		ITEM 6		 
		C.2026.04.29 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 29 April 2026 commencing at 7.00pm. 

	In the Chair:

	[bookmark: _Int_Bo3ygIcD]The Mayor (Councillor McCollum)

	Aldermen:


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

	
Councillors:



	
Ashe
Blaney
Boyle
Brady
Cathcart
Chambers
Cochrane
Douglas (Zoom)
Edmund (Zoom 8.07pm)
Gilmour
Harbinson
Hennessy
Hollywood
Irvine, S
Irvine, W
	
Kennedy
Kendall
Kerr (Zoom 7.08pm)
McBurney
McClean
McCracken
McKee
Moore (7.02pm)
Morgan
Newman
Quinn
Smart
Thompson
Wray (7.14pm)



Officers:	Chief Executive (S McCullough), Director of Active and Healthy Communities (A Faulkner), Director of Corporate Services (M Steele), Director of Environmental Services (G Bannister), Director of Place and Prosperity (B Dorrian), Head of Communications and Marketing (C Jackson), Democratic Services Manager (J Wilson) and Democratic Services Officer (P Foster) 

1.	PRAYER

[bookmark: _Int_EhtlTk5N]The Mayor (Councillor McCollum) welcomed everyone to the meeting and commenced with the Chief Executive reading the Council prayer. 

NOTED.






2.	APOLOGIES

The Mayor sought apologies at this stage.

Apologies for lateness had been received from Councillor Wray.

NOTED.

3.	DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The Mayor sought Declarations of Interest at this stage and none were made.

NOTED.

4a.	MAYOR’S BUSINESS

The Mayor began by offering congratulations to Rory McIlroy who earlier this month had won the Masters title for the second time, making this the first back-to-back win since 2002. On behalf of the Council, she stated that she intended to send Rory a letter of congratulations on this fantastic achievement. 

Continuing she stated that Members may be aware of another display of good sportsmanship this week when Aaron Beggs from Bangor received global recognition after coming to the aid of a fellow competitor at the recent Boston Marathon. Aaron stepped in on the final stretch to help carry a fellow runner across the finishing line who had collapsed.

At this stage the Mayor welcomed Councillor Rosaleen Quinn who had recently replaced Councillor Hannah Irwin for the Bangor East and Donaghadee District Electoral Area. She took the opportunity to wish Hannah all the best with her future endeavours. 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Hennessy, that the Mayor’s business be noted.  

(Councillor Kerr joined the meeting at this stage via Zoom – 7.08pm)

4b.	MAYOR AND DEPUTY MAYOR ENGAGEMENTS FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL 2026
		(Appendix I)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the Mayor and Deputy Mayor Engagements for the month of March 2025. 

The Mayor spoke with enthusiasm on a number of engagements which she had attended and highlighted some of the engagements which had taken place during March/April 2026 ably assisted by Deputy Mayor, Councillor Moore:-


· Official launch of a new machine by Holywood Men’s Shed
· Belonging Concert at Bangor Elim Church in aid of the Mayor’s three chosen charities
· Civic Reception to celebrate numerous recent awards won in Donaghadee
· Numerous Afternoon Teas at Bangor Castle
· Visit from Rathmore Primary School and Strangford College – Rights Respecting Borough
· Mayoral Reception – Chai and Chat Group
· Mayoral Reception – Wizards Special Olympic Basketball Club
· Unveiling of RIC Memorial Stone – Dedication Service, Royal British Legion, Newtownards 

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor W Irvine, seconded by Councillor Gilmour, that the information be noted.  

(Councillor Wray entered the Chamber at this stage – 7.14pm)

5.	DEPUTATION FROM SHANE MAC GIOLLABHUI AND SHARON FERGUSON (Appendix II)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Deputation request form.

The Mayor stated that in line with Standing Order 12.2, she had received an emergency deputation request on Monday which she had accepted.  In line with Standing Orders, this Deputation would be confined to a presentation of a statement and should not make more than two short addresses by any two members of the deputation. The totality of the address should not exceed ten minutes followed by a maximum of 15 minutes question and answer session. 

The Mayor invited Shane Mac Giollabhui and Sharon Ferguson to come forward and make their Deputation. 

Mr Mac Giollabhui thanked the Mayor, for allowing them to address the Council, adding that they were very grateful to have the opportunity to speak before the Members’ vote on whether or not to agree to Bangor Marine’s (BM) request.

He introduced himself advising that he lived on Queen’s Parade and was in attendance on behalf of residents of Queen’s Parade, Mount Royal Mount Pleasant, and everyone in the Save Marine Gardens Group which was formed back in February 2026. Since then, their campaign had grown significantly, reflecting the strength of feeling not just locally, but across Bangor and beyond. The Group had:

· Over 1,000 followers on Facebook
· Over three and a half thousand petition signatures – 2,000 of which were local
· It had raised a modest, but significant fund towards possible legal representation

Continuing Mr Mac Giollabhui reported that people had come together out of a sense of shock that BM was, out of the blue, proposing to replace ‘Marine Gardens’ with a car park. He highlighted that:

· This mature green space was in an iconic part of Bangor’s seafront: a space that was well used, valued and central to the character of the city. 
· The terraced houses that overlooked Marine Gardens were among the last remaining listed assets on the sea-front 
· Marine Gardens was at the heart of this Victorian and Edwardian landscape
· The Department’s ‘Historic Environment Division’ had described this plan for a car park as, and he quoted, ‘detrimental’ to that listing.

As such when BM first proposed this car-park, exactly eight weeks ago, they could not believe their ears. Marine Gardens, he stated, was the one part of Queen’s Parade that did not require regeneration.

Mr Mac Giollabhui advised that this debate was not about the car-park but instead it was about the process that had led them to this point which they believed had been rushed from the beginning:

· BM organized the first public consultation last October, but that discussion had been about a playground.
· The Group was concerned and had been in touch with some of elected Members about it. However, the public conversation, at that point, was exclusively in relation to a larger playground; and
· It was not until 5 February 2026 that the Group first heard about a plan for a 90-space car park.

Mr Mac Giollabhui stated that he was not going to rehearse the arguments for and against a car park as this debate, fundamentally, was not about a car park.  BM had been very candid and clear with the Group back at the February 2026 presentation, and their position had not changed in the meantime. Their rationale for the car park was that it opened up a necessary revenue stream, which from their perspective was vital to the long-term viability of the development. Their position, quite simply, was that if they did not get the car park, they would lose the levelling-up funds, and the wider development would stall and collapse. 

As such Mr Mac Giollabhui suggested that he did not know when, precisely, this funding problem had become apparent. Whether it was before, or after, or at the time when Oakland replaced Farrans in the consortium last summer. He suggested that at some point, in that period between then and now, someone, somewhere decided that a car park in Marine Gardens was the only solution to this problem.  Since then, a kind of tunnel vision had developed, whereby no one in the Council or BM seemed able to see any other solution. And they were now rushing headlong towards a decision on it.

Mr Mac Giollabhui said that the Group was asking the Council, as its representatives, to take a beat or, a ‘tactical pause’, and consider the following:

1. Had you tested the premise that the levelling-up funds could be lost or were you taking the developer’s word for it? 
2. Were you sure we could not seek, and win, an extension especially given the progress that had been made. 
3. If BM had known about this problem since the summer and if the levelling-up funds really were as precarious as they claimed, why did they sign up, and why was everyone only hearing about this problem now?

Mr Mac Giollabhui expressed the view that something was just not right, hence his plea for a pause to be considered to bring a fresh set of eyes to help find a realistic and sensible solution to this problem. There was, otherwise, real legal jeopardy in the current approach:

1. If approved tonight, the Council would be putting a degree of pressure on the Planning Committee that would undermine its capacity to make and be seen to make a full and independent decision. 

2. If the Council proceeded without community support, it ran the risk of a judicial review which would cause a delay which would be equally ruinous, and no-one wanted that. 

Mr Mac Giollabhui recognised that it was a difficult position and a pressurised one at that. However, he believed that it was vital to get this right, so that long after the diggers, and developers, had gone there would be a city and a sea-front, which residents could be proud of. He thanked Members for listening and handed over to Sharon Ferguson. 

Ms Ferguson thanked Mr Mac Giollabhui and introduced herself as a resident of Mount Pleasant since 2017, and a mother. Her background was in design, where for over a decade she had worked on major attractions internationally. Ms Ferguson stated that it was extremely disappointing to be here now, asking the Council to think carefully before it gave the green light for the next stage of the development. She recalled how thrilled everyone had been when it looked like the Queen’s Parade regeneration was at last going to happen, and there had been a collective sigh of relief when work began. However, it was only now that work had started on the understanding that BM would be making changes down the line, and it seemed on the assumption there would be no problem. The local community had to accept sculptures instead of an attractive sensory fountain, without community consultation.  It was being asked to agree to replacing a valued green space with a paid car park and larger play park. She asked why a car park was considered a higher-value land use than public amenity space in this location.

