

C.20.12.2023PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid meeting of the Ards and North Down Borough Council was held at the City Hall, The Castle, Bangor and via Zoom, on Wednesday 20 December 2023 commencing at 7.00pm. 

	In the Chair:

	The Mayor (Councillor Gilmour)

	Aldermen:




	Adair (7.05pm)
Armstrong -Cotter (Zoom)
Brooks
Cummings
Graham
	McAlpine (Zoom)
McDowell (Zoom)
McIlveen
Smith

	Councillors:
	Ashe
Blaney
Boyle
Cathcart
Chambers
Creighton
Cochrane
Douglas
Edmund
Harbinson
Hollywood
S Irvine
W Irvine
Irwin
	Kennedy
Kendall
MacArthur
Martin
McCollum
McCracken
McKee (Zoom)
McLaren
McRandal
Moore
Morgan
Rossiter
Smart
Wray




Officers:	Chief Executive (S Reid), Director of Corporate Services (M Steele), Director of Place (S McCullough), Director of Prosperity (A McCullough - Zoom), Director of Environment (D Lindsay),Head of Communications and Marketing (C Jackson), and Democratic Services Officer (P Foster & J Glasgow)

1.	PRAYER

The Mayor (Councillor Gilmour) welcomed everyone to the meeting and the Chief Executive read the Council prayer. 

NOTED.

2.	APOLOGIES 

Apologies had been received from Councillors Kerr and McKimm.

At this stage Councillor Boyle advised that Councillor McKimm was currently unwell and had been advised not to return to Local Government until mid to late January.

NOTED. 

3.	DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

The Mayor asked for any Declarations of Interest and none were made. She reminded everyone that Declarations of Interest could be made at any point in the meeting, should the need arise. 

NOTED.

4.	MAYOR’S BUSINESS 

The Mayor took the opportunity to wish all members and staff a very happy and peaceful Christmas. 

She reported that she had attended many Christmas Tree lights switch on events and other Christmas activities all of which she had thoroughly enjoyed. Continuing she reported that Open House  in Bangor had successfully been awarded the UK National Lottery Project of the year by public vote and offered her congratulations to both Alison Gordon and Kieran Gilmore.  Also worth of note was Rhys McClenaghan’s recent achievement of obtaining RTE’s Sportsperson of the Year Award. 

NOTED.

(Alderman Adair entered the meeting at this stage – 7.05pm)

5.	MAYOR AND DEPUTY MAYOR ENGAGEMENTS FOR THE MONTH OF DECEMBER 2023
[bookmark: _Hlk50388641]	(Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Copy of the Mayor and Deputy Mayor Engagements for the month of December 2023.

The Mayor expressed her thanks to the Deputy Mayor for assisting her throughout the month which had been particularly busy.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Cummings, that the information be noted. 

6.	MINUTES OF COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 29 NOVEMBER 2023

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Copy of the above minutes.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the minutes be agreed.

7.	MINUTES OF COMMITTEES

7.1.	Minutes of Planning Committee dated 5 December 2023

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:-  Copy of the above minutes.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the minutes be adopted.

7.2	Minutes of Environment Committee dated 6 December 2023 

[bookmark: _Hlk146622208]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes 

Councillor Morgan proposed, seconded by Councillor Douglas, that the minutes be adopted.

Item 7 - Northern Ireland Local Authority Municipal Waste Management Statistics, April to June 2023 and Quarterly Update on Recycling Progress 

Councillor W Irvine referred to the Council’s HRC Online Booking System and asked if there would be any degree of flexibility for those residents using HRCs on a regular basis. 

In response the Director of Environment indicated that only a very small number in proportion to the total number of bookings had triggered an alert requiring them to phone in to book, around a couple of hundred relative to the tens of thousands of successful online bookings.  He indicated that the software company was making adjustments to permit officers to allow further access where use was assessed as being for legitimate household waste disposal.  

Alderman McIlveen noted that 216 residents had been affected by this over the past two months, and also noted the system would automatically reset on 1 January 2024. He surmised that the figure could greatly increase during the next 12 months and therefore he would have some concerns in respect of that. As such he suggested that Members were made aware through a report to the Environment Committee detailing proposals going forward to address such issues. 

In response the Director of Environment commented that it was important to have such checks in place within the system to flag up any potential abuse. He expressed his view that there would be no point having the system otherwise. He added that the online booking system was designed to flag up any potential abuse and on a number of occasions suspected abuse had been flagged up and a letter sent to those concerned advising that their use would be monitored.

He also said that genuine householders were dealt with sympathetically when exceptional visits had been flagged up. 

The Director reiterated that only a very small number of householders had been affected by this issue to date. As such he added that he was satisfied and not unduly concerned, particularly given his involvement with the delivery of such services for many years.

In response to further comments from Alderman McIlveen, the Director of Environment confirmed that temporary suspensions had been put into place to enable officers to consider the reasons for repeat visits to the HRCs. He added that it prior to going live, it had been understood that the system would give officers the ability to allow a householder to make additional online bookings themselves, rather than always having to call in after their number of visits had been flagged up.  This would now be rectified in coming days, and officers would be able to modify online access where they were satisfied that a householder’s use of the site was for legitimate household waste disposal purposes.  

Alderman McIlveen advised of problems householders were experiencing when trying to speak to an officer and as such he felt it was imperative that this was addressed as soon as possible.

Councillor Kendall sought clarity around making bookings for green waste only and if consideration had been given to the installation of a dedicated telephone line for booking queries. She added that some householders had had to wait a number of days before officers returned their calls. 

