
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
 

30 October 2018 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are hereby invited to attend a meeting of the Planning Committee of the Ards 
and North Down Borough Council which will be held in the Council Chamber, 2 
Church Street, Newtownards on Tuesday, 6 November 2018 commencing at 
7.00pm. 
 
Tea, coffee and sandwiches will be available from 6.00pm. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Stephen Reid 
Chief Executive 
Ards and North Down Borough Council 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 

1. Apologies 
 
2. Declarations of Interest  

 
3. Matters arising from minutes Planning Committee Meeting of 2 October 2018 

(Copy attached) and Special Planning Committee meeting of 17 October 2018 – 
(Item Withdrawn)  

 
4. Planning Applications 

 

4.1 LA06/2018/0490/F 

Demolition of existing extension to dwelling. The 
erection of a two storey extension and the formation of 
a new private driveway. Erection of two detached, two 
storey dwellings to the rear of existing dwelling and 
associated development 
 
12 Farnham Road, Bangor 
 

  Speaking for application: Mr Gavyn Smyth  
  

4.2 LA06/2018/0829/F 

Increase in eaves/ridge height of House 1 (1200mm) 
and House 8 (700mm retrospective) approved under 
planning ref LA06/2017/0215/F to provide additional 
roof space accommodation. Reconfiguration and 
introduction of additional roof lights on front and rear 
elevations of both dwellings. 



 
83A Victoria Road and 44 Glenview Road, Holywood 
 
Speaking for application: Adam Larkin (Gravis 
Planning) 
 

4.3 LA06/2017/0867/F 

Proposed change of use of former stables to childcare 
facility 
 
161a Moneyreagh Road, Ballygowan 
 
Speaking for application:  Laura McCausland 
(Agent) 
 

4.4 LA06/2016/0708/F 

The erection of a new underground pumping station, 
(storage capacity 2170m3) with control building, 
telemetry pole with lighting column and associated 
works 
 
Brompton Road Pumping Station,  
Lands 46m north of no. 7 Brompton Road, Bangor 
 
Speaking against application: Mr John Armstrong 
Speaking against application: Mr Gordon Dunne 
MLA 
Speaking for application:  Representatives from 
AECOM & NI WATER 
 

4.5 LA06/2018/0819/F 

Two –storey rear extension, single storey extension to 
existing garage 
 
117 Belfast Road, Bangor 
 

4.6 LA06/2018/0862/F 

Siting of a new dwarf wall and a bronze statue (‘Pastie 
Supper Man’)  
 

40m south west of Bregenz House,  
5 Quay Street, Bangor 
 

 
5. Update on Planning Appeals (Report attached)  
 
6. Planning Budgetary Control Report – September 2018 (Report attached)  

 
7. Candidate Area of Special Archaeological Interest (ASAI) at Nendrum (Report 

attached)  
 

***IN CONFIDENCE*** 



8. Response on Belfast City Council’s Draft Plan Strategy Consultation (LDP) 
(Report attached)  
 

9. Update on Legal Costs to Planning (Report attached)  
 

Circulated for Information 

a) Letter for Deputation from Department for Infrastructure 
 
MEMBERSHIP OF PLANNING COMMITTEE (15 MEMBERS) 
 

Alderman Carson   Councillor Cathcart (Chairman) 

Alderman Fletcher Councillor Dunne 

Alderman Gibson Councillor Hunter 

Alderman Girvan Councillor McClean 

Alderman Graham Councillor McIlveen 

Alderman Henry Councillor Thompson 

Alderman Keery Councillor Walker 

Alderman McDowell (Vice Chairman)  
 



ITEM 4.1 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0490/F 

Proposal 

Demolition of existing extension to dwelling, the erection 
of a replacement two storey extension and the formation 
of a new private driveway. Erection of two detached, two 
storey dwellings to the rear of existing dwelling and 
associated development. 
 

Location 
12 Farnham Road, Bangor, BT20 3SP. 
 

Committee Interest 
Application with 6 or more representations contrary to 
officer’s opinion 

 

Validated 23/05/2018 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Impact of the proposal on the character and 
appearance of the Established Residential Area (ERA) 
and the proposed Bangor West Area of Townscape 
Character (ATC) – It is considered that there will be no 
harm caused to the character or appearance of the 
ERA or the ATC. Public views of the development 
extremely limited. Site is located adjacent to higher 
density development on Tennyson Avenue and 
Princetown Park. Back land development already 
forms part of the established pattern of development in 
this area. 

• Precedent – the development will not set an 
undesirable precedent. The site can be distinguished 
from others in the area given its larger size and 
proximity to higher density development. 

• Impact on the amenity of adjacent properties 

• Impact on existing trees and vegetation 

• Density and plot sizes of proposed dwellings 
comparable with those of existing dwellings 

• Design and materials sympathetic 

• Existing trees to be retained 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.1a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2018/0490/F  DEA:  Bangor Central 

Proposal:  
Demolition of existing extension to dwelling, the erection of a replacement two storey 
extension and the formation of a new private driveway. Erection of two detached, two 
storey dwellings to the rear of existing dwelling and associated development. 
 

Location: 
12 Farnham Road, Bangor, BT20 3SP 
 

Applicant:  Almond Village Ltd 
 

Agent: Clyde Shanks Ltd 
 

 
Date Valid: 23/05/2018  

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 07/06/2018   
 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 24/05/2018 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 

Letters of 
Support 

0 Letters of 
Objection 

27 in total 
20 from individual addresses   

Petitions  0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Traffic/access 

• Impact on amenity (privacy/loss of light) 

• Impact on ATC 

• Precedent 

• Density/intensification of plot  

Case Officer: Edel Trainor 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal www.planningni.gov.uk 
 

  

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site is located on the eastern side of Farnham Road in Bangor.  No. 12 is a large 
plot orientated on an east to west axis and is 73m long and 27m across the road 
frontage and it is 0.2 ha in area.  Along the road frontage (western boundary) is a 
driveway entrance in the north west corner of the site with a mature tree at either side 
of it and then there is a 2m high hedge with other shrubs to the rear of it.  Along the 
northern boundary is a laneway which runs along the rear of the dwellings on Tennyson 
Avenue.  Along this boundary for approx. 35m is a line of mature trees the remaining 
boundary consists of a 2m high timber fence.  Along the rear (eastern boundary) the 
lane continues and there is a line of mature trees, beyond this to the east is the 
apartment/townhouse development known as Princetown Park.  Along the southern 
boundary a 2m timber fence was in the process of being erected at the time of the site 
inspection.  To the south east is a chalet style dwelling No. 10a and then the lane 
serving No. 10a runs along the rest of the southern boundary.  The front 30m towards 
the road or south western end consists of mature trees.  Beyond No. 10a to the south 
is a large plot consisting of allotments.  The dwelling itself No. 12 is a detached 2 storey, 
double fronted dwelling which is part red brick part rendered finish with a pitched roof.  
There are two, 2 storey rendered rear returns and a small single storey return.  There 
is also a separate detached single storey garden/sunroom building mid-way along the 
northern boundary. 
 
