


			EC 08.11.23PM
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, 8th November 2023 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:		 
 
In the Chair: 	Councillor Morgan
	
Aldermen:               	Armstrong-Cotter		McAlpine 
Cummings
	                                                               					
Councillors:		Blaney (Zoom 7.09 pm)	McKee (Zoom) 
Boyle 				Harbinson
Cathcart			Rossiter (Zoom)
Douglas			Smart (7.12 pm)
Edmund			Wray 
Kerr (Zoom 7.14 pm)			
					  	  	 			 	
Officers: 	Director of Environment (D Lindsay), Head of Assets and Property Services (P Caldwell), Building Control Services Manager (R McCracken), and Democratic Services Officer (H Loebnau)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from Councillor McKimm and apologies for lateness were received from Councillors Blaney, Smart and Kerr.

NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.   

NOTED. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712579][bookmark: _Hlk117849619]3.	ItEM WITHDRAWN   
		
AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor Douglas, to note.        

4.	Environment directorate budgetary control report – september 2023 
		
	PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the Environment Directorate’s Budgetary Control Report covered the 6-month period 1 April to 30 September 2023. The net cost of the Directorate was showing an underspend of £281k (2.0%) – box A on page 3.  

Explanation of Variance

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

	Report
	Type
	Variance
	Page

	Report 2
	Payroll Expenditure
	£28k adverse
	3

	Report 3
	Goods & Services Expenditure
	£457k favourable
	3

	Report 4
	Income
	£148k adverse
	3



Explanation of Variance
The Environment Directorate’s overall variance could be summarised by the following table (variances over £25k): - 

	Type
	Variance
£’000
	Comment

	Payroll 
	28
	Waste and Cleansing £240k – mixture of overtime £103k and HRC agency staff £160k. The agency staff relate to the HRC recycling scheme and this overspend is offset by savings in waste disposal costs below. 
Assets and Property (£124k) and Regulatory Services (£88k) have a number of vacant posts.

	Goods & Services 
	
	

	Waste & Cleansing
	(189)
	Waste disposal costs are under budget which is offsetting the HRC agency staff cost (see above). Main waste stream tonnages compared to budget: - 
Landfill down (886T) – (5%).
Blue bin waste down (76T) – (2%).
Garden waste down (102T) – (3%).
Food waste up 367T – 3%.

	Assets & Property
	(266)
	Electricity – (£192k) – significantly lower cost per kwh against budget.
Gas – £33k.
Tariff Risk – (£152k).
Vehicle fuel – (£146k) price per litre fallen since end of 2022 though starting to increase again.
Vehicle maintenance - £13k
Technical Services – £175k – statutory work £74k; other technical work £72k; legal fees Aurora issues £28k.

	Income
	
	

	Regulatory Services
	165
	Car Park income £91k. 
Licensing income £16k.
NET – fine income £49k




[image: ]

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

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

Alderman Cummings had a question in relation to the Council’s use of agency staff and he had understood part of the adjustments made to the budget were to remove the demand for such.  In response the Director informed the Committee that Members would recall that when the Council was setting estimates for the current financial year part of the pruning back had been the decision to take £300k out of the waste budget.   The budget for agency staff came from the projected additional in year savings in waste disposal, over and above this £300k reduction in the budget for the current year.   There was currently a net saving in those in the budget, therefore the cost of the extra agency staff at HRCs was more than being covered by the additional waste disposal cost savings that were being accrued.      

Councillor Harbinson referred to the parking charges under regulatory services and the depressed income being shown.   The Director explained that that income had been reduced since the Covid-19 pandemic and had not yet fully recovered.  The Council was in the process of putting in place new parking enforcement services and envisaged that that would have a beneficial financial impact moving to the future.           

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

5.	review of licence fees   

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that in line with the Council’s Charging and Income Policy, Pavement Café licence fees and charges levied by the Licensing Service required to be reviewed.

The Council was permitted to charge a fee to administer the Pavement Café Licensing regime.

In June 2020 the Council reduced the application fee from £225 to nil, to help premises in their recovery from the Covid-19 emergency. That was reviewed in June 2021 and the nil fee was retained.

Currently 42 premises held a current pavement café licence, and nine other applications were currently being processed. 

It was now considered appropriate to reinstate the fee for the grant and renewal of licence from 1 April 2024.  The following fees were proposed which also included an increase for inflation.  A licence was only renewed every three years:

	
	Previous fee
	Proposed fee 

	Grant fee
	£225 (£147 non-refundable plus refundable £78)
	£240 (£157 non-refundable plus £83)

	Renewal fee
	£150 (£103 non-refundable plus refundable £47)
	£160 (£110 non-refundable plus £50)

	Variation fee
	£85
	£91



The Council would need to follow a statutory process to impose the new fee:

· Determine the proposed fee,
· Publicise the proposed fee on the Council webpage and consult with current permit holders.  Allowing 28 days for return of comments or objections,
· Consider the comments and confirm the new fee.

It was proposed:

· That the Council agrees the above proposed new fees, publicly advertised them and notified the current licence holders.
· If there were no objections received after 28 days, the proposed new fee was considered confirmed, or
· If objections were received, those would be reported back to Council for further consideration.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835494]RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees the above proposed new fees, publicly advertises them and notifies the current licence holders.

· If no objections are received after 28 days, the proposed new fee is considered confirmed, or
· If objections are received these will be reported back to Council for further consideration.

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

Proposing the recommendation Councillor Boyle said that he had understood the need for the licences during the pandemic, but he remained mindful that even now the café trade remained depressed in some places due to the rising costs of living.  He asked what happened to the current stock of licence holders if there were no objections received after 28 days and, if there were objections, would those be reported back to the Council.     

The Director explained that the Council would write to the current licence holders to explain the proposals and allow them to make representations if they wished, and Members would be informed of any representations made.   When the legislation was introduced, it had always been the intention for Councils to be able to recoup the costs involved in administering, managing and enforcing the licences.    

Councillor Cathcart pointed out that at the moment some businesses did not pay anything and the Director confirmed that if businesses did already have a licence it would still be current until the time of renewal, at which time the reinstated charges would apply.   The Member suggested that the Council needed to make it clear that the charge was for administration only and the intention was to keep the few as low as possible, and in his opinion a £160 charge for renewal every three years was reasonable.   

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the recommendation be adopted.     
	