Ms Ferguson stated that the strength of feeling about this was real with thousands of signatures gathered in a short time, not just from Bangor but from surrounding towns. What was being proposed was not what was promised. Significant changes had been undertaken including the removal of mature trees and key features altered. This she commented created a growing lack of trust and a need for proper scrutiny at this stage. Decisions came with a responsibility to fully understand what was being proposed. For many, this site was abstract, seen on a plan or in a rendered image, but in reality, it was not. It was a recognisable and well-used space in Bangor.

Ms Ferguson encouraged everyone to walk the site and experience it as people did every day. She also asked everyone to consider why this area was so often used in Council communications and photographs.  She believed that it was because the historic terraces and the open space in front of them defined Bangor’s sense of place. Those listed buildings and their wider setting mattered, and she asked if the impact on the setting of nearby listed buildings under PPS6 had been considered. The impact on the historic setting and key viewpoints needed to be understood, not assumed acceptable. She asked if a Heritage Impact Assessment had been independently verified.

Continuing Ms Ferguson commented that this space existed for a reason. Before the Marina was built, the tide reached the terraced gardens. When the natural beach was lost, this green space was created so people could still experience openness at the water’s edge. It reflected the legacy of the Marine Gardens sitting between urban landscape and the coastal path and had become part of the town’s identity. Under SPPS, she questioned how the loss of open space was justified. The proposal she suggested risked being presented as progressive while moving in the opposite direction. All at a time when Councils were embedding sustainability into development, however this scheme showed little evidence of that ambition. She asked where the exploration of creative technologies was that could make this waterfront a model for sustainable design. Instead, she noted that more hard surfacing was proposed, more plastic, and increased car dependency on prime waterfront land. That was not forward-looking and instead it was greenwashing, using the language of regeneration without delivering the environmental responsibility that should come with it. 

Continuing Ms Ferguson suggested there was also policy contradiction as they were being asked to support increased surface car parking despite commitments in the Climate Change Act and the Eastern Transport Plan. People may want parking, but policy existed to guide decisions beyond short-term convenience. Waterfronts were moving away from cars and towards people and as such this was a genuine opportunity for the Council to lead delivery of Northern Ireland policy, not to repeat mistakes. Accessible and family parking was needed, but not 81 spaces. She suggested that the developer wanted a car park for return on their investment, but in her view, there were serious questions around value. Car parking generated minimal employment, yet it replaced elements of the original vibrant, mixed-use space. It also removed footfall along Main Street and promoted in-and-out visits. Ms Ferguson asked if it would induce additional traffic into a sensitive heritage area.

Turning to the Levelling Up Funding (LUF) Ms Ferugson noted the commentary around the fact that this funding was at risk, yet LUF funding was for public benefit, not to provide a private return. As such she asked if every alternative option had truly been considered to deliver a viable development. Everyone wanted regeneration to succeed in a way that was beneficial to the community it would serve. She added that their perspective went beyond this site to long-term impacts on local businesses, the environment, and trust between Council and residents.

By way of summing up Ms Ferguson urged the Council to work with them as they believed there was an opportunity to make this development distinctive. Bangor had extraordinary potential and a thoughtful approach along with protecting what made it special, while shaping what came next, was needed.  She asked if there were alternative sites for parking that did not involve loss of open space and if BM’s revised, changed proposal met what Bangor needed. Ms Ferguson asked the Council not to agree to this proposal.  

The Mayor thanked Mr Mac Giollabhui and Ms Ferguson for their comments and sought queries from Members at this stage.

Councillor W Irvine thanked Mr Mac Giollabhui and Ms Ferguson for their presentation and asked them if they would be willing to consider a car park elsewhere.

In response Mr Mac Giollabhui and Ms Ferguson both indicated that was something they would be absolutely willing to consider as they were reasonable people whose priority was to see the development successfully completed. They believed it was a turning point for the city and as such they were open to compromise. It was noted they were also willing to help where necessary, having a great deal of expertise within the Group. 

Councillor Kendall asked what they would wish to see instead as an ideal compromise.

Mr Mac Giollabhui commented that it was not for them to propose solutions although they did appreciate the two features in play. Whatever was proposed had to be feasible for Bangor Marina and the other element was that this was about visibility with a collapsing timeframe. An easy solution to this would be something between the red lines of the development where there was ample space. He believed that what was needed was new and fresh sets of eyes on the Development Plan and a pause of two weeks to enable that to take place. 

Councillor Boyle asked what the ramifications would be if the matter was to be deferred to get further advice.

The Mayor clarified at this stage that questions were purely for those making the Deputation rather than Council officers. 

As there were no further questions the Mayor thanked Mr Mac Giollabhui and Ms Ferguson and asked them to withdraw to the public gallery.

NOTED.

6.	MINUTES OF COUNCIL MEETING DATED 25 MARCH 2026 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

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

7.	MINUTES OF COMMITTEES 

7.1 	Audit Committee dated 23 March 2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

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

7.2	Planning Committee dated 31 March 2026

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.  

7.3. 	Environment Committee dated 8 April 2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

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

Alderman McRandal noted that while he had been in attendance at the meeting that had not been recorded in the Minutes.

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

7.4. 	Place and Prosperity Committee dated 9 April 2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

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

(Councillor Harbinson left the Council Chamber at this stage – 7.33pm)

7.5. 	Corporate Committee dated 14 April 2026 

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

Alderman McRandal proposed, seconded by Councillor Moore, that the minutes be approved and adopted.

Item 5.1. Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman Smith and Councillor Chambers

Councillor Boyle sought clarity around a timeframe for the proposed report, as it would require a significant piece of work to be undertaken. 

(Councillor Morgan left the Council Chamber at this stage – 7.34pm)

In response the Director of Corporate Services noted that the Committee had expressed a desire to consider all options and as such he envisaged the report coming back in June 2026 or September 2026 at the latest. 

(Councillors Harbinson and Morgan re-entered the Council Chamber at this stage – 7.35pm)

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

7.6. 	Active and Healthy Communities Committee dated 15 April 2026

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Copy of the above minutes. 

Item 4 – Consultation on the Construction Products White Paper

At this stage the Director of Active and Healthy Communities stated that an amendment had been requested at Appendix 2 to replace the word ‘Unsafe’ with ‘Non-Compliant’.

RESOLVED on the proposal of Alderman Adair proposed, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the amendment was approved.

Item 14a - Update on the efforts to combat anti-social behaviour in Bangor including recent attack

Councillor W Irvine referred to the anti-social behaviour which had occurred in Bangor the previous weekend and sought an update on engagement with the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI).

In the response the Director commented that she was aware of the incident, and a meeting had been held earlier that day with a number of statutory agencies including the PSNI and Translink. It was agreed that interventions were necessary on transport links to act as deterrent to those young people travelling to the city.

Councillor Kendall suggested that Members were invited to be involved in such meetings going forward as many had received calls from concerned residents over the weekend. She clarified that perhaps each Party could nominate a representative to attend a future meeting.

The Director stated that consideration would be given to the correct method for this adding that such meetings were generally operational and tactical. 

(Councillor Douglas left the meeting at this stage – 7.43pm)

Expressing his thanks for the update, Councillor Cathcart stated that the behaviour which had taken place at the weekend was unacceptable, adding that many of those involved had travelled to the city on the train. As such he believed that it was crucial that the PSNI had more of a presence at Bangor PSNI station and a more visible presence on the ground. Continuing he expressed his thanks to the Street Pastors for the invaluable work they carried out adding that it was a very vulnerable situation for everyone involved.

Councillor Gilmour proposed, seconded by Councillor Kendall that this Council writes to the Chief Constable to ask for additional resources for the local District Commander to be able to have the resources to adequately police both the Anti Social Behaviour hotspots and normal policing demands in the Borough.

Councillor Gilmour referred to the recent attack which had taken place in the city involving a volunteer from K9 Rescue Service and his dog. She believed that a collective approach was required to effectively tackle this growing problem.

Councillor Kendall concurred adding that support for local teams in Bangor was crucial. 

The Mayor welcomed the proposal particularly as currently when resources were sent to areas to deal with incidents other areas within the Borough where left vulnerable.

Also welcoming the proposal, Councillor Wray acknowledged that multi agency meetings linked all the relevant statutory agencies as well as organisations such as the Street Pastors. He expressed disappointment at the negative headlines particularly as some of those involved in the anti-social behaviour had travelled from outside the Borough on public transport to the city. He expressed his thanks to the PSNI officers who had provided assistance but agreed that a greater officer presence on the ground was required. Councillor Wray also suggested that a greater emphasis needed to be placed on education.

At this stage Councillor McKee noted in the minutes there had been no reference to attendance by the Council’s Community Safety Team and as such he asked if they had been excluded from the Minutes.

In response the Director indicated that she would need to check that with the Head of Communities and added that she was aware they had been in attendance at the meeting which had taken place the previous day. She added that she was aware of their involvement with the PSNI as part of a partnership arrangement.  

