ITEM 7.5

CW 09.03.2022PM

[bookmark: _Hlk95984423]ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A virtual meeting of the Community and Wellbeing Committee was held via Zoom on Wednesday 9 March 2022 at 7.00 pm.  

PRESENT:

In the Chair:	Councillor Thompson

Aldermen:	Carson
	Irvine
	Menagh
		
Councillors:	Boyle	Kendall	
	Chambers	MacArthur
	Douglas	Mathison 
	Edmund 	Smart 
	Egan	T Smith  
	Johnson	McRandal 
						
Officers: 	Director of Community and Wellbeing (G Bannister), Head of Environmental Health Protection and Development (M Potts), Head of Leisure Services (I O’Neill), Head of Community and Culture (J Nixey), Interim Head of Parks & Cemeteries (S Daye) and Democratic Services Officer (H Loebnau)

WELCOME AND CHAIRMAN’S REMARKS

The Chairman (Councillor Thompson) welcomed everyone to the meeting and informed them that this would be the last meeting which the current Head of Environmental Health Protection and Development would attend as Marcus Potts would be retiring over the next weeks after almost 39 years working within Councils.  He thanked the officer for the wonderful job he had undertaken and thanked him for his commitment to the role and wished him a great retirement.  The officer thanked the Chair for his good wishes.  

NOTED.

Apologies

The Chairman sought apologies at this stage and none were noted.

NOTED.

Declarations of Interest

The Chairman asked for any Declarations of Interest.


Alderman Menagh
Item 11 - Community Development Grants 
Item 13 - Ards and North Down Sports Forum Grants

Alderman Irvine 
Item 25 - Northern Community Leisure Trust Q3 2021-2022 

Councillor Kendall 
Item 11 - Community Development Grants 

Councillor Chambers 
Item 25 - Northern Community Leisure Trust Q3 2021-2022

Councillor MacArthur 
Item 11 – Community Development Grants 

NOTED. 

[bookmark: _Hlk92267289]Community and Culture Service Plan 2022-2023
(Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing, detailing that since 2017/18 Service Plans were produced by each Service in accordance with the Council’s Performance Management policy.

Plans were intended to:

· Encourage compliance with the new legal, audit and operational context
· Provide focus on direction
· Facilitate alignment between Corporate, Service and Individual plans and activities 
· Motivate and develop staff
· Promote performance improvement, encourage innovation and share good practice
· Encourage transparency of performance outcomes
· Better enable us to recognise success and address underperformance

The Community and Culture Service Plan for 2022/23 year was attached.

The plan had been developed to align with outcomes of the Big Plan for Ards and North Down and with the PEOPLE priorities of the Corporate Plan Towards 2024.

The Service Plan highlighted where the services contributed to the Council KPIs as set out in the Corporate Plan Towards 2024 and, where that was the case, set out the objectives of the service for the 2022/23 year. It further identified the performance measures used to illustrate the level of achievement of each objective, and the targets that the Service would try to attain along with key actions required to do so. 

The Service Plan also identified key risks to the services along with analysis of those and necessary actions to mitigate/manage risks. Key risks impacting the service were mapped to the Corporate Risk Register. 

The plans were based on the agreed budget for 2022/23. It should be noted that, should there be significant changes in-year (e.g., due to Council decisions, budget revisions or changes to the community planning legislation) the plans may need to be revised. The Committee would be provided with quarterly update reports on performance against the agreed plan. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the attached Community and Culture Service Plan.

Proposed by Alderman Irvine, seconded by Councillor Kendall that the recommendation be adopted.   

Seconding the recommendation Councillor Kendall asked whether the team had given consideration to the current fuel crisis and what it would mean for the Borough and how Council services could be adapted to deal with the uncertainty.    

The Head of Community and Culture said that the Community Planning Partnership had a Poverty Forum and some of its work was now looked after by the Community Steering Group.  She was aware that that group was considering the subject.  

Councillor MacArthur asked the Head of Community and Culture about the pilot social supermarket in relation to the significant issues around the hike in fuel and energy costs and if there were any plans to bring it forward under the current circumstances.  The officer explained that as per the report later in the meeting it was still being developed but that the intention was to try to move it forward as soon as possible.   

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

Performance Report Community and Culture Q3

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that Members would be aware that the Council was required, under the Local Government Act 2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To fulfil that requirement the Council approved the Performance Management Policy and Handbook in October 2015.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the approach to Performance Planning and Management process as:
· Community Plan – published every 10-15 years 
· Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (Corporate Plan Towards 2024 in operation)
· Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (for publication 30 September 2021)
· Service Plan – developed annually (approved April/May 2021)

The Council’s 17 Service Plans outlined how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of the Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in the PIP.

Reporting approach

The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as undernoted:

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Quarter 1 (Q1)
	April – June
	September

	Q2
	July – September
	December

	Q3
	October – December
	March

	Q4
	January - March
	June



The report for Quarter 3 2021-22 was attached.

Key points to note:
· % Spend against budget is down as some face to face services had been reduced due to the pandemic
· Consultation for PEACEPLUS had not commenced as a call for applications had been delayed
· The establishment of a one stop shop for community volunteers had been delayed as staff within the Community Development team had been administering additional grant monies from DfC
· 4 Arts Summer Schemes were not delivered due to the pandemic 
· The mapping of public art would be rolled over into 2023

Key achievements:
· The NI 100 Grants Scheme was delivered
· Both the Council run and community led summer schemes were delivered albeit with reduced numbers participating the ensure compliance with risk assessed community halls 
· 41 arts sessions were delivered 

Emerging issues:
· Staff attendance to be monitored

Action to be taken:
· A community Ezine would be produced by the end of Q4
· All Pride in Performance Conversations would be held in Q4
· Recruitment to Youth Voice was ongoing

RECOMMENDED that the Council note the report.

Proposed by Alderman Irvine, seconded by Councillor Johnson that the recommendation be adopted.  

Councillor Johnson asked what had been done to recruitment young people in Ards and North Down to Youth Voice.  The Head of Community and Culture explained that she was currently working with the Education Authority as a key partner to see how participation by young people could be encouraged.  

Councillor Egan clarified to the meeting that Youth Voice had previously been known as the Youth Council where there had been a significant group of young people participating and she wondered if those young people were still involved since it would be a shame to lose them.  The officer explained that she was not entirely sure but she was aware that Youth Voice had been promoted widely.  

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

PEACE IV Minutes 28th October 2021
(Appendix II)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Minutes of PEACE IV dated 28th October 2022. 

RECOMMENDED that the minutes be noted.    
 
Proposed by Alderman Irvine, seconded by Councillor Kendall that the recommendation be adopted.  

Councillor McRandal referred to the paths in Holywood and Comber and noted that those had not performed as well as expected.  It was explained that an independent report on both of those paths and also the one in Portaferry had taken place.  It was reported that Holywood was performing as expected and that it was the path at Portaferry that was under review. The issue in Portaferry was the gradients and bitmac was being considered.

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


PEACEPLUS
(Appendix III)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that the Council had received the attached Draft Partnership Guidance Document which was to be used as part of a discussion and planning process between Senior Council Officials within each of the 17 local authorities and the assigned consortium support consultant, Blu Zebra. 

The document was to be used to help identify the most appropriate PEACEPLUS Partnership model for each local authority area. It should build on learning to date from PEACE IV and other iterations of PEACE as well as complement Community Planning/Local Community Development Committee processes in each area. The recommended PEACEPLUS Partnership Model was outlined in the annex of the attached Guidance Document. 

It was recognised that some PEACE IV Partnerships were still operational so there may be some overlap between a PEACE IV Partnership and a PEACEPLUS Partnership. It was possible that the same people may be represented on both partnerships, however, clear demarcations between the role of each partnership should be made given the unique role that each performed. 

The Special EU Programmes Body, which was responsible for the implementation of the PEACEPLUS Programme, would not be overly prescriptive in terms of partnership composition, development process or selection. The guidance paper had been produced to help ensure good practice around the establishment of an effective partnership. Representation should be balanced, at least some members should have appropriate skills (e.g., expertise and interest in peace building, good relations and reconciliation, project planning, procurement, community engagement), and community interests and needs must be represented. 

The process must ensure effective communication on the establishment of the PEACEPLUS Partnership and in the development and implementation of the PEACEPLUS Action Plan led by appropriate best practice governance including, ideally, a consensus-based approach to, and transparency of decision making. 

In addition, the Partnership must be an appropriate size to be effective and efficient. A Partnership Agreement would ensure equality of contribution from all participating stakeholders.  Partnerships may include all or some of the following:
 
· Local authority elected members 
· Public sector bodies; 
· Government departments; 
· Youth organisations; 
· Community and voluntary sector organisations; 
· Good Relations organisations; 
· Local community organisations; 
· Universities; Institutes of Technology and Colleges of Further Education; 
· Tourism sector bodies; 
· Environment/climate action organisations; and 
· Trade Unions; and Business federations. 

The PEACEPLUS Partnership must oversee the design and implementation of a co-designed process in their local authority area which would be used to inform the development of an overarching PEACEPLUS Action Plan. Following approval, each Partnership would be responsible for overseeing the implementation of their PEACEPLUS Action Plan. All partnerships should ensure their Action Plan aligned with the local Community Plan for the area. 

The Blu Zebra consortium had been appointed by SEUPB to assist and help to facilitate the partnership development process. 

Local Authorities must ensure;
 
· Representation is balanced for example within the groups of elected members, statutory sector, community voluntary sector, geographical representation, communities of interest, PEACEPLUS target groups, gender and community background
· At least some members have appropriate skills and expertise on peace building and reconciliation 
· The Partnership is of an appropriate size to be effective

The following four membership pillars were recommended for inclusion in each PEACEPLUS Partnership as outlined below. 

[bookmark: _Hlk94622152]PEACEPLUS Partnership – four recommended membership pillars for inclusion
 
PILLAR 1 – Elected Members
PILLAR 2 – Relevant Statutory Bodies
PILLAR 3 – Social Partners – Geographical Community Representatives/ Civic Society
PILLAR 4 – Social Partners – PEACEPLUS Target Groups; S75/Under Represented Groups

Following discussions and support from the Consortium, the report set out the recommended composition of the PEACEPLUS Partnership and the recommended approach to making the necessary appointments.

