ITEM 7.5
AHC 14.01.2026 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A hybrid (in person and via Zoom) meeting of the Active and Healthy Communities Committee was held at the Council Chamber, Church Street, Newtownards, and via Zoom, on Wednesday 14 January 2026 at 7.00 pm. 

PRESENT:		

In the Chair:	Councillor Ashe

Alderman:	Brooks	McRandal
	Cummings		
	
			
Councillors:	Boyle                       Kerr (Zoom)
	Cochrane	McBurney (Zoom)
	Hollywood (Zoom)	McClean
	Irvine, S	McKee (Zoom)
	Irvine, W	Moore
		
Other Elected Members in attendance: Councillor Kendall (Zoom) and Councillor Wray

Officers in Attendance: Director of Active and Healthy Communities (A Faulkner), Head of Community and Culture (N Dorrian), Head of Environmental Health and Regulatory Services (G Kinnear), Head of Leisure (A Cozzo) and Democratic Services Officer (R King) 

Other Officers in Attendance: Mr Chris Kelly (NCLT) via Zoom

1.	APOLOGIES AND CHAIRMAN’S REMARKS

The Chair took the opportunity to congratulate the Head of Leisure and the Head of Environmental Health and Regulatory Services following their recent appointments.

Apologies had been received from Councillor Chambers and Councillor Douglas.

NOTED.
2.	DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The Chairman sought Declarations of Interest and the following were notified:

Councillor W Irvine – Item 4 - Ards and North Down Borough Council Leisure Pricing Policy For 2026/27.

[bookmark: _Hlk165630040][bookmark: _Hlk165630093][bookmark: _Hlk176775335][bookmark: _Hlk163724217]NOTED.
[bookmark: _Hlk184739711]3.	RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF MOTION 671 - RESPONSIBLE DOG WALKING IN PUBLIC PLACES (FILE NOM 671)
(Appendix I)
[bookmark: _Hlk161127560]
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that a Notice of Motion relating to Responsible Dog Walking in Public Spaces was agreed by Council in September 2025. It stated that the Council, as a Dog Friendly Borough, recognised the need to balance animal welfare, public safety, and shared use of parks and footpaths. It raised concerns about individuals walking multiple dogs, the rise of unlicensed professional dog walkers without insurance, and the associated risks to people and pets. It noted that other councils, including Belfast City Council, had introduced limits on the number of dogs walked at one time and suggested similar measures be considered.

More specifically, the Notice of Motion proposed that the Council resolves to:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk216716058]Produce a report outlining the costs and steps required to introduce a local restriction under the relevant provisions of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environments Act (Northern Ireland) 2011: Limiting the number of dogs that any one person may be in charge of to a maximum of four at any given time in public spaces. 

2. Mandating that professional dog walkers must have dogs on leads at all times to ensure dog control and accountability for dog behaviours. 

3. Include in the report, the provision and cost of a complementary public education campaign, to inform residents, recreational and professional dog walkers about the new limit, about what it means to have a dog under your control in public spaces (whether on or off lead), and what promoting responsible dog control and safety in shared spaces should be. 

4. To write to the DAERA Minister to ask him to introduce, and provide funding support to Councils to enforce, mandatory registration of professional dog walkers to help to ensure suitable animal welfare standards, the provision of suitable training, experience, insurance, and public safety.

Point 1 - Costs and Steps Required for Introduction of DCO
In response to point 1,Section 40 of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environments Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 empowered district councils to make Dog Control Orders (DCO) applying to land within their district that is open to the air and accessible to the public (with or without payment). These orders created offences relating to the control of dogs, as specified in regulations made by the Department (DAERA).

The offences that might be included in such orders were:
· Failing to remove dog faeces;
· Not keeping a dog on a lead;
· Permitting a dog to enter land from which dogs are excluded;
· Taking more than a specified number of dogs onto land.

Orders had to clearly identify the land to which they applied and could include provisions on times or periods of operation and compliance with directions given by authorised officers.

The steps for making a Dog Control Order (DCO) were set out in the Dog Control Orders (Procedures) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2012. Before issuing or amending a DCO, the Council had to carry out a public consultation by publishing a notice both in a local newspaper serving the area and on the Council’s website.

The consultation notice was required to:-

· Clearly identify the land to which the proposed order applied.
· Provide a summary of the order’s provisions.
· Indicate where any referenced map may be inspected, free of charge, during normal hours.
· Invite representations from the public regarding the proposal.
· Specify a closing date for submissions, which must be at least 28 days from the first publication of the notice.

As the NoM had identified both the lands included and the provisions of the proposed DCO, the next significant step in the process would be to carry out the consultation exercise. This would be carried out by the Council’s Communications Team, who would also arrange for the publishing of the notice in the press. It was proposed that the notice be advertised twice during the 28-day submission period. The Communications Team had estimated that the cost of running the exercise was unlikely to exceed £2,000. 

If there was a significant response to the public consultation, additional administrative support may be required in the Neighbourhood Environment Team for a short period to process the data received. There is unlikely to be a significant cost, as support will also be available from the Property Data Collection Officer in Environmental Health and Regulatory Services. It is not possible to predict the scale of the response to the public consultation; however, it is likely that there will be opposition from professional dog walkers.