The site is generally flat although the levels do decrease slightly towards the eastern 
portion of the site.  The site is surrounded by a mixture of residential units ranging from 
detached dwellings to townhouses, terraces and apartments.    
 

2.   Site Location  

 

 
 

Site location plan 
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Aerial image of site 
 

3.   Planning History 

 
W/1977/0125.  No. 10 Farnham Road.  Conversion into 2 dwelling units.  Approved 12th 

May 1977. 

W/1990/0278.  No. 12 Farnham Road.  New garage and conservatory.  Approved 28th 

April 2003.  

W/2002/0907.  Land to rear of No. 10 Farnham Road.  Detached cottage style dwelling.  

Approved 28th April 2003.  

The previous planning history establishes the premise of additional units on this site 

from the 1977 permission allowing the existing dwelling No. 10 to be subdivided 

(although it would appear this was not implemented),  

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

 

• North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) 

• Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement 

• Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 2 Natural Heritage 

• PPS 3 Access, Movement and Parking 

• Addendum to PPS 6, Areas of Townscape Character 
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• PPS 7 Quality Residential Environments 

• Addendum to PPS 7: Safeguarding the Character of Established Residential 
Areas 

• PPS 12 Housing in Settlements 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 

• DCAN 8 Housing in Existing Urban Areas  

• DCAN 15 Vehicular Access Standards 

• Creating Places 

6.   Consultations  

 
Consultation was carried with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and 
a synopsis of responses is listed 
 

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads - Downpatrick Office No objections 

DAERA - Water Management Unit No objections 

NI Water No objections 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984 – 1995 / Draft BMAP 2015 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The adopted Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a 
result of a judgment in the Court of Appeal delivered on 18th May 2017.  As a 
consequence of this, the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now 
the statutory development plan for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material 
consideration.  
 
Pursuant to the Ministerial Statement of June 2012, which accompanied the release of 
the Planning Appeals Commission’s reports on the BMAP public inquiry, a decision on 
a development proposal can be based on draft plan provisions that will not be changed 
as a result of the Commission’s recommendations. Consequently, draft BMAP is a 
material consideration relevant to this application. 
 
NDAAP 1984 – 1995  
The site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor.   
 
Draft BMAP 
 
The site is located within the settlement limit for Bangor.  The site is also located within 
the proposed Bangor West Area of Townscape Character (ATC) BR 15.  Although the 
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adoption status of the plan has been altered due to the legal judgment the proposed 
designation of the Bangor West ATC is likely to be included again in any formal adoption 
of the plan.  The Planning Appeals Commission’s (PAC), report on the Public Inquiry 
stated that each ATC should have its own design guide.  To date these have not been 
published.  While amendments to the extent of the proposed ATC were made following 
receipt of objections to the draft plan and following the Public Inquiry, the area 
designated as the Bangor West ATC under the plan that was initially adopted included 
this site.  The PAC report, published in September 2011, indicated that none of the 
objections related to the site under consideration. 
 

Therefore, it is likely that when BMAP is lawfully adopted that it will contain this ATC 

and as such significant weight must be attached to dBMAP.  Given that it is unclear as 

to how the area will be characterised, determining weight cannot be given to the 

potential impact on the ‘character’ of the ATC, however, its appearance is still a material 

consideration.  A detailed consideration of the impact of the development on the 

proposed ATC is set out below under the section entitled Addendum to PPS 6. 

 

SPPS 

Principle of Development, Good Design and Place Making 

Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 
development plan and all other material considerations unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 
 
The site is within the settlement limit of Bangor and is located in a residential area.  It 
is also located in an area which is designated as an ATC under the draft plan.   As 
outlined above, while determining weight cannot be given to key features and policies 
set out in the draft plan in respect of the ATC, the impact on the appearance of the ATC 
is still a material planning consideration.  This impact is considered below under the 
assessment of the Addendum to PPS 6.   
 
PPS2 Natural Heritage  
 
Policy NH 2 - Species Protected by Law 
 
A Biodiversity Checklist was submitted by the agent.  DAERA, Natural Environment 
Division was consulted and raised no concerns with the proposed development. It has 
suggested that a compensatory planting scheme of native species be submitted to and 
approved by the Council.  This can be conditioned at decision stage. 
 
Consideration of potential effects on European Sites  
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special 
Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal is not likely to have 
a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any of these 
sites. 
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PPS 3 Access, Movement and Parking 

Policy AMP 2 Access to Public Roads 
 
Following consultation with DFI Roads no objections to the proposed development in 
relation to access and traffic impact were raised.  A new access shall be opened up to 
serve No. 12 and the two dwellings to the rear shall be accessed via the existing 
entrance point and along a laneway which shall run along the northern boundary of the 
site.    
 
Adequate car parking provision is included within the curtilage of the proposed 
dwellings and the existing dwelling (No. 12).  Each dwelling will have 2 in curtilage 
spaces along with an additional visitor space each which will be in line with the 
requirements of the Creating Places standards. There is also on-street capacity.  
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 6, Areas of Townscape Character 
 
ATC 1 Demolition Control in an Area of Townscape Character 
 
There is a presumption in favour of retaining any building which makes a positive 
contribution to the character of an ATC.  As previously outlined the character of the 
Bangor West ATC has not been defined.  It is proposed to demolish the existing rear 
return and replace it as well as demolishing a detached garden/sunroom.  The return 
and garden room make no material contribution to the ATC.  Given that these are to 
the rear of the existing dwelling where there are limited public views, it is considered 
that their removal will not have any adverse impact on the ATC as a whole.  The 
extension is to be replaced and the existing dwelling is being retained and refurbished.   
 
Policy ATC2 
 
New Development in an Area of Townscape Character 
 
The Department will only permit development proposals in an Area of Townscape 
Character where the development maintains or enhances its overall character 
and respects the built form of the area. 
 
The Department will also require that any trees, archaeological or other 
landscape features which contribute to the distinctive character of the area are 
protected and integrated in a suitable manner into the design and layout of the 
development. 
 
While the Bangor West ATC is now only considered to be proposed due to the adoption 

status of the draft BMAP 2015, the PAC, in recent appeal decisions, has stated that 

despite the absence of a policy context, the impact on the appearance of the proposed 

ATC is a material consideration.  The proposed development is that of two detached 

dwellings within the curtilage of No. 12 Farnham Road.  Due to the presence of 

Tennyson Avenue to the north of the site, Princetown Park to the east, Nos. 10 and 

10A to the south and No. 12 to the west the proposed dwellings will not be readily visible 

from any public viewpoints.   
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The proposal will also not harm the established built form of the area.  There are already 

a number of examples of similar backland development in the immediate vicinity 

including No. 10a, Nos. 6 – 11 Princetown Park and No. 12 Bryansburn Lane.  The plot 

sizes will also be comparable to adjacent development on Tennyson Avenue and 

Princetown Road.  It is not considered that approval of this scheme will set a precedent.  

