ITEM 6 

C 2025.12.17 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid meeting (in person and via Zoom) of Ards and North Down Borough Council was held at the City Hall, The Castle, Bangor on Wednesday 17 December 2025 commencing at 7.00pm. 

	In the Chair:

	[bookmark: _Int_aAy0NBTo]The Mayor (Councillor McCollum)

	Aldermen:


	Adair
Armstrong-Cotter
Brooks
Cummings
Graham
	McAlpine
McRandal
McDowell
McIlveen
Smith


	Councillors:



	Ashe
Blaney
Boyle
Brady
Cathcart
Chambers (Zoom)
Cochrane
Edmund
Gilmour
Harbinson
Hennessy
S Irvine
W Irvine
	Kendall
Kennedy (7.02pm)
Kerr (Zoom)
McBurney
McClean
McCracken
McKee
Moore
Morgan
Newman
Smart
Thompson
Wray



Officers:	Acting Chief Executive (M Steele), Acting Director of Corporate Services (C Jackson), Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Director of Active and Healthy Communities (A Faulkner), Director of Environmental Services (G Bannister), Democratic Services Officers (R King and S McCrea).


1.	PRAYER

[bookmark: _Int_k2HKdEl0]The Mayor (Councillor McCollum) welcomed everyone to the meeting and commenced with the Director of Environmental Services reading the Council prayer. 

NOTED.

2.	APOLOGIES

[bookmark: _Int_DBBfGP8a]The Mayor sought apologies at this stage.

Apologies had been received from Councillor Douglas and Councillor Hollywood.
An apology for lateness was received from Councillor Kennedy and Councillor McKee.

NOTED.

(Councillor Kennedy entered the Council Chamber – 7.02pm)

3.	DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

[bookmark: _Int_Ifp76Vxq]The Mayor sought Declarations of Interest at this stage and no declarations were made.

NOTED.

4.	MAYOR’S BUSINESS

[bookmark: _Int_Tjb1BY9P]The Mayor welcomed Councillor Katherine Newman to her first meeting following her appointment to the Council, noting that she brought valuable experience from the education sector.

[bookmark: _Int_syoErZ8U]The Mayor noted that Councillor Hollywood had recently become a father of twins (a boy and a girl) and offered her congratulations. 

[bookmark: _Int_Hov300ee]She expressed sympathy for the victims of the Bondi Beach tragedy which had occurred the previous weekend and her heart went out to the Jewish community and particularly those families who had been so horrifically bereaved, she noted that one victim was only 10 years old. It was intended to open a Book of Condolences and the Mayor would also be writing to the Lord Mayor of Sydney on behalf of the Council to express heartfelt sympathies and support. She expressed personal affection for the communities of Bondi Beach having visited on two occasions and recalled that the area was made up of strong communities that were integral, integrated and collaborative.

RESOLVED, that the Mayor’s Business be noted.  

5.	MAYOR AND DEPUTY MAYOR ENGAGEMENTS FOR THE MONTH OF DECEMBER 2025
(Appendix I)

[bookmark: _Int_fb88L5o1]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the Mayor and Deputy Mayor Engagements for the month of December 2025. 

[bookmark: _Int_TsuJcdrJ][bookmark: _Int_azpbXxR8]The Mayor reflected on highlights for the month of December, explaining that she and the Deputy Mayor had visited towns and villages across the Borough to attend community Christmas events, including Christmas tree light switch-ons, organised by dedicated volunteers and businesses. The Mayor expressed thanks to organisers for their hard work and commitment for making those events a magical experience for all, particularly children. 

[bookmark: _Int_K7EWOYdz]The Mayor recalled inter-generational collaboration projects, highlighting a visit to Bangor’s Bramblewood Care Home where children from Bloomfield Primary School had joined residents in creating Christmas cards and collages as part of a project that had taken place over a number of weeks, fostering kindness and companionship.

[bookmark: _Int_a4nyN2n4][bookmark: _Int_9F1r6yLF][bookmark: _Int_ssphEMmR]The Mayor had attended Ballyholme Primary School which had hosted a coffee morning for pupils and older residents within the community, and which had included carol singing, music, mince pies and gifts for each senior guest. The Mayor noted the importance of such events for older people who may be isolated and reported that in a conversation with guests about their Christmas plans she had been struck by one person’s response, who had stated that the event itself had been Christmas for them.

The Mayor’s Christmas Tea Dance was held at the Queen’s Hall, Newtownards, and had been a huge success despite some absences due to Storm Bram. She noted that many had braved the storm to participate however and highlighted the skills and enthusiasm of those that had attended, some were in their 80s and 90s.

[bookmark: _Int_fPeIISgY]Fittingly the Mayor’s Charities had launched their ‘Belonging’ candles on the day of two significant events. The Mayor recalled an engagement at Orchardville’s annual concert at Bangor Elim which had included a medley of song and dance.

Later she had attended Women’s Aid Candlelight Vigil, held at Bangor Castle on a rainy evening to mark the end of Women's Aid’s annual 16 Days of Activism against Gender-Based Violence, remembering women who had been murdered in Northern Ireland including Sarah Montgomery from Donaghadee. She thanked all those who had attended including Councillor Kendall and Alderman McAlpine.

[bookmark: _Int_pJfD45DI]The Mayor added that ‘Belonging’ Candles were on sale at North Down Museum, Ards Arts Centre and through the Mayor’s Office. The candles were hand poured by a local business and featured artwork by Deborah Robinson, they were £20 and all proceeds supported the Mayor’s Charities. 

Some of the Deputy Mayor’s highlights had included a Christmas light switch on in Newtownards, a celebration event hosted by the Polish Association in Bangor and a Christmas event in relation to the Sir Samuel Kelly Lifeboat in Donaghadee. She thanked the Deputy Mayor for her assistance and the enthusiasm she brought to her engagements.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Hennessy, seconded by Alderman McRandal, that the information be noted.  

6.	MINUTES OF COUNCIL MEETING DATED 26 NOVEMBER 		2025

[bookmark: _Int_Inne3JZx]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

Item 7.5 - Minutes of Active and Healthy Communities Committee dated 12 November 2025 (Item 17 – Leisure Services – Procurement Exception and Capital Funding Approval for Essential Work)

The Director of Active and Healthy Communities referred to a discussion at the Active and Healthy Communities Committee on 12 November 2025 which had been taken in confidence. 

At the Council meeting of 26 November, the Chief Executive had agreed to review the audio recording of that discussion to check a point of accuracy and return this to the Council meeting for clarification.

The point of accuracy had been raised by Councillor McClean and related to In Confidence section of the minutes of Active and Healthy Communities Committee dated 12 November 2025.

After reviewing the audio, the Director had noted that Councillor McClean had asked ‘Is this a full refit or a replacement of some of the components?’ and the officer replied, ‘it was a full replacement’.

[bookmark: _Int_1pUrPFPh]In her view, the Director believed that this question had been inaccurately recorded in the minutes. Councillor McClean indicated to the Mayor that he was happy with the outcome of that.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Adair, seconded by Councillor Thompson, that the minutes be agreed as a correct record.  

7.	MINUTES OF COMMITTEES 

7.1 	Planning Committee dated 2 December 2025

[bookmark: _Int_GCtyBnqF]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McClean, seconded by Councillor Wray, that the minutes be approved and adopted.  

7.2 	Environment Committee dated 3 December 2025

[bookmark: _Int_WKDHfIiP]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

Proposed by Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the minutes be approved and adopted.