Following completion of the consultation exercise, the findings would be reported to Council to seek Members’ opinion on whether they wished to proceed with making the DCO. If the DCO was agreed, the Order should be made by virtue of receiving the Council’s official seal, although the date of it becoming enacted was required to be at least 14 days following this step. 

In deciding whether to implement the DCO, Members were asked to consider the following additional costs: -
· Although the DCO would apply to all open public space in the Borough, there would be a requirement to place new signs at Council owned sites that were frequented by dog walkers and where ‘Dogs on Leads’ Orders were already in place. It was estimated that the cost of new signage would be approximately £50K.
· At present there were 12 ‘Dogs on Leads’ Orders in the Borough, covering the following locations: -
· Ballyholme Promenade
· Bangor Seafront Promenade and Piers
· Bangor Seafront Gardens
· Bangor Sportsplex
· Marine Gardens, Bangor
· Pickie Fun Park
· Seapark Recreational Grounds
· Walled Garden, Castle Park
· Ward Park
· Wetlands Park, Balloo
· Station Road 
· Londonderry Park, Newtownards

Implementing a Borough-wide DCO would substantially increase the area subject to added restrictions. Members should therefore consider whether additional enforcement resources would be required to increase compliance. While most residents were unlikely to walk more than four dogs at once, professional dog walkers would likely be affected. Evidence suggested that some businesses from Belfast currently used parks within this Borough due to restrictions in their own area. Initial enforcement efforts should therefore focus on locations near the Belfast boundary to promote awareness and compliance.

If Members decided to approve the employment of additional Neighbourhood Environment Team staff to support enforcement and compliance, the following cost implications should be taken into account. These figures were based on one full time officer. However, given the scale of the proposed DCO, the Service may have required up to three additional officers to ensure adequate coverage of the Borough. 

	
	Cost Year 1
	Cost Year 2

	Salary
	£38K 
	£38.6K

	IT
	£5K
	£2K

	Vehicle Provision
	£36K 
	

	Vehicle Running Costs
	£7K
	£8K

	Total
	£86K
	£48.6



Point 2 - Mandating Restrictions for Professional Dog Walkers
In response to Point 2 in the NoM, under existing legislation, the Council did not have the authority to impose restrictions solely on professional dog walkers. At present, DCOs only permitted local authorities to introduce measures that applied to any person in public spaces. Therefore, any requirement targeting professional dog walkers specifically would require new primary legislation or the creation of a dedicated byelaw. The introduction of new primary legislation would be the most effective and sustainable approach; however, this process was significantly longer and lay beyond the Council’s direct control.

Point 3 - Public Education Campaign
With regard to Point 3, the estimated cost of a complementary education campaign was £5,000 in Year 1 and £1,000 in Year 2. The campaign would include press and billboard advertisements across the Borough. Additionally, information on any new DCO and guidance on responsible dog ownership would be provided with each new dog licence and in the first renewal letters during the initial year of implementation.

Point 4 - Letter to DAERA Minister
A draft letter had been included as Appendix 1. The letter requested that the DAERA Minister introduced a mandatory registration system for professional dog walkers. It highlighted the need for this measure to ensure high standards of animal welfare, appropriate training and experience, adequate insurance, and improved public safety in shared spaces. The letter also sought financial support from DAERA to enable councils to effectively enforce these requirements.

Costs Summary
The table overleaf provided a summary of the estimated costs that would be incurred in implementing the full proposals contained in NoM 671. Stage 1 covered the public consultation exercise only. Should Members have agreed to proceeding to Stage 1, a further report would be brought to Council upon completion of the consultation. At that point, approval would be sought on the implementation of Stage 2 and the allocation of additional enforcement resources, should Members have decided this was appropriate. 

Proposed Costs Summary
	Item
	Year 1 costs
	Year 2 costs
	Total cost
	Notes

	Stage 1

	Public Consultation Exercise
	£2,000
	-
	£2,000
	Includes press notices 

	Stage 2 – Should Council approve following consultation

	Signage for Council sites
	£50,000
	-
	£50,000
	New signs at locations frequented by dog walkers

	Additional Enforcement Officer (Salary)
	£38,000
	£38,600
	£76,600
(and continuing)
	Per full time officer

	IT Provision for Enforcement Officer
	£5,000
	£2,000
	£7,000
	Initial setup and ongoing costs


	Vehicle Provision
	£36,000
	-
	£36,000
	Purchase cost

	Vehicle Running Costs
	£7,000
	£8,000
	£15,000
	Fuel, maintenance

	Public Education Campaign
	£5,000
	£1,000
	£6,000
	Press and billboard ads

	Total (1 officer)
	£143,000
	£49,600
	£192,600
	Approximate combined costs

	Total (3 officers)
	£315,000
	£146,800
	£461,800
	




RECOMMENDED that Council approves:

· the undertaking of a public consultation exercise on the proposed Dog Control Order; and
· that the draft letter, attached as Appendix 1, is sent to the Minister of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs of Northern Ireland.