The site can be distinguished from others as it is a lot larger.  The large allotment area 

to the south of the site is protected under PPS 8 as Open Space so it could not be 

argued that approval of this scheme would set a precedent for development of this site 

for housing.    

As such it is determined that there shall be no adverse impact on the appearance of 

the proposed Bangor West ATC as a whole.  There shall be no adverse impact on 

trees, archaeological or other landscape features.  The existing trees shall be retained 

and additional planting is to be conditioned.   

Planning Policy Statement 7 Quality Residential Environments 

Policy QD 1 

All proposals for residential development will be expected to conform to all of 
the following criteria: 

(a) the development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the 
character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, 
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard 
surfaced areas. 

The Established Residential Area (ERA) that the site is located in is characterised with 
terraced and semi detached properties immediately to the north along Tennyson 
Avenue and apartments to the east in Princetown Park, backland development at No. 
12 Bryansburn Lane and to the south No. 10a which represents backland development.   

It is considered that the proposed scheme is reflective of this denser urban grain 
surrounding the site.  The proposed development of the refurbishment of the existing 
house and the two additional dwellings is considered appropriate for the surrounding 
context in terms of topography and layout.  The two dwellings on the eastern portion of 
the site reflect the layout exhibited behind No. 10 whereby No. 10a is located to its rear. 

Additionally, under guidance outlined in DCAN 8, Housing in Existing Urban Areas, it 
considers that backland development is only suitable for sites which have the 
appropriate plot length.  It stipulates that on plot depths of less than 80m backland 
development is unlikely to be acceptable, except where the existing urban grain is very 
urban in character.  In this instance the plot depth is 73m which is only marginally short 
of the recommended depth.  It is considered that the urban grain in this area is very 
urban given the surrounding terraced residential units (on Tennyson Avenue) and 
apartments (Princetown Park).  Therefore, the proposed development is considered 
acceptable, particularly as the proposed density is equitable to that in the surrounding 
area.  Also the plot depth of No. 10 was similar and previously a dwelling to its rear was 
acceptable (No. 10a). 
 
It is considered that the appearance and proportions of the dwellings are acceptable, 
however they shall not be readily visible from public viewpoints.   
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The majority of the existing trees and vegetation shall be retained and additional 
planting is proposed.  

(b) features of the archaeological and built heritage, and landscape features are 
identified and, where appropriate, protected and integrated in a suitable manner 
into the overall design and layout of the development; 

No adverse impact on archaeological or built heritage have been identified.  The 
majority of the trees are to be retained.  They are not currently protected by a TPO.  
DAERA Natural Environment Division has requested that additional compensatory 
planting.   

(c) adequate provision is made for public and private open space and landscaped 
areas as an integral part of the development. Where appropriate, planted areas 
or discrete groups of trees will be required along site boundaries in order to 
soften the visual impact of the development and assist in its integration with the 
surrounding area; 

Public space for a development of this size is not required.  Sufficient private amenity 
space will be provided for each of the two dwellings and also for the existing dwelling 
at No. 12 Farnham Road in line with the guidance set out in Creating Places.   

(d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, to 
be provided by the developer as an integral part of the development;  

Not applicable for a development of this size. 

(e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets the 
needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public rights of 
way, provides adequate and convenient access to public transport and 
incorporates traffic calming measures; 

This is not required for this scale of scheme. 

(f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking;  

As outlined under PPS 3, DFI Roads is satisfied with the access/parking provisions.  As 
previously outlined it is considered that adequate car parking provision is included 
within the curtilage of the proposed dwellings and the existing dwelling (No. 12) at a 
total of 9 spaces.   
 
(g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 
materials and detailing; 
 
It is considered that the proposed development is of a high quality in terms of design, 
materials and detailing.  The finish materials on the roof of the two proposed dwellings 
in the eastern portion of the site will be slate with terracotta pot chimneys and the walls 
shall be red brick.  The dwellings are to be 2 storey with a classic design. 

(h) the design and layout will not create conflict with adjacent land uses and there 
is no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in terms of 
overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance; 
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The proposed dwellings in the eastern portion of the site are orientated with their front 
elevations facing west.  There is a 12m separation distance from the front elevation of 
dwelling No. 2 and the rear boundary of the new plot of No. 12.  There is 20m separation 
distance between the rear elevation of No. 12 and the front elevation of dwelling No. 2.  
These separation distances are considered adequate and in line with those 
recommended in Creating Places.  Dwelling No. 1 is also orientated with its front 
elevation facing west, however, it sits further to the north so it does not have direct 
views into the rear amenity area of No. 12’s plot.  There is however still 20m from the 
rear elevation of No. 12 to the front elevation of dwelling No. 2.   

The 1st floor windows in the side elevations of dwellings Nos. 1 and 2 are to be 
obscurely glazed therefore there shall be no adverse overlooking to properties to the 
north or south.  Dwelling No. 2 is also situated in a position whereby it sits further 
forward in its plot than No. 10a thus reducing any adverse views into its private amenity 
area. 

The rear elevation of dwelling No. 1 is 15m from the eastern boundary.  There is then 
a line of mature trees, the laneway and then the rear apartment block of Princetown 
Park.  There is a 25m separation distance between the rear elevation of dwelling No. 1 
and the closest part of the apartment block.  The rear elevation of dwelling No. 2 is 11m 
from the eastern boundary and there is 17m from it to the rear elevation of the 
Princetown Park apartment block with the laneway running in-between the site 
boundary and the rear boundary of Princetown Park.  Given that the laneway is a right 
of way the rear elevation of the apartment block has a public aspect to it.  There is over 
30m separation distance between the closest point of the front elevation of Dwelling 
No. 2 and the rear elevation of No. 10 with No. 10a’s driveway in-between therefore it 
is not considered that there shall be any adverse impact on No. 10 as a result of the 
proposed development.  Overall it is not considered that there shall be any adverse 
impact in terms of overlooking or loss of light given the separation distances and 
positioning of the proposed development and surrounding residential units. 

(i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety. 

I am satisfied that this is the case. 

Additional Consideration of PPS 7 QD1 
 
Para 3 of Policy QD 1 states that in the primarily residential parts of ATC’s proposals 
involving intensification of site usage or site coverage will only be acceptable in 
exceptional circumstances.  
 