Item 9 - Notice Of Motion 581 Cemetery Maintenance Six Month Review

[bookmark: _Int_f4Q6EN67]Raising a point of accuracy, Alderman Adair stated that he had made a proposal to keep the cemetery maintenance progress reports under six monthly review, in addition to simply just noting the report. 

He requested that the minutes be amended to reflect his proposal which had been agreed by the Committee. It was agreed that the record would be corrected.

Item 8 - Notice of Motion 585 - Maintaining Beaches and Our Coastal Environment  

Councillor Morgan proposed an amendment, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the Council notes and thanks the officers for the three reports that have been received that consider the cleaning and maintenance of our beaches. That Council notes that managed beaches are cleaned and managed in line with other Councils, and best practice. That officers bring back a further report detailing all reported incidents of public health and public nuisance concern recorded in relation to our amenity beaches and coastline within the past 3 years along with recommendations of how we best deal with such matters, taking account of the relevant legislation and our environmental responsibilities.

Councillor Morgan felt that there was a lack of evidence to suggest mechanical cleaning would solve the issue, noting that environmental damage or value for money had not been detailed. This proposed amendment sought to understand the problem before taking any further action.

The proposer noted that three reports, supported by study visits to beaches in other Local Council districts, confirmed that Ards and North Down’s approach was consistent with wider practice.

This was further reinforced by four award‑winning beaches in the Borough, all recognised in 2025. The proposer also commended the communication and education initiatives, including the coastal conference held at Portavogie.

Councillor Morgan emphasised that grass and seaweed were natural elements of the ecosystem rather than litter and noted that any intervention had to be sensitive to ASSI designations and the wider context of biodiversity decline in Northern Ireland.  

In closing, Councillor Morgan stressed that there had been a need for a fuller understanding of the issue before decisions could be taken. She highlighted the importance of establishing the scale, timings and locations of the issues and of clarifying whether it represented a public health concern or simply a nuisance. She concluded that solutions had to be evidence‑led.

The seconder, Councillor Harbinson, added his support, calling for careful, tailored solutions to coastal maintenance. He argued that mechanical cleaning was not appropriate for problems such as flies and seaweed build up. He referred to the ASSI designations of the Borough’s beaches and noted that the East Strand at Portrush for example was mechanically cleaned for litter only. He too wanted further data and evidence of public health concerns to develop suitable solutions. He also noted that permissions were required from relevant agencies such as Northern Ireland Environment Agency for any coastal work.

Councillor Brady said he had previously abstained due to a lack of evidence and indicated his support for the amendment, having consulted an expert who had warned of the implications of mechanical beach cleaning and dismissed it as contrary to the Wildlife and Natural Environment Act.  

He noted there would be ecological harm caused by removing seaweed, which supported beach wildlife and food chains, and referred to a global shift away from mechanical cleaning due to its damaging effects on biodiversity. He further highlighted the resource pressures that daily mechanical cleaning would have entailed, likening it to the story of King Canute attempting to halt the tide.

He noted that coastal erosion was linked to rising sea levels rather than a lack of cleaning and stated that seaweed posed no health risks. In response to previous arguments, he observed that rats were attracted to food waste, not seaweed. He further emphasised that mechanical cleaning would waste resources and threaten ecosystems and reiterated his support for evidence‑led approaches.

Alderman Adair spoke against the proposed amendment, believing that it was a stalling tactic to delay beach maintenance progressing. He was also disappointed that the proposed amendment had not been shared with other party and independent groupings ahead of the meeting. He claimed that Alliance Party representatives had not attended the fact-finding visits arranged for the other Council districts and noted that the proposer of the amendment represented the Comber area which contained no Council amenity beaches.

He recalled that mechanical beach cleaning in the Borough had been standard practice until 2018 and linked current problems to a lack of maintenance. His proposal was to reinstate that practice, subject to funding through the rate‑setting process. He claimed that the Council had not sought NIEA permission since the regulations had changed, contrary to statements that had been made. He referred to a Ballywalter resident who had complained about large numbers of flies and stated his belief that some of the weeds had no environmental value. He concluded by requesting a recorded vote.

Councillor McKee was supportive of the amendment and saw value in acquiring more information. He expressed disappointment at the Committee’s support for allocating funds for machinery despite lacking evidence or having an understanding in terms of value for money. He expressed concern that biodiversity statutory obligations could be undermined by mechanical cleaning and questioned its effectiveness given an increase in seaweed resulting from climate change. He believed that funding would be better focused on flood mitigation in vulnerable communities rather than mechanical equipment to remove seaweed.

Councillor Wray wanted to reduce the temperature of the debate, noting accusations from both sides of the argument. He felt that the most important aspect was that no final decision was being made at this meeting and referred to Alderman Adair’s previous statement regarding an ‘in principle’ agreement to purchase mobile bio cleaning stations subject to environmental laws. He noted that the Council had used these cleaning methods previously but felt that Alderman Adair’s proposal represented progress on the previous methods given that the technology proposed would include a bio station that would clean the machinery to protect the local ecosystems of each beach.

He indicated support for ongoing workshops and information gathering and agreed with the Alliance Party amendment in principle but also viewed it as a slight stalling tactic. He recognised differing public opinion both in terms of environmental concerns and a desire for cleaner beaches and noted that there would be further discussions and workshops before any final decision.

Alderman Graham was supportive of comments made by Alderman Adair and felt that there was a need for balance and suggested that mechanical cleaning could be undertaken in accordance with relevant regulations, preserving biodiversity. He pointed to large portions of the coastline that were inaccessible and remained undisturbed. It was these areas that would be available for biodiversity to thrive, and he felt that cleaning efforts could focus on accessible public beaches to address problems with flies and odours for example. He would therefore be opposing the amendment.

Councillor Edmund spoke against the amendment, referring to the nuisance caused by flies to residents and visitors to these areas. He felt that not every stretch of coastline needed to be cleaned but the comfort of residents and visitors should be considered in the appropriate areas.

Councillor Boyle asked officers what the ‘in principle’ element meant in terms of Alderman Adair’s original proposal at the Committee and the Director of Environmental Services clarified that the action would be subject to the rate setting process and budgetary evaluation. 

Continuing, Councillor Boyle queried the timings of further reports and impacts on meeting this year’s budget setting process. The Director added that the submission for this item could still potentially be included in the current year’s estimates considerations depending on the scope of work required. For that to happen this year, it would need to be added to proposals that had already been submitted. If the deadline was not met, then it would be added to the following year’s rate setting process.

Alderman McRandal initially referred to Councillor Wray’s opening comments and felt that any increase in temperature in the debate had come from Alderman Adair in what had otherwise been a level discussion. Supporting the amendment, Alderman McRandal added that he would like to see more information around solutions and costs to enable an informed decision. He had listened to the audio recording of the debate at the Committee meeting and had found Alderman Adair’s points to be vague in terms what he wanted, believing that there were inconsistencies regarding the nature of the issues and the objectives and he wondered what it was that Alderman Adair wanted to remove, questioning if it was litter, weeds, seaweed or all three of those, and at what locations.

He added that nobody was arguing that litter should not be cleaned from Council beaches, but this was undertaken by four rangers employed over the summer months. They would still be required to undertake that duty in addition to the deploying of equipment which would have little effect and likely to have significant cost. He noted that at Ballyholme beach for example it was not uncommon for volunteers to lift 20 full bags of litter containing items such as bottles and cans. An appliance which was designed to sift small items from sand was not designed to cope with litter of that type. He was one of the volunteers at regular beach cleans there and recalled that litter was rarely lifted from the sand but mostly from among vegetation, the wall at the top of the beach and from banks of seaweed that accumulated at tide mark.