It was proposed that the composition of the Partnership was as follows:



Table 1. PEACE PLUS Partnership

	Elected Members – 11 selected by D’Hondt,+1

DUP 4 
UUP 2
Alliance 3
Green 1
Single Party member or Independent 1

	Public Sector Bodies - 9

Education Authority 
NI Housing Executive 
Police Service of Northern Ireland 
South Eastern Health and Social Care Trust 
South Eastern Regional College
Education Authority Youth Service
Invest NI
Public Health Agency 
Tourism NI

	Social Partners - Geographical Community Representatives / Civic Society - 5

Ards Community Network 
County Down Rural Network
North Down Community Network 
Business Sector 
Voluntary Sector 


	Social Partners - PEACE PLUS Target Groups; S75 / under-represented groups - 6

Older People 
Youth Voice
BME
Women’s Sector 
Climate Action Organisation 
Good Relations Organisation 




Appointment Process

Eleven (11) places allocated to Elected Members on the basis of d’Hondt plus one, to be an Independent Member or Single Member Party (to be agreed amongst the Independents and Single Member Parties).  Appointments should seek to achieve, where possible, balanced representation in terms of gender, age community background and representation from each District Electoral Area across the Borough. Those appointments would be reviewed following the Council Elections in 2023 to ensure the appointments reflected the makeup of the new Council. A panel of Elected Members would recruit the Social Partners following an open, transparent and robust application process.

Eleven (11) places were allocated to Social Partners representing the sectors across the two social partner pillars as listed in the table.  Appointment would be made following a recruitment exercise facilitated by the Peace team and Council’s HR Department, with advice and support from the Blu Zebra Consortium.  Criteria would  be set to ensure the required Pillars were represented i.e. Geographic (DEA representation), PEACE PLUS Target Groups and Section 75/under represented and marginalised groups. 

Where gaps still existed, a further recruitment/nomination process may need to be considered, once again using an open and transparent process.  

Nine (9) places were allocated to those Public Sector Bodies listed.  Each organisation would be asked to nominate an appropriate representative.  The sectors listed broadly aligned with the Council’s Community Planning Partnership.  

It was envisaged that the Partnership would be appointed and would be operational by June 2022, following which the necessary governance arrangements could be collectively agreed. 

The PEACEPLUS Partnership would have delegated authority to manage the development of the local PEACEPLUS Action Plan and the development and delivery of the Action Plan, supported by the PEACE Team within Council.  The Council would be regularly updated on progress via the Community and Wellbeing Committee and Community Planning Partnership.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the composition of the PEACEPLUS Partnership detailed in Table 1 above and the appointment process detailed in the report, and the identified process for decision making and operation of the action plan, by the partnership.

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

Ards and North Down Borough Councils Policing and Community Safety Strategy (2022-2025) and Action Plan (2022-2023)
(Appendix IV & V) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing, detailing that the Council’s current Policing and Community Safety Strategy and annual Action Plan terminated on 31 March 2022 and in order to access funding from the Department of Justice a new three-year Strategy and Annual Action Plan was required to be submitted to the Department by 18 February 2022. 

Blue Zebra was appointed in November 2021 to carry out the necessary consultation to inform the development of the Strategy and Action Plan.  A comprehensive on-line consultation process had been carried out including:

· 7 x Public consultation meetings by DEA (including local EM)
· 2 x Section 75- across the Borough
· 4 x Focus groups with hard to reach, marginalised and isolated CVSs
· 2 x Young People engagement sessions (through Youth Council)
· 1 x Elected Members Meeting
· 4 x Statutory Body Meetings
· 1 x Community Planning Meeting
· 8 x Staff meetings
· Turning the Curve Exercise
· GR Public & Staff Surveys & Analysis
· Strategic Context undertaken 
· Desktop Analysis
· New TEO guidelines consideration for outcomes and monitoring

As a result of the above consultation the attached Policing and Community Safety three-year Strategy (2021-2024) and annual Action Plan (2021-2022) had been approved by the Policing and Community Safety Partnership and had been submitted to the Department for consideration.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

Proposed by Alderman Irvine, seconded by Councillor Chambers, that the recommendation be adopted.   

Proposing the recommendation, Alderman Irvine considered that the plan had been coming together well and would hopefully contribute to community safety within the Borough.  Councillor Chambers agreed highlighting that Blu Zebra had carried out a wide consultation and he felt that it had been successful in representing the views of the public accurately.  

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

Summer Scheme Update
(Appendix VI – IX)

[bookmark: _Hlk94885269]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing, detailing that the Council via the Community Development Team (CDT) directly delivered an annual summer scheme programme in 5 community halls across the Borough.  The schemes normally ran for 3 consecutive weeks in late July and early August, providing full day places for 260 children in P1-P7 per week.

· [bookmark: _Hlk96629881]Alderman George Green Community Centre, Bangor (80 children per week)
· [bookmark: _Hlk96629901]Ballygowan Village Hall, West Ards (40 children per week)
· Portavogie Community Centre, Ards Peninsula (40 children per week)
· [bookmark: _Hlk96629991]Redburn Community Centre, Holywood (60 children per week)
· [bookmark: _Hlk96630014][bookmark: _Hlk96629974]West Winds Community Centre, Newtownards (40 children per week)

The direct delivery relied heavily on a bank of experienced and trained agency staff, in order to ensure safeguarding requirements were met and provided summer scheme places for 780 children if fully subscribed.  The appendix showed the distribution of Council delivered summer schemes.

Community Development funding and support services were also provided for 4 Community Partners who ran their own summer schemes, using local volunteers. 
 
· [bookmark: _Hlk96630591]Ballyphilip Youth Group, Portaferry (40 children per week x 1 week)
· [bookmark: _Hlk96630572]Breezemount Com Association, Bangor (40 children per week x 3 weeks)
· Kilcooley Women’s Centre, Bangor (80 children per week x 3 weeks)
· [bookmark: _Hlk96630629]Millisle Youth Forum, Millisle (30 children per week x 2 weeks)

The partner schemes provided 460 summer scheme places if fully subscribed and an attached appendix showed the distribution of partner delivered summer schemes.

To increase the provision of summer schemes across the Borough following a request from the Council to do so, the Community Development Team (CDT) had investigated the possibility of an additional 2 locations to directly deliver in Comber and Donaghadee. They had also found a new Community Partner to deliver in Killinchy. To enable that and ensure that it was delivered within the available budget the summer schemes would need to be reduced to 2 weeks at each location.

Below showed where the Community Development Team would deliver summer schemes if the recommendations in the report were adopted.

· Alderman George Green Community Centre, Bangor (80 children per week)
· Ballygowan Village Hall, West Ards (40 children per week)
· Comber Leisure Centre (60 children per week)
· Donaghadee Community Centre (60 children per week)
· Portavogie Community Centre, Ards Peninsula (40 children per week)
· Redburn Community Centre, Holywood (60 children per week)
· West Winds Community Centre, Newtownards (40 children per week)

Therefore, a total of 760 places for children would be offered in 7 locations in the Borough.  Although there was a reduction of 20 child places utilising this method, there was a significant increase in service delivery geography throughout the Borough by using similar resources.  A further appendix showed how the Council delivered summer schemes would run in 2022.

Below showed where the Community Partners would deliver summer schemes if the recommendations were adopted.

· Ballyphilip Youth Group, Portaferry (40 children per week x 1 week)
· Breezemount Community Association, Bangor (40 children per week x 3 weeks)
· Kilcooley Women’s Centre, Bangor (80 children per week x 3 weeks)
· Killinchy and District Community Development Association (30 children per week x 2 weeks)
· Millisle Youth Forum, Millisle (30 children per week x 2 weeks)

A total of 520 places for children would be offered in 5 locations of the Borough. An appendix showed how the partner delivered summer schemes would look.

With more easing of Covid-19 restrictions it was expected that volunteering opportunities would become available on the Council delivered summer schemes.

Discussions had commenced between the CDT and the Education Authority to ensure there was no overlap in summer scheme provision. That would facilitate maximum attendance at Council delivered summer schemes. 

It should also be noted that the CDT were going to trial online registration for summer schemes in 2022. Online registration would open late April/early May and would be advertised by the usual means.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the expansion of summer scheme provision for 2022 as detailed in this report.

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

Councillor T Smith welcomed the report and was pleased to see the proposal for the summer scheme programme to be expanded.  He thought that it was unfortunate that the schemes only operated in particular areas and while he was pleased to note that one would be taking place in Donaghadee and was also pleased for Comber and Killinchy this year, he considered that the resourcing by the Council to the summer schemes should be expanded further.    

Councillor Boyle also appreciated the report and thanked the Head of Community and Culture for the work that had been done to ensure that many children had a good summer full of activity.  From a community partner perspective all communities welcomed the schemes and there was good collaboration to avoid duplication of work. 

Alderman Irvine was pleased to see the summer schemes extended, indeed he thought that these were one of the best programmes the Council offered.  He asked about trying to improve the registration process, and the officer advised that there would be a move to trial digital methods although it was hoped that no one would be disadvantaged by that.  

Councillor Edmund wished the highly successful schemes well for the coming year but was a little disappointed to note that the children of Ballyhalbert and Ballywalter would have to travel if they wished to attend.  While he appreciated that the Council did not have a bottomless pit of funds, he considered there to be a gap in provision in the middle block of the Peninsula and it would be wrong of him not to fight for the children of his area and put that fact on record.  The Head of Community and Culture was aware that Members appreciated that the situation was not perfect, and that the Council was trying to do the best it could with the budget and premises that it had available.  

Summing up, Councillor T Smith fully supported Councillor Edmund’s comments and agreed that there were some gaps in particular areas and believed that the budget for summer schemes should be reconsidered.    

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

Queens Platinum Jubilee Grants

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing, detailing that Members would be aware that a budget of £30,000 had been agreed through the estimates process for grants for the community and voluntary sector to organise street parties across the Borough to celebrate the Queens Platinum Jubilee. This month the Council would consider increasing the budget to £40,000.

The Council’s Community Festival Fund (CFF) was presently open for applications, closing on 21 March 2022 with a total budget of £90,000, with individual small grants available up to £1,000 each for local festivals, £4,000 for Neighbourhood Festivals and £15,000 for Large Festivals.  The CFF grants could not be used to run street parties to celebrate the Jubilee and community and voluntary groups were being advised that a separate grant scheme would be available for that purpose. 

In order to ensure parity between the two grant schemes it was recommended that the Jubilee Grants were increased, from a budget £350 each, as per the previous Queen’s Birthday Grants in 2016, up to a maximum of £1,000 each. That would not require an increase to the overall programme budget for the Jubilee as already approved by the Council.  The Jubilee Grants opened for applications week commencing 7 March 2022.  As per the Council’s Grants Policy the grants would be assessed by a panel of officers and their recommendations would be brought to Council in April 2022 for approval.  A small proportion of the budget would be used to purchase party packs containing bunting, table clothes napkins etc, which would be made available to groups who could not apply for Jubilee Grants.  The party packs would be issued on a first come first served basis. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees to increase the Queen’s Platinum Jubilee Grants up to a maximum of £1,000 each for Street Parties to celebrate the occasion.