6.	street naming report – solitude mill, ballygowan 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that a small development comprising of four dwellings was planned for construction on a site at 61 Tullyhubbert Road, Ballygowan.  Three of the four dwellings were awaiting planning permission.  It was planned that two dwellings would be created by converting the old existing mill if planning permission was approved.  The other dwelling awaiting planning approval was located at the top of the new street.  The fourth dwelling was currently under construction and as it was accessed from the street serving the planned converted mill, the dwelling would be addressed off the new street and required a name which would also be the street serving the other three dwellings if they received planning permission.

The estate at 61 Tullyhubbert Road, had historically been known as Solitude and appeared on maps from circa 1829, with the existing mill appearing on the estate named Solitude.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835525]RECOMMENDED that the Council adopts the street name of Solitude Mill for this development.

That the Council accepts the general name and delegates acceptance of suffixes to the Building Control department.

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

7.	renaming of a street – 78b, 78c and 78d nEWTOWNARDS rOAD, bANGOR   
	 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that a small development comprising of 5 dwellings was currently at the final stages of construction at 78 Newtownards Road, Bangor.  Three dwellings were now occupied and two were still under construction. The site was issued with postal numbers 78, 78a, 78b, 78c and 78d Newtownards Road, Bangor in November 2020.

78 and 78a Newtownards Road (Sites 1 and 2) had their front door access off the main Newtownards Road, Bangor.  As the five dwellings were built with the same external design and 78 and 78a Newtownards Road had to be postal addressed as was, to keep the development as one, the department postal numbered the other three dwellings 78b, 78c and 78d Newtownards Road, Bangor.  Those three dwellings were accessed via a narrow tarmac cul-de-sac lane, with limited turning access for large vehicles.  The department postal addressed those all off Newtownards Road to avoid confusion and access issues.

The developer had marketed the development as Primrose Lane, which the residents thought would be their address.  Primrose Lane was an existing street name in Bangor and would never have been granted.  The developer did not apply for a street name, and used Primrose Lane solely for marketing purposes, accepting in 2020 the postal layout the department provided for 78, 78a-d Newtownards Road, Bangor.  The relevant statutory bodies - NIE, Phoenix Gas, NI Water, Royal Mail, emergency services, LPS rates, OSNI maps and the electoral office, were informed in November 2020.  Furthermore, the department was contacted by the developer in July 2023, who wished for the postcode to be the same for the five dwellings; that was granted by Royal Mail.

Subsequently, the residents of 78b, 78c, 78d Newtownards Road, Bangor had submitted a signed petition dated 12 September 2023 to change their address to a new street name, in line with the requirements of the Council’s Street Naming and Numbering Policy.  That policy now required Council approval of the survey and action part of the process to be enacted.

The residents had been informed that the Council was not responsible for any costs in changing legal documentation, utilities, banks, if the street name change was approved; they had accepted they would cover any such costs that would be required. The residents had suggested Morston Manor as the new street name.  That name was in keeping with the general locality, as Morston Avenue and Morston Park were in the general neighbourhood of their access point.

Regardless of the outcome of the application, the addresses 78 and 78a Newtownards Road, Bangor would remain and not be changed, even though they were part of the same development.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835585]RECOMMENDED that the survey actions be commenced as set out in Council’s policy and be reported back to Committee once completed, with a recommendation for action based on the finding of the survey process.

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

Councillor Cathcart thought that this was a curious case and wondered how it could have come about and the impact it would have in terms of costs and administration on the new residents of the properties.  The Building Control Services Manager explained that the desire to change the name had come from the new residents and they were prepared to take responsibility for the costs involved in doing that.  The mechanism for facilitating a name change request was provided for within the new street naming policy.   

Councillor McKee was pleased to see that the Council’s Street Naming and Numbering Policy had been useful to the residents in this area and supported them in taking ownership of the matter.

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

8.	Q4 BUILDING CONTROL ACTIVITY REPORT   
		
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the information provided in the report covered, unless otherwise stated, the period 
1st April 2023 to 30th June 2023 (Q1) and the period 1st July 2023 – 30th September 2023 (Q2).  The aim of the report was to provide Members with details of some of the key activities of Building Control, the range of services it provided along with details of level of performance.  The report format had been introduced across Regulatory Services.

Applications 

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

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

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

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

	QUARTER 1
	Period of Report
01/04/2023 – 30/06/2023
	01/04/2022- 30/06/2022
	01/04/2021 – 30/06/2021

	Full Plan Applications
	161
	295
	247

	Building Notice Applications
	338
	411
	600

	Regularisation Applications 
	159
	170
	225

	Property Certificate Applications 
	817
	926
	1158







	QUARTER 2
	Period of Report
01/07/2023 – 30/09/2023
	01/07/2022- 30/09/2022
	01/07/2021 – 30/09/2021

	Full Plan Applications
	150
	148
	223

	Building Notice Applications
	419
	468
	546

	Regularisation Applications 
	122
	199
	181

	Property Certificate Applications 
	767
	878
	963





[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 was no internal means to control the number of applications received.

Regulatory Full Plan Turnaround Times

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

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

	QUARTER 1
	Period of Report
01/04/2023 – 30/06/2023
	Same quarter last year
	Comparison
	Average number of days to turnaround plan

	Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(21 calendar days)
	57%
	57.8%
	[image: ]
	

27

	Non-Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(35 calendar days)
	67%
	62.7%
	[image: ]
	
31



	QUARTER 2
	Period of Report
01/07/2023 – 30/09/2023
	Same quarter last year
	Comparison
	Average number of days to turnaround plan

	Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(21 calendar days)
	69%
	55%
	[image: ]
	

21

	Non-Domestic Full Plan Turnarounds within target 
(35 calendar days)
	65%
	75%
	[image: ]
	
31



Regulatory Approvals and Completions

The issuing of Building Control Completion Certificates indicated that works were carried out to a satisfactory level and met 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.

