ITEM 7.2

			EC7.12.2022 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid meeting (in person and via Zoom) meeting of the Environment Committee was held at Council Offices, Church Street, Newtownards on Wednesday, 7 December 2022 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:
 
In the Chair: 	Alderman McDowell   
	
Aldermen:              Armstrong-Cotter (Zoom)	Smith, M (Zoom)                                                         
	                                Carson (Zoom)
	
	                                                               					
Councillors:		Boyle 			Johnson  (Zoom)
			Cathcart (Zoom)	McAlpine (Zoom)	 	
Cummings 		McKee (Zoom)
Edmund 		Smart (Zoom)         				 	Irwin (Zoom)					  
   Greer	(Zoom)		
						
					  	  	 			 	
Officers: 	Head of Waste and Cleansing Services (N Martin), Head of Regulatory Services (S Addy), Head of Assets and Property Services) and Democratic Services Officer (R King)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from Councillor MacArthur, Councillor Woods and the Director of Environment.

NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

The Chair asked for Declarations of Interest and none were indicated.  

NOTED. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712579][bookmark: _Hlk117849619]3.	NOM Report – Policy on the Provision of Personal Sea Rescue Equipment (FILE 65000)
		(Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing the undernoted:



Background
In September 2022 the Council agreed a Notice of Motion submitted by Councillors Chambers and Brooks that read:

We ask this Council to consider the urgent provision of sea rescue equipment to Cove Bay beach, known locally as the third beach, in Groomsport.  A review into other locations around the Borough, should also be considered.

The minutes also recorded that: “The Chair asked Councillor Chambers if he would like a report to look at the policy and provision of sea rescue equipment throughout the Borough and the Member agreed but asked that Groomsport be considered in the first instance since that village had been the purpose of his Motion.   

Given the urgent nature of this request, officers prioritised this work and a draft policy for the provision of Personal Rescue Equipment (PRE) was attached for approval.

Assessing the Request at Cove Bay against the Draft Policy
Cove bay in Groomsport was not Council land so therefore would not be considered for PRE under this policy.

As noted in the policy; with the longest coastline of any Council area and potentially thousands of possible sites for PRE to be installed, it was, in the opinion of officers, impractical to provide and maintain provision of PRE across all the potential locations that were not owned by the Council. Furthermore, each site would need to be risk assessed and the landowner’s permission sought and there would simply be too many factors outside of our control for this to be feasible.

Assessment of the remainder of the Borough against the Draft Policy
Officers had catalogued some 68 existing items of PRE across the Borough. All met the criteria set out in this draft policy.

Officers were not currently aware of any gaps in provision that would comply with the criteria set out in the draft policy but would continue to keep this under review.

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves the draft policy attached.

The Head of Assets and Property Services pointed to page 2 of the report which stated that Cove Bay was not Council owned land. Due to a fault with the Council’s mapping system, he advised that this information was incorrect and that the land was indeed owned by the Council and would be included as part of the above PRE. The ownership had also been rectified on the Council’s mapping system.

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

Councillor Edmund welcomed the progress and felt that it was important to keep an eye on safety equipment that was already in place. Councillors Irwin and McKee welcomed the clarification around land ownership at Cove Bay and that it would be included in the exercise. Councillor McKee raised concerns over the potential removal of safety equipment under the policy and it was advised by the officer that this would only be done in extreme cases where there was ongoing vandalism.

Councillor Smart commented that the policy was sensible and reasonable but asked if the inaccuracy around the land ownership was repeated elsewhere in other matters across Council. The officer advised that Cove Bay had been a one-off occurrence and the matter had been rectified on the mapping system. The system was used daily and 99.9% of the time it was accurate.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor Irwin, that the recommendation be adopted.
  
4.	Technical Revenue Budget for Refurbishments 2023/24 (FILE 65374)

**See Amendment at Council Meeting December 2022**

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing the undernoted report:

1. Strategic Context
The Council’s agreed Maintenance Strategy incorporated a “needs based” budgeting model, rather than a more traditional “fixed amount” approach for its refurbishment programme.

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

By making a budgetary decision at this stage, ahead of the rates setting process, Members were able to see the detail behind each option in order to inform the decision and give officers guidance on the amount to include in the next draft of the 2023/24 budget. Members would have the ability to review any decision as part of the overall final rates setting process.