The Director confirmed that had been discussed adding that with the introduction of any new system there would always be teething problems anticipated. He advised that it would be made clearer that where more frequent visits were made for the primary purpose of regularly disposing of excess garden waste, householders should ensure they ticked the box for compostable waste only on the booking system – which would automatically facilitate the larger number of online bookings without issue. In respect of telephone calls the Director indicated that the team would be looking at this to ensure calls were managed in a more effective manner going forwards. 

At this stage Alderman Brooks expressed concern that this was not the busiest time of the year, which generally occurred from Easter onwards.

By way of summing up Councillor Morgan acknowledged the issues currently were with the online booking system and reassured members that the Committee would scrutinise in detail any forthcoming performance statistics. She highlighted that the recycling performance of HRCs had improved over the last reported period and expressed her thanks to the Director and his team for all of their work to date. 

[bookmark: _Hlk146622146]RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Morgan, seconded by Councillor Douglas, that the minutes be adopted.

7.3	Minutes of Place and Prosperity Committee dated 6 December 2023 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes.

Councillor McCracken proposed, seconded by Councillor Hollywood, that the minutes be adopted.
Item 11 - Response to Notice of Motion – Safety Concerns at Kircubbin Harbour 

Councillor Boyle noted the decision made by the Committee which would essentially see any decision being taken on it deferred for almost six months. By way of an update he advised that he had been invited to attend a recent meeting of the Group where it was apparent that they had accepted the Department’s response and were now moving forwards to consider how best they could proceed to purchase the Harbour in order to carry out the necessary works.

The Director of Place confirmed that as outlined in the minutes that was the officer’s understanding of the current situation and as such a response from the Group was not anticipated.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McCracken, seconded by Councillor Hollywood, that the minutes be adopted.

7.4	Minutes of Corporate Services Committee dated 12 December 2023

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes.

Councillor Moore proposed, seconded by Councillor MacArthur, that the minutes be adopted.

Item 8a -  Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor S Irvine, Councillor W Irvine and Councillor Brooks

As a matter of accuracy, Councillor McRandal asked that the vote record be amended to read 10 voting For and 4 voting Against.

NOTED.

Item 8a -  Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor S Irvine, Councillor W Irvine and Councillor Brooks

At this stage Councillor McRandal referred to part (2) of Standing Order 18.1 adding that he wished to propose an amendment in respect of Item 8(a), the flags Notice of Motion.

Councillor McRandal proposed, seconded by Councillor McCracken, that this Council does not amend the flags policy to fly the flag at war memorials 365 days a year. 

The proposer, Councillor McRandal stated that the Alliance Party supported the flying of the Union Flag from Council Civic Headquarters on designated days. This long-standing party policy was a balanced arrangement acknowledging the constitutional status of Northern Ireland as part of the United Kingdom whilst also upholding legal obligations. 

In respect of War Memorials Councillor McRandal stated that Alliance continued to support the flying of the Union Flag at War Memorials at relevant Remembrance events. The Party did not however support the politicisation of war memorials or the act of remembrance and as such believed that the bringing of this Motion was a political move. He added that they believed that the decision taken at Committee was a bad decision, adding that Alliance treated the Union Flag with respect, not to score political points with it.

Continuing Councillor McRandal stated that his Party believed the proposal to fly the Union Flag 365 days a year at all War Memorials was contrary to the Section 75 Good Relations duty. Flying the Union Flag at Remembrance events only served to highlight the significance of the period, and flying the flag permanently could risk undermining this.

He said that the Royal British Legion had previously opposed proposals in 2013 to fly the Union Flag permanently at the cenotaph in Belfast City Hall, arguing that the Garden of Remembrance was "sacrosanct" and should not be politicised. He further noted that the Royal British Legion Headquarter Area Office (Ireland) responded to Belfast City Council consultation in 2013 saying:

“As the nation’s custodian of Remembrance, the Legion is committed to helping everyone understand the importance of Remembrance, so those sacrifices are never forgotten. Remembrance of all those who have fallen should unite, not divide. It is sacrosanct and should not be politicised in any way. We would therefore oppose the Garden of Remembrance becoming involved in the flag debate for that reason and, in the interests of keeping Remembrance free of controversy, cannot agree to any change to the current policy of flag-flying at the Cenotaph”.

In conclusion Councillor McRandal stated that Alliance did not vote in support of the Council’s current flag policy and as such could not support the Notice of Motion. If the decision taken at Committee was ratified it would mean that there would be three Union Flags being flown 365 days a year in Holywood, including two in close proximity at the War Memorial and at Queen’s Leisure Complex. He asked his Holywood and Clandeboye colleagues, if they thought that was appropriate for Holywood and its’ people. He also asked if they would be prepared to support that.
Councillor McRandal stated that it was undeniable that the proposal to amend the current flag policy to fly the Union Flag at every war memorial all year round would serve to make the Council’s flag policy much more expansive and extensive. He added that it may also result in the Council acting against its legal duties and potentially risking legal challenge.

Councillor McRandal asked for a recorded vote to be taken on the matter.

Commenting as seconder, Councillor McCracken noted the Imperial War Museum estimated that there were 100,000 War Memorials throughout the UK and it was noted the vast majority of those did not display the Union Flag at all, never mind 365 days a year.  As such he stated that he did not fully understand the logic behind the original motion. Remembrance Day had been celebrated in Northern Ireland for over a century at War Memorials were flags had not been flown 365 days a year.  As such he expressed the view that past Remembrance events and indeed future Remembrance events would not be diminished in any way because the Union Flag was not flown 365 days.

Continuing Councillor McCracken commented that Remembrance Day was of special significance to him having served in the Royal Irish Regiment during the Troubles and subsequently in the Territorial Army in London. One of his highlights during that time had been parading at Whitehall in London and marching past the Cenotaph.  At this stage Councillor McCracken referred to his various family members who had also served in the military adding that Remembrance Day was very much part of his history and heritage. However he indicated that he could not support the original motion because in his view it would politicise what should not be politicised. While he respected both the original proposer and seconder indicating that was not likely to be their intention it would undoubtedly end up being the case. 