Proposed by Councillor MacArthur, seconded by Alderman Irvine, that the recommendation be adopted.  

Councillor MacArthur very much welcomed the grants and encouraged as many constituted groups as possible to apply especially for the funding for street parties.  

Alderman Irvine was pleased to note the increase in funding, and it was hoped that groups would apply particularly as society was rapidly returning to normal after the pandemic.  It was noted that groups which were not constituted were able to apply for party packs also which was welcomed if streets party celebrations were planned.   

Councillor T Smith asked about the budget for small party packs suitable for street parties and the Head of Community and Culture agreed to report back to the member directly on that.  

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

Ards and North Down Social Supermarket 
(Appendix X)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED: - Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing, stating that Members would be aware that in September 2021 approval was granted from the Council for officers along with key stakeholders and the Department for Communities to proceed with exploring two pilot Social Supermarket schemes, one in Bangor and the other in Newtownards.

Since then, and with Council approval, £10,000 had been awarded to Kilcooley 
Womens Centre to contribute towards the cost of establishing a Social Supermarket 
(SSM) in Kilcooley Square, Bangor.  Officers were awaiting a quote from NIHE’s contractor, for the installation of heating in the property, in order to release the funding.

In January 2022, through the Department for Communities (DfC) Community Support   Programme, the Council was awarded money towards the cost of establishing a Social Supermarket in Newtownards.  With DfC’s approval a proportion of that funding was used to appoint a suitable organisation to manage the selection of an organisation to operate the pilot process.  

In February 2022, Blu Zebra, was appointed and had been initially tasked to carry out a needs assessment to draft a report recommending a suitable operating organisation and location to establish a ‘pilot’ SSM for Ards and North Down in Newtownards. The assessment of need must be considered first and completed no later than 21 March 2022.  

Blu Zebra would then facilitate a co-design process with the Covid Recovery Community Support Steering Sub-Group, the referral pathways for members of the SSM, along with the necessary wrap around support and operating guidelines.  

Finally, Blu Zebra would work with the appointed operating organisation to agree a costed project plan to develop and then implement the SSM, from the start of any required capital (building) works, to the opening and operation of the SSM.  

Officers would continue to keep Members updated on progress.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.  

Proposed by Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Mathison, that the recommendation be adopted.  

Proposing the recommendation, Councillor Kendall stated that she massively supported social supermarkets and believed now more than ever these were necessary as residents of the Borough were facing desperate pressure financially and many were in hardship and facing food poverty.  She encouraged everyone involved to move as quickly as possible to support local residents.    

Councillor Mathison fully supported those comments and welcomed the report and asked if officers had any idea of the timescale of when the initiative could be up and running.  He queried if the budget would cover capital works as well. The Head of Community and Culture explained that it would, but it would also be very difficult to give information on timescales now since many details were being worked through, but it was hoped that more information would be made available soon. 

Councillor MacArthur asked about assessment of need and the expectation that more people than ever before would need help.  It was explained that further information on that would be provided at a future meeting.  The Member was aware that people in need were often reluctant to ask for help but she hoped that the Council could be a pointer for people in need directing them to sources of help locally.  Criteria would be set by the funders and would be much wider than that for affordable warmth.

The Chair, Councillor Thompson, supported those comments noting the real cost of living crisis which could often be hidden.    

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

(Having declared an interest in Item 11 Alderman Menagh, Councillor Kendall and Councillor MacArthur left the meeting at 7.45 pm).  

Community Development Grants

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that the Community Development (CD) Fund 2022/23 was supported by the Community Support Programme from Department for Communities and the Council’s Community Development Section. The total budget available for the 2022/23 Community Development Grant scheme was £92,000 of which £50,900 was provided by the Council and £41,100 was expected from the Department for Communities. The Letter of Offer from the Department for Communities had yet to be received by the Council, so all grant awards outlined in the report would be subject to funding being received from the Department for Communities.  

The Community Development Fund was split in two categories 1) running costs up to £2,000, 2) project costs up to £1,000.  Those who were eligible, could apply for either category or both.

The grants were open for three weeks to allow applicants enough time to gather the necessary documentation and information to support their applications.

The objectives of the CD Fund were to strengthen local communities: to increase community participation; to promote social inclusion through the stimulation and support of community groups; and to encourage and promote community activity.

The expected outcomes for the CD Fund were:

· An active and organised community
· An influential community
· An informed community 
· A sustainable community

There were 69 applications received for running costs and 35 applications received for project costs, with a total amount of £114,287.12 being requested. 

An assessment panel comprised of the Community Development Manager, Community Development Officer, Community Development Grants Officer, Community Safety Officer, assessed and scored the grants under the following criteria:

Grant Criteria – Running Costs                       Max Points

Purpose and Aim     			          5
Benefit to the community     		          5
Sustainable Communities        		          5
Value for money     				          5 
Tackling poverty & social inclusion      	          5
Encourage and Promote health & wellbeing      5
Equality    			                              5

Total 						         35

Grant Criteria – Project Costs      		Max Points

Purpose and Aim      				5
Location, Need and benefit     			5
Outcomes, impacts & benefits       		5
Value for money         				5
Tackling poverty & social inclusion      		5
Encourage and Promote health & wellbeing       5
Equality    			                               5

Total 							35

Grant Criteria- 
  
A 20% weighting had been applied to: 
 
i)	applicants located in the top 10% of the most deprived wards in the Council area, (using the DFC Recommended Weighting) and 

ii)	those that specifically targeted socially excluded groups. 

Out of the 69 applications received for running costs 54 were successful, 12 applications did not meet the pass mark of 45% and 3 applications were deemed ineligible (see Tables 1 and 2 below).

From the 35 applications received for project costs 22 applications were successful, 3 applications did not meet the pass mark of 45% and 10 applications were deemed ineligible (see Tables 3 and 4 below).

In line with current Community Development budgets, and projected funding from DfC, it was recommended that 80% of the approved grant be awarded to all successful applicants, with a total value of £91,429.70.

For those applicants who were unsuccessful, due to lack of detail or missing information within their forms, they would be offered feedback on their application from the scoring panel and the Community Development Team were available to help and support with sourcing and completing other funding applications. 


Table 1 Running Costs - Successful Applicants

	
	Name of Group
	Score
	Eligible Amount
	Amount awarded 80%

	[bookmark: _Hlk5794981]1
	12th Bangor Scout Group
	71.5%
	£2000
	£1600

	2
	1st Newtownards Somme & Historical Society
	48.62%
	£2000
	£1600

	3
	Ards Peninsula U3A
	45.76%
	£1170
	£936

	4
	Ards Peninsula Villages Partnership
	65.78%
	£1445
	£1156

	5
	Ballygowan Concert Flute Band
	68.64%
	£1966
	£1572.80

	6
	Ballyhalbert Youth Group
	51.48%
	£1720
	£1376

	7
	Ballywalter & District Historical Society
	51.48%
	£570
	£456

	8
	Ballywalter Community Action group
	54.34%
	£590
	£472

	9
	Bees Nees EYC
	54.34%
	£2000
	£1600

	10
	Bekind Kids Club
	80.08%
	£2000
	£1600

	11
	Bloomfield Community Association
	77.22%
	£2000
	£1600

	12
	Breezemount Commnity Association
	82.94%
	£2000
	£1600

	13
	Clandeboye VCA
	77.22%

	£2000
	£1600

	14
	Cloughey & District Community Association
	51.48%
	£2000
	£1600

	15
	Cloughey Heritage Group
	48.62%
	£953.20
	£762.56

	16
	Codo Drops
	80.08%
	£2000
	£1600

	17
	Comber Youth For Christ
	57.20%
	£2000
	£1600

	18
	Conlig Community Regeneration Group
	74.36%
	£1770
	£1416

	19
	Donaghadee Community Development Association
	60.06%
	£2000
	£1600

	20
	Donaghadee Youth For Christ
	60.06%
	£2000
	£1600

	21
	East End Residents Association
	48.62%
	£2000
	£1600

	22
	Friends of Abbey PTA
	51.48%
	£1570
	£1256

	23
	Holywood Family Trust
	65.78%
	£2000
	£1600

	24
	Holywood Residents Association
	51.48%
	£1600
	£1280

	25
	Holywood Shared Town
	74.36%
	£2000
	£1600

	26
	Home-Start Ards, Comber and Peninsula Area
	62.92%
	£2000
	£1600

	27
	Inspiring Yarns
	62.92%
	£2000
	£1600

	28
	Kilcooley Women's Centre
	57.20%
	£2000
	£1600

	29
	Killinchy After School Club
	57.20%
	£2000
	£1600

	30
	Killinchy and District Community Development Assoc
	45.76%
	£2000
	£1600

	31
	Killinchy Senior Citizens
	54.34%
	£1750
	£1400

	32
	Kiltonga Christian Centre
	60.06%
	£2000
	£1600

	33
	Ladybirds Parenting Centre
	54.34%
	£2000
	£1600

	34
	Lisbarnett and Lisbane CA
	48.62%
	£2000
	£1600

	35
	Little Doves Childcare
	62.92%
	£2000
	£1600

	36
	Loughries Men's Shed
	48.62%
	£1500
	£1200

	37
	Love Ballyholme
	45.76%
	£1000
	£800

	38
	Millisle & District Community Association
	48.62%
	£2000
	£1600

	39
	Millisle Youth Forum
	62.92%
	£2000
	£1600

	40
	Millisle Regeneration
	57.20%
	£2000
	£1600

	41
	North Down and Ards U3A
	45.76%
	£2000
	£1600

	42
	Portaferry and Strangford Trust
	51.48%
	£2000
	£1600

	43
	Portaferry Community Collective
	57.20%
	£1789
	£1431.20

	44
	Portaferry Community Services Ltd
	60.06%
	£2000
	£1600

	45
	Portaferry Gala Fest
	57.20%
	£2000
	£1600

	46
	Portaferry In Bloom
	45.76%
	£1580
	£1264

	47
	Portaferry Mens Shed
	54.34%
	£1500
	£1200

	48
	Portavogie Regeneration Forum
	71.50%
	£880.50
	£704.40

	49
	Redburn Loughview Community Forum
	54.34%
	£2000
	£1600

	50
	Redburn Parent and Toddlers
	48.62%
	£1583
	£1266.40

	51
	Seahaven Residents Association
	45.76%
	£1000
	£800

	52
	United Ulster History Forum
	54.34%
	£800
	£640

	53
	Warehouse Open Centre
	48.62%
	£1406
	£1124.80

	54
	Whitehill CA
	65.78%
	£2000
	£1600

	
	