[bookmark: _Hlk219375463]Proposed by Councillor McKee, seconded by Councillor Cochrane, that a further report be brought back to the Committee to outline the proposed wording and content of the proposed public consultation.  That would include, but not be limited to, options with regards to maximum number of dogs and geographical area/scope against which any restriction might apply.

That the draft letter, attached in Appendix 1, is sent to the Minister of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs of Northern Ireland.

Speaking to his proposal, Councillor McKee thanked officers for putting together the report, noting that it had given Members plenty to think about when considering potential steps to respond to the issue. He felt that a consultation was not only something the Council must do, but the right thing to do before making any potential changes. Although the report proposed the minimum required for such a consultation, he believed the Council should set a higher bar and provide the public with options, encouraging informative engagement on specifics such as the number of dogs to be restricted and whether the whole borough or only Council land should be included in the order.

He said that the Council had the opportunity to provide a quality consultation and gather valuable information and insight by offering options and sampling the views of all those affected by potential changes to the Dog Control Order. While acknowledging that Members did not want to delay decision‑making, he felt the Committee could be better informed on the potential options to be included in a consultation, ensuring the approach was right before seeking the public’s views.

The proposer explained that he and Councillor Kendall had brought the Notice of Motion because they believed the Council should be committed to ensuring a ‘Dog Friendly Borough’ - a place where animal welfare, public safety, and the enjoyment of shared spaces were respected and protected. He emphasised the need to keep public spaces safe and accessible for all, including families, joggers, cyclists, and those uneasy around animals.

He noted that dog ownership had evolved, with professional dog‑walking services increasing to meet modern demands. While many were responsible, he said the lack of regulation posed risks to public safety and animal welfare, and therefore writing to the Minister was something that should not be delayed.

Turning to the associated costed option in the report, he highlighted that Belfast City Council did not have signage informing the public of restrictions, and there was no imperative for this Council to do so. He acknowledged that other restrictions were already detailed on existing signage but suggested that if changes to the control order were implemented in future, the Council could proceed without additional signage or introduce it only when signage required replacement.

Councillor McKee added that although additional officers to support dog control would be welcome, there was nothing compelling the Council to increase staffing because of any changes. He stated that nothing prevented the Council from promoting behavioural change in a way that did not incur significant cost.

The seconder Councillor Cochrane felt that the proposal was sensible and agreed that it was important to have an effective consultation. He felt fair points had been made around the geographical locations and the number of dogs and he was keen to see that explored further with a follow up report before it went to the Minister for consideration. He also referred to public concern on the issue of dog control and felt that further Council action was warranted.

Councillor W Irvine added his support, welcoming the opportunity for increased scrutiny and he noted concerns from professional dog walkers about being excluded from the decision-making process. He urged for full engagement with the affected groups throughout this process.

Alderman McRandal expressed concern about the significant costs reported and recalled only ever receiving a single complaint in his own DEA in relation to Redburn Country Park, this was despite concerns of professional dog walkers coming from other Council areas where restrictions were already in place. He therefore questioned whether the level of the issue warranted such significant costs and resource implications. He was happy to support the proposal however but was not optimistic about funding from other Departments.

Councillor McClean, whilst supportive of the proposal, expressed similar concerns particularly about salary costs which he estimated to be in the region of £700,000 over the length of a Council term if the reported costs excluded employer contributions.

He recalled previous concerns he had raised over the latest enforcement figures which showed a reduced number of fines that Council was issuing for littering and dog fouling issues. Historically those figures had been much higher and he wanted to see Council achieve those levels again before committing to further staffing costs in relation to this proposal. 

He agreed that it was important to refine the phrasing of the consultation but sought clarification that the consultation was not a commitment to that expenditure or any further action. 

The Head of Environmental Health and Regulatory Services referred to the advertising cost for the consultation and clarified there was no further financial commitment beyond that. A report highlighting the findings of the consultation would be returned to the Committee before any further action.

Councillor McClean was content with that approach but, referring to previous concerns, he felt there was a wider discussion to be had on where the main issues of dog control laid generally.

The Chair sought clarity on the projected salary costs and if those included all employer contributions and the officer confirmed that all costs were included in the figures provided.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor McKee, seconded by Councillor Cochrane, that a further report be brought back to the Committee to outline the proposed wording and content of the proposed public consultation.  This will include, but not be limited to, options with regards to maximum number of dogs and geographical area/scope against which any restriction might apply.

That the draft letter, attached in Appendix 1, is sent to the Minister of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs of Northern Ireland.

(Councillor W Irvine withdrew from the meeting due to a declaration of interest in Item 4 – 7.13 pm)
[bookmark: _Hlk219365085]4.	ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL LEISURE PRICING POLICY FOR 2026/27 (FILE LEI26)
(Appendix II – VIII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that Members would recall Council agreed that annual price increases in line with or below inflation were brought to Committee for awareness and that only in the event of significant increase above this level was Council authorisation required. 

This report brought to Members attention the price increase that would be applied by both Leisure Ards and North Down (LARDS) (Appendix 1 and 2) and Northern Community Leisure Trust (NCLT) and Serco (Appendix 4, 5 and 6) for the coming year 2026/27.

