ITEM 8.3

			EC.08.06.22 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A meeting of the Environment Committee was held remotely via Zoom on Wednesday, 8 June 2022 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:
 
In the Chair: 	Alderman McDowell   
	
Aldermen:              Armstrong-Cotter 
	Carson                                                               
	                                M Smith 
	                                                               					
Councillors:		Boyle 			Johnson  
			Cathcart 		Kendall  		 	
Cummings 		MacArthur  
Edmund     		McAlpine             				 	Greer  		McKee			  
   Irwin 			 	
						
					  	  	 			 	
Officers:- 	Director of Environment (D Lindsay), Head of Waste and Cleansing Services (N Martin) and Democratic Services Officer (H Loebnau)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from Councillor Smart.     
  
NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

The Chair asked for Declarations of Interest and he himself declared an interest in:

Item 9 – Shared Island Initiative – Development Funding Application, Coastal Erosion Management.  

He explained that the Vice Chair would take on the role of Chair for that item.  

NOTED. 

3.	Replacement of Kerbside Glass Collection Vehicles and New Kerbside Waste Textile Recycling Service 
	
[bookmark: _Hlk96609806]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 5 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that Members may recall that the Council received a capital grant from DAERA to procure vehicles for the commencement of its new kerbside glass recycling service back in 2017. That service was ground-breaking for Councils in Northern Ireland and officers used best knowledge at the time to specify vehicle designs that would meet service needs, experience had shown aspects that could be improved upon to promote greater operational efficiency and effectiveness.

The original fleet of glass collection vehicles had reached a point where it needed to be replaced, with existing vehicles now displaying a sharp rise in breakdowns and maintenance demands. That was having both cost and service continuity/quality impacts that were moving beyond acceptable limits.  

As the original vehicles procured in 2017 were financed wholly from DAERA grant support, they did not yet feature in the Council’s vehicle capital programme.  

Summary Business Case
A business case was prepared using the Government’s recommended ‘5 Case Model’. In line with best practice, the case for the replacement glass collection vehicles considered a range of options, namely:

1. Keep existing vehicles and operational model.
2. Replace vehicles on like for like basis and keep existing operational model.
3. Replace vehicles with fewer larger vehicles and revise operational model; and
4. Replace vehicles with fewer larger vehicles to accommodate combined glass and clothes recycling operational model.

Following the assessment of both costs and benefits, Option 4 produced the best value for money, having both the lowest net cost and highest benefits. That preferred option was estimated to cover a five-year period to produce a reduction in budget of £389k.

Kerbside Clothes Recycling Service
Officers were aware that there was a level of demand for a kerbside clothes recycling service, and indeed that was something that had been raised by some Members as part of the discussions on the Council’s Sustainable Waste Resource Management Strategy.  An analysis of the last kerbside bin composition survey indicated that around 850 tonnes of waste textiles were discarded in the Borough’s grey bins.  That often included lower quality clothing that householders perhaps did not bring to a charity shop or textile bank for ‘reuse’, but which if presented as clean and dry, could have a ‘reuse’ or ‘recycling’ value.  

Cost Savings
The income currently being achieved from sale of textiles was significantly depressed due to prevailing global market circumstances. However, even in that context, the business case showed that the extra cost of the new styled, larger vehicles could be more than offset by income from the sale of kerbside collected textiles, collected through the additional service, combined with the consequent savings in landfill costs – estimated at around £108k at current market value and landfill gate fee. The business case assumed a modest 50% capture rate, and at current rate of income/tonne it was projected that the redesigned service would yield a net reduction in service cost compared to the existing budget.  It was likely that the value of waste textiles would ultimately recover at least to some degree, from the current unprecedented lows – and that along with any kerbside capture rate above the estimated 50%, would yield an even greater cost saving for the Council and its ratepayers.

Carbon Savings
The proposed new styled vehicles would allow for a reduction in miles travelled, necessitating fewer return trips to the depot mid collection to offload full loads.  That would result in carbon emissions savings through lower fuel consumption.  Furthermore, the recycling of textiles collected in the new vehicles/service model, instead of landfilling through the grey bin service, would also result in further significant carbon emission savings.

Overall, it was estimated that the proposed new service model facilitated by procurement of the new styled vehicles, would result in a reduction of around 1300 tons of CO2e.

Proposed Way Forward
It was proposed that officers proceed with the procurement of the new styled larger glass and clothing recycling collection vehicles described in the report and to revise the vehicle replacement schedules to accommodate future replacements in due course, currently anticipated in 2030.