2. Area of Focus for 2023/24
In 2023/24 works would focus on Tourism Buildings, Public Toilets & HRC’s. 

[image: ]


3. Budget Considerations in current context
Historically our threshold for action had been around 75% with costed options for revising this threshold up or down. However, this year there were several large projects in the 71% to 75% bracket which may have made this threshold unaffordable. A brief explanation of these projects was below:

	The Parade WCs,
Donaghadee
	73.69%
	£100,000 
	The basic works package to refurb the toilet block will cost around £85k.  However, following a NoM in Oct 21 additional work was included to create a layout suitable for future changing places compliance. Note: Additional works are needed to gain CP accreditation - see 4.0 discretionary costs.

	Main Street WCs,
Greyabbey
	71.13%
	£50,000 
	Options include either refurbishment of existing toilet block or relocation of toilets as part of a regen project at the Village Hall (subject to Planning and consultation)



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

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

5.  Discretionary Costs
Several items had been added under this column as they were neither condition based nor were they operational/H&S related and were therefore discretionary. The first item was the additional cost to make the Parade toilets into a changing places facility as previously requested by the Council. Officers acknowledged that in the current budget setting context this additional cost may not be palatable and had therefore upgraded the basic refurbishment works to allow it to be future proofed, enabling further equipment fit-out at a later date to gain changing places accreditation, should budget become available.

The second item was for some experimental works to address seepage in the seawall at Millisle lagoon. It was noted that the structure had a considerable amount of seepage through and under the lagoon wall meaning that in certain tidal conditions the water almost completely drained from the lagoon.  Officers had commissioned several specialist assessments of the structure and had confirmed that the defects had not affected the structural integrity at this time, and it was therefore not currently at risk of collapse.  However, it was clear that in the longer term the seepage needed to be addressed.  It had been suggested by the specialist that we carry out some experimental repairs whereby cores were drilled, and wet concrete was pumped into the voids from above at a number of locations along the wall.  Seepage could be monitored before and after so that any improvement could be verified. If successful, further cores would follow in subsequent years’ budget allocations.




 
6.  Condition scores and Costs
The condition scores and corresponding costs were shown on the table below:

[image: ]

7. Options Available
7.1 If Members opted to adopt a threshold of 70%, only Whiterock toilets would receive a refurbishment. This added to the “operational works” gave a total of £181k and would result in the budget being reduced by 2.6% from last year, achieving a saving of £4,924.

7.2 Alternatively, Members had the option to implement a threshold of 75%, meaning that refurbishments would also take place at The Parade, Donaghadee and at the Public Toilets in Greyabbey. By consequence, £331k would be included in the 2023/24 estimates for refurbishments, resulting in a 78% increase (£145k) over the 2022/23 revenue allocation.

7.3 If Members wished to carry out the £90k of discretionary works in addition to Option 1, £271k would be included in the 2023/24 refurbishments budget, representing an increase of 46% or £85k over the 2022/23 revenue allocation.

7.4 If Members wished to carry out the £90k of discretionary works in addition to Option 2, £421k would be included in the 2023/24 refurbishments budget, representing an increase of 126% or £235k over the 2022/23 revenue allocation.

8. Longer Term Consequences
It should be noted that the option set out in 7.1, would result in a reduction in revenue budget. Whilst this may be desirable and feasible this year, Members should bear in mind that this would be the third year in a row where this budget has been reduced.  All buildings deteriorate through wear and tear and unforeseen issues and there was a possibility that we may have needed to request this money back into revenue budgets next year, depending on what the condition surveys found. Naturally, the more this budget was eroded, the bigger the potential impact on future budgets when it was reinstated.

In addition, option 7.1 limited the amount of refurbishment carried out to just one project and therefore carried a risk of increased reactive maintenance costs in the estate and a greater potential for the properties to fail to meet user expectations. 

RECOMMENDED that the Council approves as its preferred option, that set out in section 7.1 of this report, resulting in £181,000 being included in the 2023/24 budget, subject to the Estimates process.

Councillor Boyle referred to WCs at Main Street, Greyabbey and understood they were to come under a Regeneration programme. He asked what finances would be in place to replace those and if they would be included in that programme.