	QUARTER 1
	Period of Report
01/04/2023 – 30/06/2023
	01/04/2022 – 30/06/2022
	01/04/2021 – 30/06/2021

	Full Plan Approvals
	162
	173
	196

	Full Plan Completions
	205
	226
	292

	Building Notice Completions 
	244
	285
	343

	Regularisation Completions
	130
	151
	176






	QUARTER 2
	Period of Report
01/07/2023 – 30/09/2023
	01/07/2022 – 30/09/2022
	01/07/2021 – 30/09/2021

	Full Plan Approvals
	134
	172
	178

	Full Plan Completions
	151
	228
	257

	Building Notice Completions 
	182
	298
	309

	Regularisation Completions
	77
	156
	134





Inspections 

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

	QUARTER 1
	Period of Report
01/04/2023 - 30/06/2023
	01/04/2022 – 30/06/2022
	01/04/2021 – 30/06/2021

	Full Plan Inspections
	1696
	1960
	1733

	Building Notice Inspections
	527
	626
	884

	Regularisation Inspections
	231
	293
	344

	Dangerous structures initial inspection
	15
	3
	4

	Dangerous structure re-inspections
	8
	7
	2

	Total inspections
	2477
	4622
	2967





	QUARTER 2
	Period of Report
01/07/2023 - 30/09/2023
	01/07/2022 – 30/09/2022
	01/07/2021 – 30/09/2021

	Full Plan Inspections
	1607
	1676
	1771

	Building Notice Inspections
	567
	601
	757

	Regularisation Inspections
	259
	295
	295

	Dangerous structures initial inspection
	0
	11
	8

	Dangerous structure re-inspections
	3
	16
	7

	Total inspections
	2436
	2599
	2838





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.

	QUARTER 1
	Period of Report
01/04/2023 – 30/06/2023
	01/04/2022 – 30/06/2022
	01/04/2021 – 30/06/2021

	Full Plan Rejection Notice
	137
	168
	192

	Dangerous Structure Recommended for legal action
	0
	0
	0

	Court Cases
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	0
	0
	0







	QUARTER 2 
	Period of Report
01/07/2023 – 30/09/2023
	01/07/2022 – 30/09/2022
	01/07/2021 – 30/09/2021

	Full Plan Rejection Notice
	113
	163
	129

	Dangerous Structure Recommended for legal action
	0
	0
	0

	Court Cases
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	0
	0
	0






[bookmark: _Hlk149835628]RECOMMENDED that the Committee notes the report.

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

Councillor Cathcart welcomed the fact that most of the work under Building Control was meeting the turnaround time but was conscious that in one area that was not being met even though the number of plans for approval had gone down.   

The Building Control Services Manager explained that the plans under consideration could vary greatly in detail and consequently took different lengths of time to complete.   The section as a whole was aware that the target was not being fully met, but that that target had been set by the Department some time ago when applications were much less complex.   Overall, the section provided a good service to the public and he believed that it was satisfactory in almost every application.

Councillor Edmund noticed the fall in the number of Property Certificates being issued, but the officer explained that the section remained busy and the property market was still relatively buoyant despite the interest rate rises and a reduction in house sales.   

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






9.	CONSULTATION RESPONSE – REVIEW OF PART F OF BUILDING REGULATIONS 
	(Appendix I) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that back in 2019 the Council agreed to write to the Department of Finance to lobby for an overhaul of the legal standards relating to the conservation of heating and power, as set out under the Building Regulations in Northern Ireland – which had lagged well behind the equivalent standards applied anywhere else in the UK and were inadequate to contribute appropriately to the UK and now NI statutory net zero carbon emission targets.  The Council subsequently wrote to the DoF Minister and Permanent Secretary on the subject.

The Department of Finance was now carrying out a Pre-Consultation exercise on a review of energy efficiency requirements and related areas of the NI Building Regulations. That Pre-Consultation would be used to inform the proposals to uplift the requirement of Part F (Conservation of Fuel and Power in Dwelling and Buildings other than Dwellings).

The proposed changes were wide ranging and far reaching in terms of carbon reduction and changes to current practice.  That would be the first in a series of uplifts over the coming years, which would take buildings towards zero carbon, which was to be welcomed.

Aspects of the proposals would affect the nature of development and the construction industry locally, along with communities which were off the gas grid, highlighting that reinforcement of the electricity grid was required.
 
Many of the proposals were such that development would be dependant (in the shorter term) on provision of mains gas or a robust electricity grid, neither of which were present throughout sizable areas of the borough.  Whilst that sat outside the scope of the pre-consultation, every effort had been taken in the proposed pre-consultation response to highlight those important issues. 

[bookmark: _Hlk149835658]RECOMMENDED that the attached response is submitted in relation to the pre-consultation review.

Proposed by Alderman McAlpine, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the recommendation be adopted.   

Alderman McAlpine offered congratulations to the officers on getting the substantial amount of work done and those sentiments were shared by Councillor Harbinson and Councillor McKee who hoped that the intended outcomes would come to pass soon.     

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


10.	NEVIS STRATEGY AND INSIGHTS TOOLKIT
	(Appendix II)	

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that rapid EV charging facilities were currently being installed across the Borough under the FASTER Project which was funded through the EU.

South-West College in support of the FASTER Project had been collaborating with non-profit research and technology consultancy Cenex in recent months to offer temporary access to an online platform to support the development of Council level strategies for the decarbonisation of transport systems and the transition to sustainable vehicle use. 
The National EV Insight and Support (NEVIS) platform which had been developed with the support of the UK’s Office for Zero Emissions Vehicles (OZEV) had been rolled out to over 300 organisations across England and Wales with 99% of Tier-1 English local authorities and 100% of Welsh local authorities currently having access.  
South-West College had reached an agreement with CENEX to provide access to three key components of the platform for a 12-month period. 
· Module 1: Insights Toolkit – regularly updated Cenex analysis on current status, projected scenarios, benefits, outline business, spatial and information mapping
· Module 2: Knowledge Repository – a growing resource of OZEV-approved articles, guidance and videos to equip and resource local authority officers. The knowledge repository was designed to guide Councils through each stage of the EV journey from strategy development to vehicle procurement, mobilisation, installation and operations.
· Model 3: Networking – a community that connected local authority officers with responsibility for fleet management and transport decarbonisation goals.
The base price for NEVIS access per local authority was £10,000 (ex VAT) per annum, however as an associate of the FASTER Project Ards and North Down would be given 12 months complimentary access subject to the following commitments:
· Ards and North Down Borough Council commits to undertake a needs assessment and resource planning exercise for EV charging provision within 6 months of gaining access to the platform and sharing this with South-West College not later than 30 April 2024.
· [bookmark: _Hlk147822886]Ards and North Down Borough Council would produce a plan for its EV charging strategy within 12 months of gaining access to NEVIS, including a timetable for the strategy publication and share those documents with South- West College not later than 31 October 2024.
The list was not exhaustive and South-West College reserved the right to add to or amend those commitments if necessary, during the 12-month period.  Continued access to the resource throughout the 12-month period was contingent upon Council meeting the above targets outputs.

