny, bright and safe.

Adding his support, Councillor Wray appreciated the amendment and felt it made a lot of sense and welcomed that there would be further reports updating the Committee on works. He was aware of the incredible history of the monument and that part of the Borough’s cultural heritage needed to be protected. He welcomed the involvement of the organisations included in the proposal and he looked forward to the day when all of the works were completed and hoped that schools and young people could learn about the monument’s history.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Cummings, seconded by Councillor Douglas, that the recommendation be adopted and Council authorises Council officers to correspond with the Ulster Architectural Heritage, Centre for Community Archaeology QUB and Masonic Grand Lodge Ireland, Dublin to, in order to assist with an understanding of the internal ironworks, original foundations and where possible access original design documents.




7.	Amendment to Memorial Bench Policy
	 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the Council implemented the Policy for Provision of Memorial Benches in March 2016, reviewing it in 2018 and again in 2021.

Officers believed the current policy was working well, however rising construction industry costs meant that the installation costs need to be amended to ensure cost recovery.

Proposed Amendment

Rather than having a fixed price within the policy, it was proposed that wording was adopted to enable general cost recovery, so that any future cost increases could be reflected in prevailing published charges for this service without the need for further amendments to the policy.  
 
RECOMMENDED that Council approve to amend the policy to include the change outlined above.

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

8.	Proposed Consultation Response on Reforming the Producer Responsibility System for Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE)	

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the Government had announced reforms intended to make it easier for people and businesses to reuse and recycle their waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE). 

Despite local authorities providing designated collection facilities (DCFs) mainly at HRCs for WEEE since 2007, and some larger producers/distributors operating take-back schemes, statistics reveal that an estimated 155,000 tonnes of smaller household electricals such as cables, toasters, kettles, and power tools were wrongly thrown in the bin each year and UK homes were thought to hoard a further 527 million unwanted electrical items containing valuable materials such as gold, silver, and platinum.

A range of measures had been proposed within the joint UK Government, Scottish Government, Welsh Government and Northern Ireland Executive Consultation for introduction from 2026, including UK-wide collections of waste electricals directly from households – saving the public from having to travel to electrical disposal points. The collections would be financed by producers of electrical items, not the taxpayer, and would not necessarily require the provision of any further bins.

Large retailers could roll out collection drop points for electrical items in-store, free of charge, without the need to buy a replacement product and retailers and online sellers would take on responsibility for collecting unwanted or broken large electrical items such as fridges or cookers when delivering a replacement.

Most of the questions offered three response choices (agree, disagree or unsure and yes, no and unsure). In some cases, while the Council may agree in principle, this needed to be qualified by an assurance that the producers met the full financial costs if local authorities were to provide dedicated collection arrangements. 

The full Consultation document can be found at WEEE Review Final Consultation Document 2023.pdf (defra.gov.uk) 

The Impact Assessment Report can be accessed on Impact Assessment template (defra.gov.uk) 

RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees the attached response to the consultation questions as detailed in Appendix 1.

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

9.	ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT - DECEMBER 2023

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the Environment Directorate’s Budgetary Control Report covered the 9-month period 1 April to 31 December 2023. The net cost of the Directorate was showing an underspend of £1,008k (4.8%) – box A on page 4.  

Explanation of Variance

The Environment Directorate’s budget performance was further analysed on page 3 into three key areas: 

	Report
	Type
	Variance
	Page

	Report 2
	Payroll Expenditure
	£68k favourable
	4

	Report 3
	Goods & Services Expenditure
	£1,205k favourable
	4

	Report 4
	Income
	£265k adverse
	4



Explanation of Variance
The Environment Directorate’s overall variance could be summarised by the following table (variances over £50k): - 

	Type
	Variance
£’000
	Comment

	Payroll 
	(68)
	· Waste and Cleansing £290k – mixture of overtime £104k and HRC agency staff £259k. The agency staff relate to the HRC recycling scheme, and this overspend is offset by savings in waste disposal costs - see below. 
· Assets and Property (£196k) and Regulatory Services (£160k) have a number of vacant posts.