The officer advised that the recommendation was to proceed with the first option, numbered 7.1, but Greyabbey would sit outside of that threshold. If Members raised the bar to 75% then Greyabbey would be included. He clarified that it had been considered to include Greyabbey WCs as part of wider regeneration programme planned for the Village Hall and it had been the preference to put the WCs through a required planning application at the same time as that project. He clarified that there was a possibility though that without commitment of funding under this scheme, the regeneration programme could commence without the WCs.

Given that response, Councillor Boyle felt that it was important to have a balance between need and desire. While mindful of the extra cost, he felt that the third option (7.3) was more inclusive and included work that was needed.

Councillor Boyle proposed, seconded by Councillor Cummings, that Option 7.3 be adopted.

Councillor Cummings was happy to support that proposal and was mindful of the cost but it was important for Council to take care of its property and ensure facilities were fit for use. 
He pointed to works at Ballygowan’s Moss Road that were listed in the chart and queried the general capacity around those works and asked for a timeline that officers were working towards.

The Officer explained that there were potential issues around the skips being emptied but there was no firm proposal on the ground but the budget was there for works to take place in the incoming financial year. He was unable to provide a timeline at this stage but would keep the Member informed on further developments.

Councillor Edmund was supportive of the proposal and felt the work was needed while Councillors Greer, Smart and Cathcart, while understanding of the need to bring facilities up to standard, were mindful of the potential impact this could have on the rate and queried how the expenditure would be dealt with as part of the rate setting process. The officer clarified that this was a standard amount put forward every year as part of the estimates process for Members to consider in further detail.

The Chair commented that he was content for it move towards the rate setting process and it could be considered further and changed if necessary.

Summing up, Councillor Boyle took on board the above comments and recognised that there could be alterations under the estimates process.

Members indicated they were content with the proposal.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Cummings, that Option 3 (numbered as 7.3 in the report) be adopted.

5.	Northern Ireland Local Authority Municipal Waste Management Statistics – April to June 2022 (FILE 53042)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the following:

Background
The official waste management statistics for the first quarter of 2022/2023 (April to June 2022) had been released by the Northern Ireland Environment Agency.

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

i. Our household waste recycling rate rose compared to Q1 last year, from 49.5% to 54.9%.



     mate Change Act (Northern Ireland) – Waste Recycling Target 2030


ii. Our household waste recycling rate of 54.9%, was 1.1% higher than the NI average of 53.8%.

iii. We were ranked sixth out of the 11 NI Councils for our household waste recycling rate, up from the ninth place ranking last year.

iv. Our household waste composting rate rose by 5.5% - from 29.6% to 35.1%. Our household waste dry recycling rate fell by 0.1% - from 19.6% to 19.5%.  

v. Our household waste composting rate of 35.1% was 3.1% higher than the NI average of 32%.

vi. Our household waste dry recycling rate (i.e. recycling of items other than organic food and garden waste) of 19.5% was 2% lower than the N.I. average of 21.5%.

vii. Our kerbside recycling capture rate of 78.3% for household compostable waste materials compared to a NI Council average of 72.8%.

viii. We were at the bottom end of the performance table for ‘dry’ recycling rate, ranking ninth out of eleven Councils.

ix. We received 33.5% more waste per capita at our HRCs compared to the average for other NI Councils.

x. We received 78% more non-recycled waste at our HRCs per capita than the average for other NI Councils. 

xi. [bookmark: _Hlk121397118]The percentage of waste collected at our HRC sites for recycling was lower than the average for other Councils – 66%, compared to an average rate of 75% for other Councils.
xii. The percentage of waste collected at the kerbside for recycling was higher than the average for other Councils – 60.4%, compared to an average rate of 51.7% for other Councils.

xiii. Overall (HRC plus kerbside), we collected 14% more household waste per capita than the average for other NI Councils; 33.5% more waste through HRCs and 11% more waste at the kerbside.

xiv. Our rolling 12-month recycling rate (July 2021 to June 2022) was 49.8%; this was 0.7% lower than the average for all Councils, ranked 7th out of 11 Councils and is 20.2% lower than the new 70% waste recycling target set for 2030.    