South-West College at the end of the 12-month period would be required to provide a follow-up report to the Special EU Programmes Body (SEUPB) on the activity, which would serve as a legacy extension of the FASTER Project.

It was considered that this was an excellent opportunity for the Council to access relevant information and data to fully understand the decarbonisation of transport systems and the transition to sustainable vehicle use within the Borough and potentially expand on the Council’s existing EV charging strategies.  Whilst NI Councils were somewhat different from GB Councils in terms of their strategic role as roads/transport authorities, and this was likely to affect the scale of our potential role and influence in this policy area, officers considered that the offer of this free resource was to be welcomed.  

South-West College had requested that the Council signs up to an agreement with them for 12 months. A copy of the agreement was attached.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835688]RECOMMENDED that the Council enters into a 12-month Agreement with South- West College to allow access to the NEVIS Strategy and Insights Toolkit.

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

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter sought reassurance that there would be no obligation on the Council in terms of cost and hoped also that there would be no unreasonable demands made on officers.   In response the Director stated that officers working in that service area would be assisted by this resource, which should be very valuable.  

The Member stressed the importance of the EV charging technology to Newtownards which was a gateway to the Ards Peninsula and she hoped that the Council would continue to press for the facilities funded by central government.  
	
	
	
	


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

11.	TECHNICAL BUDGET 2024/25   
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the Council’s agreed Maintenance Strategy incorporated a “needs based” budgeting model, rather than a more traditional “fixed amount” approach for its refurbishment programme.

Properties were condition scored (as a percentage) and a threshold for action was to be agreed by the Council, subject to budget considerations.

By making this budgetary decision at this stage, ahead of the Rates setting process, Members were able to see the detail behind each option in order to inform the decision and give officers guidance on the amount to include in the next draft of the budget estimates for 2024/25.  Members would of course have the ability to change any decision taken in relation to this report, as part of the overall final Rates setting process.

Area of Focus for 2024/25

In 2024/25 works would focus on Admin Buildings, Leisure Centres and Sports Pavilions. 

[image: ]


Notable Trends of Improving Condition Scores and Lower Costs

Historically the Council’s threshold for action had been between 75% and 80%, with costed options for revising that threshold up or down.  In 2022/23 there was a lower than usual requirement for operational works, enabling the budget to stretch to allow a higher-than-normal condition acceptability threshold.  Conversely, last year there were several large-scale operational projects required, and the threshold had to be lowered to 70% to meet budget demands.

Generally, there had been a trend of improving condition scores within the estate. Subsequently, the agreed threshold for action had had an upward trend whilst at the same time the revenue budget required for refurbishment projects had been reduced, as demonstrated by the table below. 

	
	2018/19
	2019/20
	2020/21
	2021/22
	2022/23
	23/24

	Condition Related Works
	£291,000
	£169,000
	£98,500
	£48,000
	£166,000
	£50,000

	Operational Works
	£20,000
	£84,000
	£154,000
	£143,500
	£20,000
	£131,000


	Revenue Budget
	£311,000
	£253,034
	£252,079
	£191,500
	£185,924
	£181,000

	Acceptability threshold 
	70%
	75%
	75%
	80%
	85%
	70%



That clearly demonstrated that the planned proactive refurbishment programme was actively improving the condition of the Council’s estate on a reducing budget requirement, and in time would reduce the reactive maintenance burden as envisaged within the maintenance strategy.

As noted in the previous report however, care should be taken not to deplete the revenue budget too much, as that naturally limited the Council’s ability to maintain the estate in good order and was liable to create a bigger impact on future maintenance budgets when it was reinstated.

Limitations of the Process

It should be noted that the surveys focused solely on condition i.e., how functional the various aspects of the building were.  The surveys did not capture or reflect whether a building looked “dated”, or its suitability with regard to its intended (potentially changed) purpose.  Those aspects were covered during  stakeholder conversations (see next section).

Cross-Departmental Working
 
Cognisance of wider strategies and plans for those assets was essential to meet the expectations of internal customers and reduce the likelihood of spending significant sums of money on assets that may be disposed of or replaced in the foreseeable future.  Therefore, discussions with relevant officers had taken place and the proposed works reflected any known plans for the assets concerned.

In addition to the condition-based works, there were a number of project works that had either been requested by the Council or were otherwise required to maintain the safe and effective operation of the buildings. Those “operational” works therefore needed to be completed irrespective of the overall condition of the building and were quantified within the table in section 6.0. 

Condition Scores and Costs

The condition scores and corresponding costs were shown on the table below:

[image: ]


Office Buildings

It should be noted that whilst the three staff office buildings; Bangor Castle, Signal and Church Street, appeared to score reasonably well for condition, there were significant issues at each that would normally be highlighted under the “operational requests” section of this report. 

	Church St
	New double glazing throughout south block
	£25K

	
	Replace oriel windows
	£45K

	Signal
	Replace render
	£60K

	
	Replacement of conference rooms air conditioning
	£25K

	
	Replace skylights
	£10K

	
	Replace decking at rear of building
	£6K

	Bangor Castle
	Lightning Protection
	£100K

	
	Fire alarm upgrade
	£45K

	
	Replace ground floor windows
	£30K

	
	
	£346K




It would be unaffordable to address all those issues from existing revenue or capital budgets, and the information would be relayed to the Capital Project Service Unit for further consideration.

The work mentioned above was the absolute minimum to allow the buildings to stay in use and did not address any issues associated with the buildings being fit for purpose as modern office facilities, delivering organisational working efficiencies or sustainability outcomes, and did not include elements like DDA compliance. 

Options Available

Option 1
If Members opted to adopt a condition threshold for action of 90%, only Ward Arras Pavilion would receive a refurbishment.  By consequence, £163k would  be included in the 2024/25 estimates for refurbishments, resulting in a 10% reduction (£18k) over the 2023/24 revenue allocation.

Option 2
Alternatively, Members had the option to implement a condition threshold for action of 92%, meaning that, in addition to the refurbishments highlighted in option 1, a refurbishment would also take place at Abbey Road Pavilion, Millisle. By consequence, £187.5k would be included in the 2024/25 estimates for refurbishments, resulting in a 3.6% increase (£6.5k) over the 2023/24 revenue allocation.