It was further proposed that in the lead up to acquisition of the new vehicles, officers would develop and launch a communications and marketing campaign to promote the new kerbside clothing recycling collection service.  
      
It was anticipated that proposed savings would be used to mitigate other cost pressures during the 2023/24 estimates process.

RECOMMENDED that the Council grants approval to proceed as outlined in this report for the procurement of vehicles to replace the existing glass recycling vehicles and launch of the new added value kerbside clothing recycling service. 

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

Councillor Cummings approved the recommendation and questioned the design and fuel type of the new vehicle.  It was the Director’s understanding that there was only a standard diesel-powered vehicle available at this time and currently the lead in time to acquire that was approximately 6-9 months.  Officers would continue to search for low emission vehicle options as they came onto the market, but it was noted that these were large vehicles and the market had not yet developed to a point where the likes of electric or hydrogen powered models were viable to effectively and efficiently meet service demands.  

The Head of Waste and Cleansing Services explained that the vehicles covered the entire Borough on a regular basis and a trial of an electric vehicle previously had been disastrous since it was unable to cope with the Council’s requirements.  

Councillor MacArthur noted the approximate £108k savings on landfill and asked about the costings for the vehicle which were not included in the report and where those funds would come from in terms of the budget and how the system would work in practice.  

The Director highlighted the predicted savings figure of £108K referred to in the report was a net figure, reflective of the costs of vehicle purchase.  He went on to explain that the Council had received funding to introduce the glass collection service but the vehicles now required replacement, and a capital investment from the Council.  Officers had taken the opportunity to explore options for further innovation in service delivery and believed that value would be added by integrating the new kerbside textile recycling collection service along with the existing glass collection.   Even with the currently depressed market value for textiles the business case showed that the Council could offset the costs of new vehicles and also achieve a net financial saving, in addition to the obvious environmental benefits.    

The Head of Waste and Cleansing suggested that households would be provided with a small number of clear plastic sacks per year which could be delivered alongside caddy liners.  The sack would be labelled with the range of textiles that would be suitable and what was unacceptable such as soft furnishings.  It was planned that those materials would be placed in a pod at the front of the vehicle and that the average household might recycle textiles approximately three or four times annually in this way via the new kerbside service.  The textiles would be unloaded into a suitable container at the Council depot and the current service provider was interested in taking those along with textiles from the existing bring banks.  Councillor MacArthur agreed that it presented an opportunity to the Council which could build on that by sending out a message particularly in respect to the market for fast fashion which was very environmentally damaging. 

The officers stressed that this was not intended to replace the need to use charity shops for many people but that the new collection was intended capture primarily lower grade textiles which were currently ending up in grey bins.  

Councillor McKee welcomed the report and was encouraged to read about the financial savings the initiative would bring as well as the increased service to residents.   He referred to the analysis which had been undertaken in relation to grey bin waste and when that had taken place and if any other Councils in Northern Ireland had adopted a similar approach.   He also hoped that the new vehicles would be adapted to make them as sustainable as possible.   

The Director was unaware of any similar textile collection service by a local Council in Northern Ireland but noted that some did exist in Great Britain.  Those Councils at the top end of the recycling performance table generally did offer a kerbside textile recycling service as part of their waste management services.   He explained that the previous bin analysis survey had taken place several years ago after Ards and North Down had introduced some major kerbside recycling service changes, therefore it was deemed fairly representative of what might be found presently in grey bins.  Of grey bin content, approximately 5-6% of waste was found to be textiles.  It was for that reason that kerbside textile collection was expected to make a more significant difference to reducing landfill waste, compared to the likes of small WEEE which comprised a much lower percentage of grey bin waste at around 1.5%.  He added that in terms of sustainability of vehicles the transport unit had a rolling procurement programme and sustainability was a standard part of the Council’s requirement.  At the very least at this stage, solar roof panels would be specified to reduce diesel consumption for the powering of the vehicles’ hydraulics systems and driver telemetry systems to moderate driver behaviour and enhance fuel efficiency.  

Councillor Greer welcomed the Council’s initiative and commended officers for the innovation being shown which would result in improvements to the Council’s recycling rates.  She agreed with Councillor MacArthur that it was key to get the right messages out to householders by encouraging them to reuse as much as possible.  She added that it was indeed an improved service to ratepayers since it was not always convenient for some people to make their way to a household recycling centre for the small amounts of textiles they were disposing.  