RESOLVED on the proposal of Councillor Gilmour, seconded by Councillor Kendall, that this Council writes to the Chief Constable to ask for additional resource for the local district commander to be able to have the resources to adequately police both the Anti Social Behaviour hotspots and normal policing demands in the Borough.

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the minutes, as amended, be approved and adopted.

8.	DEPUTATION REQUEST FROM BRYANSBURN RANGERS FOOTBALL CLUB (Appendix III)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the the Chief Executive stating that a deputation request had been received from Alan Dempster on behalf of Bryansburn Rangers Football Club.

The attached request form stated, at the outset, that ‘Bryansburn Rangers Football Club wished to make a deputation to outline the club’s proposed facility development project at Ballywooley (Crawfordsburn Road, Bangor) and to update elected members on the substantial community benefits the project would deliver. The club was seeking the opportunity to brief members on progress to date and highlight how the project aligned with Council priorities around health, wellbeing, sports participation, community engagement and local sporting infrastructure.’

The deputation request form was attached as an Appendix.

RECOMMENDED that Council considers the request.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor McClean, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the Deputation be heard by the Active and Healthy Communities Committee.

[bookmark: _Hlk193444666]9.	NOMINATIONS TO OUTSIDE BODIES

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the the Chief Executvie 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 Hannah Irwin (Bangor East and Donaghadee DEA) from the Council. Nominations were sought to fill each of the below positions for the remainder of the term as necessary:

1. Body: Fair Trade Working Group – 4 Places (4 Year Appointment)
2. Body: Ards and North Down Sports Forum – 6 Places (4 Year Appointment)
3. Body: North Down Coastal Path Working Group – 15 Places (1 Year Appointment)

The below tables reflected the current membership of the above working groups:

Body: Fair Trade Working Group – 4 Places (4 Year Appointment)

	
	2019/23
	2023/27

	1
	Alderman Gibson
	Councillor Irwin

	2
	Councillor S Irvine
	Councillor S Irvine

	3
	Alderman Keery 
	Vacant (No replacement nominated to replace Cllr Gilmour Nov 2024)

	4
	
	-


[bookmark: _Hlk12960760]
Body: Ards and North Down Sports Forum – 8 Places (4 Year Appointment)

	
	2022/23
	2023/27

	1
	Councillor Chambers
	Councillor Cochrane

	2
	Councillor Smart
	Councillor Edmund

	3
	Councillor Irvine
	Councillor Boyle

	4
	Alderman McRandal 
	Vacant (formerly Councillor Irwin)

	5
	Councillor Thompson
	Councillor S Irvine

	6
	Alderman Irvine
	Councillor Chambers

	7
	-
	Councillor Wray

	8
	-
	Councillor W Irvine



Additional Nomination
Following the resignation of Linzi McLaren in 2025, nominations were sought to fill the vacant positions on Working Groups. Those positions were agreed at Council at their December 2025 meeting. Due to an oversight, one Group was not filled. This was the International Relations Working Group. Nominations were now sought to fill this position as well. 

Body: International Relations Working Group 

	
	2024
	

	1
	Alderman McDowell
	

	2
	Councillor Gilmour
	

	3
	Vacant – formerly Councillor McLaren
	



Summary
Nominations were sought from Council to fill the above places for the remainder of the term as necessary. 

RECOMMENDED that Council agrees to nominate a Member(s) to the bodies as outlined in this report.

The Mayor sought nominations at this stage.

· Fair Trade Working Group

Alderman McRandal proposed, seconded by Councillor Hennessy that no nominations were made.

· Ards and North Down Sports Forum

Alderman McRandal proposed, seconded by Councillor Hennessy, that he was nominated. 

· North Down Coastal Path Working Group

Alderman McRandal proposed, seconded by Councillor Hennessy, that Councillor Quinn be nominated. 

· International Relations Working Group

Alderman Smith proposed, seconded by Councillor Smart, that Councillor Blaney be nominated. 

RESOLVED, that the following members were appointed:

· Fair Trade Working Group – No nominations made.

· Ards and North Down Sports Forum – Alderman McRandal

· North Down Coastal Path Working Group – Councillor Quinn

· International Relations Working Group – Councillor Blaney

[bookmark: _Hlk193445034]10. 	SHARED ISLAND CONFERENCE ON ENDING VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN AND GIRLS

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Active and Healthy Communities stating that NILGA and the Association for Irish Local Government (AILG) hosted a cross-border event on developing the leadership and influence of councillors in relation to Ending Violence Against Women & Girls (EVAWG) on 24 and 25 March 2026 in the Slieve Russell Hotel, Co. Cavan. 
NILGA had been working with the Executive Office to develop the leadership role of Councillors in EVAWG and brought Councillors with experience of tackling this issue together to discuss challenges and opportunities with their counterparts in AILG. 
Two spaces were allocated to each Council in Ireland.  As no members were available to attend NILGA offered the free spaces to officers and the Director of Active and Healthy Communities attended together with the Interim Head of Community Services. Alderman McDowell was also present as a NILGA representative.
At the event attendees learned of the vital role of local government in prevention, awareness-raising, and building safer communities.

The event, supported by the Shared Island Civic Society Fund, brought together elected members, advocacy organisations, and policy experts to discuss practical actions all councils and councillors can take to support the Ending Violence Against Women and Girls (EVAWG) campaign.

Throughout the programme, discussions focused on how Councils could champion safer public spaces, work collaboratively with frontline services, and ensure that the lived experiences of women and girls inform local decision-making effectively.

Participants also heard from organisations working directly with survivors, as well as practitioners specialising in prevention and community engagement. The discussions also included the roles and responsibilities of the media and technology companies.

The event provided Councillors with practical tools, resources, and best practices that could be applied across cities, towns and rural areas. It also offered opportunities to strengthen collaboration among local authorities, share learning, and promote consistent political leadership on EVAWG across the island of Ireland.

At the event Councillor Mary Hanna Hourigan, President of AILG, stated that  “Councillors are often the first point of contact for communities, and we have a duty to show leadership and allyship on EVAWG, which is one of the most urgent issues facing society today. AILG is delighted to partner with NILGA in equipping elected members with the tools they need to champion prevention, support local organisations, and influence policy. The safety and wellbeing of women and girls is not confined by borders, and neither is our responsibility to act. By working together, we strengthen our collective capacity to end violence against women and girls across the island of Ireland.”

Councillor Billy Webb, President of NILGA added: “Local government has a powerful role in shaping safer communities, and councillors are uniquely positioned to lead meaningful change. Through this event and our broader partnership, NILGA is proud to work jointly with AILG to support councillors not only with the knowledge and tools they need, but also with the alliances and allyship that drive real progress on the EVAWG agenda. Today’s collaboration reaffirms our shared commitment, and the personal commitments of councillors to step up as allies, challenge harmful behaviours, and ensure women and girls feel safe, supported, and heard in every community, in every Council area.”

At the event, AILG and NILGA formally launched a Joint Pledge on Leadership in Local Government to End Violence Against Women and Girls. The pledge reinforced local government’s responsibility to help end violence against women and girls, committing both associations to high standards in public life, zero tolerance for intimidation, and the integration of EVAWG across all areas of council work. Under the Memorandum of Collaboration, Councils north and south would continue to work together, strengthen capability, and demonstrate the leadership and accountability needed to support safer, more inclusive communities.
 
Council had submitted an application for EVAWG to TEO for 2026 – 2027.  Included in the application was a request for funding to support the development of an EVAWG Strategy for the Borough.  A further update would be brought to the Active and Healthy Communities Committee once a Letter of Offer had been received.

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report.

Councillor Gilmour proposed, seconded by Councillor Boyle that the recommendation be adopted.

The proposer, Councillor Gilmour thanked officers for the report on what was a very important matter. She welcomed the development of the EVAWG Strategy commenting that it would assist to establish where the most need was and she hoped the resources could be secured to progress it further. 

The Mayor commented that the points were well made, adding that this had been under consideration for some time and therefore she too welcomed the development of the Strategy.

Councillor Boyle also thanked officers for the report and paid tribute to NILGA and its Irish counterparts for the Shared Island Civic Society Fund. He stated that it was vital to do all that could be done to end violence against girls and that was why he had been disappointed that no Council members had been able to attend. 

At this stage the Mayor expressed her apologies for being unable to attend on that occasion due to other diary commitments. 

Councillor Kendall proposed, seconded by Councillor Gilmour, that the Council forms a Working Group to ensure the development of an EVAWG Strategy for the Borough. 

The proposer, Councillor Kendall commented that many Members had an interest in this and as such she believed that it would be a very worthwhile Working Group. 

Rising in support of this Councillor Gilmour agreed that it would be useful to have representation from across the Council Chamber. In response to Councillor Boyle’s criticism of lack of representation from the Council she highlighted that the event had taken place on the same date as the March Council meeting and as an elected representative she believed her priority was to be in attendance at that meeting. 