The justification and amplification of the policy provides further guidance.  Para 4.9 of 
the amplification states that infill housing in established residential areas will not always 
be appropriate, particularly in many older residential areas with distinctive townscapes. 
Developers will often seek to maximise the amount of floor space that they can fit onto 
any given plot. Intensifying the scale and massing of buildings in such areas can 
however adversely affect local character and lead to a loss of valued open garden 
spaces, mature trees and shrubs. 
 
Para 4.10 states that in assessing housing proposals in Conservation Areas and Areas 
of Townscape Character, the protection of the existing character and distinctive 
qualities will be paramount. Proposals in the primarily residential parts of these 
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designated areas which involve intensification of site usage or site coverage will not 
normally be acceptable.  Such proposals usually involve demolition, plot sub-division 
or plot amalgamation which can be particularly detrimental to their character and 
appearance.  Proposals involving intensification in these areas will only be permitted in 
the following exceptional circumstances: 
 
(a) An extension in keeping with the scale and character of the dwelling and its 

surroundings; 
(b) The sympathetic conversion of a large dwelling in appropriate locations to smaller 

units; 
(c) The development of a significant gap site within an otherwise substantial and 

continuously built up frontage provided this would be of a density and character 
prevailing in the area. 

 
While it is acknowledged that the proposed development will involve an intensification 
of site usage, which the policy states should only be permitted in exceptional 
circumstances, in this particular case, it is the professional planning judgement that the 
proposed intensification is not considered to be at odds with the existing pattern of 
development in the ATC exhibited around the site and will not result in harm to the 
overall appearance of the ATC.   
 
Consideration has been given to the South Lakeland case law which established a 
minimum test in that there should be no harm to the ATC as a result of a proposed 
development.  To maintain the character and appearance of the area means to 
preserve it, i.e. cause no harm.  The South Lakeland case also established it is the 
harm on the ATC as a whole that has to be considered rather than just part of it.   
 
The proposed development will not be readily visible from public aspects within the 

ATC with only glimpses available from the entrance to the site, given the existing 

roadside development and mature trees which provide screening. In the context of the 

ATC as a whole when viewed from Farnham Road the new dwellings will only be 

glimpsed at the entrance to the site and they will not be dominant as they will be located 

at a lower level than the road.  The mature trees and along the roadside frontage and 

the lane which runs to the north of the site between the site and the dwellings on 

Tennyson Avenue are also to be retained.  

There is already a precedent for similar backland development in the immediate vicinity 
of the site and the plot sizes of the proposed dwellings will be comparable to existing 
adjacent plots as follows: 
 
           Proposal 

• Proposed plot size for No. 12 Farnham Road - 0.08ha 

• Plot size of proposed dwelling 1 - 0.03 ha 

• Plot size of proposed dwelling 2 - 0.03 ha 
 

 
Surrounding Area 

• Average plot size on Tennyson Avenue (Nos. 1-17) - 0.02 ha.   

• Average plot size on Farnham Road (Nos. 4 -10a) - 0.07 ha 
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• The average plot size of Princetown Park which has 16 units (with the 
apartments not having a defined curtilage) taking account of the dwellings and 
apartments - 0.01 ha (Townhouses Nos. 1-5 have plot sizes of 0.01 ha) 

 

It is therefore considered that the plot sizes that shall be created are reflective in size 
of those in the immediate surrounding area and as such the appearance of the ATC is 
maintained and while the proposed development doesn’t meet any of the specific 
exceptions listed in paragraph 4.10, when the proposal is considered in conjunction 
with all other material planning considerations it is the professional planning judgement 
that the proposal would meet the primary test of ‘no harm’ to the ATC.  
 
The proposal does not involve the loss of any visually significant trees and the 
additional planting proposed will enhance the landscape quality of the site.   
 
The spacing between the proposed dwellings and between the proposed and existing 
dwellings would also be reflective of the spacing between existing buildings in the area 
and the scale, massing, design and materials/finishes of the buildings all respect the 
built form of the area.  The proposal meets all of the other applicable policy criteria in 
terms of residential amenity, access and parking etc.  Therefore, on balance, it is 
considered that no demonstrable harm will arise as a result of the proposed 
development and given the presumption in favour of development as outlined in the 
SPPS and with regard to the other relevant material planning considerations, the 
proposal is deemed to be acceptable in this respect. 
 
 
Para 4.10 states that proposals involving intensification will not normally be acceptable, 
not that they will always be unacceptable.  While it goes on to read that such proposals 
can be particularly detrimental to the character and appearance of the area, for the 
reasons stated above it is considered that this proposal will not result in any 
demonstrable harm to the ATC.  It is also considered that the site can be distinguished 
from others within the area as it is significantly larger than those surrounding it and has 
the ability to accommodate additional development without detriment to the overall 
appearance of the area.      
 
It is therefore the professional planning judgement that the proposed development will 
fully comply with the overarching policy test for ATCs in that it will cause no harm to the 
overall appearance of the ATC or the established residential area (ERA). The proposal 
will be in general conformity with the established built form of the area in terms of plot 
sizes, layout and density. 
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas. 
 
Policy LC 1 Protecting Local Character, Environmental Quality and Residential 
Amenity 

In established residential areas planning permission will only be granted for the 
redevelopment of existing buildings, or the infilling of vacant sites (including 
extended garden areas) to accommodate new housing, where all the criteria set 
out in Policy QD1 of PPS 7, and all the additional criteria set out below are met: 
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a) the proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the 
residential area; and 

I am satisfied that this is the case.  It has already been demonstrated above that the 
plot sizes for the proposed development are comparable to existing plot sizes within 
the area.  
 
The density of the dwellings on Tennyson Avenue (Nos. 1 – 17) is 39.1 dwellings per 
hectare (dph).  Those on the eastern side of Farnham Road (Nos. 4 – 10a) is 12.8 dph.  
Princetown Park (which accommodates 16 units) is 53.3 dph and the proposal site will 
have a density of 15 dph once the two additional units are taken into consideration.    

Therefore, it is considered that the density of the proposed development will not be 
significantly higher than that found in the existing residential area. 

b) the pattern of development is in keeping with the overall character and 
environmental quality of the existing residential area; and 

I am satisfied that this is the case. See consideration set out above under policy QD1 
and policy ATC2. 

c) all dwelling units are built to a size not less than those set out in Annex A. 

I am satisfied this is the case. 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
There were 27 letters of objection received from 20 individual addresses (with multiple 
letters coming from some addresses as well as a number of pro forma letters).  
 
The main issues raised are as follows: 
 

• Overdevelopment of the site  

• Layout is out of character with the area 

• Precedent 

• Site intensification in an ATC 

• Back land development 

• Overlooking 

• Loss of light 

• Development erodes the functionality of the current dwelling as a home 

• Previous backland applications refused at 1 Farnham Park and 15 Farnham 
Road. 