[bookmark: _Hlk106358275]Councillor Cathcart also appreciated the Council’s innovation and intention to improve services to ratepayers while simultaneously helping to protect the environment.  He referred to the vehicles which had been procured in 2017 and were already in need of replacement and asked for the reason to that relatively short working life.  The Head of Waste and Cleansing indicated that there was an issue with glass since it was a very heavy material and the Council had chosen a vehicle with a low weight chassis to maximise payloads.  The vehicles were heavily used and some roads particularly on the Peninsula were in a poor state of repair, and those factors had shortened the life span which was normally about seven years for larger service vehicles.  The Councillor asked if waste electricals could also be collected at the kerbside.  

The Head of Waste and Cleansing advised that the new vehicles would be specified better in light of our initial experience of delivering the kerbside glass recycling service and were anticipated to perform better.  He stated that they would have a chassis similar to standard refuse collection vehicles with hydraulic springs which would stand up better in the context of the service in which they were being used.   The Director explained that waste electricals made up approximately 1.5% of grey bin waste so it was sensible to prioritise textiles as those were liable to give a better improvement in recycling yield.  

Councillor Edmund asked about potential grants available and if there was value in selling the old vehicles.  He also asked if the plastic bags would also be recycled.  The Head of Waste and Cleansing said the Council would look at all sources of funding available to it and perhaps small parts could be sold from the vehicles but there was not expected to be a significant resale value.  One of the smaller existing vehicles would be retained to assist with service delivery in harder to reach properties.  It was explained that the plastic sacks would be essential to keep the textiles dry and officers would look to ensure that the contractor who processed the textiles sought to recycle end of use sacks at the end of the textile handling chain.  The Director confirmed that those points would be communicated to the public as part of the campaign to launch the new service.    

[bookmark: _Hlk101952788]AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cummings, seconded by Councillor MacArthur, that the recommendation be adopted.  

4.	Northern Ireland Local Authority Municipal Waste Management Statistics, October to December 2021  
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 16 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that the official waste management statistics for the third quarter of 2021/2022 (October to December 2021) had been released by the Northern Ireland Environment Agency.

The significant headlines contained within the latest DAERA report showed that:

i. The Council’s household waste recycling rate rose by 2% compared to Q3 last year, (from 46.5% to 48.5%) but fell by 3.6% compared to Q3 the previous (2019/20) year (from 52.1% to 48.5%). 
            

     

ii. The Council’s household waste recycling rate of 48.5%, was 0.1% higher than the NI average of 48.4%.

iii. The Council was ranked 6th out of the 11 NI Councils for its household waste recycling rate.

iv. The Council’s household waste composting rate rose by 3.4% - from 23.4% to 26.8%. The household waste dry recycling rate fell by 1.8% - from 23.1% to 21.3%. 

v. The Council’s household waste composting rate of 26.8% was 2.4% higher than the NI average of 24.4%.

vi. The household waste dry recycling rate (i.e., recycling of items other than organic food and garden waste) of 21.3% was 2.5% lower than the NI average of 23.8%.

vii. The Council’s kerbside recycling capture rate of 70.6% for household compostable waste materials compared to a NI Council average of 63.8%.

viii. The Council was at the bottom end of the performance table for ‘dry’ recycling rate, ranking 9th out of eleven Councils.

ix. The Council received 38% more waste per capita at its HRCs compared to the average for other NI Councils. 

x. The amount of waste collected at the Council’s HRC sites for recycling was significantly less than the average for other Councils – 60%, compared to an average rate of 70% for other Councils.

xi. The amount of waste collected for recycling through the Council’s kerbside bin collection system was higher than the average for other Councils – 54.7%, compared to an average of 45.3% for other Councils. 

            

        

   

This latest official Municipal Waste Management Statistics report presented further clear evidence that the Council’s performance in relation to waste resource management had suffered a significant sustained deterioration, both in absolute and relative terms.

The Council’s rolling 12-month average recycling rate of 48.2% had fallen back and remained below the current statutory minimum of 50%; it was some 17% lower than the new UK circular economy recycling target of 65% by 2035. The Council’s rolling 12-month landfill rate of 45%, was 35% higher than the 10% landfill limit set out in the circular economy package target of 10% by 2035.

Officers had been working on proposals for changes to service models designed to contribute more effectively to the achievement of new statutory recycling and landfill targets whilst at the same time improving levels of customer service, for consideration by Members in due course. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.