	
	Total:
	£75,314.16



Table 2 Unsuccessful Running Cost Applicants:

	
	Name of Group
	Score
	Reason for Unsuccessful Application

	1
	Ballygowan District Community Ass
	40.04%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	2
	Ballygowan Presbyterian Church - Youth
	37.18%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	3
	Bangor and North Down Samaritans
	31.46%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	4
	Clandeboye Nature Rangers
	34.32%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	5
	Comber Regeneration Community Partnership
	34.32
	Failed to reach pass mark

	6
	Decorum NI
	28.60%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	7
	Donaghadee Heritage Preservation Company
	34.32%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	8
	Greyabbey Village Hall Mgt Cttee
	25.74%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	9
	Groomsport Guides 
	Not scored
	No supporting documents with application  

	10
	Kilcooley Over 50s Club
	37.18%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	11
	Millisle Health and Wellbeing
	42.90%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	12
	North Down Scout Centre
	34.32%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	13
	Peninsula Amateur Theatre Players
	Not scored
	Group not eligible- referred to Arts 

	14
	The Play Centre at Manor Court
	42.90%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	15
	Portavogie Coastal Rowing Club 
	Not scored
	Sports club excluded- referred to sports development 





Table 3 Project Costs – Successful Applicants:

	
	Name of Group
	Name of Project
	Brief Description
	Score
	Eligible amount
	Amount awarded 80%

	1
	1st Newtownards Somme & Historical Society
	Walking through History 1912-present
	Mural painting project
	48.62%
	£1000
	£800

	2
	Ballygowan Presbyterian Church - Youth
	Building Capacity
	Equipping young people for future
	48.62%
	£1000
	£800

	3
	Ballyhalbert Youth Group
	Mental Health in the Community
	Improve mental health 
	48.62%
	£1000
	£800

	4
	Bees Nees EYC
	Reconnect & Recover building Resilience
	Series of activities for families 
	45.76%
	£1000
	£800

	5
	Bekind Kids Club
	Be Kind to your Mind
	Workshops focused on parents & carers
	80.08%
	£1000
	£800

	6
	Cloughey & District Community Association
	20th Anniversary
	Commemorative project
	51.48%
	£1000
	£800

	7
	Codo Drops
	Re-igniting Creativity & Belonging in Bangor
	Small scale street art sessions
	80.08%
	£1000
	£800

	8
	Comber youth For Christ
	Heads Up
	Series of workshops for mental health
	48.62
	£1000
	£800

	9
	Donaghadee Community Development Association
	Donaghadee-Bloomin’ Marvellous
	Window plant boxes
	60.06%
	£1000
	£800

	10
	Include Youth
	Planting Roots Project
	Create planters from unused tyres 
	54.34%
	£354.42
	£283.54

	11
	Inspiring Yarns
	Yarn Together for Good Causes
	Series of yarn groups 
	60.06%
	£1000
	£800

	12
	Kilcooley Women’s Centre
	DELTA Project
	Develop a digital platform
	62.92%
	£1000
	£800

	13
	Killinchy Senior Citizens
	Homeplace
	Create a piece of art
	54.34%
	£500
	£400

	14
	Ladybirds PC
	Early Years Pocket Park
	Create playground markings to zone areas 
	54.34%
	£1000
	£800

	15
	Love Ballyholme
	Easter@Holme
	Outdoor intergenerational Easter event
	48.62%
	£750
	£600

	16
	Millisle & District Community Association
	Millisle Women’s Craft & Cultural Group
	Craft Workshops
	48.62%
	£1000
	£800

	17
	Millisle Youth Forum
	Circus comes to Millisle
	Delivery of facilitated circus classes
	57.20%
	£1000
	£800

	18
	Millisle Regeneration
	Millise Mens Shed
	Small projects to bring men of Millisle together
	54.34%
	£540
	£432

	19
	Portaferry and Strangford Trust
	Vikings on Strangford Lough- Junior Edition
	Create an exhibition for young people
	54.34%
	£1000
	£800

	20
	Portaferry Community Services Ltd
	SEANACHAI/WEE YARNS/ANEGDOCIARZ- Storytelling Through Drama

	Story telling targeting social exclusion
	65.78%
	£1000
	£800

	21
	Portaferry Gala Fest
	“Flash Mob” Celebrating Covid Recovery
	Create a surprise community dance flash mob
	60.06%
	£1000
	£800

	22
	Portaferry In Bloom
	Portaferry’s Growing Together
	Provide 100 “do it yourself” growing kits 
	45.76%
	£1000
	£800

	
	
	
	
	
	Total:
	£16,115.54



Table 4 Unsuccessful Project Grant Applicants:
	
	Name of Group
	Score
	Reason for Unsuccessful Application

	1
	Ballycrochan Presbyterian Church 
	Not scored
	Applied for Queens Jubilee project (social event) referred to Jubilee fund 

	2
	Bangor District LOL 18
	Not scored
	Project costs not eligible- training courses excluded

	3
	Bangor Foodbank
	Not scored
	Project costs not eligible- project deemed capital build

	4
	Conlig Community Regeneration Group
	Not scored
	Project costs not eligible- social event excluded

	5
	Donaghadee Heritage Preservation Company
	34.32
	Failed to reach pass mark

	6
	Groomsport Guides 
	Not scored
	No supporting documents with applications 

	7
	Holywood Family Trust 
	Not scored
	Project costs not eligible – training not eligible 

	8
	Holywood Shared Town
	Not scored
	Project costs not eligible – project deemed public meeting 

	9
	Kilcooley community Forum
	37.17%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	10
	Leonard Cheshire
	Not scored
	Community group based outside the borough – referred to Business Regeneration 

	11
	Loughries Men's Shed
	Not scored
	Project costs overlapped running costs/ not a new project

	12
	Millisle Health and Wellbeing
	34.32%
	Failed to reach pass mark

	13
	Redburn Loughview Community Forum
	Not scored
	Project costs ineligible- deemed as equipment upgrade



Members would be aware that the CD Grants were consistently heavily oversubscribed resulting in an increasing number of applications being unsuccessful, despite reducing the overall award to each successful application.  Given that, officers would review the CD Grants process in advance of next year in an attempt to reduce the number of organisations receiving multiple grants in order to support new and emerging groups. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council approve the recommendations detailed in this report.

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

Proposing the recommendation Councillor Boyle thought the report to be excellent and he welcomed it for different reasons, firstly it felt like a return to normal and secondly it was pleasing to read about the grants awarded.  Sadly, there had been groups that did not qualify but he was pleased that the Council would help them prepare for the future.  It was encouraging to see communities and organisations benefitting from small pots of funding.    

Councillor Smart was in agreement noting that so much could be done with fairly small grants he hoped that the grants would be reviewed annually to ensure a good spread across the Borough.  He noted that the Department provided the budget and that the Council contributed to it and there was always a huge demand for the funding which suggested that the community development team was doing a very good job.  

Councillor Edmund welcomed the funds and reported that for many groups these were the lifeblood which gave them just enough to keep operating.  These were also volunteers who were working for the benefit of their local communities and the Council should remember that.  He agreed that it would be great if the budget could be increased, and he praised the community groups who had been successful.  

Alderman Irvine agreed and recognised that the work that was carried out by these community groups had never been more important.  He asked that those groups which used community houses were kept on the officers’ radar. 

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

(Alderman Menagh and Councillors Kendall and MacArthur were readmitted to the meeting at 7.50 pm)

Leisure Services Service Plan 2022-2023  
(Appendix XI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that attached was the Service Plan for Leisure and Amenities in accordance with the Council’s Performance Management policy.

Plans were intended to: 
• Encourage compliance with the new legal, audit and operational context
• Provide focus on direction
• Facilitate alignment between Corporate, Service and Individual plans and activities
• Motivate and develop staff
• Promote performance improvement, encourage innovation and share good practice
• Encourage transparency of performance outcomes
• Better enable us to recognise success and address underperformance

The Service Plan for 2022/23 was attached. That had been developed to align with the objectives of the Big Plan, the Corporate Plan and in line with the Annual Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) 2022/23.

The agreement of the Service Plan would also assist toward achievement of the Council’s performance improvement duties under the Local Government Act (NI) 2014. The Service Plan highlighted where the service contributed to the Corporate Plan and, where that was the case, set out the objectives of the service for the 2022/23 year.  It further identified the key performance indicators used to illustrate the level of achievement of each objective, and the targets that the service would try to attain along with key actions required to do so. The Service Plan also identified key risks to the service along with analysis of those and necessary actions to mitigate/manage risks.  Key risks impacting services were incorporated into the Corporate Risk Register. The Service Plan had been developed in conjunction with staff, officers and management and consultation with key stakeholders where relevant. The Service Plan was based on the agreed budget.  It should be noted that, should there be significant changes in-year (e.g. due to Council decisions, budget revisions or changes to the PIP), the Service Plan may need to be revised. The Committee would be provided with update reports on performance against the agreed Service Plan.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approve the attached plan.

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

Councillor Boyle thanked officers for the detailed report and expressed concern about the position relating to staff shortages and the challenge of what could be done with the staff that were available.  The leisure centres could not operate fully until that matter had been resolved and that would take time which in turn had an effect on revenue flow.  The Head of Leisure Services agreed that the projections were based on the availability of a full staff complement.  

Councillor Kendall shared the Member’s concern and wondered what was being done to address the situation which existed across the Council.  The Director explained that it was not permissible to comment on staff matters in public and that should only be commented on in confidence.       

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the recommendation be adopted.  
(Having declared an interest Alderman Menagh left the meeting at 8 pm).

Ards and North Down Sports Forum Grants
(Appendix XII - XIV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that Members would be aware that on the 26th August 2015 Council delegated authority to the Ards and North Down Sports Forum, in order to allow it to administer sports grants funding on behalf of the Council.  £35,000 had been allocated within the 2021/2022 revenue budget for that purpose.

The Council further authorised the Forum under delegated powers to award grants of up to £250. Grants above £250 still required Council approval.  In addition, the Council requested that regular updates were reported to Members.
During January 2022, the Forum received a total of 17 grant applications; 1 of which was for Coaching, 15 of which were for Equipment and 1 of which was for an Event. A summary of the 13 successful applications was detailed in the attached appendix 1 - Successful Equipment Applications and appendix - Successful Events Applications.