 

          







Summary and Conclusions
Members would note that we were still some way off the new 70% waste recycling target introduced for 2030, under the Climate Change Act (Northern Ireland) 2022. Whilst our kerbside recycling rate was above the Northern Ireland average, our HRC recycling rate was below the average for other Councils. In both these key aspects of our waste management services, there was still very significant scope for improved recycling and cost reduction outcomes.  

Further to a report brought to the October 2022 meeting of the Environment Committee, a major campaign of recycling engagement was currently underway. This would see a combination of both education and enforcement being used to target householder recycling behaviours as well as aiming to better control the source and type of waste that Council collects. Periodic progress reports would be brought to the Committee in due course.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.

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

Councillor Boyle felt the report was a mixed bag and noted that the percentage of waste collected at Council’s HRC sites for recycling was lower than the average for other Councils – 66%, compared to an average rate of 75% for other Councils. There was still a journey to travel on but he appreciated the work that the Director of Environment and officers who were working hard and commended them on a publication that was released recently on how everyone could improve recycling rates. That would also have a positive benefit on the rate setting process.

Through the publication though, he had noted that the nearest facility to dispose of hard plastics was in Newtownards, which was considerable distance from Portaferry. The Head of Waste and Cleansing explained that space was the main factor and that it was not economically viable to condense hard plastics as it lowered their recycling value. Due to that the material could only be collected at larger sites where a roll-on roll-off skip could be provided.

Councillor Cathcart welcomed some of the progress that had been made but believed there needed to be a strategic approach with larger, but fewer, HRCs in place across the Borough in order to maximise revenues from materials. He felt that 33% more waste being deposited at Council sites was a staggering amount and felt that the figure needed to be addressed but also communicated to the public to provide some context around why the new permit system had been introduced. 
The Chair felt this was a good point and invited the officer to comment.

The officer explained that larger signs instructing that HRCs were for resident use only had been installed along with the commencement of ID checks. The statistic referred to by Councillor Cathcart had been publicly released but he would ask for it be circulated through Council social media channels.

Councillor Greer agreed with the comments made by Councillor Cathcart in terms of taking a strategic approach to HRCs and felt that difficult decisions needed to be made to ensure what was available was fit for purpose. She asked if there were any plans for a review of the Council’s HRCs and it was advised that external funding could be considered to undertake such a process but there had been no appetite to date. In terms of opening new larger sites there were lengthy timescales involved for gaining planning permission and obtaining waste management licences. That was a two-to-three-year process.

He advised that the performance levels at larger HRC’s which offered the full range of recycling, pointing to the Balloo site in Bangor, were on a par with the higher performing councils in Northern Ireland.

Councillor Greer acknowledged that the Borough was performing well, with high levels of recycling from kerbside collections but there was a need to address performance at HRCs and difficult decisions would have to be made in order to do that.

Councillor Smart agreed and reflected on missed opportunities to modernise HRC facilities at Donaghadee and Millisle. A piecemeal approach would not work and the estate needed to be reviewed in its entirety. He asked if that was possible and how that would be undertaken.

The officer advised that it would be the desire to look externally and commission an independent review of HRCs.

Councillor Edmund argued that larger and fewer sites would only mean longer distances for motorists and that in itself would be detrimental to the planet. He pointed out that a HRC user in Portaferry would need to make a 54-mile round trip in order to use the site in Ards. So closing small HRCs was not necessarily the answer and could also lead to fly-tipping.

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

6.	Licensing Q1 Activity Report (1 April 2022 to 30 June 2022) (FILE LQR / 90100)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the information provided in this report covered, unless otherwise stated, the period from 1 April to 30 June 2022. The aim of the report was to provide Members with details of some of the key activities of the Licensing Service, the range of services it provided along with details of level of performance. 

Applications Received
[bookmark: _Hlk9930560]The Service dealt with a wide range of licensing functions which required the officers to consult with the PSNI, NIFRS and a range of other internal Council Sections in making their assessment of an application.


	
	Period of Report
1 April to 30 June 2022
	Same quarter last year
1 April to 30 June 2021

	Entertainment Licence
	44
	46

	Cinema Licence
	0
	0

	Amusement Permits
	2
	0

	Marriage and Civil Partnership Place Approval
	4
	2

	Pavement Café Licence
	3
	0

	[bookmark: _Hlk10034160]Street Trading Licence
	2
	2

	Lottery Permits
	1
	3



[bookmark: _Hlk9930574]Most of the licences issued are for renewals and hence the workload is relatively constant year on year. Renewing a licence still entails considerable work to access 
the application and consult with the other bodies.