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

Councillor Boyle had been disappointed to read the report which he suggested showed that the Ards and North Down Borough was in a bad place and possibly getting even worse and he thought that the Council was now struggling in its efforts to make further recycling progress.  He knew that Members were aware of the difficulties in this area and many reports had been brought forward in recent years showing that the Council was continuing on a slippery slope, and simply to accept that position and move on was not an option to him and he thought that changes could not come soon enough.  The situation would only be addressed when Members agreed to make tough decisions.  

The Director explained that a series of consultations with party group leaders and independent Members had taken place and those had been helpful to discuss propositions for developments in both kerbside and HRC recycling services.  It was hoped that proposals would be finalised over the summer with a view to bringing them to the Council in September and plotting a timetable for the way forward.  

Councillor Boyle thanked the Director and was wary of delay since the Council was almost at the wall now and Members needed to show bravery in doing what was right and necessary.    

Councillor McKee echoed those concerns and agreed that the figures made sobering reading.  He was aware that most residents were keen to recycle and were environmentally conscious, but some others showed resistance and that needed to be addressed not least because there were more useful ways to spend ratepayer income than landfill charges.  

Councillor Greer thanked officers for the report even though it made disappointing reading.  Many of her questions had been addressed earlier in the meeting and she asked if social distancing was still taking place by members of staff on the bin collection routes.  Everyone was aware that the risks from Covid-19 had now fallen significantly, and she asked if officers were examining the structure and working patterns of those staff.  The Director agreed and stated that reviews of risk assessments were taking place and the target date of the end of June had been set to discontinue the use of support vehicles.  He said there was ongoing dialogue between management and unions through the Local Joint Forum on that subject.

Councillor Cathcart also considered the report to be sobering aside from a few minor positives, but it was nowhere near where the Council needed to be and therefore looking at a cost benefit analysis it would be hard to maintain the status quo.  He asked at what point the figures would trigger action to be taken against the Council.  The Director explained that DAERA was nervous about high rates of landfill by any Council and would challenge a failure to meet statutory obligations.  The auditor was also scrutinising the Council’s position on the subject and asking what steps were being taken/planned to address it, not least because the statutory waste management targets featured prominently in our statutory Performance Improvement Plan.  For those reasons it was critical that Members needed to be aware of the seriousness of the ongoing problem.  

The Director went on to state that every Member was acutely aware of the scale of Council expenditure in delivering its waste management services, which were the single group of services provided by the Council that everyone could relate to and felt that they benefitted from.  He considered that it was for those very reasons that ongoing review and development of waste management service models was crucial, and that must not be considered or allowed to be characterised as equating to reduction or dilution of services - but rather improving services to allow the Council to adapt to environmental and financial challenges, and deliver the best value, most sustainable outcomes.  

Members were in agreement that doing whatever the Council could to support separating recyclable waste at the point of collection was absolutely of benefit in reducing costs to ratepayers.      

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

5.	Proposed Street Naming – Olivet Court, Ballygowan
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 10 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that a small development comprising of 11 dwellings was currently under construction on lands at 112 Comber Road, Ballygowan. 

The developer, in association with Radius Housing, ran a street naming competition involving the Year 5 pupils in Alexander Dickson Primary School to suggest a street name and the reasons for their suggestion. The developer then chose the name that they preferred, which was Olivet Court due to the historical research the pupil carried out and its association with Ballygowan.  
The church hall at Comber Road, Ballygowan was once a children’s home during 1884 -1907 and was called the Olivet Home.  The church hall also served as the village primary school before the Alexander Dickson Primary School was built in the 1980’s.  The name was in keeping with the general neighbourhood and reflected a part of local history in Ballygowan.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the adoption of the name Olivet Court. It is further recommended that the Council accepts the general name and delegates acceptance of suffixes to the Building Control department.

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

6.	Proposed Street Naming – Whitehem Gardens, Killinchy 
		
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 9 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that a development comprising of 24 dwellings was currently under construction on lands at 69-79 Ardmillan Road, Killinchy. The developer suggested the name Whitehem Gardens for several reasons:

‘White’ corresponded to the traditional Ulster and Irish countryside vernacular, where cottage style homes had been finished in that bright and attractive render for centuries. ‘Hem’ is a common European reference to ‘home’ and gave the overall naming a more contemporary feel which reflected the sleek, yet sympathetic house designs. Those also included a grey brick to mirror the stone walls of the surrounding area.  When combined, Whitehem provided for a pleasant sounding and befitting rural development name on which there had been an abundance of positive feedback from focus groups and neighbouring residents alike.