The Alliance Party, he stated, fully supported the custom and practice of the flying of flags at commemorative events and it did not support change which risked mixing War Memorials with identity politics. The Alliance Party’s traditional approach was in keeping with custom and practice across the UK, adding that the Armed Forces themselves did not support the motion and several senior veterans had confirmed that. He added that the majority of veterans were content with the flag being flown from dawn to dusk on Remembrance Day, something which was in line with UK Flag Policy. He referred to the design of War Memorials which were fully supported by the Royal British Legion who were the custodians of Remembrance Day. Continuing Councillor McCracken stated that Remembrance should be about listening to everyone and reflecting. He added that freedom was defined by mutual respect, creating an inclusive society adding that the most important aspect of remembrance was the two-minute silence. During Remembrance everyone united across faith, culture and nationalities. Councillor McCracken stated the Royal Irish Regiment was a great example of uniting all. A regiment that recruited from across the island of Ireland, north and south. Whose regimental tie depicted Ireland’s national symbol shamrocks, whose cap badge was a harp, whose mascot was an Irish Wolfhound named after Ireland’s most famous High King (Brian Boru). Whose motto was in Gaelic - Faugh a Ballagh – clear the way.

In summing up Councillor McCracken stated that it was his wish to ensure Remembrance remained an inclusive commemoration, about the future and educating young people.  As such all should be welcome at Remembrance events regardless of your religion, culture, nationality or age. Councillor McCracken urged all those in the Council chamber to support the amendment.

Alderman McAlpine stated that she would not support the flying of the Union Flag 365 days at War Memorials as she would not want to upset others. She commented that members of her family had served at the Battle of the Somme and as such she annually stood for the two minutes silence to remember. She reiterated the need to ensure that other people were not upset particularly given that 14% of  residents in the Borough were Catholic. Continuing she expressed the view that the Union Flag was not something which needed to be flown 365 days a year. Instead she was of the opinion it was more meaningful to have it flown on those designated days.

Alderman Smith stated that he could not support the amendment although he would take on board all of the comments made by members to date. For him it was custom and practice in his District Electoral Area for the Union Flag to be flown 365 days a year at both Comber Square and Ballygowan War Memorials.  Continuing Alderman Smith acknowledged that the Alliance Party had a different policy in respect of matters such as this however he asked them to respect democracy at this time.  He noted how the matter had previously been Called-In and commented that all were entitled to their own viewpoint. He asked them again to respect democracy and the wishes of the majority of those in the Council Chamber. He referred to recent talks which had been ongoing in an attempt to restore the Northern Ireland Executive commenting that the Alliance Party had been noted commenting that while Party’s could bring down the Executive they should not and that was something which he agreed with.  However similarly in the Council Chamber Party’s could block any decisions being made in the Council Chamber but he stated that just because they could did not necessarily mean that they should. In summing up he forecast that a vote would be taken on this amendment, it would fall and the Council would proceed with its original proposal. He appealed to everyone to respect democracy.

Councillor S Irvine stated that while he could not support the amendment he did respect Councillor McRandal’s comments. He did however express regret with his comments around the Royal British Legion stating that was an issue which was being dealt with by Belfast City Council and the issue being discussed here was within the Ards and North Down Borough.  Councillor Irvine also acknowledged Councillor McCracken’s comments in respect of his military service and thanked him for that, however he added that he had constituents within his own DEA regularly asking him why the Union Flag could not be flown 365 days a year at War Memorials. Councillor Irvine stated that the Union Flag symbolised unity and solidarity of the diverse regions that made up the United Kingdom as a composite of the flags of England, Scotland and Northern Ireland.  Flying the Union Flag at War Memorials reinforced the idea that, regardless of our differences everyone stood united in honouring those who had fought for the greater good. 

Continuing Councillor S Irvine stated that the Union Flag was a powerful symbol of sacrifice. War Memorials were sacred and commemorated the lives lost in the defence of freedom, justice and democracy. By flying the Union Flag at those memorials, homage was paid to the countless individuals who had made the ultimate sacrifice. The flag served as a visual reminder of the courage and selflessness displayed by the servicemen and servicewomen who fought on behalf of our nation, ensuring that their legacy endured for generations. Councillor Irvine stated that he took homage to Councillor McRandal’s suggestion that he was using this as a political statement, he stated that he was not. A War Memorial was, he stated a sacred place, a place for remembrance and respect. As such he asked for democracy and respect that the Union Flag was flown in what was a sacred place at War Memorials, throughout the Borough. 

Councillor W Irvine stated that he could not support the amendment adding that he disagreed with bringing the Royal British Legion into the debate and being effectively used as a political football. Continuing he stated that the Union Flag was a flag for all and the only way for the country to move forwards was through the adoption of a shared future. That shared future included the value of the nation and remembering the sacrifices of those who fought and died for our future.  Councillor W Irvine added that the act of remembrance occurred 365 days a year and he was aware that many veteran’s families remembered the fallen every day of the year. As such he urged members not to Call-In the matter and felt that the decision made by the Corporate Services Committee had the broad support of those living in the Borough. As such he believed that the Union Flag should be flown 365 days a year in a respectful manner to honour all of those who had fought and died for their country and our freedom.