 

Overdevelopment of the site 
 

As outlined above the site is a large plot approximately 0.2 ha in area.  When the 
proposed development is considered the remaining plot sizes of No. 12 and the 
proposed dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 are consistent with those in the immediate area which 
consists of a mixture of detached, semi-detached, terraced and apartments, many of 
which are higher in density that the proposed site.  It cannot be argued that the site is 
overdeveloped.  Each dwelling will have more than adequate amenity space in 
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accordance with Creating Places standards and sufficient parking also in line with 
standards.   
 
Layout is out of character with the area 
 
As outlined above there are examples of higher density residential units and backland 
development surrounding the site therefore it is not considered that the proposed 
development is out of character with the surrounding area. 
 
Precedent/backland development  
 
There has already been a precedent set for backland development given that No. 10a 
has been developed to the rear of No. 10 and that the units in Princetown Park have 
been split up into blocks with one block set to the rear of the others as well as No. 12 
Bryansburn Lane which is set to the rear of No. 39 Princetown Road.  Given that this 
plot is larger than others surrounding it there is not the same opportunity for further plot 
divisions along this side of Farnham Road, therefore approval of this development 
would not set an undesirable precedent.    
 
Site intensification in an ATC 
 
As explained above, paragraph 4.10 of PPS7 states that intensification of site 
usage/coverage in an ATC is only permitted in exceptional circumstances. There is 
however no guidance in the policy keynote as to what constitutes such an exception.  
In linking unacceptability to proposals that usually involve demolition, plot subdivision 
or plot amalgamation because they might be detrimental to the character and 
appearance of the ATC, it does not represent an embargo on such development other 
than its underlying aim is to maintain or enhance rather than harm that character.   

Appeals 2005/A1014 and 2016/A0133 both endorse this application of the policy.  The 
above consideration sets out the reasons why the proposal will not harm the 
appearance of the area.  Various previously approved backland developments in the 
area have already been successfully blended into the ATC.  The increase in density 
will not be harmful.  For these reasons it is considered that the proposal meets the 
overarching test of QD1 and ATC 2 in that it will not cause harm to the 
character/appearance of the area and this is considered to outweigh any non-
compliance with the listed exceptions under the justification and amplification of QD 1. 

    

Overlooking/Loss of Light 

As has been outlined above there are more than adequate separation distances 
between the proposed dwellings Nos. 1 and 2 and those in the immediate vicinity to 
negate any adverse loss of light or overlooking to neighbouring properties.  There is 
also boundary vegetation which is to be retained and shall provide additional screening.  
The gables of proposed dwellings will only have obscurely glazed windows at 1st floor 
level.   

Development erodes the functionality of the current dwelling as a home 
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There is adequate private amenity space for the proposed dwellings and the existing 
dwelling in excess of the 40m2 minimum requirement outlined in Creating Places (No. 
12 will have 182.7m2, dwelling No. 1 will have 117.7m2 and dwelling No. 2 will have 177 
m2).   
 
Other refusals  
 
Each application is decided on its own merits and the previous refusals for backland 
development at No. 1 Farnham Park and No. 15 Farnahm Park cannot be directly 
compared with this application.  The Established Residential Area of both No. 1 
Farnham Park and No. 15 Farnham Road differ to that of the proposed site.   
 
In relation to No. 1 Farnham Park and No. 15 Farnham Road the urban grain is much 
lower in density than that surrounding the application site.  There are also no other 
examples of backland development around either No.1 Farnham Park or No. 15 
Farnham Road.   Any development to the rear of No. 15 Farnham Park would have 
been visible from Farnham Park and to approve development at either No. 1 Farnham 
Park or No. 15 Farnham Road would have created an unacceptable precedent in that 
context.  Given that there is already higher density and backland development 
surrounding the proposed site the context is different and in this case considered 
acceptable as outlined above.         
  

9.   Conclusion  

 
The proposal has been considered having regard to all the material considerations, the 
relevant planning policies and comments from statutory consultees and objections.   
 
The proposed development is considered to represent a high quality proposal that has 
been sensitively designed to take account of the surrounding environs in terms of layout 
and density.   
 
The proposed development also respects the existing adjacent development in terms 
of separation distances for residential amenity.   
 
It is not considered that there shall be any adverse impact on the appearance of the 
ATC as a whole as a result of the proposed development.   
 
I therefore recommend that this application proceeds by way of an approval of planning 
permission. 
 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 
 
 
 
 

11.    Conditions  
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1. As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, the 
development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 years from 
the date of this permission. 

 
Reason: Time Limit. 

 

2. The vehicular access, including visibility splays and any forward sight distance, 

shall be provided in accordance with drawing number LA06/2018/0490/12, bearing 

the Council’s date stamp 15th May 2018, prior to the commencement of any other 

development hereby permitted. The area within the visibility splays and any 

forward sight line shall be cleared to provide a level surface no higher than 250mm 

above the level of the adjoining carriageway and such splays shall be retained and 

kept clear thereafter. 

 

Reason:  To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 

road safety and the convenience of road users. 

 

3. The access gradient to the dwellings hereby permitted shall not exceed 4% (1 in 

25) over the first 10 m outside the road boundary.  Where the vehicular access 

crosses footway, the access gradient shall be between 4% (1 in 25) maximum and 

2.5% (1 in 40) minimum and shall be formed so that there is no abrupt change of 

slope along the footway. 

 

Reason:  To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of road 

safety and the convenience of road users 

 

4. A compensatory planting scheme of native species shall be submitted to and 

approved by the Council prior to the commencement of any development hereby 

approved.  The planting shall be completed as approved during the first available 

planting season following occupation of the dwellings. 

 

Reason:  To minimise the impact of the proposed development on the nature 

conservation value of the site. 

 

5. If within a period of 5 years from the date of planting of any tree, shrub or hedge, 
that tree, shrub or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or becomes 
in the opinion of the Council, seriously damaged or defective, another tree, shrub 
or hedge of the same species and size as that originally planted shall be planted 
at the same place, unless the Council gives its written consent to any variation. 

 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
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6. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, or any order revoking and/or re-enacting that Order, 
no extensions or buildings shall be erected within the curtilage of dwelling 1 and 
dwelling 2 or any windows installed in the dwellings other than those hereby 
permitted without the grant of a separate planning permission from the Council. 
 
Reason:  The erection of buildings within the curtilage of these dwellings requires 
detailed consideration to safeguard the amenities of the surrounding area. 
 
 

7. The existing trees as indicated on drawing number LA06/2018/0490, bearing the 
Council’s date stamp 15th May 2018, shall be retained. No retained tree shall be 
cut down, uprooted or destroyed, or have its roots damaged within the crown 
spread nor shall arboricultural work or tree surgery take place or any retained tree 
be topped or lopped other than in accordance with the approved plans and 
particulars, without the written consent of the Council. Any arboricultural work or 
tree surgery approved shall be carried out in accordance with the relevant British 
Standard 3998: 2010. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing trees. 