He added that litter picking machinery required a tractor costing £90,000 and might not be suitable for beach use. This would either require a new purchase or divert resources away from the Parks and Cemeteries service. He noted there would be additional costs for cleaning of machinery, required before and after deployment. He added that NIEA permission would be required for removal of seaweed and that it would likely need to be returned to the sea. He questioned the effectiveness of that procedure, particularly on beaches prone to seaweed accumulation.

Alderman McRandal stressed the need for clarity on objectives before agreeing to any commitment of significant expenditure and warned of spending a six-figure sum of ratepayers’ money on something that could become a white elephant. He also noted that much of the Borough’s coastline was environmentally protected and should therefore be valued as a natural treasure. Therefore, the underlying issues should be properly examined to allow a fully informed decision on the best way forward.

Speaking against the proposed amendment, Councillor Kerr highlighted frequent complaints from constituents about rats, seaweed and flies, particularly in the Millisle beach area and therefore supported Alderman Adair’s position.

[bookmark: _Int_l5S6wBfA]The Mayor noted that a recorded vote had been requested.

On being put to the meeting with 14 voting FOR, 22 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING and 3 ABSENT, the proposal FELL.

The voting was as follows:

	FOR (14)
	AGAINST (22)
	ABSTAINED (1)
	ABSENT (3)

	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen

	McAlpine
	Adair
	
	

	McDowell
	Armstrong-Cotter
	
	

	McRandal
	Brooks
	
	

	
	Cummings
	
	

	
	Graham
	
	

	
	McIlveen
	
	

	
	Smith
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Councillors 
	Councillor 
	Councillors 
	Councillor

	Ashe
	Blaney
	Boyle
	Douglas

	Brady
	Cathcart
	
	Irwin

	Harbinson
	Chambers
	
	Hollywood

	Hennessy
	Cochrane
	
	

	Kendall
	Edmund
	
	

	McBurney
	Gilmour
	
	

	McCollum
	Irvine, S
	
	

	McCracken
	Irvine, W
	
	

	McKee
	Kennedy
	
	

	Moore
	Kerr
	
	

	Morgan
	McClean
	
	

	
	Newman
	
	

	
	Smart
	
	

	
	Thompson
	
	

	
	Wray
	
	



Summing up on the minutes as Chair of the Committee, Councillor Kendall regretted the Council’s decision not to support Councillor Morgan’s proposed amendment to ask for further information. She felt it would have been important to have details on public health concerns to ensure interventions would have been proportionate and appropriate. 

Councillor Kendall warned of the negative impacts of mechanical beach cleaning, noting that it could destabilise coastlines and biodiversity. She noted the complaints about flies in the area but was aware that a reduction in flies for example was evidence of declining biodiversity which affected food supply and the wider environment.

Councillor Kendall recognised the ongoing volunteer-led beach cleaning efforts and would have welcomed clarity on the impacts of those compared to the impacts of mechanical cleaning. She also noted that the costs associated with the machinery had not been detailed in previous reports.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Harbinson, that the minutes, as amended, be approved and adopted. 

7.3. 	Place and Prosperity Committee dated 4 December 2025

[bookmark: _Int_OMQhXAYV]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

Proposed by Councillor McCracken, seconded by Alderman McDowell, that the minutes be approved and adopted.

Item 16 - Kircubbin Harbour Update

Councillor Boyle indicated that he wished to raise a matter under Item 16 that was heard in confidence. This would be heard once the meeting went into committee.

Item 5 – Proposal for the NIE site, Bangor

Councillor Boyle was supportive of the plans for Bangor and Newtownards but understood there had been a previous LEP commitment to consider the abandoned PSNI station in Portaferry for potential office space use. He noted this had not been included in the report and requested an update on the matter, highlighting a large demand for office space in the town.

The Director of Place and Prosperity advised that the LEP Action Plan, featured in a later item within those minutes, set out broad principles rather than specific projects. The Director referred to the Space to Grow – Workspace and Land section of the LEP Action Plan (page 49) which would encompass Portaferry PSNI station if progressed and delivered in time, allowing allocation of funding under that workstream.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McCracken, seconded by Alderman McDowell, that the minutes be approved and adopted. 

7.4. 	Corporate Services Committee dated 9 December 2025 

[bookmark: _Int_VYL4DZlA]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cochrane, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the minutes of the Corporate Services Committee be approved and adopted. 

7.5. 	Active and Healthy Communities Committee dated 10 December 2025

[bookmark: _Int_oZq7j3fC]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

Proposed by Councillor Ashe, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the recommendation be adopted.

Item 12.2 – Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McKee and Councillor Kendall

Alderman McIlveen wished to raise a point of order regarding the above item which concerned a notice of motion by Councillor Kendall and Councillor McKee. He noted that an amendment had been brought at the meeting from the Deputy Mayor and Alderman McRandal without advance written notice as required under Standing Order 17.1 12 (b). This stipulated that substantial amendments be submitted at least one working day in advance of the meeting. He noted that the amendment in question amounted to an additional 50 words and proposed an entire course of action to be taken so could not be considered as minor. Referring to the minutes, Alderman McIlveen noted it had not even been requested as a minor amendment at the meeting and was just moved.

He further noted that the amendment was not listed on the agenda and that the Chair had not allowed the original motion’s proposer to sum up, instead giving that opportunity to the proposer of the amendment, both of which contravened Standing Orders 20.21. This had been raised on the night but there had been no rectification of that breach.

He explained that Standing Orders were the legal basis for which Council conducted its business and not optional. He believed the correct course of action would be to refer the original motion back to the Committee in order for it to be dealt with properly.

The Deputy Mayor was invited to respond to the comments and argued that the amendment was not substantial and included the addition of a request for consultation and collaboration with the PCSP with no alteration to other aspects of the motion. She also referred to a prior discussion with Councillor Kendall and the Chair of the Committee, Councillor Ashe, regarding her intention to bring the amendment.

The Deputy Mayor also claimed there was a precedent, alleging that Alderman McIlveen had made significant changes through an amendment to her own notice of motion relating to lifelong learning on the night of a Committee meeting.

POINT OF ORDER:
[bookmark: _Int_CN8Sro1Q][bookmark: _Int_5zQixMQo](At 8.23 pm Alderman McIlveen raised a point of order under Standing Order 20.12, relating to a matter of personal explanation. He stated that the above statement from the Deputy Mayor was inaccurate and wished to correct the record. He said that the amendment had been properly notified at the time and referred to correspondence dated 9 October 2023, submitted to Democratic Services and the then Chief Executive along with the Director of Corporate Services. He asked the record reflect that the accusation from the Deputy Mayor was incorrect. The Mayor advised that this would be noted.)

Councillor Ashe, who had chaired the Committee meeting, explained that she had considered the amendment to be non-substantial and the Deputy Mayor had made her aware of prior contact with Councillor Kendall and Councillor McKee regarding her intention to bring the amendment. Councillor Kendall had also confirmed this. 

Councillor Ashe added that both Councillor Kendall and Councillor McKee had spoken on two occasions and when the Standing Order had been raised by the UUP she then opened the matter up to the floor to ensure that everyone had been given the opportunity to speak. Councillor Ashe was content with both her own and the Director’s approach.

The Director agreed that all Members had been given the opportunity to speak during the item at the Committee, but the Council would need to decide if it wished to return the item to the Committee.

[bookmark: _Hlk217061357]Alderman McIlveen proposed an amendment, seconded by Councillor Gilmour, that the item be referred back to the Active and Healthy Communities Committee.

This was seconded by Councillor Gilmour.