Alderman McIlveen commented that the vast majority of those in the Council Chamber had family members who had served and as such had even more reason to remember, which he added was important to do. He welcomed Councillor W Irvine’s comments that remembrance was not just a one-day event. Continuing he reminded members that what was being done here was seeking to address an anomaly which had occurred following the merger of the two legacy Councils. He reminded members that only six months ago an EQIA had been undertaken and legal advice obtained on the issue of flags. As part of that process feedback had been obtained from the public who did not understand why the Union Flag was not flown 365 days in some areas whereas in other parts of the Borough it was. At that time the Council fully considered the EQIA and its Section 75 obligations. Therefore Alderman McIlveen asked the Alliance Party to let the Council get to that stage adding that everyone knew what the response would be, given that it was undertaken so recently and had received overwhelming support in respect of the flying of the Union Flag at War Memorials. He acknowledged, however, the concern in respect of the flying of the Union Flag at the Church Street Offices, Newtownards. As such he asked members in the Chamber to respect democracy, respect the views of those who had responded to the EQIA earlier this year and added that he would not be supporting the amendment.

Councillor Martin acknowledged that the debate in the Council Chamber had been very respectful and rightly so given its serious nature around remembrance. He noted Councillor McCracken’s comments about his military service and thanked him for that. In respect of remembrance he believed that it was for everyone and as such it did not matter about your race, your background, how wealthy you were or your religion.  As such he expressed disappointment with Alderman McAlpine’s comments in bringing it down to that level as it should not matter. At this stage Councillor Martin recalled some of his own family history and about those family members who had also served. He reiterated that for him race and religion did not matter in respect of remembrance and as such should not matter in relation to what was being debated now. Continuing he stated that in respect of flags and War Memorials, all that really mattered was that all of those people had served their country and as such the flag, were representative of the country which they served. He stated that he was extremely proud of the flag and of the service given by all before him and while others may have a differing view on that it was ultimately about remembrance and as such he did not believe that it was disrespectful for the that flag to fly at War Memorials all year round. As such he indicated that he would not be supporting the amendment.

Councillor Boyle stated that he rose to oppose the motion which had been submitted by Councillor S Irvine and Alderman Brooks and instead would support the amendment. He felt it was a case of ‘here we go again’ with it coming on the back of a similar failed motion previously submitted to decorate a Council building with a flag. In fact he added that it reminded him of almost a last-ditch attempt to get it pushed through.

Continuing he questioned where some Unionists came from particularly when the larger Unionist parties appeared to have fallen into line with motions they would never have brought to the Council Chamber. The reason for that being that they had been content and at most times confident with a settled policy whereby respect continued to be demonstrated in a rightful and dignified manner on an annual basis on appropriate days and dates throughout the Borough. He added that there were aspects within the content of Council buildings that could do with inspections and further reports, something he noted was to have taken place some years ago.

Councillor Boyle stated that he did not accept the proposal as being something which demonstrated some form of greater respect for the war dead, for those who gave their lives and paid the ultimate sacrifice so that we could all enjoy our freedom. Instead he believed that it was more of a stunt to establish a greater number of permanently flying Union Flags across the Borough.  As such he found the motion disrespectful and to a degree insulting to those brave souls that paid the ultimate sacrifice. Referring to the current policy he noted that through that the war dead were remembered with dignity and respect and felt that events to do that should not be weakened by simply having flags erected and flying every day of the year. He added that he would refrain from asking how many members frequented those locations for moments of appreciation and reflection throughout the year, outside of the dates already within the Council Policy.

Continuing Councillor Boyle commented that to simply have Union Flags erected permanently, as had been stated before by those visiting those venues, did not carry or had the same impact or respect as whenever flown on specific dates and occasions. He expressed the view that whenever it was felt that it had to be stated that it was hoped the motion would not cause offence, that in itself created a level of uncertainty of being exactly what it could do or had the potential to do over that of the current respectful policy. To also talk about ‘not calling in a decision’ indicated that the motion if passed was at best questionable and at worse wrong. Call-Ins he reminded members were only enacted whenever something was agreed to be done on a majority basis within a Council that was viewed not to be right.

As a representative of Holywood and Clandeboye DEA, Councillor McLaren stated that she fully respected Councillor McRandal’s concerns in relation to the flying of three Union Flags in close proximity in Holywood. She added that she agreed that would be an excessive use of the Union Flag, especially given their location at the entrance of the town.  Continuing she indicated that she would be open to discussion on such matters and she did believe that the drafting of a new EQIA would allow for that matter to be explored. Having said that she did not believe that it was a reason to oppose the original motion and as such she was still happy to support that with the appropriate acknowledgement of the concerns raised.

Alderman Brooks commented that as a Councillor for ten years he had been quite shocked this evening because for the first time in the Council Chamber, references to Protestants and Catholics had been brought into the debate. Continuing he referred to a recent issue in his own DEA about a school closing and the entire community had got behind it and no one had ever referred to it as the Catholic school. He added that he had never heard Councillor Boyle refer to the Catholics in Portaferry, or Alderman Adair refer to the Protestants in Cloughey. Instead it was always the community, Unionists or Nationalists and Alderman Brooks reminded members that during the First World War those that served were from all traditions and communities. He stated that he was just very disappointed with Alderman McAlpine’s comments and production of statistics on the matter, none of which he felt was necessary.

At this stage Councillor Chambers commented that he had not shared his colleague’s optimism on the proposal being ratified and instead had felt it was quite obvious the amendment would come forward. Continuing he stated that he would not describe himself as insecure Unionist or one who felt the need to have the Union Flag flying from every lamppost in the Borough. However when it came to War Memorials he was of the opinion that it was fitting and unoffensive given where they were to be placed and what they signified. Continuing he indicated that he also wished to refer to Alderman McAlpine’s comments stating that he too had been disappointed that she had felt it necessary to bring religion into the debate. He added that he had also found it extremely disappointing that she mentioned there were 14%-15% Catholics residing in the Borough and the insinuation that purely because of their religion they would automatically be offended by this decision. Councillor Chambers stated that he had found that completely outrageous and that she had also suggested that we needed to be mindful of their opinion. Again the insinuation that they would find this offensive and he expressed the view that that would not actually be the case and as such he reiterated his disappointment. In summing up he stated that if the original proposal was to go through this evening he would hope that the Alliance Party would not try to activate the Call-In mechanism given that their Party over the past few years has been against the veto at Stormont and as such he would find that rather hypocritical of them. He added that he hoped the debate would end with a decision this evening.