At this stage the Mayor agreed that the composition of the Working Group should be open to all in the Council Chamber as Women’s Aid frequently commented this was not just a women’s issue.

At this stage the Director of Active and Healthy Communities indicated that she would put some thought into how the Working Group could be set up and bring back a report to Members detailing what that might look like.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter reiterated that there had been a Council meeting on that date hence her inability to attend. However, she stated that non-attendance should not be judged given the passion that she had for this matter as a woman and indeed a mother. It was something which meant a lot to her and as such she just wanted to provide some clarity around that and agreed that it should be considered by both men and women. Alderman Armstrong-Cotter commended Councillor Kendall for bringing forward her proposal.

At this stage Alderman McDowell reported that he had had the privilege to attend the event on behalf of NILGA and to represent the Council. He stated that it had been a very well organised event and had opened his eyes to the many issues and the scale of the problem which could cause grief to so many.  An important point which was made was that men had an important role to play in this leading by example and becoming good role models. At this stage he added that he had been able to attend the event in its entirety and make it back in time to attend the Council meeting.

By way of summing up Councillor Kendall welcomed the supportive comments from Members and agreed that it was a problem for all. She added that it was important to be proactive to ensure that there were no more deaths as a result of this.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Kendall, seconded by Councillor Gilmour, that the Council forms a Working Group to ensure the development of an EVAWG Strategy for the Borough. 

11. 	QUEENS PARADE UPDATE (Appendix IIV)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Place and Prosperity stating that as Members would be aware, the Council and the Department for Communities (DfC) entered into a Development Agreement with Bangor Marine Ltd (BM) for the development of lands at Queen’s Parade, Bangor in May 2019.  Following that, Bangor Marine finalised its plans for the development and submitted a planning application.  The application was agreed by the Council on 26 January 2021; however, the Department for Infrastructure did not permit the Council to issue the determination until 29 September 2022.  

Under the terms of the Development Agreement (DA), as amended by the first Deed of Variation which was agreed in January 2023, BM had to submit plans, including the technical specifications, for the proposed works to Marine Gardens and the McKee Clock arena.  Those had to be to RIBA stage 3 and be consistent with the Quality Specification that was agreed between BM and the Council as part of the DA.  Those specifications were agreed.

Following further negotiations amendments to the plans were agreed, with some other technical changes and those were incorporated into a second Deed of Variation which was agreed by the Council in March 2025. 

In the summer of 2025, the structure of BM changed with Oakland Ltd taking over the position formerly held by Farrens Ltd, therefore, BM was now in a partnership between The Karl Group and Oakland Ltd.

Following this change a review of the agreed design took place as it was believed that some enhancements to the scheme could be made especially as substantial Levelling Up Funding had been secured.  To take this forward BM made a presentation to Members at a workshop in August 2025 showing some new proposals.  Following this and considering the comments from the elected Members and a series of community engagements a further workshop for elected Members was held on 20 April 2026 where BM presented their final proposals.  The presentation can be accessed using this link: https://bangormarine.com/wp-content/uploads/securepdfs/2026/04/Bangor-Marine_ANDBC-INFORMATION-SESSION-PRESENTATION_v4.1.1_PUBLIC_WEB_SFS.pdf  

The presentation and a press release were made publicly available on 21 April.

The agreed development scheme and land required for this was shown on the plan at Appendix 1. Planning permission for the previously agreed scheme had been granted, and further planning permission would be subject to agreement as outlined later on this report. 

Key Issues
BM had now finalised their plans and submitted a letter dated 23 April 2026, which was attached at Appendix 2a, detailing the various aspects of the scheme which they proposed to change or add to and asking the Council to consider the same.  Those requests were detailed on points 1 to 6 on page 1 with more details and supporting information contained in the remainder of the document.  Please note that appendix G in appendix 2a – Financial Calculations of the letter was confidential and therefore would not be included in the copy of the letter that was made available to the public (appendix 2b).

Requests:

1. The map attached at Appendix 3 now showed the entire area that would be required for the new proposed scheme.  The area which was shaded was additional and would be required for the enhanced play park and car park.
This land was also leased to the Council from the Crown Estate Commissioners (CE).  Initial discussions had been instigated to gauge whether the CE would be agreeable for the additional land to be sub-leased to BM with the areas that had been already agreed which were the two pavilions and four kiosks.  

The term of the sub-lease, which was to be issued on completion of the works, was 125 years and this had been agreed previously by both the Council and the CE.  Therefore, the request for the additional land, if agreed, would be on the same terms.

Consent from the CE had as yet not been received and discussions were ongoing.  Once confirmation of the CE’s position was known Council would be updated. 

2. As part of the agreed scheme BM was to install a playpark to a tier one standard.  Following BM’s successful grant application resulting substantial funding from the Levelling Up Fund they had proposed to upgrade the play park to a new unique, area specific, play park.  The appointed designers had been working with Council officers [add: to ensure this unique facility meets the Council’s play strategy and play values.  The indicative layout was shown on Appendix 4.

The cost of this facility was estimated in excess of £1m and once completed would remain under the Council’s control. Council officers had also been assured of the high quality of the design and manufacturing of the equipment and with the substantial warranties that were being provided.  However, the Council would need to be mindful of the replacement costs of this facility as and when that was needed and a financial provision for this may need to be put in place.

BM’s research (detailed in their letter) had suggested that this play park, which would be in the top 1% in the island of Ireland, would attract c200,000 visitors to the area.  If this was realised it would greatly boost the economy/and increase visitor dwell time in Bangor and wider area.

To facilitate this enlarged play area and the proposed car park an additional 1,000sqm of green space would be required.  It was important to note that when the scheme was completed 3,500 sqm of green space and shrub planting will be created which is a gain of 2,500 sqm with 100 new trees being planted.

3. Linked to above was the proposal to create an 81-space car park. Following consultations BM had reduced the size from their initial proposal.
BM would create, manage and maintain this car park and take the income received. As mentioned earlier, negotiations with the CE were ongoing concerning this.  It was also proposed, but not finalised, that the Council would also receive an income from net profits. The percentage was still to be agreed but would be c5%. The future use of this income could be determined by the Council in due course.

BM believed that with the creation of the enhanced play park the small car park in this area was essential for families, elderly visitors and those with accessibility needs.  The layout of this was also shown at Appendix four.

BM also suggested that the dwell time and spend from visitors would be increased.  For further information please see appendix B contained within the letter from BM.

BM had also very clearly set out in Appendix C and G 1 why the creation of the car park was essential for the viability of the scheme.  BM had prepared those valuations and believed the additional income from the car park was the only way the scheme became viable.  This was made very clear by BM at the workshop on 20 April.  They also stated that if this was not agreed they were not sure how the scheme could proceed.

A number of other alternative car parks were suggested that may be used instead of creating a new one.  However, after considering those no viable alternative was found. BM also considered a number of different configurations on the Marine Gardens site, however none of those were workable. 
   
4. To enable the creation of the enhanced play park the pavilion at the western side of the development needed to be relocated to the new location as shown on Appendix four.  As well as creating additional space, it was believed that this fitted well with the creation of the gardens with a pavilion at each end.

The Council’s officers and its Integrated Consultancy Team had discussed this request, and no concerns had been raised.

5. As part of the agreed scheme BM was to create four bespoke kiosks.  The location of each was shown on Appendix 1.  As detailed in Appendix C.2 and G.4 of BM’s letter they believed the construction and management of those were no longer viable.  BM was proposing not to construct the kiosks, but to leave the areas finished to the same standard as the promenade and to bring services to each area.  This would greatly assist the Council should it in the future decide to develop those areas.   

6. BM was also proposing installing additional equipment.  Those would include two volleyball tables, chess tables and chairs, secure bicycle stands with e-charging capacity, DJ table, art lead causal play equipment and an enhanced band stand which would be available for use for a number of activities.  Council officers and the ICT had assessed those and were content with the proposals.

The Council would agree the type and size of the bandstand and play equipment and then BM would run a design competition for those.

Planning Implications
If the Council acceded to all the above requests the planning implications were detailed at appendix D in BM’s letter. It would be essential that the necessary applications were made immediately.

Timeline
If the above was agreed the handover of the site would be in two phases. This was further detailed in Appendix E of the letter. In simple terms phase 1a included the McKee Clock Arena and 2/3 of Marine Gardens would be completed and handed over this Autum. This would allow for the installation and unveiling of the Dove statue and for Christmas activity to take place on the McKee Clock Arena. The remainder of the development would be finished by March 2027 in line with the LUF funding.

Next Steps
It was now necessary for the Council to consider the requests from Bangor Marine.  The Council needed also to be mindful of the financial position conveyed by Bangor Marine concerning the viability of the scheme should all the new proposals not be agreed.

The Council also needed to finalise with the Crown Estate whether it would accede to BM’s requests and if so the financial implications of those.