	Goods & Services 
	
	

	Waste & Cleansing
	(306)
	Waste disposal costs for main waste streams (£319k): -
· Landfill down 1,146T plus lower gate fee than budget (£8.01 per tonne).
· Blue bin waste up 57T plus lower gate fee than budget (£1.46 per tonne).
· Garden waste down 57T plus gate fee higher than budget (£3.00 per tonne).
· Food waste up 739T plus gate fee higher than budget (£3.74).
· Main HRC waste streams – (£91k) – timber, paint and rubble.
This underspend (£319k) more than offsets the cost of the agency staff and other costs for the HRC Recycling scheme – see above.

	Assets & Property
	(928)
	Utility budgets now include the former tariff budgets for NCLT run facilities. The impact of this is to significantly increase utility budget underspends.
· Electricity – (£750k) – Significantly lower cost per kwh against budget.
· Gas – (£341k).
· Other utilities – (£64k).
· Vehicle fuel – (£223k) price per litre fallen since end of 2022.
· Property Maintenance - £100k. Increased reactive work.
Technical Services – £426k – statutory work and other work £348k (unplanned essential remedial works Aurora, Balloo ERC, North Rd Depot, Ards Blair Mayne, Bangor Castle); legal fees Aurora issues £43k.

	Income
	
	

	Waste & Cleansing
	83
	· Trade waste income £63k.
· Special collections income £27k.

	Assets & Property
	(67)
	· Wind Turbine (£38k).
· Harbours (£8k).

	Regulatory Services
	249
	· Car Park income £131k. 
· Licensing income £16k.
· NET – fine income £71k.




[image: ]

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter queried if the variance (£289,840) which related to staffing under waste and cleansing services had been expected, given the introduction of the new booking policy at the HRCs. She wondered if this would be built into the budget for the forthcoming year and if the reliance on agency staff would lessen.
The Director advised that in the estimates process last year £300,000 was taken out of the waste disposal costs based upon anticipated savings accruing from the planned HRC booking system.  The additional HRC agency staff costs had not been included in this year’s budgets but were more than covered by the additional in year waste disposal savings accruing in excess of the already budgeted £300K savings.  The staff cost variance had therefore been expected, but was covered by extra in year waste disposal cost savings.  

He explained that officers had reviewed staffing for the forthcoming financial year with plans to scale back on the use of agency staff and have a larger focus on using inhouse staff to meet any additional staffing requirements. That was reflected in the estimates process for the forthcoming year.

Alderman Armstrong- Cotter emphasised the importance of demonstrating a very clear benefit to residents given the extra demands and the mental load that had been placed on them in terms of recycling and more recently asking them to book a slot at the HRC. She recognised that the HRC booking system had now been in place for six months and it was important to show that it had been beneficial to people in terms of cost savings.  The Director confirmed that this was the case.

The Director added that a DAERA report covering Q2 statistics had been published recently and a report on that would be coming to the Committee next month, with a section that would illustrate the point about cost savings compared to the baseline period before the new booking system was introduced. 

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter spoke further about the burden of recycling and the additional tasks it created for people including herself as a working mum. It was therefore important that while it was not always clear in the rates, it was important to show that there was a benefit to be reaped for all of our efforts as ratepayers and for the environment.

Councillor Edmund appreciated the difficulties in estimating the budget given the external influences such as varying gate prices and energy costs but to be sitting with what he calculated as £300,000 of net savings was a good sign going forward.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be adopted.     
   
10.	BUILDING CONTROL QUARTERLY ACTIVITY REPORT Q4 (JAN - MAR 2023)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the information provided in this report covered, unless otherwise stated, the period 1 January 2023 to 31 March 2023 (Q4 1 January 2023 – 31 March 2023).  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.  This report format had been introduced across Regulatory Services.

