ITEM 7.3

		CS.11.01.22 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A virtual meeting of the Corporate Services Committee was held via Zoom on Tuesday 11 January 2022 at 7.00 pm. 

PRESENT: 

In the Chair: 	Councillor Egan 

Aldermen:		McIlveen		Girvan
				Gibson		Irvine  	
				Keery					
												
Councillors:	Blaney (7.06 pm)	Gilmour 
			Chambers		Mathison
			Cooper		McKimm 
			Dunlop 		Smith, P 
				Greer			Smith, T (7.08 pm) 		
				 						 
Officers: 	Director of Organisational Development and Administration (W Swanston), Director of Finance and Performance (S Christie), Head of Administration (A Curtis) and Democratic Services Officer (J Glasgow) 

1.	Apologies

No apologies were received. 

2.	Declarations of Interest

Councillor Greer declared an interest in Item 10 (a) – Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor MacArthur and Councillor Adair. 

3.	Response to consultation on Charlotte’s Law 
(Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Organisational Development and Administration attaching consultation questionnaire. The report detailed that on 22 November 2021, Justice Minister Naomi Long announced her intention to launch a public consultation on proposals for ‘Charlotte’s Law’.  The consultation follows a review of current law in relation to disclosure of information on the locations of victims’ remains by those convicted of their killing.

The review examines the need for new legislation similar to ‘Helen’s Law’ which was introduced in England and Wales, and whether a bespoke change in the law should be made in Northern Ireland, to be known as ‘Charlotte’s Law’ inspired by a campaign led by the family of Charlotte Murray and supported by the family of Lisa Dorrian.

Charlotte Murray went missing in 2012. Her body has never been found.  However her former partner Johnny Miller was convicted of her murder.  Her family believe the failure to identify the location of the body should be taken into account at parole hearings.  After his sentencing, they said that Charlotte's killer should not be released from prison until he reveals the location of her body.  Charlotte Murray's family have been backed in their campaign to change the law by relatives of Lisa Dorrian who disappeared in 2005 and whose body has never been found. 

The Council’s response to this consultation was discussed at Council on 22 December 2021 and it was agreed that the Council would respond to the consultation on Charlotte’s Law after inviting representatives of the Dorrian family to present to the Corporate Committee in order to shape the response.

Joanne Dorrian, Lisa’s sister was in attendance this evening to make a presentation to the Committee.

RECOMMENDED that Council welcomes Joanne Dorrian to address the Committee and Officers bring back a proposed response to the consultation document to full Council in January 2022.

The Chairman welcomed Joanne Dorrian to the meeting.  

Miss Dorrian thanked the Committee for inviting her to attend to speak on this important issue. She explained that Charlotte’s Law was born when the family of Charlotte Murray and her own family found themselves in the unique position where the families had a missing person but also the PSNI believed that person had been murdered. The two families were now in different stages of the process in that Charlotte Murray went missing in 2012 from Dungannon and her fiancé was found guilty of her murder in 2019. That had been the first time there had been a conviction for a no body murder in Northern Ireland and a sentence was received of only 16 years with the Judge stating that the absence of Charlotte’s body was the most aggravating factor. Miss Dorrian outlined that her family had campaigned to get justice for her sister Lisa since 2005 and the active police investigation was closer now to getting justice than ever before. 

In joining forces with the Murray family together they were proposing to change the administrative and legislative laws around no body murders and how those were treated in the judicial system. There was very little precedent to explore around no body murders however it was found that the current system in Northern Ireland was not enough.

(Councillor Blaney entered the meeting – 7.06 pm)

There had not been many families in the Dorrian family position however that did not take away from how important the issue was for the families that found themselves going through a missing and murdered case. Miss Dorrian outlined that lengthy meetings had been held with the Department of Justice and the consultation included 23 recommendations from Naomi Long MLA and Miss Dorrian stated that she would be focusing on the legislative points to allow the Council to consider the Dorrian family position. The administrative changes were lengthy and worthwhile but would occur regardless of the public consultation. Progress was required on the legislative changes and Miss Dorrian hoped at this stage that the groundwork could occur so that in the next Mandate the new Justice Minister would be in support of the work that had occurred and be able to move quickly on the outcomes from the consultation. 

(Councillor T Smith entered the meeting 7.08 pm)

Miss Dorrian welcomed the opportunity to present the families’ views who had a unique personal experience. Charlotte’s family had been through the judicial system and the Dorrian family hoped to be in that position in the not too distant future. 

In terms of the consultation, Miss Dorrian responded to each of the questions with the families’ recommended responses. On the surface the questions were straightforward and simple however the effects of the responses were important. 

Question 1. Do you consider that in life sentence tariff setting, concealment of the victim’s body should continue to be treated as an aggravating factor? Yes/No - Please provide reasons for your response. If yes, please proceed to question 3. 

This consideration was down to the discretion of the Judge. The concealment of the victim’s body was considered as an aggravating factor in Charlotte’s case and yet only 16 years was served until eligibility for parole. Miss Dorrian therefore was proposing ‘No’ as the response to the question. 

Question 2. Do you consider that in Life sentence tariff setting, concealment of the victim’s body should place the murder in the very serious murder category? Yes/No - Please provide reasons for your response. 

Miss Dorrian outlined the suggested proposal to re-categorise no body murders into the very serious category therefore when a sentencing review was brought in the next mandate the sentencing would be a minimum starting point of 20 years before considering any of the other aggravating factors. She believed that was a good starting point for Northern Ireland. The families wanted to encourage an early disclosure of the victims’ bodies as early as possible. 

Question 3. Do you consider that a review of tariff for early post sentence disclosure should be introduced? Yes/No - Please provide reasons for your response. 

The families were fully supportive of a review of tariff.

Question 4. If yes to Question 3: should the post sentence period for a disclosure to be considered be (i) 2 months; (ii) 6 months; or (iii) other? Please provide reasons for your response. 

Miss Dorrian outlined the suggestion of 12-18 months of a post sentence period.  That would allow the prisoner time to adjust to their new life in prison and give thought to the length of their sentence. This was about trying to encourage an early disclosure. 

Question 5. If yes to Question 3, should the provision apply to (i) all life sentence prisoners; or (ii) just to those convicted of ‘no body’ murders? Please provide reasons for your response. 

Yes, that should apply to all life sentence prisoners. 

Question 6. Do you consider that a provision equivalent to Helens Law should be introduced? Yes/No - Please provide reasons for your response. 

Yes, at least the equivalent to Helens Law should be introduced however extra legislation was recommended. The Parole Board must consider the non-disclosure. 