 

8. If any retained tree as indicated on drawing number LA06/2018/0490, bearing the 
Council’s date stamp 15th May 2018, is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies 
within 5 years from the date of the occupation of the building for its permitted use 
another tree or hedgerow shall be planted at the same place and those trees/plants 
shall be of such size and species and shall be planted at such time as may be 
specified by the Council. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing vegetation. 

 
 
9. The dwellings shall not be occupied until provision has been made and 

permanently retained within the curtilage each dwelling for the parking of private 
cars at the rate of a minimum of 2 spaces per dwelling. 

 
Reason: To ensure adequate in-curtilage parking in the interests of road safety and 
the convenience of road users. 
 
 

10. The first floor windows on the side elevations of dwelling Nos. 1 and 2 as shaded 
      green on drawing Nos. 7 and 9 bearing the Council’s date stamp 15 May 2018 shall 
      be fitted with obscure glazing prior to the occupation of the dwellings hereby 
      approved and this obscure glazing shall be permanently retained thereafter. 
 
       Reason: To safeguard the amenity of the surrounding dwellings. 
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Informative  

This Notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to convey any 

other approval or consent which may be required under the Building Regulations or any 

other statutory purpose. 

 

 
 
 

Site Location Plan 
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Site in context of dBMAP 2015 

 

 
 
 

Site Layout 
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Dwelling No. 1 
 

 
 
 
 

Dwelling No. 2 
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Aerial view of site in urban context including existing back land development to the rear 
of No. 10 and higher density development to immediate side and rear 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Site viewed from entrance to Farnham Road 
 

 
View towards rear of Tennyson Avenue properties from site 
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View towards 10a Farnham Road from site

 



ITEM 4.2 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0829/F 

Proposal 

Increase in eaves/ridge height of House 1 (1200MM) and 
House 8 (700mm retrospective) approved under planning ref 
LA06/2017/0215/F to provide additional roof space 
accommodation. Reconfiguration and introduction of additional 
roof lights on front and rear elevations of both dwellings.  

Location 83A Victoria Road and 44 Glenview Road, Holywood 

Committee Interest 
Application with 6 or more representations contrary to 
officer’s opinion 
 

Validated 20th July 2018 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Impact of proposal on visual amenity 

• Impact on residential amenity 

• Involves alterations to 2 no. dwellings of a previous approval 
for 8 no dwellings under LA06/2017/0215/F 

• The site is located within an LLPA and within a SLNCI 

• Subject of an enforcement case LA06/2018/0193/CA 

• Objections raised dominance, overlooking, design and scale 
not in keeping with area, precedent for rest of development 
to be altered  
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.2a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2018/0829/F 
 

DEA:  Holywood & Clandeboye 

Proposal: Increase in eaves/ridge height of House 1 (1200mm) and House 8 
(700mm retrospective) approved under planning ref LA06/2017/0215/F to provide 
additional roof space accommodation. Reconfiguration and introduction of additional 
roof lights on front and rear elevations of both dwellings. 
 

Location: 83A Victoria Road and 44 Glenview Road, Holywood 
 

Applicant: Gigha Glenview Ltd 
 

Agent: Strategic Planning 

 
Date Valid: 20/07/2018 

 
Env Statement Requested: No  

 
Date last Advertised: 09/08/2018 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 23/08/2018 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 
 

Letters of Support    0 Letters of Objection    7 Petitions    0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Conformity with the development plan/principle of development  

• Impact of nature conservation  

• Access and Road Safety  

• Visual Impact  

• Impact on Residential Amenity   

Case Officer: Nicole Keizer  

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

 
Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal www.planningni.gov.uk using Public Access 
 
 

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site is located at the end of Glenview Road cul-de-sac, with Hampton Court 
situated to the east of the site and a number of dwellings accessed from Victoria 
Road to the north. Vehicular access to the site is from Glenview Road and the 
previous dwelling at No. 44 Glenview Road has been demolished to make room for 
the new housing development. Building works have been started on a number of the 
houses approved under ref. LA06/2015/0353/F.  
 
The ground falls quite steeply from Glenview Road and levels out in the central 
portion of the site, then falls again steeply to the north of the site off Victoria Road. A 
number of mature trees are found within the site around the boundaries. A number of 
the trees within the site are protected by a Tree Preservation Order.  
 
The surrounding area is residential in nature with medium density detached housing 
within Hampton Court, Glenview Road and Ardmore Road areas to the south and 
east of the site. Lower density housing on larger, more mature plots are accessed off 
Victoria Road to the north. Glenlyon Park is located to the immediate south west of 
the site.  
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
LA06/2015/0353/F: Erection of 8 no. dwellings, garages, shared surface access road, 
landscaping, pedestrian link and any minor works, Approved 20.06.16  
 
LA06/2017/0215/F: Erection of 8 no. detached dwellings, garages, shared surface 
access road, landscaping, pedestrian link and any minor works, Approved 10.10.17 
 
LA06/2018/0193/CA: This current enforcement case is dealing with an ‘alleged non-
compliance with planning approval LA06/2017/0215/F – House No. 8 constructed 
higher than what was approved in the original application. This will be further 
explained in the assessment below.  
 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015: ‘Pursuant to the Ministerial Statement of 
June 2012, which accompanied the release of the Planning Appeals Commission’s Report 
on the BMAP Public Inquiry, a decision on a development proposal can be based on draft 
plan provisions that will not be changed as a result of the Commission’s 
recommendations. Consequently, dBMAP is a material consideration relevant to this 
application. 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

• Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality Residential Environments 

• Planning Policy Statement 7: Addendum – Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 

• Planning Policy Statement 12: Housing in Settlements 
 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
Living Places 
Creating Places 
DCAN 8: Housing in Existing Urban Areas  
 

 

6.   Consultations  

 
Consultation was carried with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and 
a synopsis of responses is listed; 
 

Consultee Response 

DFI Roads No objections 

NI Water  Advice and Guidance 

NIEA: Water Management  Advice and Guidance 
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7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 

Local Development Plan  
 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had 
to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other 
material considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The Joint Ministerial Statement of 31 January 2005 Development Plans and 
Implementation of the Regional Development Strategy contains guidance on the 
weight to be afforded to emerging draft plans. Following the Ministerial Statement of 
June 2012, accompanying the release of the Commission’s Report on the BMAP 
Public Inquiry, a decision on a development proposal can be based on draft plan 
provisions that will not be changed as a result of the Commission’s recommendations. 
Having reviewed the PAC Report, I am content that the particular zonings relating to 
this site were not objected to. Consequently, dBMAP is a material consideration 
relevant to this application. 
 