On the amendment being put to the meeting, with 13 voting FOR, 23 AGAINST, 2 ABSTAINING and 2 ABSENT, the Amendment was declared LOST.

The recorded vote was as follows:

	FOR (13)
	AGAINST (23)
	ABSTAINED (2)
	ABSENT (2)

	Aldermen:
	Aldermen:
	Councillors:
	Councillors:

	McAlpine
	Adair
	Kendall
	Kerr

	McDowell
	Armstrong-Cotter
	McKee
	McKimm

	Councillors:
	Brooks
	
	

	Ashe
	Cummings
	
	

	Boyle
	Graham
	
	

	Creighton
	McIlveen
	
	

	Harbinson
	Smith
	
	

	Irwin
	Councillors:
	
	

	McCollum
	Blaney
	
	

	McCracken
	Cathcart
	
	

	McRandal
	Chambers
	
	

	Moore
	Cochrane
	
	

	Morgan
	Douglas
	
	

	Rossiter
	Edmund
	
	

	
	Gilmour
	
	

	
	Hollywood
	
	

	
	Irvine S
	
	

	
	Irvine W
	
	

	
	Kennedy
	
	

	
	MacArthur
	
	

	
	Martin
	
	

	
	McLaren
	
	

	
	Smart
	
	

	
	Wray
	
	



RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Moore, seconded by Councillor MacArthur, that the minutes be adopted.

7.5 	Minutes of Community and Wellbeing Committee dated 13 December 2023 

[bookmark: _Hlk146622702]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Martin, seconded by Councillor Boyle, that the minutes be adopted.

8.	COURSES AND CONFERENCES

8.1.	NAC – Environment/Positive Action Conference 12-14 January 2024 
(Appendix II)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report detailing that the Council had received an invitation from the National Association of Councillors inviting members and Council officers to its Conference at The Little Haven Hotel, South Shields, England. The conference would be held on 12 to 14 January 2024.

The NAC wrote that:

“As we face a Climate Emergency and we will be looking at positive projects carried out by local authorities in the north east of England and in particular Tyneside. Delegates will learn about schemes that have just been carried out such as The Viking Energy Network Jarrow and The Holborn Renewable Energy Network. Delegates will also look at the Implementation of waste reforms.

A range of speakers who were heavily involved in driving environmental schemes forward will be in attendance and we will be discussing how these schemes are working and what the practicalities are including the political ramifications. This will be followed by a question and answer sessions.

The conference would be of use to members from all local authorities”.

[bookmark: _Hlk153288492]The booking form could be found at appendix 1. The workshops were free of charge to attend. The costs incurred would be the delegate dee of £350 plus, travel and subsistence. 

RECOMMENDED that Council considers whether it wishes to nominate a Member(s) to attend the Conference and incur travel and subsistence costs. 

Councillor McRandal proposed, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that Alderman McDowell be nominated to attend.

As there was a division in the Council Chamber a vote was taken by a show of hands.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McRandal, seconded by Councillor Morgan, with 12 voting For and 6 voting Against, that Alderman McDowell be nominated to attend.

9.	PEACE PLUS PARTNERSHIP
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report stating that at the Community and Wellbeing meeting held on 22 March 2022 a report was tabled outlining the model for the delivery of PEACEPLUS and requesting that the new Partnership be granted delegated authority from Council to develop and deliver an Action Plan.  This was agreed by Council on 30 March 2022.

The PEACEPLUS Partnership had undergone a co design process to develop a Plan for submission to SEUPB for funding of approximately £5.6m. Two out of the three themes involved in the plan had been agreed in detail to date by the partnership.

Following a review of documentation received from SEUPB and from discussions with other Councils it had been determined that AND was the only Council which had granted delegated authority to its PEACEPLUS Partnership for the entire design and decisions on delivery of the programme.  

For example – Belfast PEACEPLUS Partnership completed the co design process and the passed the list of capital concepts to a Council officer subgroup to make decisions in relation to that strand of their action plan.  This approach mitigated the risk to Council of the Partnership taking a decision which could result in significant overspends on capital projects. It also dealt with potential conflicts of interest of PEACEPLUS Partnership members.  

Therefore, In order to avoid partnership decisions that may result in overspending, (which was a risk for Council and not the partnership), and conflicts of interest coming into play that may result in queries over decisions made being raised, officers believed that Council should make final decisions in this regard. While it was possible for Council to delegate a decision making function to the Partnership, Council would retain ultimate liability for any decisions the Partnership made on its behalf. Furthermore, given the potential for decisions to be challenged and thus the importance of a robust decision making process, it was considered that from a risk perspective it would be best if decision making reverted back to the Council and the delegated authority previously granted to the Partnership was withdrawn.

It was therefore considered appropriate that Council rescinds such delegated authority to the PEACEPLUS Partnership from 1 January 2024, and that Partnership recommendations will be brought to Council for approval in relation to the proposals to SEUPB and the development and implementation of the PEACEPLUS Plan.

RECOMMENDED that Council rescinds delegated authority from the PEACEPLUS Partnership from 1 January 2024 in order to mitigate risks to Council.