The Building Control department did request an alternative name for the development to reflect the local area, however, the developer had persisted with the name Whitehem Gardens due to the reasons stated above. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the adoption of the name Whitehem Gardens. It is further recommended that the Council accepts the general name and delegates acceptance of suffixes to the Building Control department.

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


7.	Proposed Street Naming – Station Square, Holywood 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 11 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that a small retail and office development currently comprising of eight retail units, with future development planned for additional offices, was currently under construction on lands behind 31 Hibernia Street, Holywood.  

The main access would be from the existing Redburn Square roundabout, where a new road would serve the retail units.

The developer had suggested the name Station Square due to the retail units being near the railway station and was in keeping with the general neighbourhood.  

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the adoption of the name Station Square. It is further recommended that the Council accepts the general name and delegates acceptance of suffixes to the Building Control department.

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

8.	NET Q4 Activity Report (1 January 2022 to 31 March 2022) 
(Appendix I)  

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 24 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that the information provided in this report covered, unless otherwise stated, the period 1 January to 31 March 2022.  The aim of the report was to provide Members with details of some of the key activities of the Team, the range of services it provided along with details of level of performance. 
Applications to the Neighbourhood Environment Team 
[bookmark: _Hlk8890771]The Dogs (NI) Order 1983

It should be noted that these figures included block licences where one licence could be issued for multiple dogs in specific circumstances. 

	
	Period of Report
January – March 2022
	Same 3 months 2021
	Comparison

	Dog licences issued during the three months
	4950


	4802
	UP



Concessionary licences remained at 82% of dog licences issued over the period.  That included the categories of neutering (£5) / over 65 (Free – 1st dog) / over 65 subsequent dog (£5) and income related benefits (£5).  Standard dog licence £12.50 and block licence £32. 



Investigations 
The Neighbourhood Environment Team responded to a range of service requests. In terms of time spent, some types of service requests would be completed immediately whilst others required a longer-term strategy to find a resolution. The total number of service requests had been outlined together with a sample of the types of requests received.

	
	Period of Report
January – March 2022
	Same 3 months 2021
	Comparison

	Service Requests received the three months
	
932

	
660
	
UP






     Non-Compliance
Prosecutions

	
	Period of Report
January – March 2022
	Same 3 months 2021
	Comparison

	
Total Prosecutions 
	
10
	
37
	
DOWN



Fixed Penalty Notices
In addition to cases being prosecuted through the court, 143 fixed penalty notices had been issued in respect of various matters. That continued to demonstrate a sustained Council focus upon detecting and punishing those who persisted in committing environmental offences in the Borough and highlighted the effective patrolling regime of the Neighbourhood Environment Enforcement Team who were responsible for enforcement detections.  In addition, they had responsibility for the opening and closing of cemeteries and play parks during the period of report. 

The main categories of fixed penalties were shown below. Other categories existed i.e., breach of dog control conditions, exclusion order and off lead offences.  The offer of an £80 Fixed Penalty Fine was an opportunity to discharge liability to prosecution.
  
A payment period of 28 days was permitted.  If paid within 14 days, the fine was discounted to £60.  As staff recruitment and retention remained a challenge that had impacted significantly on the number of notices issued. 

	
	Period of Report
January – March 2022
	Same 3 months 2021
	Comparison

	Fouling
	15
	39
	        DOWN



	Litter
	58
	78
	        DOWN



	No Dog Licence
	49
	1
	          UP



	Straying
	21
	1
	          UP





The following graphs demonstrated: 

1. the total number of fixed penalties issued by the Neighbourhood Environment Team during each month of the period of report
2. [bookmark: _Hlk522085282]the fixed penalties issued during the period of report by type 


Appendix A to the report provided a street level location for each of the penalty fines issued during the period of report 1 January to 31 March 2022.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

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

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter referred to a recent matter that had been brought to her by a member of the public where a young child had been witness to a dog attack.  That child was now required to provide a written statement on the attack before an investigation could take place.  The Director explained that there were procedures and protocols in place when dealing with the public and for people who could be considered more vulnerable, such as children.   However, he assured the Member that serious issues of attack would be investigated and not delayed where a danger existed to the public or other animals.  Officers were experienced and knew how to deal sensitively with the people they came in to contact with.  He urged the Alderman to make direct contact with the officers in the NET about the specifics of the case.   