2.0	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 commences. 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 provide information on Building Control history and Council held data.

	
	Period of Report
01/01/2023 – 31/03/2023
	01/01/2022- 31/03/2022
	01/01/2021 – 31/03/2021

	Full Plan Applications
	169
	200
	201

	Building Notice Applications
	467
	491
	530

	Regularisation Applications 
	156
	199
	259

	Property Certificate Applications 
	656
	860
	942





[bookmark: _Hlk9930574]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 no internal means to control the number of applications received.

3.0      Regulatory Approvals and Completions

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

Inspections had to 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 reflects on the turnaround of plans timescale.

	
	Period of Report
01/01/2023 – 31/03/2023
	Same quarter last year
	Comparison
	Average number of days to turnaround plan

	Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(21 calendar days)
	58.31%
	46%
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26.9 days

	Non-Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(35 calendar days)
	62.00%
	72%
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39.3 days



4.0      Regulatory Approvals and Completions

The issuing of Building Control Completion Certificates indicated that works were 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 met current Building Regulations and works could commence on site.

	
	Period of Report
01/01/2023 – 31/03/2023
	01/01/2022 – 31/03/2022
	01/01/2021 – 31/03/2021

	Full Plan Approvals
	122
	162
	153

	Full Plan Completions
	177
	253
	242

	Building Notice Completions 
	302
	283
	299

	Regularisation Completions
	151
	145
	180





5.0	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.

	
	Period of Report
01/01/2023 – 31/03/2023
	01/01/2022 – 31/01/2022
	01/01/2021 – 31/03/2021

	Full Plan Inspections
	1552
	1876
	1836

	Building Notice Inspections
	602
	667
	739

	Regularisation Inspections
	305
	285
	383

	Dangerous structures initial inspection
	1
	4
	6

	Dangerous structure re-inspections
	1
	8
	6

	Total inspections
	2461
	2840
	2970






6.0 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 needed to be amended.  After those amendments were completed, the amended drawings should be submitted to Building Control for further assessment and approval.

	
	Period of Report
01/01/2023 – 31/03/2023
	01/01/2022 – 31/03/2022
	01/01/2021 – 31/03/2021

	Full Plan Rejection Notice
	122
	126
	102

	Dangerous Structure Recommended for legal action
	0
	0
	0

	Court Cases
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	0
	0
	0






RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter felt that the volume of full plans received was something that did fall in the remit of Council, albeit with another Committee, but she asked the Director if that could be fed back to the Planning Service which could look at quicker processing times.

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

(Councillor Kerr joined the meeting - 8.33pm)

11.	NOTICES OF MOTION
	 
There were no notices of motion.

12.	ANY OTHER NOTIFIED BUSINESS  
	 
There 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.	EXTENSION OF TENDER FOR BUILDING REPAIR WORKS (FILE 77064)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on the extension of contracts for building repair works, was considered.
 
It was agreed that contracts with Lisburn Astral Ltd and McDowell Construction be extended as outlined in the report.

14.	TENDER FOR THE PROVISION OF NEW AND REPLACEMENT PLAY AREAS WITHIN THE BOROUGH OF ARDS AND NORTH DOWN

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on the extension of contracts for the provision of new and replacement play
areas within the Borough, was considered.
 
It was agreed that contracts with Garden Escapes and Play and Leisure Services be extended as outlined in the report.

[bookmark: _Hlk157601010]15.	REPORT ON TENDERS RECEIVED FOR THE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT OF VARIOUS HRC WASTESTREAMS (FILE 77071)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on the award of contracts for the collection and treatment of various HRC
waste streams, was considered.
 