Option 3
Alternatively, Members had the option to implement a threshold of 94%, meaning that, in addition to those refurbishments highlighted in options 1 & 2, refurbishments would also take place at Islandview Greyabbey Pavilion. By consequence, £210k would be included in the 2024/25 estimates for refurbishments, resulting in a 16% increase (£19k) over the 2023/24 revenue allocation.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835721]RECOMMENDED that in order to replenish the depleted refurbishment budget from previous years and ease the potential for future increases it was recommended that the Council approves Option 3 above as its preferred option, subject to finalisation as part of the forthcoming 2024-25 budget estimates process.

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

Councillor Wray proposed Option 3 and was aware that the repairs would have to be done at some stage and believed that the decision was the right one for Greyabbey and Millisle which desperately needed to see improvements.    

Seconding the recommendation Councillor Boyle agreed with the comments made by Councillor Wray.   

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

12.	NOTICE OF MOTION REPORT – PROVISION OF SELF-HELP GRIT PILES 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that at the October meeting of the Environment Committee, ratified by the Council, it was agreed that a report be brought back to Committee on the potential use of Household Recycling Centres, community centres and other supervised Council facilities for self-help grit piles.

With limited space and access control procedures now in operation, it was not thought practical to utilise HRCs for grit piles.  As operational workplace sites, Council depots were subject to access controls and safe systems of work, which would not lend themselves to safe access and use by the general public to collect grit.  However, community centres were ideally positioned throughout the Borough and most had adequate space in car parks to facilitate the provision of self-help grit supplies.

Following advice from the DfI, referenced in last month’s report, it was clear that in order to be effective the grit must be kept dry.  If grit was to be provided at Community Centres, it was therefore deemed necessary to provide that in large grit boxes.

A full review of the suitability of each centre had not yet taken place but it was thought that most centres would have adequate space for a grit box.

[image: 36 Cu Ft Heavy Duty Glass Fibre Grit Bin]
1000l capacity grit box


If the Council agreed to place grit boxes at each of community centres the following would apply:

· Purchase of 20no. grit bins at £525 = £10,500
· Delivery of bins to sites = £1,500
· Initial fill of 20T of grit (provided FOC by DfI) to be distributed to Centres and filled by hand: £1,750
· Routine topping up of bins £1,000. Estimated 4 tops ups per year £4,000.

Initial cost was therefore estimated to be £17,750, plus £4,000 per year thereafter for ongoing top-up.  The latter cost element may vary depending on how much grit was used.

If the option of providing the service was adopted by the Council, it was suggested that a review report should be brought back to the Council thereafter to consider impact and effectiveness.  There was no provision for the cost in the current year’s budgets, and so if the Council wished to proceed then provision would need to be made in the 2024/25 Estimates Budget.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835751]RECOMMENDED that the Council considers whether to proceed with the provision of self-help grit boxes as outlined in the report and makes provision within the 2024/25 budget.  

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

Councillor Cathcart thanked officers for reconsidering the matter and believed this to be a sensible way forward.  The Motion had been brought by him and Alderman McIlveen and had come about through serious concern for residents following the prolonged freeze that had occurred the previous Winter when many, particularly elderly people, had been confined to their homes for a full week.  

The Member accepted that while it was not the Council’s role to grit common areas grit boxes may assist some people in times of freezing conditions where communities could support one another.  He was happy to see the proposal for the next financial year and meanwhile hoped that the coming Winter would be mild.   

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter added her thanks and hoped that some funding could be provided for this Winter as she thought of some of her elderly constituents.  She urged officers to try to source further grit boxes this Winter and agreed that this was outside the responsibility of the Council but nevertheless she believed it was the Council’s role to facilitate its vulnerable residents who had felt trapped and alone previously.   

Alderman McAlpine asked the proposer, Councillor Cathcart, if he would accept a slight amendment to the recommendation to include funding being subject to approval during the estimates process for 2024-25.   Responding Councillor Cathcart thought that was a ‘given’ and did not think the caveat was necessary since the estimates process allowed Members as a Council to make final budget decisions in line with financial realities.   

The Director indicated that every proposal for additional expenditure next year was subject to the estimates process and the scrutiny of the full Council.   

Councillor Boyle thanked officers and said that he would not oppose the recommendation but believed that it would only scratch the surface of a much bigger problem.   If the Winter was very cold the Council would need to brace itself for a lot of complaints even if it did not hold responsibility.   He referred to the size of the grit bins as being small and the grit would be used quickly when it was needed.   He also was mindful of the costs that the Council would incur.   

The Director advised that until the Council implemented the proposal it would not know the full implications of it, and officers were aware of the problem of managing expectations.  

Councillor Smart was supportive and commended those who had brought the Motion forward and he knew it would help many residents who were in hardship but sadly this reflected the failure on the part of government and DfI to keep public areas safe in times of frost.  The level of coverage by government departments in recent years had been poor and so the Council, and ratepayers, were ultimately left filling the gap and paying the cost.  After a question by the Member in relation to the funding of the salt it was confirmed that DfI would provide that to the Council at no cost.   

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the recommendation be adopted.   
 
13.	BUDGETTING OF HYDRAULIC BOLLARDS AND BANKS LANE  
	 
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that at the October Environment Committee, it was agreed that the Council would install hydraulically operated bollards at a cost of around £80k at the entry to Bank Lane Car Park, with a further paper to be brought back to the Committee on what other work would need to stop within the department in order to facilitate the funding of that.

Subsequent discussions with relevant Council officers had confirmed:

· The expenditure would be considered Capital, and therefore would not be funded from revenue budgets.
· The works would require Planning Permission (due to the underground holding tank) and a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), due to its proximity to Belfast Lough.
· Restrictions on works near Marine habitats may prohibit work taking place between October and March (to be confirmed by the HRA).

For those reasons, it would not be possible to begin the works immediately and one of the following options must therefore be selected to progress the project:

Option 1: Straddle the Project over Two Financial Years. Approximately £20k from the 2023/24 £50k Capital budget for car park resurfacing would be utilised to carry out a planned resurfacing of Clifton Road Car Park.  The remainder (approximately £30k) would be used to order materials for the Banks Lane project in February/March 2024.  The remaining £50k required for the Bank Lane bollard project would utilise the entire Car Park Capital Budget for 2024/25, with project completion in April 2024.

Option 2: Complete the Project Next Financial Year. An additional £30k (on top of the existing £50k) was added to the Car Park Capital Budget for 2024/25, with the project commencing in April 2024 with ordering of materials and onsite works undertaken as soon as possible thereafter. 