Alderman McIlveen felt that since the item had not come before Members legally, the matter should be referred back to committee. He asserted that the process outlined in the Standing Orders was clear and had not been followed properly. He added that prior notification of an amendment was for the benefit of all Members and not only the proposer and seconder or party colleagues. He felt that direct communication between the proposer and the Member bringing an amendment did not satisfy the requirements of Standing Orders.

Alderman McRandal felt that Standing Orders were not always followed to the letter at committee meetings and felt that the proposed amendment was petty.

Councillor Kendall recalled her and Councillor McKee’s frustration during the debate of the motion and noted that its proposer, Councillor McKee, was not in favour of accepting the amendment. She felt that herself and Councillor McKee had secured broad agreement for their motion which was tabled in time, debated and heard. She appreciated the importance of following Standing Orders but on this occasion was not in favour of the motion being returned to the Committee, accepting the consensus of Members on the night.

The seconder, Councillor Gilmour emphasised the importance of Standing Orders, recalling that this Standing Order had been introduced following amendments previously being brought on the night of committee meetings. This had drawn criticism as Members were not adequately prepared.

Councillor Gilmour added that the addition of 50 words could not be considered a minor amendment and warned that setting such a precedent would undermine the rules, which were in place to ensure Members were properly prepared across the chamber, not just those proposing the original motion. She felt that it was appropriate for the motion to return to the Committee to follow the correct procedure.

[bookmark: _Int_eO8o1W7N][bookmark: _Int_styPQ5R6]The Mayor agreed that advanced preparation was essential for all Members and she trusted in the spirit of collaboration.

On being put to the meeting, with 15 voting FOR, 12 voting AGAINST, 10 ABSTAINING and 3 AGAINST, the proposal was CARRIED.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Councillor Gilmour that Item 12.2 be referred back to Active and Healthy Communities Committee.

Item 13 – Any Other Notified Business - Portaferry Sports Centre Update

[bookmark: _Int_2oWrWMes]Councillor Boyle thanked the Director and all those involved in trying to resolve the heating issues at Portaferry Sports Centre. It had taken four months but he was aware that people were very appreciative of it and looked forward to that being addressed. There was still however the issue of the sports hall floor which had been ongoing for three and a half years. He recalled that one year ago it was established that the responsibility for its repair lay with the Education Authority (EA) and expressed frustration that the EA had failed to respond to ongoing contact from the Council. He called on officers to continue pressing for a solution.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Ashe, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the minutes of the Active and Healthy Communities Committee, as amended, be approved and adopted.  

8.	CONSULTATIONS

8.1	DfE Public Consultation - A definition of Social Enterprise in Northern Ireland (FILE ED138)
(Appendix II)

[bookmark: _Int_vEV24g6H]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity detailing that Growing the Social Economy Sector was a priority for the Department for the Economy and making the sector sustainable was a key feature of DfE’s economic vision. 
 
Social enterprises varied in structure and mission and unlike businesses or charities, social enterprise did not currently have a clear definition or a regulator. The identification of organisations eligible to receive funding was therefore proving challenging for funding bodies.
 
This consultation from DfE sought feedback from organisations with an interest in social enterprises in Northern Ireland on a proposed definition framework that could be used by government departments in the delivery of funding support to the sector. A new arrangement through which government funding would be facilitated was proposed to be in place from April 2027 and local authorities had been invited to respond to the consultation which closed on 23rd December 2025.
 
Definition of the Social Enterprise Sector 
[bookmark: _Int_SUBOOM0x]The Council welcomed the ambition to help the sector to become more sustainable and ensure that funding from government was targeting social enterprises correctly. The development of a Framework to bring a more structured and objective approach to defining a social enterprise was both timely and welcomed.  The Council agreed that the lack of an agreed definition to date had created difficulties for funding and support of these organisations.  As stated in the paper, the proposals ‘do not seek to regulate the use of the term ‘social enterprises’, but rather, focus on financial decisions the NI Departments may make around support for social enterprises’.  
 
As suggested, due to the challenges of having no clear standard definition, there is a lack of verifiable data on the size or scale of the sector in any area. This is no different in this area. However, through engagement with the local sector, it is apparent that while the Ards and North Down area have a small number of larger social enterprises who are mostly self-sustaining, the local sector is predominantly made up of smaller enterprises with much lower capacity. 
 
These enterprises have been established to address an identified local need and tend to be focussed on a ‘community of interest’ or a geographical area. They provide employment and much needed support across the Borough and are meeting local needs.  The Council was keen that these organisations continued to be able to access support to deliver their services effectively and that they had the resources and capacity to deliver their social objectives and mission. 
 
Scope of the Three Tier Definition Framework 
The three levels proposed provided a broad range of options for social enterprises to self-assess. However, due to the diverse number of enterprises across the sector, it would be difficult to confirm whether it would enable all to be included until it was fully operational and tested.  The Council suggested the first year should be treated as a ‘test’ or ‘pilot’ phase when this was rolled out in practice, making provision to take on board feedback from enterprises or other funding bodies to highlight any emerging issues or potential barriers to accessing funding or support. 
 
[bookmark: _Int_ix4Oyp4S]The Framework had a strong focus on finances and economic return. The Council agreed that where possible, social enterprises should be encouraged and supported to adopt a more commercial approach to enable them to resource their social objectives and ensure sustainability. Many social enterprises aimed to be financially sustainable, however, some did rely on government funding as they did not have the ability to trade. One of the core purposes of social enterprise was social value - enhancing the lives of individuals, communities and/or their local environment regardless of the revenue model. 
 
Social value was a fundamental aspect of social enterprises, and the Council therefore welcomed the inclusion of Section 2 of the Framework ‘Mission and Impact’ and hopes it would encourage the inclusion of those enterprises which might not be at the same level of maturity/capacity or economic strength as larger enterprises. 
 
New Accreditation System 
The Council noted that the following the consultation it was intended to develop an accreditation system, removing the need for multiple checks by different funders and requiring an independent assessment body. The development of an independent system to facilitate a consistency of approach from funders was welcomed, however, smaller enterprises lack of capacity could have meant they chose not to engage with an accreditation scheme, particularly if costs were not kept to a minimum. 
 
It was critical that the changes proposed did not become barriers to engagement for smaller social enterprises and result in their lack of participation in the Framework and Accreditation process. While the Council noted the scheme did not feature in this consultation, it was necessary to address these issues now and ensure these were taken into account in planning the new arrangements and, critically, that measures were put in place in the early stages of roll out to monitor the level of engagement and support the sector’s participation.  
 
Next Steps 
Going forward the Council would suggest the following:
 
1. The initial roll out of the Framework should be treated as a ‘test and learn’ phase, with engagement levels monitored and a review undertaken to assess the impact of the Framework (and to also inform the ‘new funding arrangement’ in March 2027) including liaising with: 
· relevant bodies, funders and key stakeholders to test if the Framework had ensured the funding of the sector was being effectively targeted: and also,
· a representative cross section of social enterprises to assess the impact of these proposals and identify if further refinement or adjustment was required to ensure there had been no adverse impact, particularly on smaller enterprises 
 
2. Provision of some further detail on how the Framework was intended to ‘guide’ the funding process i.e. was the intention of the Framework to assist with categorising enterprises into the 3 Levels with funding being scaled and allocated accordingly.
 
3. The Department (and /or partner bodies) should provide briefing/information workshops on the Accreditation Process (potentially in partnership with Social Enterprise NI) and accompany this with a proactive outreach programme to the sector to inform and guide the sector on the Framework and the steps they should now take to identify which level they should aligned with and ensure compliance with requirements. 
 