A total of 4 of the applications failed to meet the specified criteria. The reasons for the unsuccessful applications are detailed on a further appendix - Unsuccessful Applications.

For information, the annual budget and spend to date on grant categories was as followed:

	
	Annual Budget
	Funding Awarded 
January 2022
	Remaining Budget

	Anniversary
	£1,000
	£0
	£1,000

	Coaching
	£3,000
	*£0
	£1,499.25

	Equipment
	£9,000
	*£7,799.41
	-£6,028.41

	Events
	£6,000
	*£171
	  £3,499.52

	Seeding
	£500
	£0
	£58.57

	Travel and Accommodation 
	£14,500
	*£0
	£12,422.82

	Discretionary
	£1000
	£0
	£1,000

	
	
	
	

	Goldcards proposed during the period January 2022 is 0. 



*The proposed remaining budget for Coaching of £1,499.25 was based on Withdrawn costs of £100. The proposed remaining budget for Equipment of -£6,028.41 was based on a proposed award of £7,799.41 as outlined in Successful Equipment Applications – for Approval/Noting. The proposed remaining budget for Events of £3,499.52 was based on a proposed award of £171 as outlined in Successful Events Applications – for Approval/Noting, and reclaimed costs of £112.52. The proposed remaining budget for Travel and Accommodation of £12,422.82 was based on reclaimed costs of £50.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the attached applications for financial assistance for sporting purposes valued at above £250, and that the applications approved by the Forum (valued at below £250) be noted.

Proposed by Alderman Irvine, seconded by Councillor Johnson that the recommendation be adopted.  

Alderman Irvine praised the applications coming through which would provide much needed equipment to increase the skill and aptitude of those in the sports clubs.  He referred to the Ards and North Down Sports Awards and thanked the sports development team for its work in that area also.     

Councillor Boyle was encouraged by the broad enthusiasm that existed across the Borough with sports people voluntarily giving of their time to promote wellbeing and healthy lifestyles.  He was delighted to see the Sports Awards back again and hoped that it would be successful and a further signal of a return to normal times.     

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

(Alderman Menagh was readmitted to the meeting at 8.03 pm) 

Parks and Cemeteries Service Plan 2022-2023
(Appendix XV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that attached was the Service Plan for Parks and Cemeteries in accordance with the Council’s Performance Management policy. 

Plans were intended to:

· Encourage compliance with the new legal, audit and operational context
· Provide focus on direction
· Facilitate alignment between Corporate, Service and Individual plans and activities
· Motivate and develop staff
· Promote performance improvement, encourage innovation and share good practice
· Encourage transparency of performance outcomes
· Better enable us to recognise success and address underperformance.

The plan for 2022/23 was attached.  The plan had been developed to align with the objectives of the Big Plan, the draft Corporate Plan 2020/24 and the draft Annual Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) 2022/23.  The agreement of the plan would also assist toward achievement of the Council’s performance improvement duties under the Local Government Act (NI) 2014.

The Service Plan highlights where the service contributed to the Corporate Plan and, where that was the case, sets out the objectives of the service for the 2022/23 year.  It further identified the key performance indicators used to illustrate the level of achievement of each objective, and the targets that the Service would try to attain along with key actions required to do so.

The Service Plan also identified key risks to the service along with analysis of those and necessary actions to mitigate/manage risks.  Key risks impacting services were incorporated into the Corporate Risk Register.  The plan had been developed in conjunction with staff, officers and management and consultation with key stakeholders where relevant.

The plan was based on the agreed budget.  It should be noted that, should there be significant changes in-year (e.g., due to Council decisions, budget revisions or changes to the PIP) the plan may need to be revised.

The Committee would be provided with update reports on performance against the agreed plan.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approve the attached plan.

Proposed by Councillor MacArthur, seconded by Councillor Kendall that the recommendation be adopted.  

Councillor MacArthur asked the Interim Head of Parks and Cemeteries about the aspirations within the plan for rewilding and tree planning and also about the proposed apprenticeship scheme with Greenmount.  The officer explained that rewilding was to be doubled, and a plan concerning apprenticeships had been put together which would be discussed with the college, and a draft job description would be drawn up.  

Referring to the volunteering scheme the officer hoped to bring back a report on how that could be structured.  There were already schemes in existence such as friends groups in parks or with young people through the Duke of Edinburgh’s Award for example.  Those were opportunities for the Council to take advantage of working in partnership with the community.    

Councillor MacArthur asked about rewilding and it was noted that there was a proposal to double the rewilding scheme.  She suggested the Moat at Donaghadee which would lend itself to rewilding and wondered how those areas would be selected.  The officer explained that a report had been prepared looking at suitable areas where it was believed that there would be community ‘buy in’.
Councillor Kendall referred to Conlig which would welcome engagement at this point, but she thanked officers for the report and agreed with the opportunities that had been identified and believed those linked well to the Council’s strategy.  The creation of green jobs along with a commitment to biodiversity and sustainability showed that the Council was listening to the community.      

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor MacArthur, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the recommendation be adopted.  
  
Performance Report Parks and Cemeteries Q3

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that Members would be aware that the Council was required, under the Local Government Act 2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To fulfil that requirement the Council approved the Performance Management Policy and Handbook in October 2015.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the approach to Performance Planning and Management process as:

· Community Plan – published every 10-15 years 
· Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (Corporate Plan Towards 2024 in operation)
· Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (published 30 September 2021)
· Service Plan – developed annually (approved April/May 2021)

The Council’s 17 Service Plans outlined how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of the Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in the PIP.

Reporting approach

The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as undernoted:

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Quarter 1 (Q1)
	April – June
	September

	Q2
	July – September
	December

	Q3
	October – December
	March

	Q4
	January - March
	June



The report for Quarter 3 2021-22 was attached.
Key points to note:

· Walled Garden now open to public in winter months
· Herbicide Reduction Policy agreed and implementation process started.
· Procurement of new computer software system, PlotBox now being implemented. 

Key achievements:

· Ards and North Down in Bloom Community Competitions winners announced.
· Tree Week community events throughout the Borough underway.
· Orchards planted in Greyabbey, Portaferry and Portavogie.
· Recruitment of 1 x Supervisor and 5 x Gardeners undertaken.

Emerging issues:

· Investigate opportunities to start an apprenticeship scheme in association with Greenmount College.

Action to be taken:

· Local Biodiversity Action Plan would be completed in Q4.
· Pride in Performance conversations would be completed in Q4.
· A rolling programme of tree planting was being implemented across the Borough.

RECOMMENDED that the report is noted. 

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

Councillor Mathison asked for clarity on the Council’s position on tree planting.  The Interim Head of Parks and Cemeteries stated that the proposal for the current year was to plant 15k trees and that the 35k stated in the report had been in error.  The proposal over 10 years was 170k trees.  That was what Council had agreed to and was reasonable given the resources the Council had. Volunteers would help to plant those out too.  

The Member was aware that another Council had its own nursery to grow young trees and he asked if that was in the mix for Ards and North Down Borough.  The officer reported that it was and it was vital that the Council could secure a source of trees and it also addressed the bio security issues.  Locally sourced trees helped in that process.  It was hoped that the Council would soon reach agreement with the Woodland Trust on that matter.   

Councillor Edmund asked if the tree count would include memorial trees in cemeteries and the officer explained that while all trees were useful for the environment those were not included in the figure for community planting.  

Councillor Douglas was delighted to see this progress and thanked staff for their commitment, and she hoped to help in the plant at Castle Park over the coming weeks.  

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

Display Bed Applications 
(Appendix XVI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing Members would be aware that on the 27th February 2019 the Council agreed a policy for the use of Display Beds in the Borough.  This policy required Officers to report to the Council any applications received by external organisations.  Through the pandemic the display bed application process had been suspended and those floral beds had been used to celebrate the excellent work carried out by NHS staff and other key workers.  It was proposed that the display bed application process now recommenced and that the NHS staff / key workers displays continued until new applications had been approved by the Council.

The Council had received two applications for use of the display beds.  Officers had assessed both applications and had determined that both requests met the criteria in the policy and were recommended for approval. The applications were deemed by Officers to not require equality screening.

The applications were as followed, and the proposed design of the display was included in the attached appendix. The Parks team would endeavour to replicate the design as far as possible, however detail design may alter in order to facilitate installation.  If necessary, the Officer would liaise with the applicant if the installation may have to be significantly different from that proposed.

	Name of Group/Organisation
	Display Bed applied for
	Proposed dates of display
	Reason for the display

	Holywood Bowling Club
	Bangor Road entrance to Ballymenoch Park
	01/05/2022 - 30/06/2022
	75th Anniversary

	Assisi Animal Sanctuary
	Adjacent to Bangor Post and Sorting Office
	10/09/2022 - 22/10/2022
	25th Anniversary



RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the applications outlined in this report for the display beds.

Proposed by Councillor McRandal, seconded by Alderman Irvine, that the recommendation be adopted.  
Councillor McRandal was pleased to note that Assisi had reached its 25th anniversary and he wished it more successful years to come.  He also paid tribute to Holywood Bowling Club on its 75th anniversary.    

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

Tree and Woodland Strategy 2021-2032 Update

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that the purpose of the report was to update Members on the first-year progress of the Council’s Tree & Woodland Strategy 2021 to 2032 that was agreed in March 2021. The purpose of the Tree & Woodland Strategy was to recognise the importance of trees, the many benefits they afforded and the increasingly important role they could play in mitigating the effects of climate change. The strategy was required to ensure the Council’s limited budget was focused on positive planting programmes and managing tree care and risks. 

To ensure improved tree cover within the Borough, a new tree planting initiative entitled STAND4TREES was formed. The STAND4TREES complemented the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA) initiative ‘Forests for our Future’.

STAND4TREES was launched during National Tree Week in November 2021. Tree Week was the UK’s largest annual tree celebration, it ran from Saturday 27th November to Sunday 5th December 2021.  The theme this year was 'Are you ready to #PlantForOurFuture?',

Residents from across the Borough, took part in planting thousands of trees to mark the start of the winter tree planting season.  In total 12,000 trees had been planted in the Borough since the start of Tree Week until the last planting day in early March 2022.