Question 7. Do you consider that the Parole Commissioners should specifically address prisoners’ failure to disclose details about victims’ remains in their decisions? Yes/No - Please provide reasons for your response 

Yes, the families were fully in support of this consideration. When a decision was made to release the prisoner there was a need for a detailed document to be prepared from the Parole Commissioners outlining the reasons. If they were not aware fully of the details of a prisoner’s crime it was not considered that they could be fully risk assessed. 

Question 8. Do you consider any further changes are required or that a different approach might achieve disclosure from an offender? Yes/No - If yes, please set out your suggestions.  

Miss Dorrian welcomed suggestions in this regard to achieve a convicted murderer disclosing the victims remains. The family had encouraged all they could throughout the process. 

In finishing, Miss Dorrian advised that Lisa would be missing almost 17 years and the Dorrian family were trying to make things better for other families who may be in a similar position. She asked the Council to think carefully about the response and consider the points that she had raised. 

The Chairman thanked Miss Dorrian for taking the Committee through the consultation questions and paid tribute to the work that she had done to help other families. She then invited questions from Members. 

Alderman Irvine fully supported Charlotte’s Law being introduced and felt the presentation from Miss Dorrian would greatly shape the Council’s response. It was cruel and heartless for the remains of a body not to be disclosed and not to provide the family affected closure. Alderman Irvine stated that he fully supported the Dorrian family in their campaign to find Lisa, for justice and for answers. In terms of the 12-18 months that the families were recommending for post sentence disclosure he questioned how that would impact on sentencing.  In response Miss Dorrian explained that if a no body murder was re-categorised into the very serious category the starting point for sentencing would be 20 years. If there was then a significant early disclosure, then the Judge would then be able to re-look at the sentence and the aggravating and mitigating factors would be at the Judge’s discretion, but the non-disclosure of the body would no longer be included as an aggravating factor.  Essentially that would mean a lesser sentence at the Judge’s discretion. 

Councillor P Smith hoped the Dorrian family would get the justice for Lisa that they undoubtedly deserved after a long time. He asked if Miss Dorrian felt there would be any benefit in further incentivising the convicted murderer after 18 months. If there was no disclosure the Judge could look at an exceptional tariff and extend the sentence even further. Miss Dorrian stated that she liked that approach however, from a human rights and legal point of view, she was unsure if that would be possible. When looking at the consultation, the families had considered a whole life sentence for a no body murder however the Justice department felt that would be unachievable. She highlighted the need not to not over or unfairly incentivise the disclosure which could result in the murderer waiting until post sentence to disclose. There was a need to consider the human rights. 

Councillor P Smith expressed frustration in respect of the duration of sentences and noted there was a balance to be had. 

As there were no further questions, the Chairman thanked Miss Dorrian for her attendance and she was moved to the public gallery. 

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

4.	Prudential Indicators and Treasury Management 2021/22 In-Year Report (FIN 146)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Finance and Performance providing the undernoted detail:  

Introduction

In February 2021, to comply with requirements of the Local Government Finance Act (NI) 2011, Council approved its annual Treasury Management Strategy and associated Prudential Indicators for the financial year 2021/22.  

The purpose of this report was to provide Members with an in-year progress report on performance, measured against the Prudential Indicators set for the financial year 2021/22.  The figures presented in this report were based on knowledge held as at 30 November 2021 and ignored the impact of the proposed change in accounting for leases which was yet to take effect.

1   Capital Expenditure & Financing

The aforementioned legislation and the CIPFA Prudential Code together require the Council to set and monitor a series of Prudential Indicators (PIs) for capital expenditure and financing.  These PIs should ensure that, within a clear framework, the capital investment plans of the Council were affordable, prudent and sustainable.  An update on the specific PIs which were set in February 2021 was provided below.

1.1 Capital Expenditure PI

The following table summarised the current estimate of capital expenditure compared to the original estimates approved by Council:

	
	Original
	Revised

	Indicator
	£’000
	£’000

	Capital Expenditure PI 2021/22 (Current Year)
	8,230
	5,263

	Capital Expenditure PI 2020/21 (Previous Year)
	7,529
	5,929



For 2021/22, the original estimate of £8.2m has been revised to £5.3m, reflecting the capital expenditure that was now expected to be incurred by 31 March 2022. The reduction in the forecast was primarily due to delays in funding and the planning stages for works which were scheduled to commence in 2021/22. Those budgets had now been re-profiled in line with revised plans and estimated funding flows.

The revised forecast, together with the recent review of project prioritisation, programming delivery timescales and capital financing implications had resulted in changes to the total estimated capital expenditure and financing requirements for the three-year period from 2021/22 to 2023/24, as summarised below:  

	
	Revised
	Original

	
	2021/22
	2022/23
	2023/24
	Total
	Total

	
	£’000
	£’000
	£’000
	£’000
	£’000

	Capital Expenditure
	5,263
	17,261
	17,847
	40,371
	37,944

	Financed by:
	
	
	
	
	

	Loans
	3,619
	8,426
	11,836
	23,881
	22,599

	Grants
	1,136
	7,460
	5,791
	14,387
	13,925

	Capital Receipts
	403
	1,375
	220
	1,998
	1,420

	Revenue/Reserves
	105
	-
	-
	105
	-



1.2  Capital Financing Requirement and External Borrowings

The following table summarised the position on the Capital Financing Requirement and Borrowing PIs, resulting from changes to the Capital Expenditure PI and an assessment of the Council’s current cashflow position.




	
	Original 31/03/22
	Revised 31/03/22

	Indicator
	£’000
	£’000

	Capital Financing Requirement (CFR)
	87,992
	80,719

	External Gross Borrowing
	76,040
	66,860

	Gross Borrowing within CFR
	Yes
	Yes



With revised external gross borrowing of £66.9m, the Council was forecast to remain well within both the Operational Boundary and Authorised Borrowing Limit set for the year as follows:

	Operational Boundary for External Debt
	£82.6m

	Authorised Borrowing Limit
	£87.6m



2   Treasury Management

2.1 Debt Activity

During the period from 1 April to 30 November, loan principal repayments of £1.64m were made against existing long-term borrowings, resulting in a level of long-term borrowings at 30 November 2021 of £68.4m.  

During the same period, a short-term loan repayment of £3m was made, reducing the Council’s short-term borrowings balance to £nil.

The revised capital financing requirement showed that the Council could increase its level of external borrowings to £80.7m by 31 March 2022 (see table 1.2 above).  However, an assessment of the Council’s cashflow position forecasts that the current level of borrowings was adequate and therefore, no further borrowing would be required before the end of the financial year.  