Regulatory Approvals 
The following table gives the number of licences, approvals and permits that had been processed and issued.
 
	
	Period of Report
1 April to 30 June 2022
	Same quarter last year
1 April to 30 June 2021

	Entertainment Licence
	37
	27

	Cinema Licence
	0
	0

	Amusement Permits
	1
	2

	Marriage and Civil Partnership Place Approval
	5
	0

	Pavement Café Licence
	1
	1

	Street Trading Licence
	0
	3

	Lottery Permits
	2
	3



Town Centre CCTV
The Council currently operated 18 cameras in Bangor, Holywood and Newtownards with the control room located in Bangor. They were manned for 40 hours per week; the remainder of the week the cameras were recording from a fixed position.

Five incidents were recorded (up to the 18 May 2022) and reported to the PSNI by the CCTV operator.

The CCTV system failed on the 18 May 2022 and whilst the cameras continued to work it was not possible to review or record any incidents. A solution to this problem was being sought.


	Offence Recorded
	Bangor
	Holywood
	Newtownards
	Total

	Traffic accidents
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Criminal damage
	
	
	1
	1

	Other
	1. Man fell and required medical help
2. Person lying in the road – Safe Zone attended
	
	
	2



Members would also be aware that a Working Group had been established to review this service and it was proposed to allocate a budget in the next financial year to provide expert support to facilitate the review process.

Off-Street Car Parking
Table 1: Income from Ticket Sales

	
	Period of Report
1 April to 30 June 2022

	Income from ticket sales
	£180,028



Table 2: PCN’s Issued 

	
	Period of Report
1 April to 30 June 2022
	Same quarter last year
1 April to 30 June 2022

	Bangor
	277
	293

	Holywood
	300
	166

	Newtownards
	360
	295

	Total
	937
	754



RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.

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

Councillor Boyle noted that Council’s town centre CCTV system had failed in May and since then had been unable to record any incidents. He asked for further details around that matter and the Head of Waste of Cleansing Services advised that the relevant officer would update members directly. 

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

7.	Grant and Transfer of Entertainment Licences (FILE LR 100 / 90101)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing the following: 

1. An application had been received for the grant of an entertainment licence as follows: 

Donaghadee Parish Church Halls, Church Lane, Donaghadee

Applicant: Mr David Sloan, 45 The Meadows, Donaghadee

Days and Hours: 9.00am – 11.30pm
Occasional Licence: granted for 14 unspecified days within the next 12 months

Type of entertainment: Indoor dancing, singing and music or any other entertainment of a like kind; A Theatrical Performance.

The PSNI and NIFRS had advised that they had no objections.

2. An application has also been made for the Transfer of Licence:

The Portaferry Hotel, The Strand, Portaferry

Applicant: Mr Kieran Quinn, 12 Millview, Portaferry

Days and Hours: Monday to Sunday during the permitted hours when alcohol may be served on these premises under the Licensing (NI) Order 1996

Type of entertainment: Indoor dancing, singing and music.

The PSNI and NIFRS had advised that they have no objections.

RECOMMENDED that the Council grants the applications.

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

Councillor Boyle welcomed the granting of the licences and wished to congratulate the new owner of The Portaferry Hotel following a recent takeover and wished him well.

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

8.	Grant of Pavement Café Licence (FILE LR PCL47 / 90101)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the following application had been received for the grant of a Pavement Café Licence: 

The Olive Tree Artisan Café 

Applicant: Mr Scott McDonald 

Venue: The Olive Tree Artisan Café, 9-11 Bridge Street, Bangor

Day and hours of use: 

Monday - Saturday    08.00 - 16.00
Sunday                      09.00 - 16.00

The application had been publicly displayed on the relevant premises for 28 days as required in the legislation. No objections had been received.

DFI Roads and the Planning Service had been consulted. No objections had been raised to the application.

Under the agreed conditions of licence, the pavement cafe would be required to:

· only use the agreed area to be outlined in the licence,
· provide only the approved furniture,
· completely remove any furniture from the pavement at the end of each day’s trading
· keep the area used for the café to be kept clean of litter and liquid spills

RECOMMENDED that the Council grants the above licence.