If the Council agreed to these new proposals, and the Crown Estate issues were resolved satisfactory, then the Authority (being the Council jointly with the Department for Communities) would confirm acceptance of the proposals which would then be incorporated in the Development Agreement by way of an additional Deed of Variation which would be brought back to Council for approval. 

Summary
The development of Queen’s Parade had been ongoing since the Development Agreement with Bangor Marine was signed in 2019.  Work on phase 1 – Marine Gardens started in August 2025 and was ongoing.  It was anticipated that if the new proposals from BM were agreed Phase 1 would be completed by March 2027 with new facilities which would greatly enhance the offering in Bangor and the wider area.

Members also needed to be aware of the timeline as outlined by BM and the risks of that any delay would have in terms of securing the LUF grant and match private sector funding totalling £14m investment into phase 1 of Queens Parade. 

RECOMMENDED after careful consideration that the Council Agrees to the requests from Bangor Marine Ltd subject to finalising the negotiations with the Crown Estate and Bangor Marine Ltd securing the necessary planning consents. 

Councillor McCracken proposed, seconded by Alderman McRandal that this Council welcomes the progress made by Bangor Marine and looks forward to the handover of the first phase in Autumn 2026. Furthermore, to inform decision making, and enhance public transparency, officers are tasked to produce a report to identify the full range of car parking options that could be used to facilitate Marine Gardens, and to evaluate the pros and cons of each. Officers were also instructed to obtain independent advice, that would be brought before Councillors, to ensure the terms of any potential lease of land to Bangor Marine met best value for the ratepayer.

The proposer, Councillor McCracken, paid tribute to BM for this development which would see the biggest steps to take Bangor City forwards. He also welcomed the proposed play park but was aware the proposal to remove green space for a car park had caused a great deal of concern. He added that he did not agree with some of the commentary there had been on social media about this matter, adding that it had been unhelpful. On being elected in 2023, he had fully committed himself to get Marine Gardens moving while walking hand in hand with residents as far as possible and he believed they deserved to be listened to. 

Continuing, Councillor McCracken noted the length of time it had taken from August 2025 to February 2026 for this proposal to come forward and as such appropriate time was needed to give it the consideration it required.  Planning Permission could still be submitted for this while a report was drawn up to enable Members to consider all aspects and make an informed decision. Negotiations with the Crown Estate which were ongoing could also continue. The report being asked for would clearly identify the full range of car parking locations and options taking into account factors like cost, accessibility and deliverability. Councillor McCracken added that Members had a duty to ask questions and work in the best interests of everyone concerned in order to be able to make an informed decision. Of equal importance he added was reassurance on the terms of any lease arrangement with BM to ensure best value for ratepayers. By way of summing up Councillor McCracken believed his proposal worked in everyone’s best interests moving forward as far as possible, supporting the developer, listening to residents, and making fully informed decisions.

Commenting as seconder, Alderman McRandal noted this was part of the first phase of the Queen’s Parade redevelopment and included a proposal for a car park on an existing greenspace. As such he had engaged with many of those who were opposed to this and was mindful that it did not sit within any environmental policies.  Continuing, he acknowledged that everyone shared the desire to see the overall project delivered but the challenge was to deliver something that was satisfactory for all. He was not convinced that appropriate consideration had been given to alternatives to what was being proposed and while he was aware of the time constraints involved, he believed it was important for Members to be able to consider all available options.

At this stage the Mayor informed Members that the Director of Place & Prosperity was available to answer any queries and two Directors of BM were also in attendance with Damien Mitchell available to answer questions.

Alderman McIlveen stated that he too felt uncomfortable with how the matter had been dealt with, having been presented with the proposals at last week’s Workshop and now being asked to make a decision on that. He asked why Members were now in this situation and being asked to make a decision.

In response the Director of Place & Prosperity clarified a number of matters beginning by confirming that independent advice had been sought from Land and Property Services (LPS), who would then negotiate with the Crown Estate around the value of the lease. Under the Development Agreement BM had the right to make requests for changes at any time. Similarly, the Council along with the Department had to be afforded the time to consider those. Continuing he reminded Members of the presentation made by BM at the Workshop held in August 2025 following which those plans were taken away and worked up before being presented to Members at the Workshop held in February 2026.  During that Workshop he reminded Members that he had indicated his intention to bring forward a report for consideration to the April Council meeting. 

Alderman McIlveen stated that he had raised that very issue.

At this stage Damian Mitchell, Director BM, thanked Members for the opportunity to be in attendance to answer questions. In respect of BM timelines, he advised that initially it had become involved in June 2025 as part of the Oakland consortium and at that time it had been made clear that it was their intention to look at a number of concepts. During the nine-month period which had elapsed, tender exercises had been undertaken, public consultations held with local youth organisations and residents  which had been taken into account when designing options. He was content that they had moved as quickly as they could while protecting the LUF. He added that they had put a shovel into the ground at Queen’s Parade for the first time in 40 years and also invested their own money into the project because they believed in it. Continuing, Mr Mitchell indicated that he understood the concerns of residents and following a meeting held the previous evening he believed that it had provided a greater level of understanding for all. He reiterated that time was an issue as the project was moving at pace.

(Councillor Brady re-entered the Chamber at this stage – 8.24pm)

Alderman McIlveen commented that his concern was with the process and why Members were in the situation where they were being asked to make a decision at this meeting. He asked if it was possible to delay this for another month and why the LUF would be at risk if a decision was not made this evening. 

In response the Director of Place & Prosperity advised that if the Council chose to defer the decision for one month that was in the Council’s gift to do so and officers would work to whatever timeframe was required to prepare any report which was asked for.

Mr Mitchell commented that any deferral would create a significant risk as his team were live on site making changes at pace, and as such things did need to be preplanned. An example of this was the tender for the Play Area detailed in the report which needed to be met by March 2027, and any deferral would have a detrimental impact as guarantees could no longer be kept. Phase1A was planned to be completed in Autumn 2026 with the unveiling of the Dove structure, and any delay would have a knock-on effect. Mr Mitchell reminded Members that consultation had been undertaken in respect of all aspects of the Marine Gardens project and while changes had been made, the scheme was moving at pace with the developer on site each and every day. He asked Members to bear that in mind. 

At this stage Alderman Smith referred to the risk and comments made around submitting a Planning Application which would be done so with risk attached. However, he acknowledged that if Council approved the proposals that risk would then diminish. Continuing he noted the eleven month deadline for the LUF and asked if the proposals were deferred this evening what risk management would be undertaken and what implications there could be as the result of any delays.

Mr Mitchell advised that before they would be able to claim any LUF money back they would need to spend it and if the matter was to be deferred there would be a genuine risk with spending thousands on a Planning application. The developer did not believe that was the correct approach as they had in place a project timeline which they were operating on. Any delay on that would be significant and there would be no guarantee that suppliers would still be in a position to provide what was necessary to continue with the development.

Alderman Smith asked if there was a delay or a knock-on impact on suppliers and the project was unable to be completed by the deadline of March 2027, what the ramifications of that would be.

In response Mr Mitchell expressed the view that a situation such as that would genuinely be a mess. Costs were constantly rising and any delay could see renegotiations taking place around supplier costs. His preference was to move as fast as they could to get the development progressed and completed as any delay would directly impact on the work taking place on site.

Alderman Smith noted the suggestion that BM was effectively holding the Council to ransom and asked if this was a genuine process or a game of poker being played.

Mr Mitchell confirmed that a game of poker was not being played and reminded Members that at the outset they had given an assurance that they would not give out dates if they were not going to be able to stand over them. He added that it would also be foolish not to inform people of risks, particularly as they were all partners in the scheme. Continuing he stated that various options had been considered, adding that he was happy to show people the details of that. To delay the process to prepare a report on something which had already been carried out would undoubtedly be detrimental to the development particularly in respect of things which they had no control over. 

At this stage Alderman Graham commented that it would have been useful to have had sight of Councillor McCracken’s proposal which had been made in advance of the meeting. 

The Mayor read out the proposal for the benefit of all of those at the meeting.

Alderman Graham expressed difficulty with the proposal which was looking for alternative car parking locations but had not included any options for that. Personally, he was at a loss as to where that alternative location could be but agreed that it was essential particularly when you considered other amenities throughout the Borough such as Cairn Wood, Groomsport, Helens Bay and Sea Park, all of which had adjacent car parks. As there was no mention within the proposal as to where the car park could be located, he was concerned that this was essentially a face-saving exercise for members of the public to make them believe there was some magic space for this car park. Alderman Graham urged caution as not everyone had the skillsets required to deliver a scheme such as this and the Council should be wary of creating a ‘cold house’ for investors in the Borough. He did not believe the matter should be delayed any further and instead the facts and practicalities needed to be acknowledged. Alderman Graham referred to email correspondence he had received alongside every other Member from a disability forum outlining the necessity for accessible areas for all, including car parks. Children and older people also needed to be taken into consideration and Alderman Graham believed the proposal before them was a distraction. He hoped that at this meeting the Council would get the decision made and garner further trust from all of those partners involved with the development.