In addition, to the 12,000 trees planted the Council agreed to plant three Community orchards per year. The three orchards for 2021/22 period were now in position at Greyabbey, Lawson Playpark at Portavogie and Ann Street Open Space in Portaferry.  In 2022/3 the Council hoped to plant another three Community orchards at Londonderry Park in Newtownards, Carrowdore and Cottown Park and Open Space would be working with more community partners of future orchards sites.

As part of the implementation of Strategy it was agreed to appoint an Officer. Unfortunately, the recruitment process had so far been unsuccessful but it was hoped to readvertise the position in April/May.

In the tree planting period 2022/23 it was hoped to plant a further 15,000 trees and increase the number of community tree planting events from 12 in 2021/22 to 20 events in 2022/23.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

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

Councillor Douglas was excited at the proposal and welcomed the trees and the difference they would make to the local environment.    

Councillor Boyle also looked forward to seeing progress and referred to large amounts of tree planting in the Portaferry area which was a welcome step for benefits in the future.  

Councillor McRandal was pleased to hear about Community Orchards and asked how the sites were selected.  The Interim Head of Parks and Cemeteries stated that that was done with community support and would be spread across the Borough with on average three every year over the next ten years.  It was anticipated that there would be at least one orchard for every settlement in the Borough.  

Councillor Kendall asked if the strategy included the maintenance of trees and if the sites would be managed.  She wondered if there had been much engagement with the schools in the Borough.  The officer replied that the maintenance of trees was very important within the strategy.  There had been engagement with local schools and it was expected that that would be developed further as life returned to normal post pandemic.  

Councillor MacArthur hoped that there would be engagement with schools for the Queen’s Canopy and planting for that later in the year.  The officer informed the meeting that the Queen’s Canopy was only one project that was operating and there was also Stand 4 Trees projects.  The Council needed to plan and prepare but it was aware of what was needed and what was due to take place by December 2022.  

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

Environmental Health Protection and Development Service Plan 2022-2023
(Appendix XVII) 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that attached was the Service Plan for Environmental Health Protection and Development in accordance with the Council’s Performance Management policy.

Plans were intended to:

· Encourage compliance with the new legal, audit and operational context
· Provide focus on direction
· Facilitate alignment between Corporate, Service and Individual plans and activities
· Motivate and develop staff
· Promote performance improvement, encourage innovation and share good practice
· Encourage transparency of performance outcomes
· Better enable the Council to recognise success and address underperformance.

The plan for 2022/23 was attached.  The plan had been developed to align with objectives of the Big Plan, Corporate Plan and the draft Annual Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) 2022/23.  The agreement of the plan would also assist toward achievement of the Council’s performance improvement duties under the Local Government Act (NI) 2014.

The Service Plan highlighted where the service contributed to the Corporate Plan and, where that was the case, sets out the objectives of the service for the 2022/23 year.  It further identified the key performance indicators used to illustrate the level of achievement of each objective, and the targets that the Service would try to attain along with key actions required to do so.

The Service Plan also identified key risks to the service along with analysis of those and necessary actions to mitigate/manage risks.  Key risks impacting services were incorporated into the Corporate Risk Register.  The plan had been developed in conjunction with staff, officers and management and consultation with key stakeholders where relevant.

The plan was based on the agreed budget.  It should be noted that, should there be significant changes in-year (e.g., due to Council decisions, budget revisions or changes to the PIP) the plan may need to be revised.

The Committee would be provided with update reports on performance against the agreed plan.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approve the attached plan.

Proposed by Alderman Irvine, seconded by Councillor Mathison, that the recommendation be adopted.  

Alderman Irvine thought the report showed the breadth of work that went through the Environmental Health section, and he took the opportunity to wish the Head of Environmental Health Protection his best wishes on his retirement.  He stated that the officer would be greatly missed, and he thanked him and considered that his successor would have a hard act to follow.   

Councillor Mathison also thanked the officer and agreed that he would be sorely missed and noted that he had been very helpful and always available at the end of the telephone.  The work of that section had been particularly challenging at the start of the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Councillor T Smith welcomed the hard work going on but stated unfortunately the Council had been implementing the rules of the Northern Ireland Protocol and he was opposed to that and did not believe that the Council should be engaging with it or implementing it in any shape or form.  He said that he would abstain from agreeing with the recommendation for that reason.     

Councillor MacArthur welcomed the report and thanked the officer and his team.  The officer had been continuously helpful to her and given time to explain matters when that was required.  She thought the work of the team could not be underestimated.   

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

Performance Report Environmental Health Protection and Development Q3

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that Members would be aware that the Council was required, under the Local Government Act 2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To fulfil that requirement Council approved the Performance Management Policy and Handbook in October 2015.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the approach to Performance Planning and Management process as:

· Community Plan – published every 10-15 years 
· Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (Corporate Plan Towards 2024 in operation)
· Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (for publication 30 September 2021)
· Service Plan – developed annually (approved April/May 2021)

The Council’s 17 Service Plans outlined how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of the Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in the PIP.



Reporting approach

The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as undernoted:

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Quarter 1 (Q1)
	April – June
	September

	Q2
	July – September
	December

	Q3
	October – December
	March

	Q4
	January - March
	June



The report for Quarter 3 2021-22 was attached.

Key points to note:

· Some targets had been missed including budget spent.  That was because of difficulties in recruiting suitably qualified EH staff to fill vacancies which had led to pressure on the service.

Key achievements:

· The service had continued to adapt to Covid restrictions being lifted and had been able to provide a service to the residential and business community.  Demands on the service in terms of service requests continued to exceed pre-Covid-19 emergency levels.

Emerging issues:

· Increased energy costs would hit the most vulnerable in society therefore services such as the Affordable Warmth Scheme would take on even greater importance as the Council entered the 22/23 year.  It would be important that the DfC continued to fund that initiative.

Action to be taken:

· Staff vacancies needed to be filled as soon as possible to ensure the effective functioning of the service.

RECOMMENDED that the report is noted.

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

Recognition of the work of EHPD During the Pandemic
(Appendix XVIII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that the staff of Environmental Health Protection and Development (EHP&D) had been thanked for their “outstanding” contribution to protecting public health during the pandemic. 

In a letter from the Association of Directors of Public Health, the Faculty of Public Health and the Health Departments of Scotland, England, Wales and Northern Ireland, it was recognised that the public health teams across the UK responded “with integrity, skill, and determination” to the demands of “a rapidly changing environment”.

Signed by all four Chief Medical Officers, the letter noted: “As is always the case with public health, the work is never done and much of the most important work is never noticed” but warns of the new challenges that lie ahead particularly with deprivation, health improvement and the need to reduce health inequalities.

In Ards and North Down, EHP&D delivered “business as usual” as far as possible during the pandemic – responding to Public Health and Housing complaints and concerns to keep people safe at home; supporting Food businesses to adapt to delivery and take away services without compromising food safety; responding to a huge increase in noise complaints partly attributable to the shift to home working; ensuring Health and Safety requirements were met including the enforcement, advice and guidance of ever changing Covid legislation and medical advice; ensuring those without heat or food were assisted with rapid responses; and leading on the Care Call support to our most vulnerable residents as well as assisting with the community food parcels.

One member of staff was seconded to the Track and Trace team and currently was a lead officer supervising the identification of close contacts and providing advice to those directly affected by Covid.

The Head of Environmental Health Protection and Development, on behalf of Environmental Health Northern Ireland (EHNI) and SOLACE, was asked to provide expert advice and guidance to the Department of Health in determining the proposed legislative changes; and worked closely with the various industry bodies in particular Hospitality Ulster and the Hotels Federation, to aid their understanding in relation to new proposals and take cognisance of industry opinion regarding the impact of Covid restrictions and how difficulties in implementation could be addressed without compromising safety.  Guidance was also provided on any Covid clusters in the Ards and North Down Borough Council area, including dissemination of safety information through social media in partnership with the Public Health Agency.

The letter from the Presidents of the Association and Faculty of Public Health and the four Chief Medical Officers concluded: “Your expert knowledge, local insight, leadership and collection and use of data have been outstanding. We have been immensely proud to work alongside you and are profoundly thankful for all you and your teams have done.”

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the contents of the letter to the Public Health Community received by EHP&D.

Proposed by Councillor Kendall, seconded by Alderman Irvine, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Councillor Kendall thanked the officers for the work they had carried out during the Covid-19 pandemic.  Alderman Irvine agreed and offered his thanks to the Environmental Health staff for their contribution throughout the pandemic.  The rules and regulations were very complex in the early days and the hospitality industry had been hit hard.  He knew that the staff had performed to their limit.     

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

Fuel Poverty
(Appendix IXX & XX)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and Wellbeing detailing that at the Council meeting on 24th November 2021 the following Notice of Motion was discussed and agreed:

That this Council notes with concern the significant increase in the cost of energy; recognises this will adversely affect many households across our Borough and calls on the Minister for Communities to establish a departmental led fuel poverty task force to assist the department in developing solutions to support those impacted and prevent many more people from falling into fuel poverty.

A letter was sent to the Minister for Communities and a response had been received from David Polley, Director of Housing Supply Policy.

The letter noted:

· Minister Hargey was pleased to announce that a £55 million Energy Payment Support Scheme was approved by the Executive on 13 January 2022. The Energy Payment Support Scheme was for vulnerable individuals struggling to meet rising energy costs due to the global fuel crisis.

· The Minister also announced a £2M Emergency Fuel Payment Scheme, operated by the Bryson Charitable Group, developed in very close collaboration with the Consumer Council, the Utility Regulator and a range of local energy companies in response to the recent and unprecedented energy price rises.

· In terms of an update on the Emergency Fuel Payment Scheme, a link to the website and form for the Emergency Fuel Payment Scheme was below, as well as a link for further information on the Energy Costs Support Scheme.
 
https://www.brysongroup.org/news/emergency-fuel-payment-scheme
 
https://www.nidirect.gov.uk/articles/energy-costs-support-schemes

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the response letter from the Department for Communities.

Proposed by Councillor Mathison, seconded by Alderman Irvine, as an amendment, that Council welcomes the financial assistance noted in the correspondence. Council will reply to the Minister and request that she urgently update Council if she will be seeking further resource to roll out additional funding for financial support for those impacted by the rising cost of utilities and home heating oil, including those in work but on low incomes.

Councillor Mathison stated that he welcomed some support being rolled out which would undoubtedly be of some assistance but in the current environment it may not even touch the sides in addressing the level of need.  It may, however, raise the possibility that the Department could roll out further support.  Residents may not be receiving benefits or tax credits but could be very affected by rising prices due to receiving a relatively low income.  He regretted that there was no First and Deputy First Minister in the Assembly but this was a time of real crisis for people who were not concerned with the politics at Stormont.  He hoped that Members could get behind the Executive and would like to hear the views from the Minister and her Department. 