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

[bookmark: _Hlk121211012][bookmark: _Hlk121210876]9.	Grant of Amusement Licence (FILE LR 100 / 90101)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the following application for an Amusement Permit had been received:

Premises: Bean BT18 Ltd, 107 Bloomfield Road South, Bangor BT19 7HR

Applicant: Mr Francis Brady, Dunmalagh Park, Ballycastle

An application for an amusement permit had been made under Article 108 (1) (ca) of the Order to provide gaming machines with a maximum cash prize pay-out of £25. Access to the premises will be restricted to over 18-year-olds only.

Comment
The application had been publicly advertised as required by the Order and there had been no objections.

The PSNI had also confirmed that they did not have any objection to the provisional grant of the application.

Should the Council be minded to refuse this application or wish to impose further restrictions on the applicant then the Council was required to serve Notice on the applicant stating the proposed grounds for the refusal or additional restrictions. The applicant then had 14 days to inform the Council in writing their desire to show cause, in person or by a representative as to why the application should not be refused or the additional conditions applied.

RECOMMENDED that the Council considers the application and confirms if it wishes to grant or to indicate its intention to refuse the permit/grant with further restrictions.

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

10.	notices of motion

10.1.	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillors Cathcart and Gilmour

That this Council recognises the difficulties faced by local businesses during this ‘cost of doing business crisis’, especially on business cash flow. The Council will therefore review the current requirement for advanced payments for Council bin collection services to help ease cash flow issues. An officers’ report will be brought back to the appropriate committee.

Proposed by Councillor Cathcart, Seconded by Councillor Cummings, that the notice of motion be adopted.

Proposing, Councillor Cathcart told the Committee that we were facing both a cost-of-living crisis and a cost of doing business crisis. We were all aware of the impact of rising costs of everything, from fuel, heating our homes, to food. Local businesses were facing a double whammy because they too were having to deal with rising costs but at the same time, they were seeing a falling demand for goods and services as everyone was cutting expenditure to get through this difficult time. This was resulting in cash flow problems in local businesses. 

He explained that cashflow was simply the net balance of cash moving into and out of a business at a specific point in time. 

Cash flow was often seen as one of the major financial indicators for the health of a business, because it impacted such a significant amount of the business. Success was often judged on good cash flow. However, it was not always unprofitable businesses that could face troubles with cash flow. 

A cash flow problem was obviously when the cash going out of the business outweighed the cash coming in, causing a lack of liquidity meaning a company would struggle to make payments to suppliers, pay bills and ultimately to run the business.
According to a report by digital SME bank Cashplus Bank, Nine out of ten small firms in the UK were reporting higher costs, with costs outstripping income over the last six months.

One of the biggest increases in the cost of doing business had been in supplies and stock purchased, which had gone up by 21 per cent year on year.

Small businesses were also spending on average 37 per cent more on fuel since the beginning of 2022.

The economy had been weak following the shock of the pandemic. Small business income and outgoings were broadly flat in the six months between August 2021 and February 2022 but then the war in Ukraine began. 

Costs had outgrown income between March and September this year. Costs had grown by 10 per cent while income only grew by 8 per cent.

This was worse in Northern Ireland because of the protocol. It was estimated that the Protocol had caused a 6% rise in costs for goods and materials from our most important market, the rest of the UK, some businesses had seen have supply chains from GB completely stopped as companies had decided it was too expensive and complicated to trade with Northern Irish companies. So they had had to look at more expensive supplies elsewhere. Some local companies that were still getting supplies from GB had faced long delays in getting these actually delivered that it was severely impacting their business cash flow. 

I am aware of one local business who was facing up to three-week delays on supplies from GB. They had a 30-day invoice period with suppliers to pay for the stock in full which effectively gave them a week to try and get some income from sales to help pay for it. This was not sustainable; they were trying to negotiate longer invoice periods but companies were not willing to do this as they had their own cash flow issues. 

Local Businesses were in a difficult place, dealing with rising costs and a fall in demand. 

Councillor Cathcart had asked local businesses and the Bangor Chamber of Commerce how Council could help. Obviously, Council had limited powers and needed help from central Government, like it had during the Covid pandemic.