Councillor Wray stated that he had attended the Workshop which had been held the previous week during which a couple of other options had been suggested. He recalled being advised that every other single viable option had been considered. Continuing he indicated that his question was did BM have a reserve option and if the proposal was agreed tonight and a new idea came to light, how that would fit within the current deadlines.

Mr Mitchell confirmed that if that was the case there would be an impact on timelines and added that at the meeting the previous evening, he had made it clear that BM believed that it had exhausted all other potential sites. If by some chance a new option was located that would need to be redesigned, a process which would take months. He added that included in the report before Members were a number of proposals which were all linked as it was a private funding match and any delay on that would be detrimental.

At this stage Councillor W Irvine sympathised with the proposal, adding that he believed the Council owed it to the thousands of people who had been in touch about this matter. He commented that there was no doubt BM were valued partners and he recognized the need to work together for this project to succeed. However, he would rather do so by bringing people along with them rather than creating friction.  As such he would be supportive of the proposal put forward by Councillor McCracken. 

(Councillor McBurney left the Chamber at this stage – 8.42pm)

Councillor Blaney commented that this was without doubt the most difficult decision he had had to make during his six and a half years as an elected representative. He added that he had hoped to come away from this meeting with clarity for all but was disappointed that the proposal put forward by the Alliance had not provided any clarity. Instead, it talked about a completion date of Autumn 2026 and as the developer had already alluded to if the proposal was passed that completion date would not be met. It would put the LUF at risk as well as the entire development and to bring such a proposal forward without any solid ideas or timescales was not reasonable. 

Turning to the global economy, Councillor Blaney reminded Members that it was on a knife edge currently with wars across the Middle East, inflation now spiking upwards and debt more expensive than ever. He reminded Members of the impact of the Council taking too long to make decisions risking both investment and development, all of which had previously happened at Queen’s Parade.  The proposal put forward was a risk and not something that he could support particularly as it had been done so without thought or consultation. He added that it really made him quite angry, particularly as Queen’s Parade should be the jewel of the city centre but had been left to go to ruin. He was also not prepared to take a leap into the dark by supporting the proposal which could put the entire development into jeopardy. Councillor Blaney noted the passion behind the residents’ concerns about the green space at Marine Gardens but also noted comments by the Deputation speakers that they did not wish for the entire scheme to be jeopardized by that. He reiterated that the way the Alliance Party’s proposal had been brought forward meant that he was not in position to support it. 

At this stage Councillor Chambers commented that he had attended the recent Workshop where information had been provided about a number of the different options which had been taken into consideration. As such for the benefit of everyone in attendance he asked Mr Mitchell to outline some of those options which had been considered. 

Mr Mitchell confirmed that to be the case, advising that one of the options was to situate it below Marine Gardens but because of two existing culverts there that was not going to be feasible. Other options included spaces within the Gardens, within the new events space and at Bregenz House but for a variety of reasons that again was not going to be feasible. Contractors had then been put on site without a firm plan in place and Mr Mitchell stated that was not something that would usually be done but the decision was taken to protect the LUF. At this stage two options were then considered which were within the red line which he explained to Members in detail. Those plans were discussed with residents and as a result changes were made and the plan now being proposed was the outcome of that.

Thanking Mr Mitchell, Councillor Chambers commented that one of his questions was if consideration had been given to re shaping the car park in an effort to retain some elements of Marine Gardens.

Mr Mitchell stated that the last thing they wished to do was to remove green space if they did not need to do so. However, he believed there were a number of parking spaces required for this and he advised that they had tried to retain a number of the trees in an effort to try to find a balance.

At this stage Councillor Gilmour recalled how at the recent Workshop a number of Members had voiced their frustration about how long the process had taken and the social media storm which had spread much mis information about the development. Continuing she added that she felt uncomfortable that the Council appeared to be being bounced into making a decision. Referring to the proposal which had been put forward by Councillor McCracken she sought clarity from the Director of Place & Prosperity what timeframes may be associated with that if it was agreed.

The Director Place and Prosperity advised that given the amount of work which would be required to be undertaken he would ideally like the report brought back to the May Council meeting but realistically it would be the June Council meeting.

Councillor Gilmour commented that would raise some concerns given the timeframe associated with the development and how that would impact the submission of the planning application. She was also mindful of the impact of any delays as well as the threat of legal action from the Marine Gardens Group both of which left the Council in a very difficult situation.

To provide clarity the Director of Place and Prosperity noted the debate at this meeting had been primarily around the car park and he reminded Members that within the report there were a number of other proposals which needed consideration. 

Mr Mitchell reiterated that any delay to the scheme would be extremely concerning and he added that a slight frustration of his was the time and effort which had gone into listening to all of the concerns which had been raised. He stated that they needed certainty.

Councillor Gilmour thanked the Director and Mr Mitchell for their comments, adding that she would have concerns that to have a pause at this stage could cause huge risk to the scheme.  She added that many questions and answers around the car park had been heard at the recent Workshop and suggested that perhaps if all Members had been in attendance that could have provided clarity for them.

RECESS

The meeting went into recess at this stage at 9.00pm and reconvened at 9.15pm.

Councillor McKee indicated that he was content to support the proposal put forward by the Alliance Party adding that it was regrettable though that Members had not had sight of it in advance of the meeting. Continuing, he expressed the view that everyone wanted to see the regeneration of Queen’s Parade proceed however he could not accept the report which had been presented and its contents. He acknowledged that many people felt deep unease with what was being proposed and while they were not anti development of Queen’s Parade, they were just asking for a pause to ensure the correct decisions were made.  Councillor McKee expressed the view that to accept the report before them would not be good governance or due diligence given there were so many outstanding matters within it. As such he believed it was not their role to accept a model which provided a private return and instead he believed they should be ensuring that the development met the wider public’s interests. To get that wrong would be seen as a breach of trust for those he represented.

At this stage Councillor Cathcart took the opportunity to welcome Councillor Quinn to the Council Chamber. He also took the opportunity to apologise for not responding as swiftly to queries as he had been going through a very difficult time with his family. Continuing, he confirmed that he had read and considered everything as well as attended the Workshop and shared the frustration of his colleagues with the process. He added that it had been particularly frustrating as residents had appeared to know about the plans in advance of Members of the Council and to be asked to make a decision now after only been made aware of it was not entirely appropriate. Continuing he stated that if the LUF was lost the entire scheme would be dead in the water, particularly as that funding was associated with BM and no one else. As such the proposal which had been put forward by the Alliance Party would cause a delay without a timescale, and he sought comment from Mr Mitchell on how critical the LUF was to the scheme.

Mr Mitchell confirmed that the LUF was critical to the scheme and if it was lost it could not be funded privately. He added that BM was also funding the works before claiming it back from the LUF. Any delay would create risk and essentially leave the scheme dead in the water.

Councillor Cathcart recalled how at the recent Workshop many questions had been asked about the car park and alternative locations for it. He acknowledged that if an alternative location had been found BM would have brought that forward for consideration and as such that was his concern with the proposal. Councillor Cathcart commented that signing the Development Agreement for Queen’s Parade was his proudest moment as Mayor and as such it would simply be unforgiveable to put the funding and the scheme at risk of being lost. It was one of the most difficult decisions he had been asked to make during his time on Council and while he did not like the location of the car park, he could not support the proposal which had been put forward.

Councillor Kendall indicated that she had a number of questions to ask including the timeframe around securing Crown Estate agreement.

The Director of Place and Prosperity confirmed that the original proposal had been sent to the Crown Estate, which was considering it and they had contacted him earlier that week to ask to be made aware of the Council’s decision this evening before they would move to finalise the deal. 

Councillor Kendall acknowledged that Members were being advised that time was of the essence, but she did have a number of concerns and a lot of questions. As such she asked if a Special Council meeting could be convened in May as she believed the information had been made available hastily and Members had not had enough to digest it in order to make an informed decision.  As such she would be in favour of having a small delay to be able to ask further questions.

At this stage the Chief Executive commented that in an ideal world it would have been the preference to bring the matter to the Place and Prosperity Committee prior to the Council meeting. However as alluded to by Mr Mitchell development on site had been running at pace and the information was brought to the Council at the earliest opportunity. The Chief Executive referred Members to Standing Order 3.1. which detailed the procedures around calling a Special Council meeting.

“The Mayor of the Council may call a meeting of the Council at any time giving 5 working days’ notice. In the event of an emergency where it would not be pragmatic to await 5 working days before holding the meeting, or in exceptional circumstances, the meeting may be called with 24 hours’ notice”

The Chief Executive advised that the Queen’s Parade development was a long standing project for Council and  that the report under consideration by Council had been undertaken in line with due process,  outlining the opportunity for Members to ask any further questions they may have now.

Councillor Kendall thanked the Chief Executive for her comments but stated that the fact remained that Members had only had a number of days to digest the proposals which had been put forward and which were a very contested issue. She believed that it would be beneficial to have more time to ask questions.