The application site is located within the settlement limit of Holywood. The adopted 
Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a result of a 
judgment in the Court of Appeal delivered on 18 May 2017. As a consequence of this, 
the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now the statutory 
development plan for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration. 
 
North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP)  
 
The site described is located within the development limit of Holywood and is shown 
as Whiteland, therefore it carries no specific designation.  
 
 
Draft BMAP 2015 
 
The site is located within the development limit of Holywood and within 
Glenlyon/Twiselburn Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA) (Designation HD 16) and 
the western part of the site is located within Glenlyon Site of Local Nature 
Conservation Importance (SLNCIs) (Designation HD 13/14) in draft BMAP.  
 
The proposed development is considered to be in conformity with the development 
plan. The principle of residential use of this land is acceptable due to the extant 
planning history. The key features of both the SLNCI and the LLPA will be maintained 
and the proposed development will cause no harm to these designations.  
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to 
the development plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 
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Any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained under the transitional 
arrangements must be resolved in favour of the provisions of the SPPS.  
 
Within this context Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage, Planning Policy 
Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking, Planning Policy Statement 7: Quality 
Residential Environments, Planning Policy Statement 7: Addendum – Safeguarding 
the Character of Established Residential Areas, Planning Policy Statement 8: Open 
Space, Sport & Outdoor Recreation and Planning Policy Statement 12: Housing in 
Settlements are retained and are of relevance to my assessment. The principle of 
residential use of this land is acceptable due to the extant planning history.  
 

Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special Areas 
of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in 
accordance with the requirements of Regulation 43(1) of the Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal 
would not be likely to have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives 
or status of any of these sites.  
 
The NI Biodiversity checklist has been completed and indicated that the site was 
found within 50m of a river and woodland. Given this application is for amendments to 
the height and window arrangement of House 1 and House 8 approved under ref. 
LA06/2017/0215/F, it was not necessary to ask for any additional biodiversity 
information. The footprints of the buildings will remain unchanged. All biodiversity 
issues were dealt with under the previous application, and the conditions included on 
the decision notice will be included within this change of house type application.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 
 

Following consultations with DFI Roads, no objections have been raised and all 
conditions attached the original application LA06/2017/0215/F are to be included.  
 
Planning Policy Statement 7 Quality Residential Environments 
 
Policy QD 1 
 
All proposals for residential development will be expected to conform to all of the 
following criteria: 
 
(a) the development respects the surrounding context and is appropriate to the 
character and topography of the site in terms of layout, scale, proportions, 
massing and appearance of buildings, structures and landscaped and hard 
surfaced areas. 
 
The site is located within an area which is predominantly characterised by detached 
dwellings. The proposal is for a change of house type from that approved under 
LA06/2017/0215/F. The principle for development has already been established. It is 
considered that both of the proposed new house types reflect those existing and 
proposed in the area in terms of scale and appearance.  
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House 8: An enforcement case under ref. LA06/2018/0193/CA was opened in relation 
to House 8 being in non-compliance with planning approval LA06/2017/0215/F. The 
ridge height was constructed 1.3m higher than originally approved and two rear roof 
lights were put in place. This application seeks to reduce the unauthorised ridge 
height by 0.5m and remove one window that is currently found to the rear elevation.  
 
This application involves an increase in the ridge height of House 8 by 700mm more 
than that originally approved. This will result in the ridge height being increased from 
9.6m to 10.3m. Additionally, a high level opaque roof light is proposed to the rear 
elevation of the property and two sets of roof lights are proposed to the front 
elevation. There is a separation distance of roughly 17m between the rear of elevation 
of House 8 and the rear elevations of 5 and 6 Hampton Court. The dwellings within 
Hampton Court sit at a lower level than the properties on Glenview Road. A number 
of trees protected by a TPO are situated to the shared boundaries between Site 8 and 
Number 5 & 6 Hampton Court. These protected trees help to reduce the scale, 
massing and visibility of House No. 8 in relation to these Hampton Court properties. 
There is over 20m separation distance from 21 and 42 Glenview Road. Due to the 
topography of the site, the proposed new ridge height of this dwelling will sit roughly 
1m below the existing dwellings at No. 42 and 21 Glenview Road.  
 
Given the separation distances found between House 8 and the surrounding 
properties, I consider that the increase of 700mm in ridge height is acceptable and will 
respect the surrounding context and be appropriate to the character and topography 
of the site.  
 
House 1: It is proposed to increase the eaves/ridge height by 1.2m to provide 
additional living accommodation in the roof space. Two additional sets of roof lights 
are also proposed to the front elevation. This house is located at a much lower level 
than the adjacent property at No. 42 Glenview Road, which sits on high ground as 
indicated in figure 1 as shown below. The separation distance is well over the 
recommended 20m as detailed in Creating Places Design Guidance. I consider this to 
be acceptable and appropriate due to the topography of the site.  

 
 
(b) features of the archaeological and built heritage, and landscape features are 
identified and, where appropriate, protected and integrated in a suitable manner 
into the overall design and layout of the development; 
 
No archaeological or built heritage features have been identified. Landscape features 
such as the existing trees along the rear boundary are to be retained.  

Figure 1:House 1 context  
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(c) adequate provision is made for public and private open space and 
landscaped areas as an integral part of the development. Where appropriate, 
planted areas or discrete groups of trees will be required along site boundaries 
in order to soften the visual impact of the development and assist in its 
integration with the surrounding area; 
 
The majority of boundary vegetation is to be retained and there are no changes 
proposed to the amenity spaces of the dwellings. Planting is provided throughout the 
development which will help in softening the visual impact of the proposal.  
 
 (d) adequate provision is made for necessary local neighbourhood facilities, to 
be provided by the developer as an integral part of the development;  
 
Not applicable.  
 
(e) a movement pattern is provided that supports walking and cycling, meets 
the needs of people whose mobility is impaired, respects existing public rights 
of way, provides adequate and convenient access to public transport and 
incorporates traffic calming measures; 
 
I am satisfied that this is the case.  
 
(f) adequate and appropriate provision is made for parking;  
 
DFI Roads is satisfied with the access and parking provisions.  
 
(g) the design of the development draws upon the best local traditions of form, 
materials and detailing; 
 
There will be no changes made to the proposed external materials on Houses 1 & 8.  
 
(h) the design and layout will not create conflict with adjacent land uses and 
there is no unacceptable adverse effect on existing or proposed properties in 
terms of overlooking, loss of light, overshadowing, noise or other disturbance; 
 
The ridge height of House 8 is to be increased by 700mm more than what was 
originally approved. Two sets of roof lights are proposed to the front elevation, with 
one opaque roof light proposed to the rear. The two additional roof lights to the front 
will overlook the public street therefore there are no issues regarding overlooking.  
 