It had been mentioned to him that the Council could help business cash flow for some small local businesses by not charging in advance for bin collection services. As I have highlighted local businesses were struggling to pay invoices that were after they had received the goods or services. We were charging for a future service.

He was now requesting that a report be brought back to look at this to see if Council could look at payment options for local businesses which used the bin collection services to see if Council could help cash flow. Furthermore, they were having to judge how many bin lifts they required into the future, with demand falling, it was hard to judge what would be required and they may end up paying for more than they actually needed. 

This was a relatively minor thing regarding a service that was not expensive. However, as a well known supermarket chain would say, “every little helps”, He encouraged Members to support the proposal.

Speaking as seconder, Councillor Cummings recognised the challenges faced by businesses and they were only compounded by the increased cost of living and Covid recovery. He explained how it would be a small matter of timing of the payment but it would go a long way to ease cashflow positions. He encouraged Members to support the motion.

Members debated the motion and were sympathetic to the challenges faced in the current economic climate.

Councillor Boyle queried the current payment system for commercial collections and the Head of Waste and Cleansing Services advised that service users were billed in advance in the financial quarter before the services were delivered. For example, payment for services delivered between January and March 2023 would be processed by the end of December 2022. If payment was not received the service would be suspended. He explained the previous difficulties in recovering payment if it ran in to the second quarter. More than 1,000 businesses paid by direct debit and there was only a handful every month where payment didn’t clear. This could often be a simple case of bank details changing, however.

Councillor Boyle would be supporting the motion but was mindful of the complications and affects it could have in the rate setting process.

Supporting the Motion, Councillor Smart recognised the difficult financial climate and this proposal was just a drop in the ocean compared with other costs that businesses were facing. It was worth looking at to see if an alternative system could work but it needed to be looked at in the round as it could have an impact on the rate.

Councillor Greer agreed with those comments and would await a report. She asked if any businesses had asked for alternative arrangements and the officer advised that while public sector organisations were unaffected due to the necessity to use purchase order and invoicing system, some smaller businesses had felt the current system did not work. He clarified that any changes to the current payment system would be dealt with through the Corporate Services Committee.

Before inviting the proposer to sum up, the Chair added his support to the motion and would be interested to see a report but he felt that Members needed to be mindful of any impact it could have on the rates.

Councillor Cathcart added that businesses had raised the issue with the current payment system. He felt that the questioning of officers at this stage had been unnecessary as the purpose of bringing a report back was to allow officers to go away and look at this in further detail and to recommend a way forward.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Cummings, that the notice of motion be adopted.

11.	any other notified business

There were no items of Any Other Notified Business.

[bookmark: _Hlk121149621]CIRCULATED FOR INFORMATION
(a) NOARC21 - STOP THE LEGAL CHALLENGE PETITION
(b) LETTER FROM DFC – FEES FOR ENTERTAINMENT LICENCES

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Councillor Boyle, that the items circulated for information be noted.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

[bookmark: _Hlk121217394]12.	Extension of Tenders for the Collection and Reprocessing of various waste streams from Ards and North Down Borough Council Household Recycling Centres (FILE 77071)

***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.	item withdrawn

It was noted that Item 13 had been withdrawn.

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

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

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 20.21.


Household Waste Recycling Rate Trends
Quarter 1 - April to June

ANDBC	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	2022/23	43.2	49.5	52.3	54.8	57	61	49.5	54.9	NI Council Average	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	2022/23	44.9	46.4	50	52.6	54.8	54.4	52.1	53.8	
Percentage




Composting and Dry Recycling Rate Progress
Quarter 1 - April to June

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

2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	2022/23	NI Average  2022/23	15.8	17.100000000000001	17.2	19	19.399999999999999	22.4	19.600000000000001	19.5	21.5	Composting Rate	[VALUE] 
[VALUE] 
[VALUE] 

2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	2022/23	NI Average  2022/23	27.2	32.299999999999997	35	35.6	37.5	38.4	29.6	35.1	32	Reporting Periods


Recycling Rate %





Amount of Waste Collected at Kerbside & HRCs for Recycling
Quarter 1 - April to June