Alderman McIlveen proposed, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted.

The proposer, Alderman McIlveen agreed that the approach outlined in the report was a sensible one and one which would see the risk lying with the Council rather than the Partnership.

The seconder Councillor Boyle agreed with those sentiments.

Referring to the Partnership minutes, Councillor McKee noted there appeared to have been some difficulties which he felt was disappointing. Continuing he proceeded to ask a number of questions including noting that this Council was the only one to delegate all design and associated decisions to the Partnership. As such Councillor McKee asked if the risks had been understood prior to the formation of the Partnership how was the Council the only one which had taken that approach.

In response the Director of Community & Wellbeing commented that it was a case of that the risks had manifested themselves over a period of time, however it was worth noting the Partnership had been successful in other areas. He added that two of the three themes had been agreed to date, however since the beginning of August it had been grappling with a shortlist of a dozen capital projects and had been unable to take a decision on those.

Councillor McKee asked in respect of Peace IV were decisions delegated to the Partnership, in respect of design or was it operated in the way which was being proposed now.  The Director indicated that he believed the appointment of contractors to oversee the delivery of capital projects came through the Council but added that there had been a degree of devolved power at that time. He added that he would however need to check that detail further.

Referring to the recommendation Councillor McKee noted that it was being proposed to return the delegated authority back to Council and as such he asked for some further details on how that would take place. The Director indicated that the first item to be brought back to Council would be the applications themselves which would include details of the three themes of each of the projects. He added that all three projects would come back to Council in February 2024 for a final decision to be taken.

At this stage Councillor McKee indicated that he was content to support the recommendation as it appeared to be the only way forward. He did however express some concern that the Council’s reputation could have been damaged by the poor handling of this process and as such residents and applicants could feel let down as a result.

At this stage Councillor McRandal commented that on initially reading the report it had raised a number of questions for him which he had discussed with the Director. As such he asked the Director to make it clear to the Chamber what this meant for the process going forward. He added that it was his understanding that in respect of the work of the Partnership nothing would change and the only difference would be the removal of the delegated authority and those decisions being brought to the Council for consideration. 

In response the Director confirmed that to be the case confirming that the process would be based as how the Council’s Standing Committees operated bringing forward recommendations for ratification by Council. He added however that there remained a lot of work for the Partnership still to undertake.

Rising as an independent member of previous Peace IV Partnership, Councillor Wray recalled how smoothly it had been run with clear rationale behind the marking of tender bids. That was then brought to the Council for approval. Some of those projects were fantastic and he did not wish for any negativity to take over as Peace was an amazing project and one which everyone should be supportive of. While understating the concerns he asked why the Council had diverged from a successful way of operating to what had been adopted to date, adding that he would have concern that some members could become disenfranchised from the Partnership.

The Director advised that the issues had evolved within the Partnership during the past five to six months and divisions had been created and in order to provide a layer of protection for all, what was before Members was considered to be the best way forward.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the recommendation be adopted.

(Councillor Hollywood left the Chamber at this stage – 8.24pm)

10.	CHANGES TO CONDUCTING COMMITTEE AND COUNCIL MEETINGS AND CHANGES TO THE STANDING ORDERS 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report detailing that at recent meetings of the Party Group Leaders and the Independent and Small Member Party Group, a number of potential changes to address the length and frequency of Council, Committee and other meetings were discussed.

A number of ‘good practice’ actions were considered for discussion, including that: 

· Officers review the number, frequency and efficacy of Working Groups, Sub-Committees and Workshops outside of the Standing Committees. 
· Officers review the Council (where appropriate) and Committee meeting agenda format, taking reports requiring decision/action first, with reports ‘to note’ grouped together later in the agenda. For Council meetings, the aim would be to overall reduce number of reports taken to directly to Council and; 
· Officers to re-issue guidance to all Members on the appropriate use of Any Other Notified Business.

In line with Article 5 of the Council’s Constitution on the role of the Chairperson, it was considered useful to remind the Chair to be more robust in enforcing the Standing Orders and controlling inputs that were not relevant to the item being debated. In order to ensure appropriate support was given to the Chair to do, Officers should maintain a good understanding of the Standing Orders. 

It was also considered helpful to review the Scheme of Delegation to give more responsibility to the Corporate Leadership Team. Council currently agreed the annual Service Plans and budgets. Directors were focussed on their delivery, returning to Council on exception for example, for scrutiny of performance or abnormality or if key decisions and approvals are required. A report on a recommended update of the Scheme of Delegation would be brought back to Council at a later stage. A request for a list of delegated decisions taken would not be practical at this time. 

Changes to Standing Orders
In addition to the above, two changes were recommended to be made to the Standing Orders. The Standing Order as it was currently written (Standing Orders, version 9, December 2021) were outlined below, with changes to the text marked in red:

Standing Order 20.15, Duration of Speeches
· “Except with the permission of the Council, a Member, in introducing a Motion, shall not speak for more than ten five minutes and in replying, for more than five three minutes. Other speakers shall be allowed one interaction which last no longer than five three minutes. The duration of speeches is not inclusive of the Officer’s response”.

Standing Order 11, Attendance of Members at Committees
To address the number of questions raised at Council on reports previously taken to Committee, it was recommended that Members be given dispensation to request at Council that a report be taken back to the Committee where Members who were not members of the Committee would be, at the discretion of the Chair, permitted to speak but not vote. Members should note the risk of referring reports back to Committee which, if many, could impact the length of Committee meetings. 