To align with this process, the Department should explore putting specific supports in place, potentially in partnership with the 11-Council Enterprise Support Service – Go Succeed – to build the capacity of the sector to optimise their engagement with and enable their buy-in to the new Framework. 

4. The Consultation noted that (3.1) ‘a new arrangement through which government funding will be facilitated is proposed to be in place from 2027’. The Council looked forward to learning more from the Department about how that was planned to operate and how the three tier Framework Definition would be used in this process. 
 
Summary 
The newly released 2025 Social Enterprise Sector Report delivered evidence of an active social enterprise sector with £933 million pouring into Northern Ireland’s economy and with over 17,000 jobs created.   This was a median turnover that was double the UK average. 
 
The Council viewed the local social enterprise sector as being a key social and economic contributor to the Borough, and therefore it was keen to ensure it received the support required to build its capacity and become more sustainable and had access to the funding and support it needed to achieve this. The Council would welcome the opportunity to work with the Department and other agencies going forward to ensure the sector was supported to continue to deliver its social objectives. 
 
RECOMMENDED that Council approves the steps highlighted in this report and submits this to DfE by the closing date of 23 December 2025.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted.

9.	RESOLUTIONS

[bookmark: _Hlk193444666]9.1	PSNI Firearms online licencing system
(Appendix III)

[bookmark: _Int_c7EejFN4]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- The attached correspondence from Mid Ulster District Council dated 01 December 2025.

[bookmark: _Int_XuUzeFOl]Proposed by Alderman Smith, seconded by Alderman Graham, that Council note the correspondence.

Councillor Boyle raised objections to simply noting the request from Mid Ulster District Council to support its notice of motion. He felt that the Council should be supportive and highlighted that the issue affected mainly the rural community and advised that applicants were generally older and had a strong preference for paper-based application processes.

Given they had declined to speak at the outset, the proposer and seconder were invited to comment.

Alderman Graham explained that he shared some of Councillor Boyle’s concerns about the difficulties that applicants faced in relation to renewing or applying for firearms certificates. While he was supportive of paper-based applications, he noted that assistance with applications from licenced dealers and gun clubs was already available under the current system. He highlighted some ambiguity with the second section and due to that he was unable to support the motion fully.

Councillor Boyle reiterated his disappointment with the proposal to dismiss the request for support to the motion by just noting it and added that firearm users, who were mainly rural residents, relied heavily on paper-based applications and that should not be overlooked.

[bookmark: _Int_EwZFHhFW]Councillor Boyle’s objection was noted and he would be recorded as against the proposal.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Alderman Graham, that Council note the correspondence.


[bookmark: _Hlk193445034]10. 	SOCIAL SUPERMARKET UNDERSPEND (FILE CW142)

[bookmark: _Int_vWkgZDu6][bookmark: _Hlk217288056]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that there was an identified underspend of £14,362.91 in 2024-25 Social Supermarket funding, officers sought permission from the Department for Communities (DfC), to carry this over into 2025-26. Following the six-monthly return to the department it was identified that the underspend had been agreed by the department, but confirmation had been sent by email to a Council officer that was currently off sick. Officers now sought permission to issue a letter of variance to the two appointed social supermarkets as follows:
 
Kilcooley Women's Centre (KWC), £7,899.60 – 55% of underspend
Bangor Food and Community Support (BFCS) £6,463.31 – 45% underspend.
 
The percentage of the split was as previously agreed based on percentage of population that each service covered.
 
KWC covered Bangor, Holywood and Donaghadee.
BFCS covered Ards, East Ards (Comber, Ballygowan and Killinchy) and Peninsula.
 
RECOMMENDED that Council approves the issue of Letter of Variance to the two Social Supermarkets, KWC £7,899.60 and BFCS £6,463.31.

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

Councillor Cathcart welcomed the additional funding for social supermarkets and praised the benefits of their services. He noted the delay in identifying the underspend was caused due to confirmation of this being emailed to a Council officer who had been off sick. He queried the length of the delay and asked why no process was in place to ensure correspondence was picked up by another officer.

He raised further queries, asking if the funding was required to be spent by the end of the existing financial year and if the delay had posed difficulties for the social supermarkets in meeting that deadline.

The Director of Active and Healthy Communities explained that the delay had been significant, amounting to approximately six months. She confirmed that no internal process had been in place so that correspondence from the Department was checked in the absence of the relevant officer. The matter had come to light when the six-month return was submitted to the Department which had then queried why the additional underspend from the previous year had not been utilised. It was then established that the email from the Department had been sent to an officer who had been on sickness absence and not picked up. The Director confirmed that the additional funding was required to be spent by the end of March 2026.

[bookmark: _Int_jF5GUkOm]Councillor Cathcart recognised that the Director was new in post, but he was sure that lessons would be learned from the incident to ensure that similar delays would not occur in future.

[bookmark: _Int_y18I6hp3]The seconder Councillor Blaney had found the report to be unclear on how and when the underspend was first identified. He asked for clarification on that, and the Director would establish this with the relevant officers and report back to the Member.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Blaney, that the recommendation be adopted.

[bookmark: _Hlk216706638]11. 	NOMINATIONS TO OUTSIDE BODIES

[bookmark: _Int_PFcFldNc][bookmark: _Int_Vt8xYAtC]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Acting Chief Executive stating that places on working groups were filled through nomination at the Council’s Annual Meeting and were thus held by individual Members rather than Parties. When a position became vacant, it reverted back to Council to nominate a Member to fill the place rather than the Party Nominating Officers. 
 
Following the resignation of Linzi McLaren (Holywood and Clandeboye DEA) from the Council, which had subsequently been filled by Councillor Hollywood, a number of outstanding positions on Working Groups were now required to be filled. Nominations were sought to fill each of the below positions for the remainder of the term as necessary:
 
1. Body: Elected Member Development Steering Group – 7 Places (4 Year Appointment)
2. Body:  North Down Coastal Path Working Group – 15 Places (1 Year Appointment) 
3. Body:  Somme Heritage Centre Management Committee – 3 Places (1 Year Appointment) 
 
The below tables reflected the current membership of the above working groups:
 
Body: Elected Member Development Steering Group – 7 Places (4 Year Appointment)
	 
	2019/23
	2023/27

	1
	Councillor McAlpine
	Councillor McLaren

	2
	Councillor P Smith
	Councillor Smart

	3
	Alderman Keery 
	Councillor Moore

	4
	Alderman Gibson
	Councillor McAlpine

	5
	Councillor Thompson
	Alderman McIlveen

	6
	Alderman W Irvine 
	Alderman Graham

	7
	Councillor S Irvine
	Councillor Cochrane


 
 
Body:  North Down Coastal Path Working Group – 15 Places (1 Year Appointment) 
	 
	2024/25
	2025/26

	1 
	 Alderman Graham
	 Alderman Graham

	2 
	 Councillor Cochrane
	 Councillor Cochrane

	3 
	 Councillor McBurney
	 Councillor McBurney

	4
	 Councillor Harbinson
	 Councillor Harbinson

	5
	 Councillor Hollywood
	 Councillor Hollywood

	6
	 Councillor Irwin
	 Councillor Irwin

	7
	 Councillor McClean
	 Councillor McClean

	8
	 Councillor W Irvine
	 Councillor W Irvine

	9
	 Councillor McCracken
	 Councillor McCracken

	10
	 Councillor McCollum
	 Councillor McCollum

	11
	 Councillor McKee
	 Councillor McKee

	12
	 Councillor McKimm
	 Councillor Brady (Chair) 

	13
	 Councillor McLaren
	 Councillor McLaren

	14
	 Alderman McRandal
	 Alderman McRandal

	15
	 Councillor Hennessy
	 Councillor Hennessy


 
Body:  Somme Heritage Centre Management Committee – 3 Places (1 Year Appointment) 
	 
	2024/25
	2025/26

	1
	Councillor Thompson (Replaced Councillor MacArthur April 2024)
	Councillor Thompson 

	2
	Councillor McLaren
	Councillor McLaren

	3
	Councillor S Irvine
	Councillor S Irvine

	4
	Alderman Cummings
	Alderman Cummings


 
 
Nominations were sought from Council to fill the above places for the remainder of the term as necessary. 
 