It was agreed that contracts be awarded as outlined in the report to:

	Lot No.
	Materials
	Company

	1
	Timber
	R Heatrick Ltd

	2
	Paints
	McQuillan Envirocare

	3
	Metals
	McKenzies

	4
	Rubble
	NWP Recycling

	5
	Oily rags and filters
	Enva (NI) Ltd.

	6
	Plasterboard
	R Heatrick Ltd

	7
	Hard plastics
	No award

	8
	Vehicle batteries
	Mckenzies



16.	TENDER FOR THE PROVISION OF THE PUBLIC SPACES CCTV MONITORING SERVICES (FILE LRTCC / 77077)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 3 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON

A report on the award of a contract for the provision of public places CCTV
monitoring services, was considered.
 
It was agreed that a contract be awarded to Sword Security (NI) Ltd., as outlined in the report.  Further agreed that the already agreed review of town centre CCTV systems be resourced where possible during the incoming 2024-25 financial year through in-year budget savings elsewhere within the Directorate, and that a report be brought back accordingly in due course.  This work will encompass a wide range of key issues which will include the scope of CCTV coverage and potential extension to other towns such as Comber and Donaghadee.

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. 

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 9.01pm.

Building Control Applications Received
Quarter 4

2020/21	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	201	530	259	942	2021/22	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	200	491	199	860	2022/23	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	169	467	156	656	
No of Applications Received




Building Control Approvals and Completions
Quarter 4

2020/2021	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	153	242	299	180	2021/2022	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	162	253	283	145	2022/2023	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	122	177	302	151	
No of Approvals / Completions




Building Control Inspections
Quarter 4 

2020/2021	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1836	739	383	6	6	2021/2022	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1876	667	285	4	8	2022/2023	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1552	602	305	1	1	
Number of Inspections




Building Control Rejections
Quarter 4

2020/2021	
January	February	March	33	29	40	2021/2022	
January	February	March	30	34	62	2022/2023	
January	February	March	47	41	34	
No of Rejections






2

image1.png




image2.emf
Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment 

200Environment HQ 152,355  152,800  (445) 203,300  (0.3)

210Waste and Cleansing Services  12,876,868  12,809,200  67,668  16,707,500  0.5 

220Assets and Property Services  6,681,503  7,872,600  (1,191,097) 10,967,800  (15.1)

230Regulatory Services 291,024  174,700  116,324  256,500  66.6 

Total 20,001,751  21,009,300  A(1,007,549) 28,135,100  (4.8)

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Payroll 

200Environment HQ 124,480  126,300  (1,820) 168,400  (1.4)

210Waste and Cleansing Services  6,926,290  6,636,450  289,840  8,840,300  4.4 

220Assets and Property Services  1,540,360  1,736,200  (195,840) 2,308,700  (11.3)

230Regulatory Services 1,491,695  1,651,900  (160,205) 2,202,600  (9.7)

Total 10,082,825  10,150,850  B (68,025) 13,520,000  (0.7)

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Goods & Services 

200Environment HQ 27,876  26,500  1,376  34,900  5.2 

210Waste and Cleansing Services  6,884,721  7,190,250  (305,529) 9,333,000  (4.2)

220Assets and Property Services  5,387,030  6,315,400  (928,370) 8,913,000  (14.7)

230Regulatory Services 451,558  423,900  27,658  565,700  6.5 

Total 12,751,184  13,956,050  C(1,204,866) 18,846,600  (8.6)

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Income

200Environment HQ -   -   -   -  

210Waste and Cleansing Services  (934,142) (1,017,500) 83,358  (1,465,800) 8.2 

220Assets and Property Services  (245,887) (179,000) (66,887) (253,900) (37.4)

230Regulatory Services (1,652,229) (1,901,100) 248,871  (2,511,800) 13.1 

Totals (2,832,258) (3,097,600) D 265,342  (4,231,500) 8.6 

REPORT 4                                     INCOME REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 9 - December 2023



REPORT 2                  PAYROLL REPORT

REPORT 3            GOODS & SERVICES REPORT
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