Therefore, after further repayments on existing long-term loans were made in February 2022 of £1.53m, the level of external borrowings at 31 March 2022 was forecast to be £66.9m.

2.3 Investment Activity

The objectives of the Council’s investment strategy were safeguarding the repayment of the principal and interest on its investments on time, with the investment return being a secondary objective. The current investment climate continued to be one of overriding risk consideration, particularly that of counterparty risk.  In line with advice provided by treasury management consultants, officers continue to implement an operational investment strategy of placing short-term investments with approved high- quality counterparties.

For the period from 1 April to 30 November 2021, Council had earned interest of £3,293 on investment deals with approved financial institutions as summarised below:  

	
	Average Deposit Size
	Average Term
	Average Interest Rate
	Interest Earned

	CCLA
	£3.0m
	   Call A/c
	0.028%
	£563

	Santander
	£3.0m
	Call A/c
	0.12%
	£2,408

	Bank of Scotland
	£2.1m
	Call A/c
	0.01%
	£145

	Lloyds Bank
	£2.6m
	Call A/c
	0.01%
	£177

	Total
	£3,293



The Council’s limit for total principal sums invested for periods longer than 364 days was £500k.  As at the date of this report, the Council had not entered into any such investments. 

The total balance of funds held in investment accounts at 30 November 2021 was £10.5m.

2.3 Debt Related Treasury Activity Limits

The table below showed the position at 30 November 2021 of all debt related treasury activity limits.  

	Interest rate exposures
	Limit set for 2021/22
	Actual at 30/11/21

	Quantity of debt held at variable interest rates - upper limit
	30%
	3%

	Quantity of debt held at fixed interest rates - upper limit
	100%
	97%



	Maturity structure of fixed interest rate borrowing 
	Lower Limit set for 2021/22
	Upper Limit set for 2021/22
	Actual at 30/11/21

	Under 12 months
	0%
	15%
	4.7%

	12 months to 2 years
	0%
	15%
	6.1%

	2 years to 5 years
	0%
	20%
	14.1%

	5 years to 10 years
	0%
	30%
	22.9%

	10 years and above
	30%
	90%
	52.2%



RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report.

Proposed by Councillor P Smith, seconded by Councillor Gilmour, that the recommendation be adopted. 

Councillor P Smith noted that the capital drawn was due to increase over the next few years and asked the impact of that and was that built into the medium-term estimates. In response the Director of Finance and Performance advised that any changes reflected in the report had been factored into the overall financial plan and the estimates. 

Councillor P Smith referred to the interest gained on funds and asked if that was the best interest rate available or was that rate due to the Council having items on short term draw down. The Director of Finance and Performance outlined that the rate was a reflection of the current interest rates that could be availed off. 

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

5.	Amendment to Barclays Bank UK PLC Loan Agreement DR505 (FIN92)
(Appendix II)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Finance and Performance attaching Amendment Agreement dated 12 November 2021 relating to a loan instrument originally dated 21 January 2008. The report detailed Barclays Bank UK PLC had written to the Council regarding an amendment it wishes to make to a loan agreement between the bank and the Council dated 21 January 2008.  The requested amendment was the result of an industry wide change due to the cessation of the London Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR), which was used in the definition of the amount due for early repayment of the loan (ie. the breakage cost).  

The bank was requesting that references to LIBOR in the breakage cost definition are replaced with the established alternative Sterling Overnight Index Average (SONIA) rate plus an adjustment that takes into account the difference in nature between 6 month LIBOR and the overnight SONIA rates.

There were no other proposed changes to any other terms and conditions of the loan.  The Council’s treasury advisors, Arlingclose, had discussed this change with Barclays and were comfortable with their proposals.  

RECOMMENDED that the Council agrees to the proposed amendment and duly authorises the sealing of the amendment agreement set out in the Appendix.

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

Alderman Irvine asked for a brief synopsis on the changes proposed by Barclays. The Director of Finance and Performance explained that the changes were in relation to the rate for example if the Council wishes to redeem a loan. The LIBOR rate no longer existed and had been replaced by the overnight SONIA rate. It was therefore a change in the overall UK banking system and advice had been sought from the Treasury Advisors regarding the change. 

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

[bookmark: _Hlk90893621]6.	Public Consultation on Marriage Law 
	(Appendix III)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Organisational Development and Administration attaching proposed response to consultation. The report detailed the Department of Finance had launched a public consultation on two aspects of the marriage law:
0. A proposed legislative change that would see the inclusion in our marriage law of belief marriage (marriage solemnised by a celebrant who subscribes to a non-religious philosophy such as humanism).
0. The minimum age at which people can legally marry or enter into a civil partnership, currently 16.

Changing the marriage laws to include belief marriage would put belief marriage on an equal footing with religious marriage. That followed the judgments of the High Court and the Court of Appeal in the case of Re Smyth in 2017 (2017 NIQB 55 and 2018 NIQB 25). It was the Department of Finance’s opinion that those judgments created an obligation to include belief marriage in our marriage law. While belief marriages had been able to take place on foot of the court cases, and would continue to do so, the present arrangements relating to such marriages were temporary, and legislative change would be needed to give full effect to the judgments. This consultation was seeking views solely on the detail of this change.

The minimum age at which a person could marry or enter into a civil partnership was entirely separate from the issue of belief marriage. Under current law, people aged 16 and 17 could marry, or form a civil partnership, conditional on parental consent. (No consents are required for people aged 18 and over). The United Nations Committee with oversight for the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) has criticised the availability of marriage and civil partnerships to those under the age of 18 in all jurisdictions that permit it. That was part of a wider campaign against child marriage that had been supported by international NGOs as well as by local groups and stakeholders. However, we were under no obligation to legislate on minimum age. The principal purpose of the present consultation in respect of minimum age was therefore to collect as diverse a range of views as possible on that subject on the understanding that these might influence future policy debate.

[bookmark: _Hlk90899935]A consultation document had been published ( https://www.finance-ni.gov.uk/consultations/public-consultation-marriage-law ) that provided background detail on these two issues as well as a series of questions to help inform and structure responses.  The consultation closed on 18th February 2022.

RECOMMENDED that the Council confirms it wishes to respond to the consultation as laid out in the appendix attached to the report. 

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

Councillor P Smith commended the consultation response and felt the key issue was raising the legal age of marriage to 18 years old. That was long overdue and tied in with the recommendations of United Nations Committee on the rights of a child. He also recognised that the content around agreed marriage had to be included and he felt that there was not much choice in that regard given the high court and appeal rulings on the matter as it had breached the human rights of non-religious believers. Councillor P Smith was in favour of the Dublin model and overall was happy to support the content as outlined. 