Councillor MacArthur referred to some of the data in the report relating to fixed penalties and how the figures were compared to the previous year.  It was noted that during the same period the previous year Covid-19 lockdown restrictions were prevalent so it was not a like for like comparison.  Councillor McKee agreed thinking that the figures created a false representation of the true service provision, and a little extra historical information would be beneficial in future for such reports.  

Councillor Kendall suggested that the Council could share information with the public when it came to taking responsibility for dogs.  There were many expired dog licences and an alarming number of dog attacks on people and domestic animals and requests for dog training services.  She thought that the Council should help dog owners to access services and support particularly since the numbers of dogs as family pets had grown significantly during the period of lockdown and Covid-19.  The Director assured Members that the Council did provide a great range of services to the public in terms of advice on dog ownership, training etc. and accepted that the recent pandemic had derailed the usual campaigns to a large extent, but that was now getting back on track and contact was being re-established with schools and organisations within the community to re-engage.   

Councillor McAlpine and Councillor Edmund spoke about dog fouling incidences on the southern part of the Ards Peninsula and urged officers not to forget rural areas by concentrating on more highly dense populations.  The Director assured those Members that no part of the Borough was immune from fines.  Some of the areas were routinely problematic and proactively targeted on a planned recurring basis and much of the enforcement surveillance work was intelligence led – relying upon good quality reports from concerned members of the public about specific problem locations, providing days/times/offender details etc. where possible so that officers could target enforcement in the most efficient and effective way to catch and fine culprits.  

Following on from those points Councillor Boyle thought that was worth emphasising that the public could play its part helping to address dog fouling problems.  The Council should send out the message that all reports of dog fouling would be managed in confidence.  If the problem was to be addressed the public had a responsibility to help in that process by giving relevant information.  The Director agreed that the effectiveness of the Council’s work in that respect depended upon evidence from the public and said that confidentiality would be highlighted.  

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

(Having declared an interest in Item 9 Alderman McDowell was removed from the meeting at 8.44 pm and Councillor Kendall took the position as Chair for this Item).

9.	Shared Island Initiative - Development Funding Application, Coastal Erosion Management

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report dated 18 May 2022 from the Director of Environment detailing that the Shared Island Initiative came from the Office of the Irish Prime Minister, aimed to harness the full potential of the Good Friday Agreement to enhance cooperation, connection, and mutual understanding on the Island, and engage with all communities and traditions to build consensus around a shared future.

The Shared Island initiative involved:

· working with the Northern Ireland Executive and the British Government to address strategic challenges faced on the Island of Ireland.
· further developing the all-island economy, deepening North/South cooperation, and investing in the Northwest and border regions.
· fostering constructive and inclusive dialogue and a comprehensive programme of research to support the building of consensus around a shared future on the Island.

A funding call had been issued inviting cross border applications for revenue funding to assist in the development of applications to either Shared Island or Peace Plus for proposed capital projects. Project development funding of up to 150k/250k Euros was available, with applications due by 27 May 2022 and decisions by July/August 2022. 

East Border Region – Coastal Erosion Project Proposal
Officers from the East Border Region Councils of Ards and North Down, Newry Mourne and Down, Meath and Louth had partnered with other key stakeholders/partners, including the NI Coastal Forum and the Office of Public Works in the Republic of Ireland, to submit a Shared Island Development Funding Application. That had been facilitated by East Border Region with Meath County Council designated as the lead Council for the purpose of the application.
The subject of the application was coastal erosion, with funding being sought to appoint suitably qualified and experienced experts to develop a capital project proposal that aimed to explore innovative and sustainable options for coastal erosion management across the four Council areas north and south of the border.

That was an area that Ards and North Down Borough Council had been working on for some time both locally (through the Ards Peninsula Coastal Erosion Group) and regionally (through its membership of the NI Coastal Forum).  The opportunity to secure funding for the development of coastal erosion management capital projects that could subsequently be supported through the Shared Island and/or Peace Plus Capital Programmes was very significant given the ever-increasing awareness of how important the issue was for all coastal authorities in the context of the climate change agenda. The Shared Island and Peace Plus grant programmes provided a unique and welcome opportunity to collaborate efficiently and effectively on a subject which was of huge importance to coastal authorities both north and south of the border.