Option 1: Straddle the Project over Two Financial Years
	Pro’s
	Con’s

	An earlier start on the project is possible.
	Planned car park resurfacing for 2024/25 would not take place until 2025/26, effectively sliding the existing programme back one year.

	The effect on the Capital Budget is minimised with no overall increase in Capital spend.
	

	Some of the planned car park resurfacing work for the current year would be completed (Clifton Road Car Park) 
	



Option 2: Complete the Project Next Financial Year
	Pro’s
	Con’s

	The planned car park resurfacing projects for the current year remain unchanged and the full £50k is spent on resurfacing this year.
	The lead-in time for materials will likely delay project completion until May/June.

	
	If completion is delayed until June, it is likely to create a greater impact on car park users during the summer months.

	
	The Capital budget is increased by £30k, with associated additional borrowing fees incurred.

	
	Planned car park resurfacing for 2024/25 would not take place until 2025/26, effectively sliding the existing programme back one year.



RECOMMENDED that the Council approves Option 1 as set out in this report for the installation of hydraulically operated bollards at Bank Lane Car Park, straddling the project over two financial years.

Proposed by Councillor Harbinson, seconded by Alderman McAlpine.   

Councillor Harbison agreed that Option 1 be put forward and thought that the pros and cons of that had been laid out well in the report.          

Councillor Cathcart asked if he could put forward an alternative recommendation which was seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter.    

[bookmark: _Hlk151103853]That this Council approves Option 1 as set out in this report for the installation of hydraulically operated bollards at Bank Lane Car Park, straddling the project over two financial years. Furthermore, the Car Park Capital Budget for 24/25 is reviewed during the estimates process to determine whether additional capital budget could be allocated. 

He thanked officers for bringing the report forward and stated that the issues raised for this car park represented the biggest such challenge throughout the Borough.   The work would require the entire car park budget for 24/25 and additional funds would need to be found.   He had found the report to be encouraging and reported that the local residents were delighted with the decision to have bollards put in place and that would make a dramatic improvement to the local environment for them.   

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter believed that Option 1 was the right and proper way forward and hoped that financing the bollards could straddle two financial years as suggested.   She accepted that it was not the ideal scenario since the PSNI should be dealing with the issues in the area but thought that it was sometimes necessary to take the initiative to fill the gap to do the right thing.   This was a bitter pill to swallow, and the police could have stepped up to the mark to ramp up other avenues of dealing with this.    

Councillor Boyle pointed out that the reality was that the Council was spending £80k and that would not fully address the problem and in his opinion that would only be done when the police stepped in.      

The amendment was agreed.   

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the Council approves Option 1 as set out in this report for the installation of hydraulically operated bollards at Bank Lane Car Park, straddling the project over two financial years. Furthermore, the Car Park Capital Budget for 24/25 is reviewed during the estimates process to determine whether additional capital budget could be allocated. 

14.	REVIEW OF HARBOUR FEES 2024/25   

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: Report from the Director of Environment detailing that a pricing structure for the use of the Council’s five harbours was first introduced in 2018 to coincide with the implementation of the Council’s new management arrangements and terms and conditions introduced at that time.

Fees were reviewed in 2020 and were largely unchanged at that time; they had since remained static during the Covid-19 Pandemic.

The Council generally had a policy of cost recovery on its services however harbours were slightly different than most services as a majority of costs were not incurred as a direct result of providing a service to berth holders i.e., if we had no berth holders, the Council would still bear harbour costs in relation to rates, basic maintenance, cleansing etc.  Some staff costs would also need to remain, in order to deliver that basic provision. 

For the above reasons, the service costs directly related to service delivery had been separated out and calculated at around 30% of the total harbours management cost, and compared to the income generated from berths.

Officers had calculated that a 5% increase in berthing fees was needed to recover the costs directly related to service delivery, in line with the Council Pricing Policy.    

That would bring the average berthing fee across all harbours up from £299 to £314, although the actual costs of berthing a specific vessel would depend on the size of that vessel and the harbour in which it was berthed.

In accordance with the Council’s Pricing Policy, future pricing adjustments would be subject to one annual Council approval which would then be applied across all service provisions.

[bookmark: _Hlk149835806]RECOMMENDED that Members note the 5% increase in harbour fees, in line with the Council’s Pricing Policy on cost recovery.

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

Proposing the recommendation Councillor Edmund did not like proposing increases to fees but he believed it to be important if the Council was increasing the quality of its facilities.  A figure of 5% increase was reasonable so that the facilities in those areas could be continually improved and kept safe, and that explained the need.

Councillor Smart was in agreement with the proposer reminding Members that the Council had some beautiful harbours across the Borough and those came with significant financial liabilities.  The increase proposed was substantially under inflation and was simply to help with cost recovery and was not in any way profitable.   He was happy to support it.    

Councillor Boyle agreed and considered that great work was being done for a relatively small fee.   That was well below inflation and users of the harbours would likely not mind minor increases if work was carried out to keep them in good condition.       

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

15.	NOTICE OF MOTION 

15.1 	Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman Adair, Councillor Edmund and Councillor 

That Council recognise the value of our beaches and coastal environment to our residents and tourists alike and note the new DEARA regulations for the cleaning and maintenance of our beaches and task officers to bring forward a report on cleaning and maintaining our beaches on a proactive basis in line with the new DEARA regulations to ensure our beaches continue to be a clean, safe, attractive and well-managed coastal environment.   

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

Councillor Adair thanked the Committee for allowing him to present on behalf of his constituents and began by reminding Members that Ards and North Down was a beautiful Borough which had the largest coastline in Northern Ireland.  Many of its beaches were award winning and tourists visited from all over Northern Ireland and further afield.  Currently, in the cost of living crisis, a visit to a beach was viewed as a great day out without the need to spend much money.  The beaches were a fine resource and it was good to see people of all ages out enjoying them.  He referred to the beaches in his area including Cloughey, Ballywalter, Millisle, Portavogie and Knockinelder since he was most familiar with them.

He explained that in 2021 new DAERA regulations had come into force which had had an adverse effect on the cleaning regime which had been carried out by the Council.   At that time the Council had suspended its own mechanical beach cleaning retaining only manual litter picking and the Member stated that that policy was not working.  He pointed to the practices of other Councils with significant coastlines such as Causeway Coast and Glens which had installed beach cleaning stations and that was working well.   He thought that the ‘do nothing’ approach was unacceptable and had resulted in increasing numbers of flies in those areas.  Beaches were one of the jewels in the Borough’s crown and needed to be protected.   