Appendix 1 and 2 detailed the prices that would be applied to customers across the service for our directly managed sites at Ards Blair Mayne Wellbeing and Leisure Complex (ABMWLC), Comber Leisure Centre (CLC), Portaferry Sports Centre (PSC). Details of the price increase for Sports Development were also included. These prices detailed an approximate 3.8% increase to reflect that officers believed activity pricing was close to the maximum that the market would take, rounded to a more workable figure in terms of cash handling and /or facility subdivision, i.e., if a hall was divided into courts etc. 

The pricing proposal for LARDS detailed new commercial rates for facilities which previously never charged this rate. This would permit LARDS centres to be more commercially focused on their operations. Appendix 3 covered the facilities with the new price. 

Appendix 3 also covered the price increase for hiring 2 courts in the Dome at CLC. The current price being charged for historical bookings was less than the standard price. It was proposed to bring the historical price in line with the standard price over a three-year period. This equated to a 33% increase each year over the three-year period commencing from 1st April 2026. 

Appendix 4, 5 and 6 detailed the prices NCLT/Serco would be charging its customers from 1st January 2026. This was for information only as Elected Members would be aware that Council had no authority to set prices as per the current contract with NCLT/Serco. However, most of the prices from Serco were in line with Council directly managed sites.

Appendix 7 showed the pricing differences and comparable prices managed by NCLT and LARDS. 

RECOMMENDED that Council approves the pricing proposal for Leisure Ards and North Down effective from 1st April 2026 and furthermore notes the prices being applied by the Northern Community Leisure Trust effective from 1st January 2026. 

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

Councillor Boyle felt that most people would recognise the necessity for slight price increases occasionally, but he felt there was disparity between the two pricing models within the Borough, expressing strong personal preference to having a single in-house delivery model. He noted that the in-house model covering leisure services in Ards provided 70% of services cheaper than NCLT/Serco services in the North Down area. He praised the in-house delivery team for managing the Ards price increases responsibly.

The seconder, Alderman McRandal, felt that the increases were responsible and fair, in the context that only a minority of residents used leisure services. He was content that there was parity in the price comparisons, but for transparency he was pleased to see that the pricing structures for each delivery model had been presented alongside each other, a format he had requested previously. He sought clarification around the Council’s authority to set the pricing of NCLT delivered services and the Head of Leisure advised that NCLT was solely responsible for setting its pricing although Council officers did meet with NCLT to discuss pricing on an annual basis. The Director explained that it would be difficult for Council to control NCLT’s pricing mid-contract, noting that Council had not taken up that option from the start. She added that Council could consider including such a stipulation in any future contract, however.

Councillor Cochrane referred to contact from an individual regarding Active Ageing and pricing equality in racket sports between tennis, pickle ball, table tennis and badminton. He was pleased to see that tennis had been included in Active Ageing but asked for confirmation that there was pricing equality for racket sports right across the Borough. Responding, the officer understood that was the case and referred Members to items highlighted in yellow which showed price parity.

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

(Councillor W Irvine returned to the meeting – 7.23 pm)
[bookmark: _Hlk184739885]5.	DRAFT EVAWG FUNDING APPLICATION 2026-2028 (FILE PCSP1)
(Appendix IX – X)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that the Ending Violence Against Women and Girls (EVAWG) Strategic Framework 2024-31 was launched by the First Minister and the deputy First Minister on the 16th of September 2024, following a Ministerial Statement to the Assembly. The Strategy included a first Delivery Plan (2024-26) which would support those organisations working to prevent and challenge the attitudes, behaviours and culture that could lead to violence against women and girls. 

ANDBC received a letter dated 24 November 2025 (Appendix 1) asking ANDBC to submit a new 2-year plan from April 2026-March 2028 subject to funding.  The plan should include both the grants scheme and momentum activities for that period.  Date of submission for the 2-year plan was 8th December 2025.

Appendix 2 was the draft action plan submitted to TEO subject to council approval for 2026-2028.  The draft action plan continued to build awareness and momentum in communities, and supported awards for EVAWG funding through the 3 tiers:

	Award available
	2026
	2027

	Tier 1- £1k - £5k
	£30,000
	£30,000

	Tier 2- £5k - £15k
	£60,000
	£60,000

	Tier 3- £15k - £20k
	£100,000
	£100,000

	Total
	
	


 
RECOMMENDED that Council approves the draft application form for EVAWG funding 2026-2028.

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

The Deputy Mayor, Councillor Moore, welcomed the report and praised how active the Council had been in this area.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Moore, seconded by Alderman Cummings, that the recommendation be adopted.
6.	GOOD RELATIONS ACTION PLAN 2026-2027 (FILE GREL415)
(Appendix XI)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that funding for the Council’s Good Relations Programme was provided by The Executive Office (75%) and match funded by the Council (25%).  The award is made based on an assessment of an annual Action Plan which reflected the needs and priorities of the Borough, detailed in the Council’s approved Good Relations Strategy (2025-28).

The Executive Office (TEO) required the Council’s annual Action Plan (2026-2027) to be submitted for consideration in January 2026, therefore the attached Action Plan had been submitted to TEO in draft format, subject to Council approval.  The Plan had been submitted on the basis that 100% budget would be available.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the 2026-27 Good Relations Action Plan.