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

7.	Call for Evidence – Local Government ability to hold remote / hybrid meetings 
	(Appendices IV, V)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Chief Executive attaching background document, questionnaire and draft ANDBC response. The report detailed that the Department for Communities (DfC) had issued a call for evidence to seek views on the use of the current arrangements whereby councils in Northern Ireland had been able to hold meetings remotely or in a hybrid format during the coronavirus pandemic. The call for evidence closed on 15 February 2022.

A document setting out the background to the call for evidence and including a questionnaire was attached to the report. Some of the questions within the questionnaire would be difficult to respond to corporately given that they seek views on the experience of Members to date in meeting remotely, which would be subjective and vary depending on the individual. Members may therefore wish to submit their own individual responses to the questionnaire. A draft Council response providing more general feedback had been prepared and was attached to the report for consideration. 

RECOMMENDED that Council agrees to issue the letter attached to the report in response to the DfC call for evidence on remote meeting legislation.

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

As an independent Member, Councillor McKimm said that he often felt somewhat disadvantaged by the current meeting arrangements. Independent members and single party members often informally discussed a position in relation to a Council matter and the current atmosphere did not lend itself for this to occur or to judge the feeling that existed on a topic throughout the Chamber. Councillor McKimm was therefore keen on the hybrid approach and, when appropriate, the return of physical meetings. 

Councillor T Smith advised that his position in respect of virtual meetings remained the same and that the Council should return to physical meetings as soon as the law allowed. He voiced that he had nothing against the principal of the hybrid meetings but was against the outrageous cost that was being proposed for hybrid meetings. He did not feel there was a need to incur such costs for the set-up, and hugely expensive cameras were not required. A zoom arrangement was already in existence, one web camera would be sufficient and the set-up should not be technically difficult and/or financially exorbitant. 

Alderman McIlveen largely agreed with Councillor T Smith and advised that he was one of the main arguers for not returning to full physical meetings. His primary concern was in relation to the number of members, staff members and members of the public who may be exposed and may be vulnerable. The ideal approach was a hybrid model that was cost effective but the current proposed spend for the facilitation of the hybrid approach was not a prudent spend of taxpayers’ money.  Alderman McIlveen was not in agreement with the comments of Councillor McKimm that independent and single party members were disadvantaged as that was shared by all Members. The zoom set-up did not lend itself to reading the feeling within the Chamber and did not allow for pre-meetings between the individual parties.  

Councillor Mathison concurred with many of the remarks, in his view he felt that all Members would like to see the end of virtual meetings however the considerations around public health and the pandemic took priority over the Members’ preferences. On that basis, he was happy to support the recommendation with the proposed response from Officers reflecting the views across the Council. He was pleased to see in the response that the Council would support legislation for future hybrid meetings as there was a need to future proof meetings.  In terms of the wider discussion regarding how the Council should meet in future Councillor Mathison stated that he was very supportive of a hybrid format as an option however he was conscious of the constraints in respect of the physical space available and the costings. He hoped Officers could continue to look at ways to develop a hybrid option to protect the health of Members and staff along with conducting meetings in a more sustainable way. He felt consideration should also be given to meetings without the need to incur mileage and a family friendly policy that would assist in circumstances.

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

Councillor T Smith was not in support and wished to recorded as such. 

[bookmark: _Hlk90893375]8.	Fairtrade Signage (SUS4)
(Appendix VI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Organisational Development and Administration attaching draft Borough Signage Artwork. The report detailed Ards and North Down Borough Council received Fairtrade Borough status in May 2017.  

To become a Fairtrade Borough, the Council had to show commitment from all sectors of the community to promote and use fairly traded products.

Five goals had to be achieved:
• The Council passed a resolution to support Fairtrade and agreeing to serve Fairtrade products
• A proportion of local retailers and catering establishments must stock Fairtrade products
• Local workplaces, schools and community organisations support Fairtrade and use products wherever possible.
• Media coverage and events be organised to raise awareness and understanding of Fairtrade across the community.
• A local Fairtrade steering group be convened to ensure the campaign continues to develop and gain new support.  This has been developed and consists of a range of key stakeholders including residents, local business owners, elected members and council officers.  
Renewal of our Fairtrade Status was due on 21 October 2022.

The Council was asked by Dr Chris Stange, Consul General for Saint Vincent and Grenadines and Fairtrade Steering Group member in January 2020 to add Fairtrade to our borough signage to highlight the council’s commitment.

An update report was brought to Corporate Committee in March 2020 which included the request for Fairtrade Road signs:

The Council had been asked to add Fairtrade to Borough signage to highlight the Council’s commitment. As Borough signage was relatively new and adding any temporary stickers to them may take away from the visual finish and the lack of budget for new signage it was recommended that the enhanced messages mentioned above and running throughout the year could achieve improved coverage without the need for new borough signage. Fairtrade UK and Fairtrade Ireland had also confirmed that it was not a requirement of our Fairtrade accreditation to have Fairtrade Signage on our Borough boundaries.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report.

This was further confirmed by Fairtrade UK that stickers of the Fairtrade logo on existing signage could not be used, it needed to be new signs with wording to indicate that ‘Ards and North Down was a Fairtrade Borough.’

Dr Chris Stange had not accepted the council decision not to provide Fairtrade signage and had requested that it was reconsidered. He had requested that a further report was prepared, indicating the position in other councils, to provide elected members with further information to inform any decision. The table below therefore summarised the current status of Fairtrade Signage across other council areas as confirmed by those councils:

	[bookmark: _Hlk90278791]Council
	Status according to councils 10.12.2021

	Antrim & Newtownabbey
	Boundary signs done

	Armagh, Banbridge & Craigavon
	Report going to council in New Year – currently looking at costs

	Belfast
	Options being discussed early next year as they have a lot of titles that need decided on.

	Derry City & Strabane
	No comment

	Fermanagh & Omagh
	being raised at the Fairtrade Steering Group in February 2022 for a decision

	Mid Ulster
	No comment

	Newry, Mourne & Down
	18 Boundary signs approved to be installed in 2022

	Lisburn & Castlereagh
	Approved 4-6 sites to be installed in 2022 – awaiting planning permission

	Mid & East Antrim
	Currently considering Fairtrade Borough status



All 10 Borough signs could be replaced to include Fairtrade signage for a total of £2,000.  