[bookmark: _Int_21Fk54kb]RECOMMENDED that Council nominate a Member(s) to the bodies as outlined in this report.
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Smith, seconded by Councillor Smart, that Councillor Newman be appointed to the following outside bodies:

1.Elected Member Development Steering Group 

2. North Down Coastal Path Working Group
 
3. Somme Heritage Centre Management Committee

(Councillor Kendall and Councillor Brady left the Council Chamber - 8.23 pm)

12.	FREEDOM OF THE BOROUGH UPDATE – RHYS MCCLENAGHAN

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Acting Director of Corporate Services stating that at the Council meeting in September 2024 it was agreed:-
 
“That this Council bestows the Freedom of the Borough upon Rhys McClenaghan - European, Commonwealth, World and Olympic Gold Medallist – in recognition of his outstanding achievements in sport.”  
 
Meetings had since taken place between Officers and Mr McClenaghan, who had accepted the honour, to plan the associated events.  
 
The Freedom of the Borough conferral ceremony would be held on Friday 23 January 2026 and a public event would be held on Sunday 25 January 2026.   
 
Friday 23 January 2026    

Conferral Event 
It was recommended that the conferral event would be held in the Clandeboye Lodge Hotel.  It would incorporate the various civic ceremonial protocols that were characteristic of the bestowal of the Freedom of the Borough and a celebratory.   
 
It was envisaged that the event would cater for 100 attendees, with approximately 60 Council guests and the remainder Mr McClenaghan’s guests. 

The event would include:
· Drinks reception 
· Formal proceedings conducted in the Blackwood Suite, with members robed
· Speech of Conferral – The Mayor of Ards and North Down 
· Recitation of the resolution – Chief Executive
· Signing of the Honorary Book of Burgesses by the Mayor, Chief Executive and Mr McClenaghan 
· Presentation of Illuminated Certificate
· Response from Mr McClenaghan 
· Exchange of gifts 
· Interview conducted by special guest 
· Toasts including the Loyal Toast, The New Freemen of the Borough, the Borough of Ards and North Down and “Our Guests”
· Dinner 
 
It was also recommended that a commemorative brochure be produced to mark the occasion. 
 
Wording for Certificate
 It was recommended that the certificate be worded as follows:
 
To: Rhys McClenaghan BEM   
  
 Greetings  
 
Whereas the Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors of the Borough of Ards and North Down in the County of Down being sensible of your contribution to the Borough; and in acknowledgment of your inspirational talent and outstanding achievements in sport - European, Commonwealth, World and Olympic Gold Medallist.  
 
Do by these presents confer upon you the Freedom of the Borough of Ards and North Down. 
 
In witness thereof the Common Seal of Ards and North Down Borough Council is affixed hereto this 23rd day of January 2026.    

Sunday 25 January 2026
 
[bookmark: _Int_dV2FNMWh]To enable the public to better engage with this Freedom of the Borough, it was proposed to host two hour long performances in Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex.  Curated by Peter Corry Productions and in association with Origin Gymnastics, the performance would tell the story of Rhys’ life to date – from young aspiring gymnast to Olympic medallist.  It would celebrate the contribution Rhys had made, and continued to make, to sport, wellbeing and his local community.  The event was aimed at engaging and inspiring the audience.      
 
As capacity for this event was limited, it would be ticketed.  Tickets would be available in January for a small fee. The performance would be aimed at a family audience.
 
RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the recommendation be adopted.

(Councillor Kerr, attending remotely, left the meeting – 8.24 pm)

(Councillor Gilmour left the Council Chamber – 8.24 pm)

13.		SEALING DOCUMENTS

[bookmark: _Int_uhp6Mazx]RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the Seal of the Council be affixed to the following documents:- 

(a) Grants of Rights of Burials  – D41163 – D41189
(b) Acquisition of land for Greenway - Comber to Floodgates
(c) Operating Agreement relating to Catering Concession Opportunity at Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex 05 December 2025 between  (1) ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL and (2)        PARKLANDS CAFÉ Ltd
(d) BYC Watersports Centre - Geotechnical Site Investigation Contract Documents
(e) Section 76 Legal Agreement to accompany planning permission to be granted under reference LA06/2025/0623/F – for a new Lidl store at Skipperstone, Bangor, regarding extinguishment of retail use at existing Lidl store (located at 97 Bloomfield Road, Bangor)

14.    TRANSFER OF RIGHTS OF BURIAL

The following transfers were received:

Transfer -
Ken McCullough – Ann McAdam 
Movilla Cemetery section 59 grave 165 
 
Transfer -
Ann McAdam – Ken McCullough 
Movilla Cemetery section 59 grave 163

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Edmund, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the transfers be agreed.

[bookmark: _Hlk184896917]15.    NOTICE OF MOTION STATUS REPORT 
  (Appendix VII)

[bookmark: _Int_o8JqWCUf]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Acting Chief Executive attaching Notice of Motion Status Report. 

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report. 

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

Councillor Cathcart referred to Notice of Motion 599 which he had brought along with Councillor Gilmour in November 2023 regarding the Community Grants transformation process. He expressed frustration at the slow progress of digitalising the system and that this process was still incomplete after two years.

(Councillor Kendall and Councillor Brady returned to the Council Chamber – 8.27 pm)

He highlighted that the lack of a digitalised system was a concern for many community groups and called for progress. He recognised that significant staffing changes had occurred within the relevant directorate and had contributed to the delays, but he hoped that this would not delay the process further.

Councillor Cathcart noted that the matter would be returned to the Committee in January and he urged Committee members to ensure progress on the matter. He raised wider concerns about digitalisation across other services, noting that it was still not possible to order a new bin online and customers were required to order over the telephone with their payment details.

(Councillor McBurney left the Council Chamber 8.28 pm)

[bookmark: _Int_Snp7wV5U]The Mayor, as a member of the Capital Grants Working Group, shared that frustration and expressed agreement that the transformation process had been slow. She noted that this was particularly frustrating for community groups across various DEAs who had been seeking updates which she said were not forthcoming.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Thompson, that the recommendation be adopted. 

[bookmark: _Hlk77936474]16.    NOTICES OF MOTION 

16.1 Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman McRandal and Alderman McAlpine

That this Council notes with concern the signs of erosion which have arisen on Station Road, Craigavon in recent years and that this Council recognises that Station Road, Craigavad is an integral section of the North Down coastal path and the Ulster Way.

That this Council reassess whether it has responsibility for maintaining the road and for strengthening the sea wall and sea defences along the North Down coastal path section of Station Road, in view of:

the fact that Council was prepared to assume responsibility for the road and sea defences under the failed Greenway project;
the fact that this is a right of way as asserted by Council.

That a report is brought back to the relevant Committee, to include assessment of who owns or is responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of the sea wall and sea defences along Station Road.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McRandal, seconded by Alderman McAlpine, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Environment Committee.