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

Councillor Boyle reflected on the value of the Good Relations Action Plan and challenges that were faced throughout the year in terms of community relations but stated that it was important for Council to keep going with it.

Councillor W Irvine welcomed the Action Plan and the ongoing work to improve community relations. He noted that school trips to the Somme battlefields were no longer part of the programme and expressed disappointment at the loss of the educational benefit this had provided in the past.

The Head of Community and Culture explained that the Covid-19 Pandemic and reduced funding had led to a shift towards a locally based programme involving a visit to the Somme Centre in Conlig. This revised programme was able to accommodate a higher number of schools and therefore engage more participants. A return to the previous model could not be ruled out however if further funding became available.

Councillor W Irvine queried the loss of the sporting element of the programme and the officer explained that much of that delivery had been picked up under the PEACEPLUS programme. Again, should Good Relations funding be increased, the officer explained that those elements could return to the programme.

Alderman Cummings queried external funding continuity issues due to the late release of funding from the NI Executive which impacted programme delivery. He asked if officers could establish a pattern of continuity and the officer acknowledged the difficulties caused by a drip-feeding approach throughout the year and advised that 100% of funding had been requested as early as possible into the new financial year, which had been the case historically.

Alderman Cummings felt that approach had been much more effective and highlighted the importance of officers continuing to put that message across when making returns to the relevant Departments.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the recommendation be adopted.
7.	UPDATE ON BATHING WATERS IN ANDBC - NOMINATION OF ADDITIONAL BEACHES (FILE PCA100)
	
PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that Environmental Health and Regulatory Services collaborated with DAERA in relation to designated bathing waters in the Borough. 

The formal bathing season in Northern Ireland operated between 1st June and 15th September each year. During this period, DAERA regularly monitored water quality at designated sites. The Council acted as bathing water operator for several beaches in the Borough, which required us to display and communicate water quality information to the public, including rapidly responding to any poor results. 

At the Community and Wellbeing Committee meeting in May 2025, Members were informed that Donaghadee and Brompton Bay beaches had been formally identified as designated bathing waters, bringing the total in the Borough to 9. At the meeting, Members requested that the Council liaise with DAERA to assess the suitability of Portavogie (Anchor Park Beach) and Ballyhalbert (Burr Point) for designation as official bathing waters under the Quality of Bathing Water Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2008.

Officers therefore wrote to DAERA, requesting that they consider the additional sites. The initial response stated that they were undertaking a review of the process for nominating beaches, and that they would provide an update later in 2025. 

In late November, DAERA advised that a formal consultation exercise will commence in Spring 2026. They have requested that we submit our nominations during this consultation period, by which time updated criteria for the designation of bathing waters will have been established. 

A further update will be provided when information relating to the public consultation and criteria for nomination are published by DAERA.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report.

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

Alderman Brooks welcomed the new designations for Brompton and Donaghadee beaches and queried eligibility for existing funding at those locations. The Head of Community and Culture advised that the relevant funding avenues were now closed but she confirmed that, as designated locations, both could now be considered for future funding opportunities.

Councillor McKee welcomed the designations and the potential for more, recognising the size of the Borough’s coastline. He felt it was important for the Council to reach out to communities and support and encourage people to enjoy the benefits.

The Director added that a further report would follow when the Department was next seeking nominations for designations and this would provide opportunities for further suggestions.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Alderman Brooks, seconded by Councillor McKee, that the recommendation be adopted.
8.	UPDATE ON QUARTER 1 & 2 FOR EVAWG FUNDING (FILE PCSP1)
(Appendix XII)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that The Ending Violence Against Women and Girls (EVAWG) Strategic Framework 2024-31 was launched by the First Minister and the deputy First Minister on the 16th of September 2024, following a Ministerial Statement to the Assembly. The Strategy included a first Delivery Plan (2024-26) which would support those organisations working to prevent and challenge the attitudes, behaviours and culture that could lead to violence against women and girls. 

ANDBC welcomed initial Momentum funding of £60,000 to be used by 31st March 2025 with Local Change Fund of £120,000 in April 2025.  Momentum funding was used to deliver:

· Events to raise awareness of the Executive Office Change fund 2025-2026, 
· Provide training to the local Community and Voluntary Sector (CVS) on EVAWG to build their capacity to apply for Change fund, 
· Provide staff training
· Establish a Council EVAWG media campaign before March 2025.

The Local Change Fund was currently supporting 11 successful grants across 3 Tiers.

	Award available
	Number of successful grants
	Total Amount Awarded
	Number of Unsuccessful Grants

	Tier 1- £1k - £5k
	5
	£20,161
	4

	Tier 2- £5k - £15k
	3
	£34,202.08
	1

	Tier 3- £15k - £20k
	3
	£65,643.60
	6

	Total
	11
	£120,006.08
	11


 
Appendix 1a detailed how the Successful EVAWG grants were progressing over Quarters 1 and 2.

Additional funding had been awarded to council for EVAWG during 2025-26.  Updates on this would be brought back to council.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the update on the EVAWG grants for Quarters 1 and 2.