Advertisement Consent was Controlled by the Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations (NI) 2015. If the proposal falls within Deemed Consent as defined in these Regulations, express consent was not required. There were certain areas/situations where there may be tighter restrictions such as AONB’s, Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings. Where express consent was required, the current fee was £193.00 per site.  It was not anticipated that many, if any, of our sites would require express consent but that assessment had not been completed.

It should be noted that the current Borough signs were still in good order having only been up for 6 years and it was estimated they could remain fit for purpose for another 6 years. Replacing them now would therefore not be in line with the Council’s commitment to sustainability. 

RECOMMENDED that Council considers whether it wishes to replace the existing 10 Borough signs to include Fairtrade signage at a total cost of approximately £2,000 plus an additional £193.00 for any site that required express consent.  

Proposed by Councillor T Smith, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the Council does not replace the existing signage. 

Councillor T Smith stated that his proposal was not in respect of the work Fairtrade did as an organisation noting that the Council worked with many excellent and worthwhile groups, Fairtrade being one of them. He was concerned that the request would set a precedent for other groups and there was a cost associated which he viewed as an unnecessary spend given the Council’s current financials. 

Alderman McIlveen noted that the existing signs were in good order with another 6 years life left in those signs. To replace the signs was not in-line with the Council’s commitment to sustainability and was not good value for money at the current time. 

Councillor Mathison agreed that it was not a good spend to replace signs that were in good working order and also in terms of sustainability. He noted that the sums of money involved were small however it was an important principle to be clear on. Councillor Mathison stated that it would be nice to have the fairtrade logo on the signs raising awareness in the Borough however perhaps now was not the right time. 

Councillor P Smith added to the consensus as there was plenty of life left in the existing signage he felt it would be silly to replace the signs at this stage. 

Councillor Greer asked when the signs were due for renewal in 6 years could the Council revisit this proposed replacement. The Director of Organisational Development and Administration confirmed that could occur in the future. 

Councillor Greer asked if that could be included within the proposal. 

Councillor T Smith was happy to include that within the proposal.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor T Smith, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the Council does not replace the existing signs and undertakes a review in 6 years when the existing signage is due for replacement.

9 (a)	Stonewall Diversity Champions Employee Programme (EQ15)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Organisational Development and Administration providing the undernoted detail: 

Background

A Notice of Motion debated at Corporate Committee and subsequently ratified by Council on March 2021 agreed that: A Report detailing information on Council participating in the Stonewall Diversity Champions Employee’s Programme is brought back to Committee.

Report

Stonewall was a lobby group and a charity organisation founded on 24 May 1989. They stood for lesbian, gay, bi, trans, queer, questioning and ace (LGBTQ+) people.
In 2000 Stonewall launched their Diversity Champions programme and Workplace Equality Index.

Stonewall had over 900 leading employers and have worked with thousands of the UK and the world’s leading employers such as MI6, Councils, Local and Central Government and private organisations such as Vodafone and Barclays. 
The benefits of joining Stonewall were the incorporation of inclusion throughout the Council, ensuring progress in diversity by taking a systemic approach, including developing an inclusive culture and inclusive approaches to employment policies and practices.

The Diversity Champions programme was designed to help develop and embed structured and systematic policies and practices to include LGBTQ+ across the organisation. 

The cost of membership to join Stonewall’s Diversity Champions programme was £2,500 + VAT (per annum). Benefits included

· Having access to a Client Account Manager, to support and lead Council to do better for LGBTQ+ people, throughout membership the CAM will be able to talk Council through anything LGBTQ+ relevant and act as a support network. The Council did not currently have such a network in place for its employees.
· The review of seven Council Policies such as recruitment for LGBTQ+ inclusion by an in-house team of experts. That would allow Council to go ‘above and beyond’ required legalisation.
· Gain access to Stonewall’s resources. Those would provide step-by-step guidance on different areas of LGBTQ+ inclusion, from inclusive policy to senior leadership.  That also included best practise toolkits and community resources, digital workshops, and the Diversity Champions Events Calendar.
· Receive discounted rates to Stonewalls workplace training, Providing Council with the knowledge and confidence to play their part in creating an inclusive workplace. 
· Stonewall would support Council to enter the Workplace Equality Index. The Workplace Equality Index was a benchmarking tool that helps employers measure their progress on LGBT equality in the workplace, that would  indicate where Council was proficient and where it could improve.  

However, the BBC recently withdrew from the Scheme.  The BBC director general, Tim Davie said it was “unquestionable” that its ongoing participation in the scheme “has led some organisations and individuals to consider that the BBC cannot be impartial when reporting on public policy debates where Stonewall is taking an active, campaigning, role”.  Stonewall’s response to the withdrawal of the BBC state, ‘It’s a shame that the BBC has decided not to renew their membership of our Diversity Champions programme, but as with all membership programmes, organisations come and go depending on what’s best for their inclusion journey at the time. 

Some other employers had also withdrawn from the scheme, including the Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC), OFCOM, and the Cabinet Office. Explaining its decision not to renew its membership, an EHRC spokesperson said the programme “did not constitute the best value for money”.

Ards and North Down Borough Council currently held the NI Diversity & Inclusion Charter Mark AWARE Certificate awarded by Legal Island which expired in February 2022.  The feedback from Legal Island at the time of assessment was excellent and suggested that the Council had gone to considerable lengths to apply equality and diversity in the workplace citing an impressive range of activities, practices, and procedures to deliver first class initiatives. AWARE were currently considering an overhaul of the Charter Mark process and how it fell in line with their Diversity & Inclusion training so, at this stage, no decisions had been made as yet regarding future accreditation.

RECOMMENDED that Council considers this report. 

Proposed by Councillor T Smith, seconded by Councillor P Smith, that the report be noted. 

Councillor T Smith noted that the Council had gone considerable lengths to apply equality and diversity in the workplace, good work was already being undertaken and he felt that work should not be underestimated. He highlighted the cost of the membership, expenditure should not occur unnecessarily, the good work that had taken place should be applauded and the Council should continue that good work.

Councillor P Smith concurred and he was unsure if the membership was needed at the current time on the basis of the progress that the Council had made. He could see value in the membership for much larger organisations but was unsure if it was right for Council. 