Next Steps
The Shared Island Development Funding application had been submitted by Meath County Council as the Lead Authority, and a decision was due to be issued by July/August 2022. If that was successful, it was proposed that Ards and North Down Council would be a full partner in the project – with the cross-border partnership then overseeing the development of a capital funding project proposal. The timeframe for completion of that was twelve months, the intention being that it would subsequently lead to submission of an application by the cross-border partnership to the Shared Island and/or Peace Plus capital programme when funding calls were issued for those, in relation to the coastal erosion management capital project proposal that had been identified.

Updates would be brought to the Council in due course regarding the progress of this potential funding opportunity.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the actions set out in this report.

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

Councillor Boyle welcomed the shared island initiative that had come from the government in the Republic of Ireland and thought that the matter was a no brainer since coastal erosion was something that both jurisdictions would face and all initiatives to address that were welcome.  He was pleased that the Council was a member of the East Border Region but was concerned that the matter could be stalled due to the lack of a working Assembly at Stormont.    

The Director reassured Members that the Northern Ireland Executive had no bearing on the progress of the grant application; it was a local authority led process and if successful, Councils would be able to meet the relatively modest 10-15% required contribution through benefit in kind (Council officer input to management of the planned project).  

In seconding the recommendation Councillor McKee welcomed and echoed many of those comments.  The protection of coastal communities was a priority and indeed essential given the knowledge that the coastline was expected to change significantly over the next 30 years.   

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

(Alderman McDowell was readmitted to the meeting at 8.52 pm) 

10. 	NOTICE OF MOTION SUBMITTED BY COUNCILLORS MCRANDAL AND DOUGLAS 

That this Council recognises the environmental damage caused by modern day packaging, much of which is disposed of in landfill or as litter. This Council agrees that producers, not ratepayers, should be responsible for the net costs of managing packaging waste and that litter payments must be included in any Extended Producer Responsibility scheme. 

This Council tasks Officers with bringing back a report detailing what initiatives Council have undertaken to encourage businesses within the Borough to review, change and/or reduce the packaging they use. The report should include analysis of achievements and challenges encountered to date and outline further initiatives that could be undertaken to encourage businesses to change or reduce the packaging they use. 

Councillor McRandal spoke to the Motion explaining that in April 2022 the Council had considered a letter which had been received from Keep Northern Ireland Beautiful.  The decision was taken that the Council write to the relevant Government Ministers in Northern Ireland, England, Scotland and Wales expressing Ards and North Down Borough Council’s support for inclusion of ‘polluter pays’ responsibility within the forthcoming Extended Producer Responsibility system.

He considered that if the polluter paid principle was included, as the Council wished, it would mean that a financial burden would be lifted from consumers, many of whom were the Council’s ratepayers.  However, that burden then would fall on the businesses who choose to use the packaging and that would include businesses, large and small, within the Borough.  Having expressed Council support for the ‘polluter pays’ principle it was his view that businesses within the Borough should be helped to understand what that meant for them and what positive actions they could take to reduce the amount, and change the type, if appropriate, of packaging they used. 

If the Council wanted businesses to reduce the amount and change the type of packaging they used, the result would be obvious environmental and financial benefits:
· Fewer single use plastic and other waste going to landfill or otherwise ending up as litter or waste within the environment;
· A reduction in the overall cost of dealing with waste.

The Motion called for a report to be brought back to the committee for further consideration about what actions could be taken to help businesses to change the amount and type of packaging they used.

At this point Councillor Douglas reserved her right to speak.    

Councillor Kendall gave her support for the Motion and thanked the Members for bringing it forward.  She was reassured that the Ards and North Down Borough Council had taken a stand for sustainability and felt it disappointing that the polluter did not already pay.  She referred to the powerful lobby of businesses which had won over in the lack of strong government intervention to address this pressing environmental concern.  She stated that in 2017 The Green Party had proposed a Motion to reduced single use plastics and while change had begun there was absolutely more to be done in the implementation of a circular economy.  She stressed the importance of partnering with organisations such as Keep Northern Ireland Beautiful to bring about change.  

Councillor Cathcart welcomed the Motion coming to the Council.  He was aware that some businesses had already brought about changes by introducing compostable packaging and he believed that the Council should be encouraging those businesses.  Alternatives now existed which the Council should encourage businesses to use more widely.   As had already been discussed at the meeting there was far too much waste being generated currently in the Ards and North Down Borough and it needed to be brought down.  