Councillor Brady commented that this was a huge decision and one that should not be made under duress. The process which had led to this point had put Members in an impossible position, having been presented with the final plan for the biggest decision they would ever have to make the previous week. A report on it had also not been made available until late last week and now Members were expected to vote on it just a few days later.

Continuing he expressed frustration that he had not been able to read the Development Agreement which had been signed between Council, DfC and BM. He indicated that he had hoped to read it that day but did not have time to do so, thus he could not say that he had been provided with sufficient oversight of the process.  With no minutes or contemporaneous slides from the previous workshop Members were being asked to take a lot on faith.   Furthermore, he failed to see how a delay regarding the car park would affect the play park, given that work on it was not due to begin for four months. In fact, he referred to other Levelling Up funded (LUF) schemes such as the Eden Project North which had been granted multiple delays with construction on it expected to run until 2028.

Councillor Brady acknowledged that nobody in the Council Chamber wanted to lose this project, but he was just not convinced that Members could not explore options for the final stage while work on the rest continued. He believed they needed to be given more space to consider this aspect and understand the full details as to how could they be confident they were making the right decision when they effectively had a gun to their head. To respond to some of the points made by his colleagues, Councillor Brady advised that the completion date was March 2027, not autumn 2026.

By way of summing up he believed that Members needed to take a break to provide proper oversight for this, adding that like his colleague Councillor Kendall and he had been working around the clock on this matter and did not feel satisfied with the process. As such he would support the Mayor calling a Special Council meeting in two weeks to allow Members to continue working on this.

At this stage Mr Mitchell took the opportunity to clarify that no one from BM had ever said that if the scheme was not completed by March 2027 that it would not be an issue.

Alderman McRandal asked for a Recorded Vote to be taken at this stage.

By way of summing up Councillor McCracken thanked Councillor Cathcart for reminding everyone that he had not attended the Workshop, adding that by way of context he had caught up subsequently with BM on several occasions. Having worked in city regeneration for over 20 years that was why he had some concerns around the proposals which had been put forward adding that the biggest thing which he had learnt was bringing the community along with you on projects such as this. 

Continuing Councillor McCracken stated that he would have real concerns around a community judicial review being undertaken adding that it would not be the first time a project had been derailed in Northern Ireland by such a mechanism. He reminded Members that they were being asked to make a decision in nine days without having full visibility of all options.  In respect of the proposal put forward he advised that it had been fully trailed and exposed in the Press and as such it should not have come as a surprise. He added that he had also written to both BM and the Council’s Chief Executive about a month ago on car park options. He noted that within the report it indicated that BM had done some work on this, but he suggested that the key point missed was a lack of visibility. Councillor McCracken stated that his proposal was for a report outlining the pros and cons to then enable Members to make a final decision on that and bring as many people as possible along with them. He also recognised that the report outlined that Land and Property Services was Council’s agent in relation to the negotiations with Crown Estate and the sub-lease to BM.  Councillor McCracken also stated that no one was suggesting diggers would be switched off, instead work could continue on the ground and ways to manage any risk could be considered. 

On being put to the meeting, with 16 voting FOR, 22 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTENTION and 1 ABSENT, the recommendation was declared LOST.

The vote was recorded as follows:

	FOR (16)
	AGAINST (22)
	ABSTAINED (1)
	ABSENT (1)

	Aldermen
	Aldermen
	Councillor
	Councillor

	McAlpine
	Adair
	McCollum
	Douglas

	McDowell
	Armstrong-Cotter
	
	

	McRandal
	Brooks
	
	

	
	Cummings
	
	

	
	Graham
	
	

	
	Mcllveen
	
	

	
	Smith
	
	

	Councillors 
	Councillors 
	
	

	Moore
	Blaney
	
	

	Ashe
	Cathcart
	
	

	Boyle
	Chambers
	
	

	Brady
	Cochrane
	
	

	Harbinson
	Edmund
	
	

	Hennessy
	Gilmour
	
	

	W Irvine
	Hollywood
	
	

	Kendall
	S Irvine
	
	

	McBurney
	Kennedy
	
	

	McCracken
	Kerr
	
	

	McKee
	McClean
	
	

	Morgan
	Newman
	
	

	Quinn
	Smart
	
	

	
	Thompson
	
	

	
	Wray
	
	


	
Councillor Brady proposed, seconded by Councillor W Irvine, that the Council take a two week pause to assess alternative proposals for car parking to be returned to a Special Council meeting subject to the Mayor’s agreement. 

At this stage Alderman McIlveen called a point of order stating that was not correct procedure on how to call a Special Council meeting. He added that Special Council meetings were dealt with by Standing Order 3 which detailed the requirement for a written requisition signed by eight Members.

At this stage the Chief Executive referred to Standing Order 3.1 and 3.2 which detailed the circumstances and procedures around calling a Special Council meeting.

A discussion ensued at this stage around the proposal which had been made and the requirements around calling a Special Council meeting. Following which the Mayor indicated that she could not acceded to Councillor Brady’s request as it did not comply with Standing Orders.

Alderman P Smith proposed, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the report recommendation be adopted.

The proposer Alderman Smith acknowledged that the matter had been discussed at length both at this meeting and at previous Workshops held. He understood that many residents were opposed to the car park and acknowledged the campaign which they had subsequently undertaken and respected their views on it. He believed that what was being proposed was a strategic development for the city of Bangor and the rest of the Borough. He acknowledged the concerns there were around it but ultimately recognised that a decision had to be taken on it and to do so was only fair on the Council, the developer and the residents.  Alderman Smith stated that for him this was about risk and ensuring that the project went ahead as it had been 40 years in the waiting. He noted the suggestion that the Council was being bounced into making a decision but believed there was too much at stake for that to  be the case. He reiterated the importance of making a decision on this however he was mindful that would not be the end of the road with the Planning process still to be negotiated. Strategically he believed the Council was at a point where it needed to move forward in order to provide people with reassurance and ensure the risk associated with the project was removed. 

Commenting as seconder, Alderman Graham indicated that he was happy to support the proposal stating that he did have confidence in the Council’s partners and officers that every option for car parking had been explored. He noted that Councillor Brady’s proposal lacked any ideas on where a car park may be located and similarly while respecting Councillor McCracken’s professionalism, he too had made no suggestions as to where a car park could be located. Alderman Graham referred to the other proposals which had been included in the report and noted that they had yet to be mentioned. The Workshop had been held and all Members invited to attend and this evening Council officers along with representatives from BM were in attendance and as such he believed there was no better opportunity than that tonight to ask any remaining questions which Members may have. Continuing Alderman Graham acknowledged the concerns there were around Marine Gardens which was effectively a patch of grass with a tarmac path through it and some shrubs along the wall. He noted that those shrubs and trees would all be replaced and as such in his opinion it was not a huge loss of green space. 

Alderman Graham also reminded Members that significant planting had been included in the development proposals with upwards of 100 new trees being planted. He also reiterated that every destination locally had car parking and to suggest that it should be situated at a location further away would only serve to create issues for those with young children, the elderly and those with disabilities and would also be considered irresponsible.  Alderman Graham commented that on some occasions in life you would be asked to share and to give and while nothing was ever perfect, what was before them this evening was in his view a reasonable compromise.  What did cause him concern was that those who were seeking delays knew full well there were no further options in respect of a car park and therefore the proposals which had been put forward were nothing more than a way of placating those opposed to the scheme. In summing up Alderman Graham stated that he was content to second the proposal put forward by Alderman Smith.

Rising in support Councillor Thompson indicated that he had listened intently to all of the comments which had been made as well as read all of the online commentary. He believed that what was before them was a great scheme which he wished to see proceed as soon as possible.  The scheme included a future proof play area with trees and many family friendly facilities also planned for the area. Provision for young people had also been included which he welcomed. As one of the Council’s Age Friendly Champions he was fully supportive of the access which would be provided to older people. Councillor Thompson added that as a regular attendee of the Disability Forum, he had been contacted by many members welcoming the proposed car park. As such he encouraged Members to support the proposal to enable the development to proceed forward. 

Councillor Blaney stated that it was not an ideal situation to be in and in an ideal world the car park would not need to be built, a proposal could have been made which would have garnered the support of those opposed to this. However, he acknowledged that we did not live in an ideal world and despite all of the hard work which had been undertaken by local residents, he personally undertook to make them a promise to hold the developer to account going forwards. Councillor Blaney added that if the proposal was passed this evening, he would encourage everyone involved to get positive about it as it was the biggest project to happen in Bangor during his entire lifetime. It would also be a transformational project for Bangor, for the people, the economy and local businesses. 