The changes were recommended as follows:

· “Any Elected Member may attend a Committee meeting of which he/she is not a Member, but may not take a Council seat within the main meeting area and instead should sit in the public gallery if and subject to permission of the Chairman of the Committee, shall be given dispensation to speak on a matter that has been referred back to the Committee for consideration, but shall not, unless he/she is a Member of the Committee, vote in any division or propose any resolution or amendment. A matter may only be referred back to the Committee once. Items considered by the Planning Committee may not be referred back by an Elected Member who is not a Member of the Planning Committee. If the public and press are excluded from the meeting the Member is not required to leave the room but rather be bound by the restrictions imposed at that part of the meeting. 

Standing Order 17.1, Motions
The changes were proposed as follows: 
· Notice of every motion, other than a motion which under Standing Order 17.2 may be moved without notice, shall be given in writing, signed by at least two Members of the Council giving the notice, to the Chief Executive not later than at least five working days before the next meeting of the Council. Each motion must have a proposer and seconder. The motion must be clear in meaning otherwise it shall be rejected until such time as it is resubmitted in clear language. Prior to lodging a notice of motion, members should take the opportunity to engage with the relevant Director on current action being taken and options available to have the subject matter addressed. This may assist members in formulating the terms of notice of motion. The motion must be submitted and not later than five working days before the meeting.

Standing Order 17.1.7 – 
· If the subject matter of any motion of which notice has been properly given comes within the remit of any Committee it shall, upon being moved and seconded, stand referred without discussion to that Committee, or to such other Committee as the Council may determine, for consideration and report. The Presiding Chairperson may, if they consider it urgent and necessary to the dispatch of business, allow the motion to be dealt with at the meeting at which it is brought forward. Where such a motion is deemed urgent, the Presiding Chairperson shall give notice of this decision to the Members at least one day in advance of the meeting at which that motion is to be heard.

Stand Down Standing Orders 
Members should be aware when making these decisions, that under Standing Order 29 – Suspension and Amendment of Standing Orders - that any motion to, add to, vary or revoke the Standing Orders would, when proposed and seconded, stand adjourned and be referred without discussion to the next ordinary meeting of the Council and any resultant amendment would be ratified at the meeting. 

Any motion under this Standing Order to suspend the Standing Orders shall require the support of a qualified majority vote and suspension can only be for the duration of the meeting. 

RECOMMENDED that Council agrees to adopt the ‘good practice’ changes in this report and further considers the recommended changes to the Standing Orders as set out and agrees that they are stood down without debate for one month, being brought back to the Council meeting in January 2024.

At this stage the Mayor reminded members that the Standing Orders element of the report would not be up for discussion and instead  would be referred without discussion to the next meeting of the Council. She added that she was also aware of ongoing discussions between Group Party Leaders on the matter.

Alderman McIlveen proposed, seconded by Councillor McRandal, that the recommendation be adopted.

The proposer Alderman McIlveen commented that everyone would only be too well aware of the Council meetings lasting five hours becoming the new ‘normal’. As such he was pleased that other members felt exactly the same way about it particularly given that every other Council in Northern Ireland could have its Council meeting completed within an hour and a half. As such he stated that he was pleased to see that a roadmap was now in place to try to deal with this and he looked forward to the debate around Standing Orders at the next Council meeting. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor McRandal, that the recommendation be adopted.

11.	SEALING DOCUMENTS

RESOLVED: -		(On the proposal of Alderman Adair, 
seconded by Councillor Edmund)

THAT the Seal of the Council be affixed to the following documents:-

(a) Grant of Rights of Burials: D40269-D40286
(b) ANDBC and Dorrian Quality Developments Ltd
(c) ANDBC to Copelands Marina Limited – Lease of the Boat park, Donaghadee

(Councillor Hollywood re-entered the meeting at this stage – 8.27pm)

12.	Transfers of rights of Burial

The Mayor advised that there were no Transfers of Rights of Burial.

NOTED.

13.	NOTICE OF MOTION STATUS REPORT 
	(Appendix III)	 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- A Status Report in respect of Notices of Motion. 

This was a standing item on the Council agenda each month and its aim was to keep Members updated on the outcome of Motions. Please note that as each Motion had been dealt with, it would be removed from the report.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.  

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Alderman Smith, that the recommendation be adopted.

14.	NOTICES OF MOTION 

[bookmark: _Hlk107926604]14.1. 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McLaren and Councillor Hollywood 

Councillor McLaren proposed, seconded by Councillor Hollywood, that this Council recognises the growing concerns and impact of single use vapes on young people, schools, and our local environment. Calls on Council Officers to undertake a full review of options available to address these concerns and strengthen enforcement. This Council also calls on a ban on the importation of illicit vapes and calls on Stormont, at the earliest opportunity, to bring forward legislation to enforce regulations that will combat illicit importations. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McLaren, seconded by Councillor Hollywood, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Community & Wellbeing Committee.

14.2.	Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman Adair & Councillor MacArthur

Alderman Adair proposed, seconded by Councillor MacArthur, that this Council notes the continuing issue of dead seals washed up on our beaches and coastline and the negative impact that this has on the use of beaches when the carcasses are not picked up in a timely manner. It therefore tasks officers to bring forward a report to ensure seal carcasses are prioritised for removal as soon as possible after reporting to ensure that our beaches continue to be a clean, safe, and well-managed coastal environment to be enjoyed by everyone.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Adair, seconded by Councillor MacArthur, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Environment Committee.

[bookmark: _Hlk108079964]14.3.	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Boyle & Councillor Wray

At this stage the Mayor informed members that she had agreed, due to the timing impending increase, that merits the request and it would be heard this evening.