Proposed by Councillor Moore, seconded by Councillor McBurney, that the recommendation be adopted.

The Deputy Mayor, Councillor Moore, welcomed the Council’s proactive approach on such projects.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Moore, seconded by Councillor McBurney, that the recommendation be adopted.
9.	NOTICE OF MOTIONS
9.1	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.

The Chair advised that she had received a request from the proposer to defer to the Notice of Motion to the next meeting. Members indicated agreement to this.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, that the Notice of Motion be deferred to the February meeting of the Active and Healthy Communities Committee.
9.2	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.

(Councillor Wray was invited forward from the public gallery to propose the above Notice of Motion – 7.32 pm)

Proposed by Councillor Wray, seconded by Councillor Hollywood, that the recommendation be adopted.

Councillor Wray explained that he was bringing the Notice of Motion following his own observations and after being contacted by many smaller community groups across the Borough, including the Ards Peninsula, North Down, Ards, and Comber.

Sport, the arts, community development, community relations, community festivals, and the promotion of tourism were all very important - both to the people of the Borough and in meeting the Council’s objectives. He noted that these initiatives were detailed in the Council’s ‘Big Plan’, which aimed to create a vibrant, connected, healthy, safe, and prosperous community by 2032. These objectives could be met through direct delivery and through partnership working with statutory bodies, citizens, and community organisations.

Continuing, Councillor Wray highlighted that the Notice of Motion acknowledged the vital role of voluntary community groups. He referred to Christmas festivals held the previous month in Portaferry, Portavogie, Millisle, Ballywalter, and Greyabbey, all funded by the Council. These events brought communities together and, during a cost‑of‑living crisis, provided families with opportunities for joy and celebration at no cost. He emphasised the hard work undertaken by volunteers behind the scenes - people giving up their own time for the sake of their community.

He noted that hundreds of people in Ards and North Down volunteered with local sporting groups, coaching youth teams in all weather and encouraging participation in sport, which benefitted physical health, mental health, and personal development. 

The proposer highlighted that over 200 young people took part in football through Portavogie Youth Club alone, and that without local clubs and volunteers this simply would not happen.

He praised the Tourism Team for their work on four major annual events - Comber Earlies, Tide and Turf, Sea Bangor, and May Day - and for managing grants that enabled community groups to deliver events attracting visitors, stimulating the local economy, and showcasing the Borough. He referenced the Kite Festival delivered by the Ards Peninsula Village Partnership, which attracted thousands of attendees from across Northern Ireland and beyond. 

Councillor Wray added that volunteers also enabled people to experience the arts and participate in good relations programmes. The Council would be ‘absolutely lost’ without these groups, who contributed significantly to meeting Council objectives. He therefore believed the process of accessing and managing grants needed to be as easy, convenient, and stress‑free as possible, which he felt it currently was not.

Turning to advance payments, he described ‘In Bloom’ as a fantastic initiative that improved the aesthetic of communities and fostered civic pride. He noted that for grants up to £1,250, only a 50% advance could be given on request, meaning groups needed £650 in reserves to apply. Some groups did not have this and volunteers sometimes used their own money or did not apply at all, which he felt should never happen.

For the Kite Festival, under current policy, grants between £3,000 and £10,000 allowed only a 30% advance. With a grant of £6,745, the group had needed £4,721 in reserves. He stressed that these were volunteers, not businesses, and this was not their job. 

The current policy discouraged groups from community development, placed pressure on existing groups, and needed to change. He proposed that groups receiving grants up to £10,000 should be eligible to apply for an 80% advance, or alternatively 50% followed by a further 30% after claiming the initial amount. 

The current structure - full payment up to £500, 50% up to £3,000, and 30% up to £10,000 - was not fair and should be changed.

Referring to the management of grants, he expressed concern that volunteers were being passed between multiple staff and departments, which was stressful, time‑consuming, and did not reflect the joined‑up approach the Council wished to portray. He gave an example of a group delivering a Christmas festival that had to liaise with community development, events, licensing, assets and properties, and senior management. He felt volunteers should not have to deal with five different people and proposed that each group should have one point of contact from the department managing the grant - tourism for tourism grants, leisure for sport grants etc.

In closing, Councillor Wray emphasised that he was asking for a report on adapting these changes. He acknowledged that there might be difficulties or a cultural shift required but hoped Members would agree to explore these areas to make the grant process easier and more accessible for volunteers.

The seconder, Councillor Hollywood spoke of the importance of the Notice of Motion and its objectives. He was aware of the current issues, as outlined by the proposer, that were faced by community groups across his former DEA of Bangor West and also in his new DEA in Holywood and Clandeboye. He hoped that Members could support it.

Committee Members rose to support the Motion, with Councillor S Irvine noting the difficulties faced by groups in Newtownards including sports clubs. He referred to his own club’s experience, recalling that volunteers had often had to dip in to their own pockets in order to navigate the cashflow challenges resulting from the claims process. Dealing with many different sections of Council also led to confusion, he added.