Councillor McKimm thanked the Officers involved for the preparation of the report. He recalled that the request for the report asked for the detail of the Council’s participation in the diversity champions employees programme and he felt that detail had not been outlined until the end of the report. Instead, he found it strange that the report spent a considerable time talking about a small minority of Stonewall’s members being unhappy with their perceived lack of good value. He advised that he had spoken with the Director in respect of the Council’s work and he was surprised to learn that the Council was largely unaware of the LGBTQ staff who were part of the workforce. There were no mechanisms to communicate with those employees, address their needs or make their voices heard. There was no way of knowing the numbers of staff that identified as LGBTQ but going by national statistics it could be expected that no less than 50-60 Council employees identified as such. 1 in 4 LGBTQ staff felt the need to conceal their sexual identity at work, 1 in 3 LGBTQ staff did not know anyone else in their organisation with similar sexual orientation and sadly 1 in 4 in the workforce felt that their sexual orientation would have a negative consequence on their career path. Further around 40% had heard negative comments about LGBTQ people from a colleague/s in the workplace. Despite the work that the Council had done, without mechanisms to communicate to the LGBTQ staff, address their needs or make their voices heard there was still a long way to go and the continued support of Stonewall for Council employees was very much needed. Councillor McKimm therefore recommended that the Council remained focused and began serious work on support for staff who may be struggling. He expressed concern that the Council would not consider the membership at this stage. 

Alderman McIlveen stated that he was not against the report presented on the merits of the membership which came from a Notice of Motion put forward by Councillor Egan. Since that time a lot had come out in respect of the programme and there had been a number of high-profile membership withdrawals which were outlined the report. Further to that there were also concerns following the withdrawal of the University of Essex who withdrew after a Barrister led report claiming that Stonewall had given them misleading advice which led to the banning of a gender critical feminist from speaking. Alderman McIlveen felt those concerns could not be ignored. He recognised that work needed to be done however he was unsure if the Stonewall programme was the vehicle on which the Council proceeded. The Council had a responsibility to assess whether something was good value and how that value was quantified over the cost of the programme including reputational risk. He stated that he was not in favour of Council signing up to the programme however that did not dimmish the incredible work that Stonewall had done over many years in campaigning, though there was a concern amongst many that Stonewall had lost their way in recent times. Alderman McIlveen further outlined his concern regarding the principle of funding lobby groups which he had raised at the recent Council meeting. If there was group that was campaigning on a particular matter, was it right to use public money to pursue the aims of a lobby group. 

Councillor Mathison stated that he would not be supporting the proposal to note and he had hoped that the Council would take forward participation in the programme. His feeling was that the two real questions that the report raised were, would participating in the programme add value to the Council and particularly LGBTQ staff? And did it represent value for money? Councillor Mathison felt that the actions and benefits outlined in the report would add value to the Council and as Councillor McKimm had highlighted it was the engagement with staff that was crucial ensuring they had a forum where their views could be heard and listened to and there was proper support mechanisms in place. Going above and beyond the Council’s legal duty should be an aspiration. Councillor Mathison shared Councillor McKimm’s concerns that the report focused on a small number of organisations that had withdrawn from a 900 strong programme that had support across a lot of organisations.  Councillor Mathison was conscious of the reporting in the media however did not feel that the Council should be distracted by the BBC withdrawal and those reasons were not a concern for Council as an organisation. He expressed his disappointment that the Council had decided not to take any action and he unsure if that sent the right message to the Council’s LGBTQ staff. He felt the fair way to assess value for money on this occasion was to give the programme a try, there was added value and the value for money could have been reviewed after a year’s membership. Councillor Mathison hoped that if the Council chose not to participate in the programme that it would at least be a springboard to looking at other ways to better support LGBQT staff in Council. 

The proposal was put to the meeting and declared CARRIED with 9 voting FOR and 7 AGAINST. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor T Smith, seconded by Councillor P Smith, that the report be noted. 

[bookmark: _Hlk92965498]9 (b)	SOLACE NI – Additional Support 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Organisational, Development and Administration detailing that the Society of Local Authority Chief Executives (SOLACE NI) was the professional body for local authority Chief Executives and Directors and was part of a national body, SOLACE UK.

The aim of SOLACE NI was to act as the professional voice for local government.  Working together with the Northern Ireland Local Government Association (NILGA) as the elected member voice, together they represent the broad local government sector in Northern Ireland. SOLACE NI would respond to consultations, advise on policy reviews / development, support the Partnership Panel and work in the interest of Local Government with a variety of bodies including the Permanent Secretaries Group and NI Executive Departments. It will coordinate cross Council work where appropriate and develop strong networks throughout the public sector. The work of SOLACE NI also brings corporate benefits to the Council as it covered all Departmental interests, not just those relevant to the Chief Executive.

Membership of SOLACE NI was made up of all 11 Council Chief Executives and most Directors from across all of the 11 Councils in Northern Ireland.  The average annual contribution per Council was currently £1,100. 

SOLACE NI had a number of designated roles including Chair (changes annually), Vice Chair (changes annually) Secretary and Treasurer.  It had become normal practice for the Chief Executive taking on the role of Chair to provide policy and administrative support for the year, usually a person seconded from within their own organisation.  The cost of this role was met via a mixture of funding that comes from SOLACE UK, the Local Government Training Group and Corporate Sponsorship.  The officer was funded to a salary level of a max salary of PO2.

As would be expected, the role and demands on Chief Executives and SOLACE NI has changed and increased since the impact of the reorganisation of Local Government, BREXIT preparations and COVID response and recovery.  Increasingly SOLACE NI had been seen as the “go to” professional body by central government Departments and outside bodies over the last number of years.
This growing demand had put a strain on the support needs of SOLACE NI and the time to be given by Chief Executives. There was a growing need for the Policy / Executive Officer to be at a more senior level enabling them to confidently and independently support the work of the group and to make it more effective by releasing Chief Executives from some of this role.  

Issues of business continuity had also arisen with the current model which sees the support officer change every year resulting in a continual loss of skills, knowledge and processes.

To develop and enhance their role providing a professional voice to lobby and advocate for the sector, SOLACE NI has reviewed the options and believe it was necessary to employ dedicated Policy / Executive Officer (PO 10) and part time Administrative support (Scale 6) rather than the current full time administrative officer role.   The new roles would be recruited on a three-year basis with the option to extend, thereby improving business continuity.  

A funding model had been developed to finance this new proposal. It comprised of increased annual contributions from each of the 11 member Councils, an increase to the annual funding from SOLACE UK and also the Local Government Training Group and additionally a new contribution from the Department for Communities of £30,000.  

SOLACE NI were therefore seeking an additional annual contribution of £5,000 per annum per Council towards funding these resources which would leverage a total of £130,000 per annum.  The contribution could be met from reassigning some existing training, development and other budgets so at no additional cost to the Council.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the reassignment of £5,000 from existing budgets to an increased membership contribution to SOLACE NI for the next 3 financial years subject to partner funding being place.  