[bookmark: _Hlk215731818]16.2	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Ashe and Councillor Hennessy

[bookmark: _Int_0mq2neDn]That this Council returns a report researching paternity leave provision for Council employees including but not limited to: benchmarking of paternity leave provision against appropriate organisations; options to improve paternity leave policy for council employees; projected costings of these options; and anything else officers deem prudent.
RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Ashe, seconded by Councillor Hennessy, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Corporate Services Committee.

(Councillor McBurney returned to the Council Chamber – 8.30 pm)

[bookmark: _Hlk216707095]16.3	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Smart and Alderman McIlveen

In light of the recent difficulty of West Winds Community Church in accessing council facilities to provide their Christmas Day service of worship, we agree that the Borough community facilities will be made available on Christmas Day, only on the strict proviso that the relevant individual staff choose to work on Christmas Day and cannot be mandated to do so. 

A review of this provision would then be included in the current and ongoing policy review relating to council community facilities.

[bookmark: _Int_mtTGLtsM]The Mayor drew Members’ attention to an email circulated prior to the meeting, confirming that she had agreed to a request from the proposer and seconder for the motion to be heard at this meeting due to the time‑sensitive nature of the matter.

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

[bookmark: _Int_7p3agm2q]Councillor Smart thanked the Mayor for allowing the Notice of Motion to proceed at this meeting and thanked the seconder, Alderman McIlveen for his collaboration on the issue, noting that he had intended to bring a similar Notice of Motion on the matter. He also thanked Councillor S Irvine for his engagement.

At the outset, Councillor Smart felt it was important to clarify what the Notice of Motion was not proposing.

He explained that this was not an attempt to require community centre staff or supervisors to work on Christmas Day, stressing he would never deny staff the right to enjoy Christmas as they chose. This proposal would simply allow staff who wished to work voluntarily, or who wished to earn overtime, to do so until a wider policy review concluded.

This proposal was not asking to create a permanent policy on Christmas Day operations, noting that a full review of community centre provision was ongoing and that 2026 would present an opportunity to establish a new service model.

[bookmark: _Int_W2lsnRMR]The proposal was not limited to church services or worship, and centres would be available to any user, provided staff were willing to work voluntarily.

The proposer provided background to the matter, explaining that the issue had been raised by West Winds Community Church, whose members had greeted councillors with carols earlier in the evening. He described the group as a key part of the West Winds community, providing support across denominations and delivering support for both young people and older residents, facing isolation or cost of living pressures.

He noted that the group regularly used the centre for weekly services and events and regarded it as their local base.

Although it was not Council policy for to permit use of the centres on Christmas Day, the group had been permitted to use the centre last year, paying the full associated costs and had expected the same arrangement to apply this year. He explained that the group had already arranged for their Christmas Day service to take place either inside or outside the centre.

[bookmark: _Int_KdfI4rch]Councillor Smart added that he did not wish the Council to be seen as obstructing groups wishing to use community centres, nor staff who voluntarily wished to work additional hours. He believed that only a very small number of groups would realistically seek to use centres on Christmas Day at such short notice and he suggested that approving the motion would demonstrate flexibility and provide reassurance to the community.

In closing, Councillor Smart urged Members for their support for what he described as a common-sense interim proposal that would support both the community and staff, pending the outcome of the wider policy review.

The seconder, Alderman McIlveen, explained that both himself and Councillor Smart had been working on similar proposals and that he was pleased to be able to second this motion.

He added that the Notice of Motion was a last resort following several weeks of discussion aimed at finding a resolution. He was disappointed that community centre accommodation that had been provided last year could not be offered this year.

[bookmark: _Int_5IOSFjLk]Alderman McIlveen stressed that the central principle of both his own draft motion and this one was the voluntary nature of staff participation. No member of staff would be mandated to work on Christmas Day but he was aware that in this particular case, staff had already indicated a willingness to do so.

Confusion had therefore arisen from the fact that there were willing staff and a group willing to meet all additional costs, yet the Council was unable to facilitate the request and work within and around its existing policy.  He added that it would be disappointing if the Council could not go the extra mile in these circumstances, particularly given that the arrangement had been permitted the previous year.

Alderman McIlveen concluded by urging Members to support the Notice of Motion, noting that the group had used the facility on many occasions and was a fantastic contributor to the West Winds community. The proposal sought simply to allow the group to fulfil its wish to use the facility on Christmas Day, supported by willing staff. 

[bookmark: _Int_EFVJNZ3b]Speaking in support of the motion, Councillor Boyle recognised that Christmas was a special time along with Easter in the religious calendar. He referred to other designated dates when halls were closed throughout the year and recalled a similar issue occurring with a church group which met in Carrowdore. The group regularly used the facility in Carrowdore and wished to use it for a service on the public holiday in July.  Although the request was initially rejected, it was ultimately resolved, and use of the hall was permitted. He felt that decision at the time was important and was pleased that the group had been accommodated, having engaged with the pastor and his congregation on the matter.

Councillor Boyle therefore believed it was incredibly important on this occasion, for the Council to support this motion as people were otherwise being prevented from attending their church service on Christmas Day.

He also believed that there were inconsistencies in approaches between the two legacy councils in terms of community halls and felt that the wider policy review would be helpful in that regard. In relation to this request, he felt that if staff were willing to work and arrangements were in place then all that was required was formal approval for the centre to be opened.  He felt that Council should ‘not be found wanting’ on the issue and hoped that Members would support the motion unanimously.

(Councillor Harbinson left the Council Chamber – 8.40 pm)

Councillor Brady added his support, provided that staff were willing to work on Christmas Day and being appropriately compensated.  He felt that Council should do what it could to foster and support local communities.

Councillor S Irvine rose to support the motion and thanked the proposer and seconder for bringing it forward. He recalled extensive engagement with the Acting Chief Executive, acknowledging that discussions had been firm but ultimately constructive.

He explained that West Winds was his local area and the church was central to that community. It was far more than a place of worship and provided youth groups, senior lunches, ‘Forget Me Not’ services and wider community support in partnership with West Winds Community Association.

Councillor S Irvine reflected on strong working relationships he had built with the congregation during his time as an elected member and had witnessed positive and inclusive impacts of their work.

He expressed strong feelings and a personal connection to the church, explaining that his late predecessor had been a member of the church and the ministry had conducted his funeral.

He gave his support to the motion noting that no staff would be forced to work on Christmas Day and was aware that a local casual caretaker had volunteered to open the centre as he had done the previous year. He understood that there were no operational barriers and asked officers to clarify what the policy position was.

The Director of Active and Healthy Communities explained that the current policy required community centres to remain closed on Christmas Day.  Under the Council’s lone-working policy, if one staff member was on site then a supervisor was also required to work on the day to ensure compliance.

[bookmark: _Int_x3vBNZkA]Councillor S Irvine asked for confirmation that a Director was on call 365 days per year suggesting that this could satisfy that requirement of the lone-working policy. 

The Director responded that Directors did not have key-holding responsibilities for community centres.

(Councillor Gilmour and Councillor Harbinson returned to the Council Chamber – 8.43 pm)

Councillor S Irvine felt that this was something that the Council needed to review.

The Deputy Mayor, Councillor Moore, queried the implications for the Council as a business and an employer, and what factors the Council would need to take into account when considering any future policy on Christmas Day opening. She further queried the wider implications, noting that the discussion of this motion focused on one community centre, but any policy change could have wider implications. She asked what those could be, including any financial, staffing and industrial relations considerations that might arise from permitting Christmas Day opening or altering the existing policy.