Referring to 20 years of experience with voluntary groups in his own DEA, Councillor Boyle felt applicants were frustrated by the system though this was no reflection on the work of officers, and he recognised the work they put in. He explained the challenges faced by groups who were often planning projects without certainty of funding and then had to be able to adapt projects accordingly. He went on to praise the contribution of volunteers, pointing to the long running Portaferry Gala which had been in existence for 58 years. He emphasised the importance of making it easier for those volunteers to retain their dedication and expertise.

In a further point, Councillor Boyle wondered what the challenges would be for the Council to implement the proposed system. He put this to the officers and the Director referred to limitations placed on external funding where the Council acted as the administrative body. There would also be financial risks in terms of organisations that the Council did not have a relationship with, and this also applied where the Council, as the awarding body, was acting as the creditor. Officer expertise was also spread across multiple sections so the designated grants officer would not have the knowledge to hand on licencing matters for example. Those considerations would need to be worked through.

The Head of Community and Culture explained that the grants policy fell under the remit of Corporate Services, and it would be up to the owner of that policy to implement the proposed system. She would consult with the Head of Finance on the matter, and a follow up report would be presented jointly to this Committee.

Councillor W Irvine felt that there was an onus on the Council to do the best it could to support applicants. He welcomed the concept of a coordinating officer along with increased advanced payments, particularly for those groups with limited reserves.

Adding his support, Alderman Cummings felt that the proposal would assist a wide range of charitable, voluntary and third-sector organisations. He recognised the increased amount of officer time that would be involved in processing larger advanced payments, noting that many organisations were small and had a smaller skills base and therefore would require additional guidance. He recognised this would have an impact on the future operations of the Capital Grants Working Group which worked within criteria set annually by the Council. He felt it would be helpful to get an understanding of how the proposed changes would impact the work of that working group.

Councillor McKee echoed the support of previous speakers and welcomed what would be a ‘volunteer centred’ approach while Councillor McBurney, from her own work within the sector, appreciated the dedication of volunteers and the challenges they faced in navigating what was an incredibly complex process. She welcomed the proposal for what would be an incredibly important piece of work.

The Head of Community and Culture advised that claims could be processed more frequently and there was flexibility for grant recipients to make monthly claims as opposed to every quarter. The officer encouraged Members to pass on this message which she felt could help ease the cash flow challenges referred to.

Councillor McClean was not normally supportive of vague motions but felt that the vagueness of the motion was appropriate in this case as it was attempting to set a direction of travel. He felt that if Council was asking the community to deliver these wonderful and sometimes crucial services then it was important to make the grant process as easy as possible for applicants. He felt that this common-sense perspective should be central to every decision taken by the Council going forward to make the process as straightforward as possible.

In summing up, Councillor Wray thanked Members for their support. He had held previous discussions with multiple Directors due to overlapping responsibilities, and he had understood that the motion was going to be referred to the Corporate Services Committee rather than this one. He agreed that the motion was intended to set a clear direction of travel, and he acknowledged that some funders did set stipulations but was hopeful those barriers could be addressed. While he appreciated that some schemes allowed additional claims, some did not and he felt adopting the approach of PCSP for example would be a good step forward.

Councillor Wray felt it would represent progress if all funders adopted the same approach where applicants could receive 50% upfront and then claim a further 30%.

He appreciated that specialist knowledge was spread across multiple service areas but felt that the information could be relayed through the single point of contact.

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

(Councillor Wray withdrew from the meeting – 7.58 pm)
9.3 	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McKee and Councillor Kendall (Referred back to Committee following December 2025 Council)

This Council notes with deep concern the recent deaths of two-family dogs in our Borough, linked to panic caused by fireworks and the many other animals that suffer year on year. We recognise the severe distress fireworks cause to people, pets, livestock, and wildlife, and the growing public concern over unregulated use. We express our sympathies to the affected families and commend local animal welfare groups for their ongoing support.

This Council writes to The Department of Justice to request the commission of an urgent review of Northern Ireland’s fireworks legislation, to include:

1. The potential introduction of stricter controls on the sale and importation of fireworks, limiting use to licensed, organised displays only.
1. Enhancing PSNI and Council enforcement powers to tackle illegal and antisocial firework use and increasing the regulatory powers of the Department of Justice as the primary authority responsible for oversight and enforcement of fireworks legislation in Northern Ireland.
1. Establishing Northern Ireland–wide time restrictions to reduce unexpected noise and protect animals.

The proposer and seconder amended the motion on Monday 12 January 2026 to include the following addition:

Further that Council works with AND PCSP to explore how we can effectively tackle the antisocial behaviour associated with fireworks.

(Councillor Kendall joined the meeting remotely – 7.58 pm)

Proposed by Councillor McKee, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that the Notice of Motion, as amended, be adopted.

Councillor McKee stated that he had submitted a small amendment in advance to reflect the will of the committee and the amendment made by the Deputy Mayor when the Notice of Motion had been heard the previous month. Given he had spoken at the previous meeting on this, he would focus on why it remained so important that the Council continued to take a clear and united stand on this issue.

The proposer explained that the immediate catalyst for the motion had been the devastating news that two much‑loved family dogs in the Borough had recently died after panicking due to fireworks. These were not just pets but family members, and their sudden loss was heartbreaking. He extended sincere sympathies to the families affected.