Proposed by Councillor T Smith, seconded by Councillor Cooper, that the Council does not reassign £5,000 to SOLACE NI. 

Councillor T Smith highlighted the increase from what was already paid and the additional contribution. Referring to the report and the role of SOLACE, he questioned the contributions which the Council also made to NILGA and the NAC for similar functions totalling in the region of £60k and wondered what value was achieved. 

Alderman Mcllveen stated that he would rather know a bit more about the additional contribution and have the report deferred to full Council for further explanation from the Chief Executive. The request was a significant increase and he would like to know how that figure was being spent and how the figure had been derived at to make an adequate determination. Members needed to consider how the request could be justified as Councillor T Smith had highlighted there were a number of organisations that were purporting to be advocating on the Council’s behalf. He recognised that Solace was an influencing body however he would like to know the reasons behind the additional request to allow Members to make a fully informed decision. 

Councillor Mathison stated that he would not support the proposal however he felt that Alderman McIlveen’s suggestion of a deferral to full Council for more detail would be helpful. Councillor Mathison was conscious that throughout the pandemic Solace had played a key role in coordinating covid response across local government and that work should be noted. The work that Solace was involved in was substantial and far reaching therefore there may well be justification however more information was required. 

Councillor Greer referred to the contribution which was referred to being subject to partner funding being in place and she wondered what would occur with the proposal if the Council did not agree to contribution.  The Director of Organisational Development and Administration explained that the proposal was based on 11 Councils contributing and increased funding coming from Solace UK, the Local Government training Group and a new contribution from DfC of £30k. 

Councillor Greer sought clarity that when it was this Council’s turn to Chair this Council would directly benefit from the funding. The Director clarified that the resource would be in place year on year for the benefit of all 11 councils. Currently the Chair of Solace arranged their own administrative support each year which was funded from Solace NI. The proposal introduced a new Principal Officer and administrative support providing continuity each year to Solace NI and the 11 Councils. 

Alderman Irvine stated that he would like to see more detail and he viewed the proposal as slightly excessive given the contribution that was made to NILGA and the expertise and support they provided. He assumed Solace and NILGA worked together on a number of issues. 

Councillor P Smith expressed concern that co-operation between Councils was meant to be one of the main drivers behind RPA when the 11 Councils were formed and Councils would work together organically, not to reduce cost but to improve operations. He appreciated structures changed however felt more information was needed on the proposal before Members could make a decision. 

Councillor T Smith was happy to amend his proposal to defer the report to full Council.  

As seconder, Councillor Cooper was content with the change. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor T Smith, seconded by Councillor Cooper, that the item be deferred to the Council meeting.

10.	Notices of Motion

(a) 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillors MacArthur and Adair

That this Council writes to the Minister for Communities to express concern at the high level of housing stress and shortage of social housing within our Borough. Further, that the Minister is made aware of the limited temporary accommodation available to our residents. The Council further requests that the Minister should bring forward proposals to identify sites in towns and villages within our Borough for additional social housing and, in the interim, requests that she works with the Northern Ireland Housing Executive to ensure that additional emergency accommodation is made available to those in extreme housing stress, particularly in these challenging times.

(Having previously declared an interest in the item, Councillor Greer was removed from the meeting)

(Councillor Adair was admitted to the meeting)
Councillor Adair advised that Councillor MacArthur was unwell and unable to attend and it was therefore;

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

On behalf of the Committee, the Chairman sent best wishes to Councillor MacArthur on her recovery. 

Councillor Adair advised that he had been in attendance at a meeting with Owen Brady, Area Manager, Northern Ireland Housing Executive regarding the housing crisis within the Borough. That position was reiterated when the Chief Executive from the Housing Executive presented to Council. There had been a number of contributing factors to this crisis including the right to buy scheme which had been of great benefit to many people however had resulted in housing stock being diminished. Many areas that had previously been built for social housing now had below 50% of social housing properties with a large number of those now been owner occupied. The Covid19 pandemic had seen the relaxation of stamp duty bringing a booming housing market, many private rental properties had been sold resulting in a number of rental properties diminished across the Borough. 

The latest figures from December 2021 showed that 3,242 people were on the list to be housed within the Borough with 2,224 of those in housing stress. In his own area along the Ards Peninsula, Councillor Adair outlined the situations of some of those in housing stress, there were people with young children, people sofa surfing and staying with family and friends as they were unable to get housing and the demand for rentals was high. 

Councillor MacArthur had been speaking with a constituent with a disabled child who was currently living in a flat which was not suitable for the needs of the child but as a result of the housing crisis had been forced into that accommodation. Up until recently there was no temporary accommodation along the Ards Peninsula however due to the hard work of the local offices temporary accommodation had since been found. However more temporary accommodation was needed to deal with the demand within the Borough. 

(Councillor Blaney withdrew from the meeting – 8.19 pm)

Councillor MacArthur and himself had met with the Housing Executive to express their frustration with the lack of progress. The motion called for this Council to highlight the crisis in the Borough with the Minister. There was a need for more temporary accommodation for those who were in housing stress, a commitment from the Minister and a roadmap on the way forward to identify sites where additional social housing could be built. 

(Councillor P Smith withdrew from the meeting – 8.20 pm)

There were 800 properties within the North Down constituency that were under utilised and there was a need to look at how derelict properties could be transformed.  

Councillor Adair called for unanimous support on his motion to address the housing crisis. In closing he paid tribute to the work of Owen Brady, Manager, Housing Executive who had done all he could with the current limited resources available. Councillor Adair expressed great concern with the current situation.  

Alderman Irvine supported and endorsed the comments and passed on his best wishes to Councillor MacArthur. He expressed concern regarding the current figures of those who were in housing stress particularly families with young children. For anyone who had been given a notice to quit the Housing Executive added on priority homeless points, time was then of the essence to find housing, waiting lists remained long and temporary accommodation was situated in various parts of Northern Ireland. Alderman Irvine felt there were steps that could be taken on the reform of the Housing Executive and hoped the building of properties by the Housing Executive would be addressed in the future. There had been a lot of people that had been priced out of the private rental sector and large deposits were required for rental properties. 

Councillor Mathison spoke in support of the motion and sent his best wishes to Councillor MacArthur.  He felt it was worthwhile to send some communication to the Minister seeking investment into social housing within the Borough to address the crisis. The situation was complex and so many families were priced out of the private rental sector and forced into poor quality housing. Councillor Mathison stated that significant investment in social housing was crucial along with significant revitalisation and organisational change within the Housing Executive to allow it to become a more effective organisation to deliver social housing. 