He called for a report on how the Council could work within the DAERA regulations as other Councils were and urged Members to support his Motion so that beaches were clean, safe, attractive, well managed coastal environments.    

Seconding the Motion Councillor Kerr stressed the importance of the coastal landscape on the Ards Peninsula and called for it not to be abandoned or neglected and hoped that the matters raised could be addressed and a regular cleaning schedule implemented in time.   

Councillor Edmund, Councillor Wray and Councillor Boyle, as representatives of the local area, were also in support and referred to the seaweed and flies in Ballyhalbert particularly with the seaweed even covering the main road.   It was a serious matter and was unpleasant for residents and tourists alike.

The Chair hoped that the report would cover all areas with sea frontage.   

The Director advised that the report being called for would be followed up by the Parks and Cemeteries Department and brought back through the Community and Wellbeing Committee for consideration.    

Councillor Smart was very supportive of the Motion and hoped the report would take account of the excellent beach cleaning groups and recognise their input in keeping beaches clean.      

Alderman Adair thanked Members for their positive comments and paid tribute to the work of beach cleaners.  He reminded everyone that the Council had undertaken beach cleaning prior to 2021 and so did not think budget should be a consideration.    All beaches in the area were amenity beaches which meant that they were leased by the Council, so it had a duty to protect them and keep them beautiful.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Adair, seconded by Councillor Kerr, that the Notice of Motion be adopted.   

15.2	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Wray and Alderman Smith 

That this Council asks officers to include the repainting of the traditionally styled bus shelter (owned by council), located in Main Street Grey Abbey, in the 2024/25 maintenance budget.

Furthermore, Council seeks an officer’s report on the feasibility of council painting the decorative Grey Abbey lamp posts (in the ownership of DFI). This is a feature of the historic village, and we understand the current shabby condition impacts not only residents of the village, but the wider tourism and regeneration potential of this scenic conservation area.

AMENDED by Councillor Wray and Alderman Smith

Council seeks an officer’s report on the feasibility of Council painting the decorative Greyabbey lamp posts (in the ownership of DfI).   This is a feature of the historic village, and we understand the current shabby condition impacts not only residents of the village, but the wider tourism and regeneration potential of the scenic conservation area.  

FURTHER AMENDMENT submitted by Councillor Cathcart and Councillor Edmund   

That Council welcomes the repainting of the traditionally styled bus shelter located on Main Street, Greyabbey, and tasks officers to ensure it is maintained to a high standard going forward.   Furthermore, Council writes to the Department of Infrastructure to ask for the decorative lamp posts on Main Street, Greyabbey, to be repainted to ensure they are maintained as a feature of this historic village; and writes to the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs to seek funding to deliver a mini public realm or streetscape project in Greyabey.      

Councillor Wray began by proposing his amended Notice of Motion and that was seconded by Councillor Smart.   He explained that his original Motion had been submitted on 19 October 2023 and the bus shelter had been painted almost immediately after that.   Greyabbey was a very attractive town with a strong community association and was unique in its history and style.  It was also home to two of the Borough’s top tourist destinations namely Mount Stewart and Grey Abbey.

The Friends of Grey Abbey organised tours and many visited from the cruise ships that came to Belfast.  Greyabbey village was the first impression visitors got of the area and it was disappointing to have the town looking neglected.  The lampposts were owned by DfI so the obvious question was why were they not being refurbished by them.  When Councillor Wray had written to the Department it was explained that there was no funding available to carry out that function and that is why he was bringing the Motion.   

He referred to the amendment to his Motion which had been brought by Councillor Cathcart and Councillor Edmund to write to the DfI which he had done and so he suggested his proposal go forward and the further amendment by Councillors  Cathcart and Edmund be brought as a separate Motion.  DfI had stated that it did not have funding so the Council needed to support the community association in Greyabbey and he urged Members present to support his Motion.   

Seconding Councillor Wray’s Motion, Councillor Smart said that the case had been stated well by his colleague.  Greyabbey was a fantastic village and was a driver for local tourism and the huge success of the Abbey bringing in international visitors needed to be recognised.   He suggested that it was sometimes the small things that could let an area down, the town did look tired and while the DfI should be maintaining he believed the Council needed to step in being mindful of its own limited resources.  He called for the support of the Committee.   

Councillor Cathcart proposed his amendment, seconded by Councillor Edmund, and thought that a separate Motion would only waste time.   He agreed that Greyabbey was a fantastic village and in terms of writing to DfI it would do no harm to give the matter a corporate push and that was useful to have in the amendment.   He wished Greyabbey well and hoped that the Council would continue to push for the restoration of the lampposts.   

Councillor Edmund believed that the Council needed to keep up the pressure on the Department and hoped the lighting would in time be extended across the entire village centre.   The Friends of Grey Abbey were doing a marvellous job and substituting the work that could have been done by NIEA.   He thought it important to continually remind the Department of its responsibility.    

Councillor Boyle said that he had had the privilege of representing the area for a long period of time.   Greyabbey used to think itself the forgotten village and it was clear that DfI had given its response, and that the original proposers were being ‘up ended’.     

A vote was taken on Councillor Cathcart’s amendment and 6 voted For, 4 voted Against and 4 Abstained and it was declared CARRIED.   

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Edmund, that the Council welcomes the repainting of the traditionally styled bus shelter located on Main Street, Greyabbey, and tasks officers to ensure it is maintained to a high standard going forward.   Furthermore, Council writes to the Department of Infrastructure to ask for the decorative lamp posts on Main Street, Greyabbey, to be repainted to ensure they are maintained as a feature of this historic village; and writes to the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs to seek funding to deliver a mini public realm or streetscape project in Greyabbey.      

16.	ANY OTHER NOTIFIED BUSINESS 

There were no items of Any Other Notified Business.  

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

17.	PROPOSED EXTENSION OF EXISTING GLASS PROCESSING CONTRACT   
				
***IN CONFIDENCE***

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

	A report relating to the extension of a contract for glass reprocessing services was considered.

It was agreed that the contract is extended for a further 12 months at the current rates.