Councillor Boyle also gave his support suggesting it was a matter the Council did not really have a choice on.  In his own fast food takeaway business customers had helped in the drive away from the use of polystyrene trays asking for their food to be wrapped simply in paper.  That was no doubt environmentally more acceptable, but he stated that the absolute cost of buying in more sustainable packaging was quite unbelievably high and that would ultimately need to be passed on to the customer.  Businesses quite simply may not be able to hold out to those high costs and he asked for the industry to be given any assistance that was available to help them make the changes necessary.  

In seconding the Motion Councillor Douglas put on record her thanks to officers who had embraced the environmental challenges that everyone was facing and considered that the Council had a significant role as an influencer for change.  

Councillor McRandal thanked Members for their positive comments and Members were in agreement.     
	
AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor McRandal, seconded by Councillor Douglas, that the recommendation be adopted.  

RECESS 9.05 pm 
RECOMMENCED 9.15 pm


11.	Any Other Notified Business
		
There were no items of Any Other Notified Business. 

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor Greer, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted items of confidential business.

12. 	ARC21 RESIDUAL WASTE TREATMENT PROJECT 
		(Appendix II) 

***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 Kendall, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting. 

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 9.33 pm. 



Household Waste Recycling Rate Trends
Quarter 3 - October to December

ANDBC	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	37.200000000000003	46.3	49.9	50.5	52.1	46.5	48.5	NI Council Average	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	40.299999999999997	42.1	47.1	47.7	49.9	47.9	48.4	
Percentage




Composting and Dry Recycling Rate Progress
Quarter 3 - October to December

Dry Recycling Rate	[VALUE]
[VALUE] 
[VALUE] 

2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	NI Average  2021/22	19.100000000000001	19.2	21.4	23	22.6	23.1	21.3	23.8	Composting Rate	[VALUE] 
[VALUE] 
[VALUE] 

2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	NI Average  2021/22	18	26.9	28.3	27.4	29.4	23.4	26.8	24.4	Reporting Periods


Recycling Rate %





Amount of Waste Collected at Kerbside & HRCs for Recycling
Quarter 3 - October to December

Kerbside Recycling Rate	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	Other NI Councils Average 2021/22	33.9	48.5	56.9	55	56.9	56.5	54.7	45.3	HRC Recycling Rate	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	Other NI Councils Average 2021/22	58.7	57	55.4	59.4	63.1	55	60	70	Reporting Period


Recyckling Rate %




ANDBC Performance Ranking - Household Recycling Rate

2015/16	8th
9th
9 th
[VALUE]th
[VALUE]th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	8	9	9	5	7	2016/17	[VALUE]th
2nd
[VALUE]rd
[VALUE]rd
[VALUE]nd

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	4	2	3	3	2	2017/18	5th
[VALUE]nd
[VALUE]th
[VALUE]nd
[VALUE]th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	5	2	4	2	4	2018/19	[VALUE]th
[VALUE]rd
[VALUE]rd
2nd
[VALUE]rd

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	6	3	3	2	3	2019/20	5th
4th
3rd
[VALUE]th
4th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	5	4	3	4	4	2020/21	1st
7th
8th
10th
6th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	1	7	8	10	6	2021/22	9th
8th
6th
8th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	9	8	6	8	Reporting Period


Ranking Among All NI Councils



Dog Licences Issued January - March 2022


Full Cost	Free - Over 65 	Reduced  - Over 65 Subsequent Dogs	Reduced - Neutered	Reduced - Benefits	Block Licence	910	874	109	2594	451	12	

Service Requests Received by Neighbourhood Environment Team
January - March 2022


Abandoned Shopping Trolleys	Abandoned Vehicles	Dog Attack on Other Domestic Animal	Dog Attack on Livestock	Dog Attack on Person	Dog Barking	Breach of Dog Control Conditions	Dog Breeding Establishments	Breach of Bye-Laws	Stray Dog Collection	Unwanted Dog Collection Requests	Dangerous Breed	Dog Education and Awareness	Dog Fouling	Dog Welfare Initial Response	Dogs Off Lead	Expired Dog Licence Calls	Fly-Posting	Fly-Tipping	Greyhound Control	Inadequate Dog Control	Littering	Nuisance Parking	Shellfish Gathering	Dog Straying	Vehicles For Sale On A Road	Other Tasks	Graffiti	Dog Training Enquiries	1	42	27	5	16	44	0	2	0	32	2	0	3	194	8	3	267	1	126	0	15	76	0	0	27	0	7	28	6	


Fixed Penalties Issued by Type 
January - March 2022

[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]


Fouling	Litter	No Licence	Straying	15	58	49	21	15	58	49	21	