Councillor Mathison noted there was a matter coming forward through the Community and Wellbeing Committee in respect of the private tenancies bill and he felt that was a vital piece of legislation in making the private rental sector more accessible, affordable, stable and secure for families. The Department needed to start to come forward with creative solutions on how to address the housing crisis such as intermediate private rentals. The inclusion of good quality emergency/temporary accommodation was really important due to the shortage.

Councillor T Smith supported the motion and in his view the crisis was sadly the fault of devolution. The waiting lists were growing and there was need to re-start and create a sustainable plan to get good quality social housing built in Northern Ireland.  

(Councillor Blaney re-entered the meeting – 8.32 pm)

Housing developments were being built but were not including social housing with land being a big issue. 

Councillor Adair thanked Members for their contributions and believed the Council needed to work with Stormont to resolve the crisis. 

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

(Councillor Greer was re-admitted to the meeting)

(Councillor Adair withdrew from the meeting)



(b) 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Kendall and Councillor Dunlop

This Council recognises and acknowledges the potential symptoms and impacts experienced during peri-menopause and menopause, and will treat all staff fairly and equally, with dignity and respect, whilst seeking to improve their wellbeing, comfort and general health.

Furthermore, council officers will introduce a policy that shows commitment to supporting the wellbeing of our workforce by ensuring appropriate support is available to anyone experiencing symptoms or impacts associated with menopause.

(Councillor Kendall was admitted to the meeting) 

Proposed by Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Dunlop, that the Notice of Motion be adopted. 

Councillor Kendall commenced by stating that by putting diversity, inclusion and support of employees’ wellbeing centre stage that would demonstrate this Council’s commitment to embody and exemplify best inclusive practice. 

(Councillor Mathison withdrew from the meeting – 8.36 pm)

The commitment of people of menopausal age to the Council’s workforce should be recognised. She highlighted the number of employees who experience menopausal symptoms and considered leaving work due to them, displaying the need to show support and a continued need to an employer culture shift towards employee wellbeing. In supporting employees who experienced menopause, this Council could lead the way to support the wellbeing of the workforce and ensure that the expertise and contribution by that section of the workforce was not forgone. The need to support any employee with symptoms the same as any other health condition was paramount and being aware of reasonable adjustments to assist anyone experiencing such symptoms to remain in work was necessary. For some menopause symptoms could be acute including hot flushes, heavy periods, headaches, breast pain, anxiety, panic attacks, sleep difficulties and effects on people’s confidence and wellbeing.   Information and education about menopause needed to be part of inclusion and diversity training for the whole workforce and health and wellbeing policies should be reflective and provide adequate signposting. Councillor Kendall outlined that a menopause friendly policy would mean being committed to diversity and inclusion, being clear on supporting those experiencing menopause, creating an environment where it could be talked about easily and putting the right support in place as required. She felt this was essential in breaking down more barriers to employment. Councillor Kendall stated that she had been made aware the previous day that Officers were already drafting a policy of this nature and she therefore sought Members’ support for this positive improvement to supporting wellbeing and diversity of the workforce.  

Alderman McIlveen was aware that the Council was already taking steps forward in respect of this particular policy and asked the stage of the draft policy. In response the Director of Organisational Development and Administration advised that work had been occurring with the Trade Unions in respect of the draft policy. Consultation would then take place with the Heads of Service and the Staff Consultive Committee before final sign off following which it would be presented to the Corporate Committee for approval. 

Alderman McIlveen sought clarity that Members would have the opportunity to review the policy to ensure that it met the standards they hoped. The Director confirmed that the policy would come to the Committee for approval and hopefully encompass many of the points raised by Councillor Kendall. 

(Councillor Mathison re-entered the meeting – 8.39 pm)

Alderman McIlveen noted that the policy was long overdue and there was a need for it to be introduced. However, he was bemused as to why a Notice of Motion had been submitted on work that was already occurring. He looked forward to the policy coming forward and viewed that as a positive step. 

Councillor Greer welcomed that work that was already occurring in the background and she was aware that the Equality Commission had produced guidance for employers. 

(Alderman Girvan withdrew from the meeting – 8.41pm)

Councillor Kendall wished to highlight that she was not aware at the time of submitting the motion that work had been occurring. She felt it was an important issue and was reassured that Officers had already been working in the background. 

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Dunlop, that the Notice of Motion be adopted. 

(c) 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Thompson and Councillor Edmund

That this Council recognises the need for an additional park and ride to serve the Ards Peninsula and agrees to lobby Translink and the Department of Infrastructure to seriously consider this facility, which would further reduce vehicle movements within the Borough and assist our residents to continue to reduce the Borough's carbon footprint. 

The Director advised that the Notice of Motion had been deferred. 

AGREED, that the Notice of Motion be deferred to the February meeting of the Corporate Services Committee.

(d) 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Greer and Councillor McAlpine

That this Council includes funds for an additional resource to deal with Public Rights of Way as part of the Estimates process for 2022/23.

The Notice of Motion had been withdrawn in advance of the Committee meeting.

NOTED. 

(e) 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McKee and Councillor Boyle

That this Council recognises that an unprecedented number of workers have lost, or are at risk of losing their jobs due to the Covid-19 pandemic; acknowledges that workers who lose their jobs should be entitled to fair compensation and due process; is concerned that companies are using the Covid-19 crisis to by-pass collective redundancy consultation processes and are adopting the ‘fire and rehire’ approach to re-employ workers on worse terms and conditions; and calls on the Minister for Economy to bring forward legislation that strengthens redundancy protections for workers to protect against 'fire and rehire' and delivers on the New Decade New Approach Agreement employment commitments to improve worker's rights and entitlements.

The Notice of Motion had been withdrawn in advance of the Committee meeting. 

NOTED. 

11.	Any other notified business

There were no items of any other notified business. 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS

[bookmark: _Hlk72916477]AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Greer, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted items of confidential business.

12.	Extension of Agency Workers Contract 
[bookmark: _Hlk90893933]
***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

13.	Trade Dispute 2021/22 Pay 
	(Appendix VII)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

[bookmark: _Hlk91143996]14.	Merchant Services Contract Renewal (FIN35)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

15.	Request from Rosemount Recreation Football Club to use land at Islandview for car parking on 12th July 2022 (LP397)
		(Appendix VIII)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

[bookmark: _Hlk90893197]16.	Request for changes at Kircubbin Community Centre by PHLP Ltd 
	(Appendices IX - XIV)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

17.	Request to renew Conacre Agreement for Land at Bowtown Road, Newtownards 
	(Appendix XV)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 

SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)


RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 8.56 pm.