Councillor Boyle proposed, seconded by Councillor Wray, that this Council writes to the Department for Infrastructure (DFI) objecting to the significant proposed percentage increases to charges involving the structures along with pedestrian and various vehicle usage, availing of the Strangford Ferry Services.
The proposer, Councillor Boyle, thanked the Mayor for allowing his motion to be heard this evening. The reason for this was that there was currently a 30 day consultation period underway which commenced on 29 November 2023 with reference to the proposed price increase for those wishing to avail of the Strangford Ferry Service. He recalled the many issues and improvements throughout the years associated with the Ferry Service adding that he wished to express his thanks to the current management of Brendan Matchett and his team who had always gone the extra mile to accommodate their user and customer base despite facing their own difficulties.

While everyone would only be too familiar with price increases to many services throughout society Councillor Boyle believed that increases to the charges for the Strangford Ferry Service should, if necessary, be reflective of the inflation rate. While the cost of living increased sharply during 2021 and 2022, the annual rate of inflation reached 11.1.% in October 2022, a 41 year high, before subsequently easing.  Recent data showed that it was 6.7% in September, 4.6% in October and currently was sitting at 3.9%. Therefore he believed that the Council should be requesting an inflation based increase in prices rather than that of the current proposed increased levels from DfI which would see increases by 30%.

At this stage Councillor Boyle provided members with examples of the proposed price increases:

· Passenger £1 rising to £1.30
· Car and Passenger £5.80 rising to £7.70
· 20 journey Smart Card rising from £50 to £66.70

For a regular user a 20-journey ticket would cost £50 equating to a £400 annual increase for Ferry charges.

For many Councillor Boyle noted there was no alternative for those living geographically isolated, particularly at the most southern tip of the Ards Peninsula, but to access the Strangford Ferry Service. While it was accepted that there had not been a price increase for some years, to propose a 30% increase he suggested that DfI needed to reconsider this given the impact it would have on everyone from local users, tourists and those operating businesses bordering both sides of Strangford Lough. He asked Members for their support.

Commenting as seconder Councillor Wray acknowledged that prices for the Strangford Ferry had not been increased since 2009. While the price increase had been set in line with inflation, a 30% price increase was unprecedented and as such he believed that it needed to be challenged. It was after all an essential service for many using it to access schools, businesses and those with caring responsibilities. Continuing he noted the recent operational problems with the Ferry and the potential impact the suggested price increases could have on tourism, particularly as the Council currently was keen to attract new businesses and tourism to the Borough. While he sympathised with the Civil Servants responsible for making such decisions in the absence of an Executive he was adamant of the Council’s need to push back on the proposed increases and encouraged members to support the motion.

Rising in support of the motion, Alderman Adair added that he too was aware of how much those living in the communities of the lower Ards Peninsula relied upon the Strangford Ferry Service. He too acknowledged that there had been no price increase since 2009 but agreed that the proposed price increase of up to 35% was exceptionally high. Alderman Adair commented that he had previously raised the matter at the October committee meeting and recalled that a meeting was to be set up to discuss any proposed price increases. Continuing he too paid tribute to Brendan Matchett and his team for the service they provided to the local community. Alderman Adair commented that the issue was not the result of the absence of an Executive but rather Northern Ireland not having enough money to run its various Departments. He added that his Party had been the only one to ask for additional funding for Northern Ireland’s public services.

Thanking the members for bringing forward the Motion, Alderman McAlpine agreed that the proposed price increases were disappointing and would put many people off using the Ferry service. Coupled with that would be the detrimental impact upon daily users of the service and tourists alike. 

Councillor Edmund commented that the Strangford Ferry Service was essential for many but especially those in Portaferry and Strangford who used it on daily basis. As such he hoped the Department would revisit their proposed price increases, particularly in light of the fact that one Ferry had been out of service for a year. 

By way of summing up, Councillor Boyle thanked members for their comments and support.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Wray, that this Council writes to the Department for Infrastructure (DFI) objecting to the significant proposed percentage increases to charges involving the structures along with pedestrian and various vehicle usage, availing of the Strangford Ferry Services.

Circulated for Information 
(Appendix IV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Undernoted items of information:

a) Institute of Public Health (IPH) and Tobacco Free Research Institute (TFRI) hosted a webinar to launch the findings of a new report, "Children and gambling - evidence to inform regulation and responses in Ireland". (Correspondence attached)
b) Independent Reporting Commission -  Sixth Report  www.ircommission.org/publications (Correspondence attached)

Councillor Wray proposed, seconded by Alderman Smith, that CFI (a) be noted, and CFI (b) be referred to the relevant Committee. 

The proposer, Councillor Wray commented that the Independent Reporting Commission report was of great significance and referred to topics included in two Motions recently raised by Alderman McIlveen and Councillor Smart. Given its significance he therefore felt it was important for the Council to consider the report further at the appropriate Committee.

The seconder, Alderman Smith welcomed the report and expressed his support for the proposal.

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Alderman Smith, that CFI (a) be noted, and CFI (b) be referred to the Community and Wellbeing Committee. 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC AND PRESS 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor Smart, that the public/press be excluded from the undernoted items of confidential business. 

15. 	REQUEST FOR A WAYLEAVE AT KILTONGA, bELFAST ROAD, nEWTOWNARDS  
(Appendix V)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDING THAT INFORMATION)

Council was asked to consider granting NIE a Wayleave over land at Kiltonga Industrial Estate.  A 3rd party had applied to NIE for an increased load and part of the cable needed to go over Council land.  It was recommended that the Council acceded to the request from NIE. 

The recommendation was adopted.

READMITTANCE OF PUBLIC AND PRESS 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the public/press be readmitted to the meeting.   

MAYOR’S FINAL REMARKS

The Mayor took the opportunity at this stage to wish everyone a Merry Christmas and extended an opportunity to Members to visit her Parlour after the meeting had concluded for some festive cheer.

NOTED.

TERMINATION OF MEETING

The meeting terminated at 8.48pm.




31