Councillor McCracken stated that his proposal was to bring greater visibility to the issues which were being looked at as he did not believe all of the information had been made available. He also wanted to bring the local community along with them as far as possible adding that residents deserved to have their voices heard and they had not believed that had been allowed to happen. As such it was believed that a short period of time to enable that to take place would have been useful as nine days to carry out due diligence was not considered enough time. Councillor McCracken stated that as such he could not support the recommendation which was before them and instead he along with colleagues would continue to engage with BM and local residents to work in the best interests of Bangor and the wider Borough.

Councillor Cathcart sympathised with all of those who had made the case to delay and relook at the proposals. He was however unsure what such a delay would have achieved particularly as no viable alternative options had been put forward. To delay would add risk to this transformational project for Bangor which just needed to get over the line and be completed. He added that he could not sit and look at another vacant site for another generation and so this he believed was a decision for the best interests of Bangor.

By way of summing up Alderman Smith reiterated the importance of positivity and getting behind this Borough changing project. He believed that it was a tremendous project which would add massive value to Bangor and the wider Borough. He took the opportunity to reiterate his respect to those who had been opposing the car park commenting that he understood their concerns and particularly those residents who were adjacent to the proposed development. Ultimately however this was about looking at the bigger picture and managing the risk. As such he believed that this was the right decision for the Council and the people of the Borough, and he hoped Members would support it.

As there was dissent in the Council Chamber a vote was taken by a show of hands.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman P Smith, seconded by Alderman Graham, with 22 voting FOR, 15 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTENTION and 1 ABSENT, that that the Council Agrees to the requests from Bangor Marine Ltd subject to finalising the negotiations with the Crown Estate and Bangor Marine Ltd securing the necessary planning consents. 

12.	SEALING DOCUMENTS

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Adair, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the Seal of the Council be affixed to the following documents:- 

(a) Grants of Rights of Burials: D41310 – 41348
(b) Error - Jacqueline Hill – Kirkistown 41/101
(c) Duplicate - Rosemary Waugh – Clandeboye PX 6825
(d) Lease (in triplicate) of foreshore at Strangford Lough at Kircubbin  – His Majesty the King (1) The Crown Estate Commissioners (2) and Ards and North Down Borough Council (3)
(e) Easement at The Square, Ballywalter.
(f) Lease of Foreshore at Millisle  – His Majesty the King (1) The Crown Estate Commissioners (2) and Ards and North Down Borough Council (3)

(Councillor W Irvine left the meeting at this stage – 10.12pm)

13.    TRANSFER OF RIGHTS OF BURIAL

The following transfers were received:

Jacqueline Gillespie – Pamela Rice
Movilla 60 179

Jean Williams – Ann Niblock
Whitechurch M 190

Roberta McFarland – John Broadley
Movilla 54 267

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Adair, seconded by Alderman Graham, that the transfers be noted.

[bookmark: _Hlk184896917]14.    NOTICE OF MOTION STATUS REPORT 
		(Appendix V)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Chief Executive attaching a Status Report in respect of Notices of Motion.

This was a standing item on the Council agenda each month and its aim was to keep Members updated on the outcome of Motions. It should be noted that as each Motion was dealt with it will be removed from the report. 

RECOMMENDED that Council notes the report. 

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

[bookmark: _Hlk77936474]15.    NOTICES OF MOTION 

15.1  Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman Graham and Councillor Gilmour

Council notes the extension to the platform at Helen’s Bay Station to enhance the safety of high numbers of visitors at peak times. To cope with such influxes of visitors, Council writes to Translink and requests that it provides toilet facilities at the railway station.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman Graham, seconded by Councillor Gilmour, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Environment Committee.

15.2.	Notice of Motion submitted by Alderman McRandal and Councillor McCollum

This Council acknowledges that the decision taken in January 2026 to adopt Queen's community centre as the preferred site of the proposed Holywood screen industries innovation hub has the potential to remove an important community asset from Holywood. Council therefore resolves to undertake an exercise to assess the need for community space in Holywood, with a report assessing need to be brought back to the relevant Committee.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McRandal, seconded by Councillor McCracken, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Active & Healthy Communities Committee.

15.3.	 Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Cochrane and Councillor Thompson

That this Council notes the need for adequate coastal defences and the ongoing issues affecting Donaghadee Harbour.

Council further acknowledges the continued work and contribution of Donaghadee Sailing Club and Donaghadee Community Development Association in seeking solutions to these challenges. It further notes that significant engagement has already taken place with some public representatives and government bodies to this regard. 

Council therefore agrees to instruct officers to engage with counterparts in Dún Laoghaire–Rathdown County Council to explore the potential for Shared Island Funding as a means of supporting the delivery of necessary coastal defence infrastructure

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Cochrane, seconded by Councillor Thompson, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Environment Committee.

15.4.	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Moore and Alderman McDowell

This Council notes the findings of the recent report presented to Planning Committee Members in March 2026 on wastewater capacity constraints, including the identification of closed catchments within parts of the Borough, the impact on planning and regeneration activity, and the wider challenges arising from longstanding underinvestment in wastewater infrastructure.

Council further recognises that, while the report establishes the existence and significance of these constraints, further detailed evidence is required to fully understand the borough-wide impact and to support effective engagement with relevant agencies and the Department for Infrastructure, and to identify potential council-led solutions.

Council agrees:

•	To task Council officers to prepare a detailed, borough-wide assessment identifying all locations affected by wastewater and sewage capacity constraints, including mapping of closed catchments, constrained wastewater treatment works and network limitations. 
•	To quantify the impact of these constraints on Council priorities, including town centre regeneration, the Empty to Energised programme, business development, housing delivery and the non-domestic rate base. 
•	To compile evidence, in consultation with the Northern Ireland Environment Agency and Northern Ireland Water, on the frequency and location of wastewater system failures, including out-of-sewer flooding and Unsatisfactory Discharges, and the associated environmental and ecological impacts across the Borough over the past ten years. 
•	To write to SOLACE seeking information on how other councils are evidencing and responding to wastewater capacity constraints, including approaches taken in Belfast City Council, Newry, Mourne and Down, and Mid and East Antrim.

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Councillor Moore, seconded by Alderman McDowell, that the Notice of Motion be referred to the Planning Committee.

15.5.	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Morgan and Alderman McAlpine

That this Council strongly condemns the blocking of the establishment of an Independent Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) by the DUP in the Assembly and Executive; further condemns the hypocrisy of those who express concern over the Lough Neagh crisis, the illegal dump at Mobuoy and wider environmental degradation, but refuse to support plans to enhance environmental accountability and safeguards; notes that a commitment to an IEPA was contained within the New Decade, New Approach Deal; agrees that it is undemocratic for an IEPA to be unilaterally vetoed by one party which represents a minority in the Assembly as a whole; agrees to write to the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland to ask him to urgently convene a process of institutional reform, in consultation with the Irish Government and local parties, to remove blockages and vetoes from Stormont’s system of government; and to ask the Secretary of State to take meaningful steps to ensure that commitments in New Decade, New Approach are implemented.

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

15.6.	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor McClean and Councillor Cathcart

That Council acknowledges the significant reduction in fixed penalty notices issued for dog fouling offences since the service was brought in-house; sets out the reasons for this performance and commits to an improvement plan; that this plan and performance be reviewed in six months following its presentation; and that, following this review, considers any further options for improvement including different service model delivery. 

The improvement plan should seek as a minimum to achieve previous enforcement levels for FPNs issued, ensure cost control (including the option of penalty reductions for swift payment), drawing upon best practice elsewhere to include prevention and communication.

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

Circulated for Information

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:-

a) National Protective Security Authority Guidance (Correspondence from UK Government Security Minister Dan Jarvis MBE MP attached)

RESOLVED, on the proposal of Alderman McIlveen, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the correspondence be noted.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Thompson, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted items of confidential business. 

(Councillor Brady left the meeting at this stage – 10.16pm)

[bookmark: _Hlk184897060]16.	TENDER FOR THE PROVISION OF PRINTING SERVICES

***IN CONFIDENCE***

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

Council was asked to approve the contract with the firms detailed below for all Lots within the Provision of Print Services. 

The Contract would initially be awarded for a period of two years with an option to extend for a further three twelve month periods, subject to review and by written agreement of both parties.  

	LOT
	Supplier

	1. 
	Lithographic Print
	GPS Colour Graphics

	2.
	48 Sheet Production Billboards, Adshel and Solus Rears
	Northside Graphics

	3.
	Pull Up Stands and A1 Posters (on paper, corrugated plastic, and PVC foam board) and PVC banners. 

	Northside Graphics













The recommendation was that the contracts for the provision of printing services were awarded to the top scoring companies.

17. 	RURAL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT GRANT SCHEME 2026-27 

***IN CONFIDENCE***

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

SUMMARY
This report contained information relating a proposal which was subject to approval of the Business Case and Ministerial approval and therefore this matter must be considered by Council as a confidential item. Any publicity in advance would have negative consequences. 


18.	ITEM WITHDRAWN

The Mayor advised that Item 18 had been withdrawn.

NOTED.

RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, seconded by Councillor Morgan, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting. 
 
TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 10.18pm
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