18.	ITEM WITHDRAWN 

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 8.45 pm.
Building Control Application Received
Quarter 1

2021/22	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	247	600	225	1158	2022/23	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	295	411	170	926	2023/24	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	161	338	159	817	
Number  of Applications Received




Building Control Applications Received 
Quarter 2

2021/22	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	223	546	181	963	2022/23	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	148	468	199	878	2023/24	
Full Plans	Building Notices	Regularisations	Property Certificates	150	419	122	767	
Number of Application Received




Building Control Approvals and Completions
Quarter 1

2021/22	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	196	292	343	176	2022/23	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	173	226	285	151	2023/24	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	162	205	244	130	
No of Approvals and Completions




Building Control Approvals and Completions
Quarter 2

2021/2022	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	178	257	309	134	2022/2023	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	172	228	298	156	2023/2024	
Full Plan Approvals	Full Plan Completions	Building Notice Completions	Regularisation Completions	134	151	182	77	
No of Approvals and Completions




Building Control Inspections
Quater 1

2021/22	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1733	884	344	4	2	2022/23	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1960	626	293	3	7	2023/24	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1696	527	231	15	8	
No of Inspections




Building Control Inspections
Quarter 2

2021/2022	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1771	757	295	8	7	2022/2023	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1676	601	295	11	16	2023/24	
Full Plan Inspections	Building Notice inspections	Regularisation Inspections	Dangerous Structures Initial Inspection	Dangerous Structures Re-inspections	1607	567	259	0	3	
No of Inspections




Full Plan Rejections
Quarter 1

2021/22	
April	May	June	62	70	60	2022/23	
April	May	June	61	56	51	2023/24	
April	May	June	36	47	54	Month


No of Rejections




Full Plan Rejections
Quarter 2

2021/2022	
July	August	September	50	27	52	2022/2023	
July	August	September	62	51	50	2023/2024	
July	August	September	34	47	32	Month


No of Rejections







image1.emf
Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment 

200Environment HQ 102,410  102,300  110  203,300  0.1 

210Waste and Cleansing Services  8,905,222  8,858,750  46,472  16,707,500  0.5 

220Assets and Property Services  4,612,872  5,015,150  (402,278) 10,967,800  (8.0)

230Regulatory Services 174,613  99,700  74,913  256,500  75.1 

Total 13,795,116  14,075,900  A (280,784) 28,135,100  (2.0)

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Payroll 

200Environment HQ 84,733  84,200  533  168,400  0.6 

210Waste and Cleansing Services  4,693,498  4,453,400  240,098  8,840,300  5.4 

220Assets and Property Services  1,035,285  1,159,400  (124,115) 2,308,700  (10.7)

230Regulatory Services 1,012,712  1,101,000  (88,288) 2,202,600  (8.0)

Total 6,826,227  6,798,000  B 28,227  13,520,000  0.4 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Goods & Services 

200Environment HQ 17,677  18,100  (423) 34,900  (2.3)

210Waste and Cleansing Services  4,871,558  5,060,250  (188,692) 9,333,000  (3.7)

220Assets and Property Services  3,717,081  3,982,850  (265,769) 8,913,000  (6.7)

230Regulatory Services 266,681  268,500  (1,819) 565,700  (0.7)

Total 8,872,996  9,329,700  C (456,704) 18,846,600  (4.9)

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Income

200Environment HQ -   -   -   -  

210Waste and Cleansing Services  (659,833) (654,900) (4,933) (1,465,800) (0.8)

220Assets and Property Services  (139,494) (127,100) (12,394) (253,900) (9.8)

230Regulatory Services (1,104,780) (1,269,800) 165,020  (2,511,800) 13.0 

Totals (1,904,107) (2,051,800) D 147,693  (4,231,500) 7.2 
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REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 6 - September 2023



REPORT 2                  PAYROLL REPORT

REPORT 3            GOODS & SERVICES REPORT
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Building name Location Condition 

Score 

2023

Percentage 

Score

 Costs for 

Condition 

based works 

 Operational 

requests 

Notes

Ward Park Bowling Bangor 7.9 98.75

Seapark Pavilion Holywood 7.88 98.50

Cloughey Road, Portaferry Portaferry 7.85 98.13

Blair Mayne Newtownards 7.84 98.00

Aurora Leisure Centre Bangor 7.82 97.75

Town Hall, The Castle Bangor 7.82 97.75 See seperate section for info.

Spafield Pavilion Holywood 7.8 97.50

Crommelin Park Football, Donaghadee Donaghadee 7.8 97.50

Bangor Sportsplex Bangor 7.79 97.38

Ards Leisure Centre Newtownards 7.79 97.38

Kingsland Pavilion Bangor 7.79 97.38

Comber Lesiure Centre Comber 7.77 97.13

Ballygowan Ballygowan 7.76 97.00

The Commons, Donaghadee Donaghadee 7.75 96.88

Ward Park Tennis Bangor 7.73 96.63

Carrowdore Carrowdore 7.73 96.63

Church Grove, Kircubbin Kircubbin 7.7 96.25

Parkway, Comber – Football/hockey Comber 7.69 96.13

Anne Street, Portaferry Portaferry 7.68 96.00

Signal building Bangor 7.65 95.63 See seperate section for info.

Bloomfield Pavilion Bangor 7.64 95.50

Londonderry Park, Newtownards Newtownards 7.62 95.25

West Winds Playing Fields Newtownards 7.62 95.25

Ballywalter Ballywalter 7.59 94.88

Donaghadee Rugby Club Donaghadee 7.59 94.88

Cloughey football Cloughey 7.58 94.75

Cloughey Bowling Cloughey 7.56 94.50

Groomsport Pavilion Groomsport 7.55 94.38

Queens Leisure Complex Holywood 7.54 94.25 35,000 £          Refurb showers. Repair damp at windows old hall

Council Offices, Newtownards Newtownards 7.53 94.13 See seperate section for info.

Islandview Road, Greyabbey Greyabbey 7.52 94.00 22,500 £          26,000 £          20k for additional car parking and 6k for wheelchair ramp

Crommelin Park Hockey, Donaghadee Donaghadee 7.4 92.50 no works needed- used as store only

Abbey Road, Millisle Millisle 7.31 91.38 24,500 £          6,000 £            ramp

Harbour Road, Portavogie Portavogie 7.22 90.25 Building to be replaced as part of 3G pitch project.

Ward Arras Pavilion Bangor 6.63 82.88 86,000 £         

stoma friendly toilets adaptations 10,000 £          As per report

<90% 86,000 £          77,000 £          163,000 £                                                                                                             

<92% 110,500 £        77,000 £          187,500 £                                                                                                             

<94% 133,000 £        77,000 £          210,000 £                                                                                                             
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