Kerbside Recycling Rate	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	2022/23	Other NI Councils Average 2022/23	41	53.2	57.9	62.6	62.3	62.1	57	60.4	51.7	HRC Recycling Rate	
2015/16	2016/17	2017/18	2018/19	2019/20	2020/21	2021/22	2022/23	Other NI Councils Average 2022/23	63	59	61.2	59.6	67	67.7	60	66	75	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
10th
8th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	9	8	6	10	8	2022/23	6th

Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	Rolling Annual	6	Reporting Period


Ranking Among All NI Councils
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Type of Building Building name Location Condition Score 

2020

Costs for 

Condition 

based works

 

Operational 

requests 

 Discretionary 

Costs 

Notes

Waste Recycling Centres Ballygowan Road Comber 80.94%

Public Conveniences Main Road Car Park WCs Cloughey 80.81%

Public Conveniences Springvale Road WCs Ballywalter 80.69%

Public Conveniences Abbey Street WCs Bangor 80.13%

Tourism Cockle Row Groomsport 80.06%

Public Conveniences Anchor Car Park WCs Portavogie 80.00% 1,500 £          

Public Conveniences Castle Park WCs Bangor 79.81% 3,000 £          

Public Conveniences Ward Park WCs Bangor 79.75% 1,000 £          

Public Conveniences Groomsport WCs Groomsport 79.56% 1,000 £          

Public Conveniences Castle Street WCs Comber 79.50% 1,000 £          

Public Conveniences Islandhill WCs Comber 79.13% 2,000 £          

Public Conveniences Kiltonga WCs Newtownards 79.00% 500 £              

Public Conveniences Ballyhalbert WCs Ballyhalbert 78.94% 1,500 £          

Public Conveniences Seapark WCs Holywood 78.69% 60,000 £        

Tourism Tower House Bangor 78.63% 2,500 £          

Tourism Townhall Newtownards 78.50% 36,000 £        Works to replace front windows

Waste Recycling Centres Parsonage Road Kircubbin 78.50% 2,000 £          

Public Conveniences Ballywalter Road Car Park WCs Millisle 78.44% 10,000 £        

Waste Recycling Centres Moss Road Millisle 78.31% 3,000 £          

Waste Recycling Centres Quarry Heights Newtownards 77.88% 1,000 £          

Waste Recycling Centres Balloo HRC Bangor 77.63% 35,000 £        Extensive works to kiosk building

Public Conveniences Londonderry Park WCs Newtownards 77.56% 2,500 £          

Waste Recycling Centres Waste Transfer Station Bangor 77.38% 30,000 £        Repair cladding / repair toilets

Public Conveniences Mill Street WCs Newtownards 77.31% 1,500 £          

Waste Recycling Centres Moss Road Ballygowan 77.25% 3,000 £           30,000 £       

Lay by/Entrance improvements 

(road safety issue)

Public Conveniences Banks Lane WCs Bangor 77.06% 60,000 £        

Public Conveniences South Pier WCs Bangor 76.69% 20,000 £        

Waste Recycling Centres Coach Road Portaferry 76.38% 5,000 £          

Public Conveniences The Commons WCs Donaghadee 76.00% 30,000 £        

Waste Recycling Centres Railway Street Donaghadee 75.69% 10,000 £        

Public Conveniences Hibernia Street WCs Holywood 75.19% 60,000 £        

Public Conveniences Ballyholme WCs Bangor 75.13% 60,000 £        

Public Conveniences The Parade WCs Donaghadee 73.69% 100,000 £      55,000 £           

Extra cost for changing places 

equipment

Public Conveniences Main Street WCs Greyabbey 71.13% 50,000 £        

New toilet block to be considered 

as part of regen project

Public Conveniences Whiterock WCs Killinchy 70.00% 50,000 £        

External works Millisle Lagoon Millisle 35,000 £           

Experimental works to resolve 

seepage 

Option 1 <70% 50,000 £         131,000 £       £                                                  181,000 

Option 2 <75% 200,000 £      131,000 £       £                                                  331,000 

Option 3 <80% 542,000 £      131,000 £       £                                                  673,000 

90,000 £           

Option 1 + Discretionary works 50,000 £         131,000 £      90,000 £             £                                                  271,000 

Option 2 + Discretionary works 200,000 £      131,000 £      90,000 £             £                                                  421,000 

Option 3 + Discretionary works 542,000 £      131,000 £      90,000 £           

 £                                                  763,000 

Additional costs for discretionary works