This tragedy reflected a much wider and recurring problem. Each year across the Borough, animals bolted from gardens, horses and livestock injured themselves, wildlife was disturbed, and vulnerable residents - including children, older people, veterans, and those with sensory sensitivities - were left frightened and distressed by sudden, unpredictable explosions.

Continuing, Councillor McKee stressed that the debate was not about stopping celebration or joy, but about responsibility, predictability, and safety.

Northern Ireland already had some of the strictest fireworks legislation in the UK, yet problems persisted. Illegal fireworks continued to circulate, antisocial behaviour spiked every year around Halloween, enforcement was fragmented, and the lived experience of residents did not reflect what the law promised on paper.

Given that antisocial behaviour was such a significant part of the problem, he stated that it was vital that the PCSP did all it could to assist in tackling this within communities. Alongside enforcement, he highlighted that education and community awareness were essential in helping people understand the real harm irresponsible firework use caused to animals, vulnerable people, and neighbourhoods.

Councillor McKee also recognised the tireless work of local animal welfare groups and volunteers, who every year comforted terrified pets, searched for missing animals, and supported distressed owners. He stated that their compassion was remarkable, but that they should not be left to deal with the consequences of a system that was not working as it should.

This was why he and Councillor Kendall were calling for an urgent and meaningful review of fireworks legislation by the Department of Justice, focused on three key areas: stronger controls on sale and importation, with a move toward licensed, organised displays; clearer and better‑resourced enforcement powers for councils, the PSNI, and the Department; and Northern Ireland‑wide time restrictions, so people knew when fireworks would be used and could prepare.

He felt that these were balanced, reasonable measures that allowed celebration without chaos, and that they recognised Northern Ireland’s unique context, where fireworks could too easily become tools of nuisance and intimidation.

He concluded that by supporting the motion, the Council would send a clear message to residents that they were heard, that the distress caused was understood, and that the Council was committed to real, meaningful action. He urged Members to support the motion.

The seconder, Councillor Kendall said the fireworks affected people and animals in many ways and she echoed the points raised by Councillor McKee. She referred to quotes from members of the public to illustrate the impact, including one individual whose dog of 11 years had been killed after being spooked by fireworks, and another referred to people and feelings of uncontrollable terror and panic due to loud bangs.

Councillor Kendall referred to a YouGov poll commissioned by the Dogs Trust which showed powerful support for change in Northern Ireland with 95% of respondents supporting the view that fireworks move to licenced public displays only with 93% wanting date and time restrictions, and 70% wanting low or no noise fireworks and 31% supporting a full ban. This showed that despite the existing licencing regime, more action was clearly needed.

She acknowledged the efforts of community groups in sharing information and helping to protect vulnerable people and animals during firework periods but she argued that the Council should also act to support this community-led work.

Councillor Kendall pointed to international examples including Italy’s requirement for silent fireworks and Dutch cities that had banned consumer fireworks in favour of low-noise professional displays. She explained that the motion was not intended to stop the enjoyment of fireworks but to ensure that celebrations could take place without causing distress, trauma or harm. Councillor Kendall referred to strong public support for change and the need to protect vulnerable people and animals.

Recognising that the motion had been heard last month, the Deputy Mayor, Councillor Moore spoke briefly to thank the proposer and seconder for incorporating her amendment. As much as Standing Orders were an important framework in how the Council conducted its business, she said that the work in achieving real change for constituents was done through collaboration and she was grateful to the proposer and seconder.

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

(Councillor Kendall withdrew from the meeting – 8.06 pm)

10.	ANY OTHER NOTIFIED BUSINESS

The Chairman advised that there were no items of Any Other Notified Business.

NOTED.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS

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

REPORTS FOR NOTING
11.	NCLT QUARTER 2 2024-2025 (FILE CW51)
	(Appendix XIII – XV)

**IN CONFIDENCE**

NOT FOR PUBLICATION – SCHEDULE 6

Exemption: 3 - relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that as part of the leisure services management contract the Northern Community Leisure Trust (NCLT) provide Officers with quarterly reports on performance. 
The purpose of this report was to provide Members with a high-level update on the Trust for Q2 25/26.
RECOMMENDED that Council notes this report. 
Proposed by Councillor W Irvine, seconded by Councillor Cochrane, that the recommendation be adopted.
(Mr Chris Kelly, attending remotely, joined the meeting – 8.07 pm)
AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor W Irvine, seconded by Councillor Cochrane, that the recommendation be adopted.
(Mr Kelly withdrew from the meeting – 8.12 pm)
[bookmark: _Hlk184740211]12.	PCSP MINUTES (FILE PCSP MINS)
(Appendix XVI)

**IN CONFIDENCE**

NOT FOR PUBLICATION -  SCHEDULE 6

Exemption: 6a statutory provision

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities detailing that a meeting of the Ards and North Down Borough Council PCSP Partnership was held on 24th November 2025.
 
At the meeting on the 24th November, the PCSP Partnership approved the minutes of 15th September 2025.

The minutes were attached.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the minutes.

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

RE-ADMITANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS

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

TERMINATION OF MEETING

The meeting terminated at 8.14 pm.
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