The Director referred to several areas of concern in relation to two specific policies. The lone-working policy required both a key holder and a supervisor to be available if a centre was to be open on Christmas Day. Officers were not confident that sufficient staff could be secured if more than one centre was to open, given the number of centres with church users – this was believed to be seven or eight.

The Director highlighted concerns relating to the voluntary nature of the request. Although it was presented as optional, many caretakers were local to their centres and could feel pressured, from Elected Members, managers or service users to agree to work.

She reported that some staff who had been approached informally had indicated that they would ‘rather not’ work but would do so if they felt obliged which created difficulties from an employer-responsibility perspective.

The Director referred to informal engagement with several trade unions and those had indicated they were not supportive of the proposal due to concerns about staff pressure, the lack of consultation and timing of the request for the current year.

In a further question, the Deputy Mayor asked how many centres would be affected and the Director explained that while there were 12 church groups, some of those shared facilities, which meant that up to eight centres would be affected. She explained that the implications could extend beyond church groups as other organisations might also seek access on Christmas Day though the extent of that interest was unknown.

Speaking in support of the motion, Councillor Kendall felt it was difficult for a previously permitted arrangement to be withdrawn without any consultation or without giving the group adequate opportunity to make alternative arrangements. She added that centres were community assets and should be recognised as such and regardless of whether individuals were of a particular faith or none, Christmas was a time centred on community.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter added her support, explaining that she had been away when the issue first arose but was pleased that her colleagues had acted promptly. She was aware of the significant importance to the West Winds community and those who attended the church there. She spoke about the personal and communal significance of Christmas, describing it as a time for family, generosity and celebration, reflecting on Christmas morning in her own church.

She felt that given staff were not being pressured to work and that all necessary arrangements appeared to be in place, the proposal seemed straight forward and reasonable. She recognised the Director’s concerns but noted that it was clearly an interim measure pending a further policy decision.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter went on to reflect on her own past involvement with West Winds Community Centre where she had taught Sunday school as a teenager and praised the current church for its positive work in an area of social deprivation, noting that it distributed food hampers and delivered wider community support.

Given that the church was able to meet the additional costs and staff were available, she argued that it would be inappropriate for the Council to refuse access. She felt that Council should recognise the importance of Christmas to the community and asked Members to consider the broader context and specific needs of the West Winds community. She concluded by wishing everyone a happy Christmas and asked that the matter be put to a recorded vote.

Councillor W Irvine indicated his support for the motion and noted that the request before Council was a special one, brought forward because no alternative arrangements had been found. Councillor Hennessy noted that previous comments had referenced the centre being opened on Christmas Day last year and he asked for clarity on why use of the centre had not been permitted this year.

The Director explained that the policy set out designated closure days for community centres each year and it was agreed that Christmas Day was always included within those closures.  She added that while the centre opened last year on Christmas Day, this had occurred in breach of the agreed policy and without the knowledge of senior management.

In a final comment, Councillor McKee stated that he had intended to ask a similar question, but added his support for the Notice of Motion, describing it as a common-sense approach.

On being put to the meeting, with 35 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING and 1 ABSENT, the proposal was CARRIED.

The voting was as follows:

	FOR (35)
	AGAINST (0)
	ABSTAINED (1)
	ABSENT (4)

	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Aldermen

	Adair
	
	
	

	Armstrong-Cotter
	
	
	

	Brooks
	
	
	

	Cummings
Graham
McAlpine
McDowell
McIlveen
McRandal
Smith

	
	
	

	Councillors 
	Councillor 
	Councillor 
	Councillor

	Ashe
Blaney
Boyle
Brady
Cathcart
Chambers
Cochrane
Edmund
	
	McCollum
	Douglas
Hollywood
Irwin
Kerr

	Gilmour
	
	
	

	Harbinson
	
	
	

	Hennessy
	
	
	

	Irvine, S
	
	
	

	Irvine, W
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RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Smart, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the Notice of Motion be adopted.

16.4	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Douglas and Alderman Cummings 

That this council is deeply concerned regarding the length of time that people battling with Motor Neurone Disease must wait to receive help through the Northern Ireland Housing Executive Disabled Facilities Grant.

To write to the Chief Executive of the Northern Ireland Housing Executive and the Minister for Communities to ask what the current length of time is for MND sufferers to have home adaptations completed and to ask them to implement a scheme to fast track these vital and much needed home adaptions.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Cummings, seconded by Alderman McIlveen, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Active and Healthy Communities Committee.

16.5	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Wray and Councillor Chambers

Council acknowledges the vital role that our voluntary community groups play across the borough. Through our grants programmes these groups deliver initiatives such as community events, sporting activities, and festivals promoting tourism.
As we rely on these groups to continue this important work across the borough, we must ensure they are supported, and that the management of these grants is easy to navigate.

Advance payments are essential for small organisations who don’t have large reserve sums of money in their bank accounts. Another complication for groups is being passed across various council departments during the delivery of their initiative.

In order to improve this process, Officers will bring back a report considering the implications of making the following changes:

• The advance payments available to groups is extended to 80%.
• If a group is successful in a funding application they will be allocated an officer within council who will act as the only point of contact between the group and Council.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Blaney, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Active and Healthy Communities Committee.

16.6	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McBurney and Councillor McCollum

That this Council notes with concern the increased cost of living and the impact this has upon families and individuals within the Borough; further notes that the absence of a clear Anti-Poverty Strategy makes it challenging to understand and strengthen our role in alleviating poverty and reducing inequality and therefore tasks Officers with bringing forward proposals to enhance the effectiveness of Council’s contribution to poverty alleviation, including but not limited to, funding allocated to volunteer led community groups involved in poverty alleviation work. This work should complement, and not duplicate, any borough-wide Anti-Poverty action planning being undertaken by external partners.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McBurney, seconded by Alderman McRandal, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Corporate Services Committee.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS

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

RECESS
The meeting went into recess at 8.59 pm and resumed at 9.14 pm.

7.3	Minutes of the Place and Prosperity Committee dated 4 December 2025 (continued)

**IN CONFIDENCE**

Item 16 - Kircubbin Harbour Update
[bookmark: _Hlk184897060]
NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 6
EXEMPTION - 3: RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON
 
This report details the current condition and anticipated repair costs of a privately owned asset in addition to the details of previous negotiations with the landowner and therefore the report must be In Confidence.

17.	ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR GREENWAY - COMBER TO FLOODGATES

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 6
EXEMPTION 5 – A CLAIM TO LEGAL OR PROFESSIONAL PRIVILEGE 
Council was asked to consider a request to acquire land for the Greenway from Comber to Floodgates. 
The recommendation was that Council acceded to the request.  
18. 	DELEGATED AUTHORITY TO PLACE AND PROSPERITY COMMITTEE 8 JANUARY 2026 – VARIANCE REQUEST (RDP236)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 6
EXEMPTION:  4. EXEMPTION: CONSULTATIONS OR NEGOTIATIONS
 
This report details ongoing negotiations with the Education Authority and the rationale for potentially having to submit a variance request to DfC should the negotiations fail to resolve the current impasse.

19.	PROPOSED NEW LISTING WITHIN ARDS AND NORTH DOWN 	BOROUGH 	COUNCIL AREA

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION SCHEDULE 6
EXEMPTION REASON:  6A. EXEMPTION: STATUTORY PROVISION
This report is presented in confidence to Members under Part 1 of Schedule 6 of the Local Government (Northern Ireland) Act 2014, Exemption 6a – Information which reveals that the council proposes to give under any statutory provision a notice by virtue of which requirements are imposed on a person.

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS

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

The meeting terminated at 9.34pm.
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