Alderman Irvine was happy to support the amendment and further action certainly needed to be taken.  He welcomed £200 payment to some people but many people were equally in need and would be missing out on that so he hoped that more funding could be made to help those in need as quickly as possible.  He also thought that the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Prime Minister also needed to step up when it came to the energy crisis and thought that nothing should be taken off the table.  

Councillor Chambers was more than happy to support the amendment and thought that a family could very quickly spend £200 on heating their homes.  Prices were rising steeply, and this was a critical and worrying time for those in need of financial assistance.    

Councillor T Smith had no problem in giving support and he made it clear that it was not only low-income families that were affected but also those where a couple in one household both worked.  Incomes were being squeezed so much and this issue went beyond those on low incomes since everyone was feeling this except perhaps for people who were extremely well off financially.  He stated that there was a dysfunctional government in Stormont which could not deliver and suggested that an approach be made directly to the Westminster government.     

Councillor Boyle had no problem supporting the amendment and agreed with the comments that had been made particularly those of Councillors Chambers and T Smith.  He agreed that this matter should be presented to the British Exchequer since the Northern Ireland Executive did not have the type of funding that should be made.  The whole economy was suffering, and he agreed that two income homes were also feeling the pinch.  He thanked Councillor Mathison for bringing the amendment.    

Councillor Kendall believed that the current difficulties and energy crisis was a result of the country’s over reliance on fossil fuels which had been highlighted for many years.  The time was now to look at renewables so that the country could sustain itself.  The current troubles would push more people below the poverty line since the average family was now settling and trying to survive.    

Councillor Mathison thanked Members for their comments and support for his amendment and was more than happy for the scope it to include a letter to the Chancellor of the Exchequer to press the UK government for urgent intervention.  He agreed that it was not only low-income homes that were feeling the pressure at the current time.    

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Mathison, seconded by Alderman Irvine, as amendment, that the Council welcomes the financial assistance noted in the correspondence.  Council will reply to the Minister and request that she urgently update Council if she will be seeking further resource to roll out additional funding for financial support for those impacted by the rising cost of utilities and home heating oil, including those in work but on low incomes, and that a letter should also be sent to the UK Treasury asking for further support.  

Request for Further Information on Greenways Consultation

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Community and wellbeing detailing that following an update report to Community and Wellbeing in February 2022 relating to the Council’s Greenway Network project(s), the Council agreed to the following amendment to the Officer’s recommendation at its meeting on 23rd February.  

That was that Council agree with the recommendation but to include that officers bring back a report with further details on the appropriateness of, and any possibility for further pubic consultation in relation to the Comber to Newtownards Greenway scheme, with particular reference to the route to be followed by that greenway.

The report was in response to that amendment being agreed to by Council. 

Comber to Newtownards and Newtownards to Green Road, Bangor schemes.

Planning permission was sought over 2 years ago for Comber to Newtownards and Newtownards to Bangor (Green Road). The Council held public meetings and undertook a significant pre application community consultation (PACC) exercise for the Comber to Newtownards Section in determining the detail of the eventual application. Section 27 of The Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 and Regulation 5 of The Planning (Development Management) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2015 required that applications for all major developments must comply with the PACC process. That was to ensure that communities were made aware of and had an opportunity to comment on development proposals before a planning application was submitted.

Following the PACC process verified by the Planning Service as meeting legislative requirements, the final routes for both Greenways were determined and planning applications with detailed designs submitted. The report on the consultation undertaken was attached for information.

As well as the general public, landowners involved were consulted individually and draft legal heads of terms drawn up.  Most of that took place between 2016 and 2019. The detailed design got underway with changes to the proposed routes made that were agreed with the public at those meetings and through the other consultation exercises that were undertaken as detailed in the report.  

The consultation exercise resulted in changes to the routes that were now proposed to be developed, with updated routes as follows 

a) to run along part of the A21 near Comber, 

b) to run along to the east of the Bangor Road from Whitespots to Bangor, instead of through the Clandeboye Estate and Clandeboye Avenue to Helens Bay.  

Both changes were approved by the Council and the planning applications then submitted.  

The Council agreed to the business cases with the details of the routes and their design for those in July 2021, which were then submitted to the Department of Infrastructure as part of the request for funding.  A response from DFI was expected this year to add to the offer the Council had already received from Levelling up based on those routes.  

Officers believed that it was not appropriate to carry out further consultation at this late stage therefore, for the following reasons.

1. We carried out an extensive consultation exercise already which included residents meetings. Those at times were difficult but resulted in the route that had now been agreed and for which planning permission had been submitted.  

2. The Council in July signed off the business cases for the scheme and submitted it to the DFI in order to secure grant funding for the agreed scheme. The Council had met with DfI over that and been in correspondence with the Permanent Secretary on signing it off.  

3. Planning permission may be imminent for the schemes as submitted.

4. The Council agreed to apply for and had received a letter of offer for a significant amount of funding towards both schemes under the Levelling Up fund, and this was time bound.  To propose further consultation which would  cost additional resources would further delay the scheme and may therefore result in the Council losing the opportunity, certainly the funding, altogether. 

5. As described above, a further approach to the public about the route would  aggravate some landowners who were opposed to the scheme on their land. By taking advice, and Councils general indication which asked the Council to avoid vesting, it developed an alternative route and had landowners who were in agreement on board now. There would be concern over reputational damage to the Council if it was to effectively rerun the exercise.  It would not be fair to landowners between the wastewater treatment works and Island Hill to suggest again that the route may run through those lands considering the very clear objections made and the fact that there was an alternative. 

6. The Council was not getting any significant pressure from the public over the scheme. There had been justifiable queries and concerns and those had resulted in holding meetings with local residents. At this point in time issues were being addressed.  It was not comparable in any way in that respect with the North Down Coastal Path scheme which was the reason for the amendment to consult further being brought to the Council. The scheme was at a much earlier stage.  

7. As both applications were still live within the planning system there remained an opportunity for the public to respond to the planning applications.  The Council was continuing to discuss the detailed routes with landowners, and that may produce some slight alternations. The Council was and would  continue, to respond to any request for information and/or questions raised by any member of the public who corresponded with the Council, either through the planning process or directly with officers. 

However, an amendment to the detail of the route near the carriageway section may be possible within the existing redline of the planning application, on DFI land, to ensure that the route was as far away as possible from the roadside and possibly hidden from view.  That may require further capital investment, but discussions with DfI were taking place in relation to that currently to assess its feasibility and cost.

RECOMMENDED that the Council acknowledges the extensive public consultation that has taken place in relation to the extension to the Comber Greenway and the advanced stage of development that this project has now reached and the risks to the project outlined above from entering into further public consultation at such a late stage. 

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

Councillor Boyle thanked the Director and his team for bringing back the report promptly and he appreciated the detail within it.  He acknowledged that the project was at an advanced stage of development, and he did not wish to put that in jeopardy but hoped to ensure that the route should be as far as possible from the roadside and possibly even hidden from view.  He asked if there would be further reports to the committee.  

The Director confirmed that there would be. He confirmed that officers had had a meeting with the Department for Infrastructure the previous week and discussed the route alongside the carriageway and a shared path and greenway specifically.  The detail was still being worked upon but improvements had been made and the plan was better than what had been proposed up until now.  There would be an additional cost, but it was believed that it was worth the investment.  The Department was the only consultee to comment on the new plan, and the report would come back to committee for information on the detail once agreed.  

Alderman Menagh stated that he had always been supportive of the Greenway but that he could not support that being close to the road.  
Councillor T Smith asked to be noted as abstaining.    

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

Notices of Motion

23.1 Submitted by Councillor T Smith and Councillor Brooks

That this Council recognises the great anger from residents regarding the proposed closure of Play Parks contained in the Play Strategy. This Council notes the strong public opposition from residents in Donaghadee, Groomsport, Ballywalter and beyond - including a petition signed by nearly 1700 people as well as hundreds of letters and emails opposing the plans. The people have spoken and this Council must demonstrate that it listens. Therefore, we make it clear that this Council will not close any play parks as recommended by the Play Strategy. Also, given concern around Pinks Green, the Council confirms that it has no intention of disposing of this land which is a very valuable asset for the residents of the town and the Borough. When the Play Park Strategy was first proposed, one option was to proceed with the Strategy but without making any of the closures that the report contained. We believe this is the best way forward. We should not only maintain the parks that we have but, as laid out in the Play Strategy, build, maintain and upgrade them for the future. 

New wording submitted by the proposer Councillor T Smith and Councillor Brooks: (Proposal)

“That this Council recognises the great anger from residents regarding the proposed closure of Play Parks contained in the Play Strategy. This Council notes the strong public opposition from residents in Donaghadee, Groomsport, and beyond - including a petition signed by nearly 1,700 people as well as hundreds of letters and emails opposing the plans. The people have spoken and this Council must demonstrate that it listens. Therefore, we make it clear that this Council will not close the play parks in Donaghadee and Groomsport as recommended by the Play Strategy. In relation to the play parks at Pinks Green and Donaghadee we note that the play strategy states: 

" Donaghadee (Population 6,869) 
In Donaghadee there is an overprovision of play areas. The play area at Pinks Green is considered surplus and will be removed given its proximity to Lemons Wharf. Given the proximity of Beechfield and Northfield alongside the provision at Lemons Wharf, Beechfield is considered surplus." 

This Council rejects that there is an overprovision of play areas in Donaghadee and we reject that Beechfield and Pinks Green play parks are surplus to requirements. We also reject the recommendation to removal the play park at Springwell in Groomsport should the play area at the sea front in the village be upgraded. We believe the Springwell play park is important to the surrounding residents. We recognise that other play areas outside of the Bangor East and Donaghadee area are also under threat of closure. We would encourage other members, who represent those areas, to amend this motion to include these play parks if they are of the opinion they should be retained. Also, given concern around Pinks Green, the Council confirms that it has no intention of disposing of this land which is a very valuable asset for the residents of the town and the Borough. Play areas are an essential part of local lives throughout the Borough and we should retain the play parks mentioned above. We believe that not only should retained but properly maintained and, as laid out in the Play Strategy, we should continue to invest in and build new play areas for the future.

Proposed by Councillor T Smith, seconded by Councillor Brooks that the Notice of Motion be adopted.    

Councillor T Smith stated that the play strategy accepted by the Council was that Donaghadee had an over provision of playparks and he, and the people of that town, disagreed with that.  Pinks Green was considered surplus given its proximity to Lemons Warf and Beechfield was also considered to be surplus to requirements.  He thought that rather than looking to the future the Council should consider present needs.  The same position was being taken in Groomsport where Springwell playpark which was used by local residents and was now considered to be surplus.  He called for the Council to lift the threat of closure of playparks.  These were important decisions for local communities who used them.  Summer was coming and the playparks would be used greatly, they were free to use and were needed now more than ever and there to be enjoyed.  He urged the Council to not rob families and children of these facilities and disagreed with that part of the strategy.    

In seconding the Motion, Councillor Brooks did not wish to add anything further to what he had said at previous meetings.  

Councillor Edmund proposed an amendment, which was seconded by Councillor MacArthur

"That this Council notes the strong public opposition to reports on the passing of the Play Strategy and the possible implications this might have on a number of existing play parks; That Council tasks officers to carry out local consultations where actions are to being considered under the Play Strategy prior to final decisions being taken by Council on those actions. This is to ensure that the local residents have their say on decisions that affect their local area and that those opinions are properly informed and based on the facts pertinent to that area”.

Councillor Edmund referred to the change to the original Motion but believed that slicing it was unhelpful.  He was putting forward his own amendment to it to ensure that consultation was embedded within the Motion.  He stated that despite the misinformation that had been spread local consultation was occurring.  His amendment would follow up those assurances.  Referring to Portaferry and the threat of closure in that area the decision had been reversed following consultation and would not now happen.  This strategy was a roadmap, but he did not feel that it needed to be set in stone.  The aim of the strategy was to provide improved provision across the Borough for all ages and he wanted local people to be involved in that conversation about how the strategy would shape their own areas.  The strategy had a goal of widening facilities across age groups and opening up play facilities and engagement would take place throughout that transformation.   In order to allay fears he put forward the requirement for the Council to have the final say on each measure. That meant that the strategy could be retained as the roadmap but the Council could make determination based on the weighting of local responses and other material considerations that were relevant at that time. The final determination of steps would be taken by the Council and that would apply across the Borough rather than be limited to Groomsport and Donaghadee which only focussed concerns locally.  

If his amendment was passed he hoped it would go some way to address the fears and concerns of local residents who had taken the time to sign petitions and email Members.  He did feel that those concerns had unjustifiably been stoked up and he trusted the specific requirement for local consultation which would be helpful in allowing the Council to develop play provision in all the towns and villages to see facilities improved.  

Councillor MacArthur did not wish to rehash old ground and she was sure that Councillor T Smith and the Mayor were on the same page when it came to children and the value of play.  Play was important and so was taking a pragmatized approach to play provision.  She wanted to see playparks being the best they could be and also inclusive to all children.  There was a fabulous park at Lemons Warf but not all were inclusive for those children who were paraplegic or who were on the autistic spectrum.  She did not wish to see a section of the community being left behind and pointed out that good playparks were more than a slide and a swing.  

She had the best interests of the area at heart, and it was incorrect to suggest that everything in the strategy would happen since consultation was central to the delivery of the strategy and stoking up fear within communities was pointless.  She was passionate about the development of playparks in Donaghadee and making them the best that they could be.  Indeed 84% of respondents had indicated that there was not enough provision for older children.  She supported Councillor Edmund’s amendment to work through the strategy rather than slice it by ensuring that public consultation was central to delivery.  

Councillor Smart certainly agreed with Councillor MacArthur about her comments around the importance of play and how the Council needed to adapt to the ever-changing needs of the Borough.   There were currently insufficient facilities for older children in terms of play and he hoped we the Council could address that and make playparks the best that they could be.  Consultation was absolutely right since the strategy had come up with recommendations and it was right that the community had its say and it was his understanding that that was already entrenched within the strategy. 

The Director confirmed that what was being suggested fitted with the strategy implementation plans. Council would consult where there were major changes proposed, ie where the strategy proposed closures, new facilities, or relocation of existing playparks, but would not consult on every upgrade or refurbishment of an existing park in situ as that was normal business. That would make the process unworkable.    

Councillor Mathison was happy to support Councillor Edmund’s amendment on that basis and did not see the need for the Council to tie its hands.  It had been clearly articulated that any significant change would require consultation with the local population and the final decision would rest with those who had been democratically elected.  He pointed out that this was a long-term strategy and gave flexibility to ensure the right decision was made at the right time and also ensured that local voices could be heard.  

Alderman Irvine believed that Councillor Edmund’s amendment was well meaning but that the Motion as proposed was a lot more focused since it identified the concern about those three playgrounds in Donaghadee and it took them out of the strategy.  

Councillor Kendall stated that when it had been discussed at the previous committee a petition of 1700 spoke volumes to her while the consultation itself received far fewer signatures.  She thought that the people seemed to have raised their voices already and did not see how Councillor Edmund’s amendment could make any difference.  

Councillor Chambers asked if there had not already been assurances to the people of Donaghadee and Groomsport about consultation.  The Director confirmed that he had received a number of letters and replied to those which had provided an address confirming that the Council would consult before carrying on.  Councillor Chambers asked why the Council could not make improvements while still protecting the playparks that already existed in Donaghadee and Groomsport.     

Councillor Boyle believed that Members should be more mature than currently and remember that the play strategy was for the Borough as a whole and the Council’s intention was to improve and invest across the Borough.  The strategy had been brought back telling what the priorities were and that nothing significant could be implemented in any area without a full consultation.  He said that he would support Councillor Edmund’s amendment.     

In summing up Councillor T Smith said that he had listened to comments and went back to the strategy which had suggested that there was an over provision in Donaghadee and he did not believe that to be true. He urged the Council not to close any playparks.    

On Councillor Edmund’s amendment being put to the meeting with 11 voting For, 4 voting AGAINST and 1 Absent it was declared CARRIED.

	FOR (11)
	AGAINST (4)
	ABSENT (1)
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The new substantive motion was therefore agreed.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor MacArthur, that this Council notes the strong public opposition to reports on the passing of the Play Strategy and the possible implications this might have on a number of existing play parks; That Council tasks officers to carry out local consultations where actions are to being considered under the Play Strategy prior to final decisions being taken by Council on those actions. This is to ensure that the local residents have their say on decisions that affect their local area and that those opinions are properly informed and based on the facts pertinent to that area.

23.2 	Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman McIlveen and Alderman Gibson 

That Council in recognition of Her Majesty's Platinum Jubilee year names the park on the Comber Road in Ballygowan "Platinum Jubilee Park".

Proposed by Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Gibson, that the Notice of Motion be adopted.

Alderman McIlveen referred to the list of events that had been prepared to mark the fantastic achievement of Her Majesty the Queen on her Platinum Jubilee which had been brought the Corporate Committee the previous evening.  

He noted that many of those events were centred in Bangor and there were events in Newtownards with a beacon trail.  However, he believed that the event should be marked across the Borough.  There was a park in Ballygowan that did not have a name and he thought that it would be suitable to name it Platinum Jubilee Park to honour the anniversary.  He explained his family connection with Ballygowan and his sister had brought the Notice of Motion to establish the original park on that site.  Naming the park as such would be a permanent marker of the Queen’s phenomenal achievement and was unique since it was highly unlikely it would ever happen again.  

(Councillor T Smith and Councillor Egan left the meeting at 9.57 pm) 

Alderman Gibson was happy to support the Motion and had lived in Ballygowan for over 70 years.  He explained the history of the site which had once been a quarry and had a hole of deep water where young people had played, indeed on one occasion someone had lost their life in that area.  In 1972 Ards Borough Council had assigned the area to be a landfill site with the result of flies and vermin in the area.  In 2005 Councillor M McIlveen had pushed for it to become a park and the area had been vented and the gases removed so that they could not escape into the surrounding area.  Many people in Ballygowan saw this as an important community park with its seating areas and trees.  In 1952 Alderman Gibson explained that he had been a young baby at the Queen’s Coronation, and he hoped that the Motion would receive unanimous support.  

Councillor Chambers thought it highly unusual that the park currently had no name.  He believed that the naming of the park as such marks her Majesty’s Platinum Jubilee in a respectful and appropriate way.  He also suggested that it would be worthwhile to erect a plinth in the park explaining how it got its name so that future generations would be aware of the area’s history.  

Councillor Boyle fully supported the Motion and he thanked Alderman Gibson for the history lesson.  He wanted the Council to do all it could for the people of Ballygowan and believed that naming it after Her Majesty’s Platinum Jubilee was welcome and he wished the Motion every success.    

Alderman Irvine also fully supported the Motion believing that all areas of the Borough should share the celebration of the Platinum Jubilee and that this was a fitting addition to the programme of events.  

Councillor Mathison was in agreement and considered this gesture to be a fitting, simple and straightforward way to mark the Platinum Jubilee year.  

Councillor MacArthur also gave her support stating it was a great legacy to the younger generation and he thanked the Councillors for bringing forward their Motion.  

Councillor Edmund spoke to remind the committee that the country might never see this again and he praised the Queen’s loyalty and sense of duty to the nation over her long reign.  

Alderman McIlveen thanked the committee for their kind words and agreed that this was a simple and straightforward Motion.  He also agreed that appropriate signage at the park explaining why the name had been chosen would be welcomed.  

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Gibson, that the Notice of Motion be adopted.

(Councillor Egan re-entered the meeting at 10.08 pm) 

Any Other Notified Business

(a)	Verbal Update on Ards Citizens Hub Capital Project

The Director stated that Members would recall that this capital project had been signed off a year previously.  The Council was looking at how it could use Queen’s Hall which included the Public Library and the Billiards Club, Newtownards Town Hall, and Regent Street which housed the VIC. He informed the meeting that an Outline Business Case had now been completed.  

However further to a recent Council decision, he reminded that committee that the report would not be brought to the Community and Wellbeing Committee. Instead, it would be brought to the next meeting of the Strategic Policy and Finance Group at the end of March, along with the OBC on the civic / office accommodation project as the two were interlinked.  This would be before both being taken through the Corporate Committee and Council for approval of an option and next steps and investment decisions.  

NOTED.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the public/press be excluded from the meeting.

(Having declared an interest in Item 25 Alderman Irvine and Councillor Chambers left the meeting at 10.20 pm)
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RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS

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

The Head of Environmental Health Protection and Development thanked the committee for working with him over the last seven years since Ards and North Down Borough Council had been formed.  He had worked for various Councils for almost 39 years and he wished Councillors and officers well for the future.  He explained that everyone was aware that individuals were not always on the same page but they had a common goal with different ways to get the work done.   

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 10.31 pm.
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