The proposed roof window to the rear will be conditioned to be obscure-glazed in 
order to minimise any overlooking. There is a separation distance of roughly 17m 
between the rear of elevation of House 8 and the rear elevations of 5 and 6 Hampton 
Court. The rear first floor bedroom window of House No. 8 has already been 
approved under the previous permission ref. LA06/2017/0215/F. This window is set 
approximately 15m from the shared boundary of No. 5 and 6 Hampton Court. Given 
this separation distance and the orientation of the properties in Hampton Court, I do 
not consider that there will be any unacceptable overlooking from this first floor 
window. The dwelling as built on site presently appears dominant when viewed from 
the Hampton Road, however it must be considered that this ridge height would be 
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reduced by 0.5m if this application is approved. Given this, I do not believe that this 
500mm increase, from the original application, in the overall height of House 8 will 
result in any unacceptable impact upon the amenity of these dwellings in terms of 
dominance or loss of light. It is also important to note that the existing protected trees 
along the shared boundary and within the rear garden of Site 8, already provide a 
large degree of shading to these rear gardens of No. 5 and No. 6 Hampton Court in 
the afternoon/early evening. These trees will sit well above the proposed ridge of 
House 8.  
 
The increase in height to House 1 of 1.2m will not result in any dominance or loss of 
light issues, due to this site being located at a much lower level than the surrounding 
properties. The rear roof windows will be conditioned to be obscure glazed to ensure 
there are no issues regarding overlooking. Mature vegetation between House 1 and 
No. 42 Glenview Road will provide screening and therefore will increase privacy for 
both dwellings.  
 
(i) the development is designed to deter crime and promote personal safety. 
 
This is not applicable to this application.  
 
Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 7 Safeguarding the Character of 
Established Residential Areas 
 
Policy LC 1 Protecting Local Character, Environmental Quality and Residential 
Amenity 
 
In established residential areas planning permission will only be granted for the 
redevelopment of existing buildings, or the infilling of vacant sites (including extended 
garden areas) to accommodate new housing, where all the criteria set out in Policy 
QD1 of PPS 7, and all the additional criteria set out below are met: 
 
a) the proposed density is not significantly higher than that found in the 
residential area; and 
 
This is a change of house type application therefore this is not applicable.  
 
b) the pattern of development is in keeping with the overall character and 
environmental quality of the existing residential area; and 
 
I am satisfied that this is the case. This is highlighted in the above assessment under 
Policy QD 1.  
 
c) all dwelling units are built to a size not less than those set out in Annex A. 
 
I am satisfied this is the case. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
Seven objections were received. The following issues were raised:  
 

• The neighbours at No. 5 & No. 6 Hampton Court and No. 21 Glenview Road 
objected to the proposal on the basis of dominance and overlooking. They also 
highlighted mistakes made in the supporting planning statement submitted by 
the agent. These were corrected following receipt of these comments. It is also 
important to note that the supporting statement is just for reference and will not 
have any determining weight in the overall assessment.  
 
The neighbours stated that the residents met with the property developer’s 
representative to discuss their concerns with House No. 1 and 8 on 11th July 
2018. The main issues related to overlooking and dominance, particularly in 
reference to House No. 8. After these discussions took place, it was verbally 
agreed with the affected parties to reduce the current roof height of House No. 
8 by 500mm, along with removing one of the rear roof lights and obscuring the 
other. These changes have been made in this change of house type planning 
application. In relation to the issues surrounding dominance and overlooking, 
these have been addressed in the above assessment. A condition will be 
included to ensure the rear roof windows on both houses will be obscure 
glazed to ensure there are no issues regarding overlooking. The attached 
photos sent in by the objectors do show House No. 8 to appear dominant in 
relation to No. 5 and 6 Hampton Court. However, it is important to note that this 
ridge height will be reduced by 0.5m if this application were approved. Given 
the existing approval on site, I do not consider that an overall increase in 0.7m 
will significantly impact upon these properties in regards to dominance and loss 
of light. As stated previously in the above assessment, the existing protected 
trees along the shared boundaries and within the rear garden of Site 8 already 
shade the gardens of No. 5 and No. 6 Hampton Court in the afternoon/early 
evening. Additionally, there is a separation distance of roughly 17m between 
the rear of elevation of House 8 and the rear elevations of 5 and 6 Hampton 
Court. Given this separation distance, and the existing TPO trees on site, I do 
not consider that the increased ridge height will lead to any additional loss of 
light.  
 

• Another issue raised by objectors and a Councillor stated that the height of 
House No. 8 was inappropriate for the area, with the design and scale not in 
keeping with the area and adjacent properties. As the proposal is for a change 
of house type from that approved under LA06/2017/0215/F, the principle for 
development has already been established. A number of trees protected by a 
TPO are situated to the shared boundaries between Site 8 and Number 5 & 6 
Hampton Court. These protected trees help to reduce the impact of scale, 
massing and visibility of House No. 8 in relation to the Hampton Court 
properties. Due to the topography of the site, the proposed new ridge height of 
this dwelling will sit roughly 1m below the existing dwellings at No. 42 and 21 
Glenview Road. Given the separation distances found between House 8 and 
the surrounding properties, I consider that the increase of 700mm in ridge 
height is acceptable and will respect the surrounding context and be 
appropriate to the character and topography of the site. 
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• Another issue raised was that this application would set a precedent for the 
remainder of dwellings within this development to be altered and for 
subsequent retrospective applications to be presented. Any new application for 
a change of house type application will be assessed under its own merits.  
 

• No. 19 Glenview Road objected to the proposal on the grounds that House No. 
8 effectively dwarfs their property. Given the separation distance of over 20m, 
and the fact that this property sits at a higher elevation, I do not consider that 
the proposed ridge height increase in House 8 will appear dominant in relation 
to No. 19.  
 

• A comment was made from the neighbour at No. 5 Hampton Court regarding 
the height of boundary trees. A number of trees within the site are protected by 
a Tree Preservation Order, and therefore consent is required by the owners for 
any works to trees.  This is considered to be a civil matter between relevant 
landowners. 

 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 

The proposal has been considered having regard to the development plan, all the 
material considerations, the relevant planning policies and comments from statutory 
consultees and objectors.  On balance it is considered that the proposed development 
is acceptable and should therefore proceed by way of an approval of planning 
permission. 
 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 

 

11.    Conditions & Informatives  

 
Conditions  
 

1. As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011, the 
development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 years 
from the date of this permission. 
 
Reason: Time Limit. 
 

2. The vehicular access, including visibility splays and any forward sight distance, 
shall be provided in accordance with Drawing No. LA06/2017/0215/02 bearing 
the date stamp 10th February 2017, prior to the commencement of any other 
development hereby permitted. The area within the visibility splays and any 
forward sight line shall be cleared to provide a level surface no higher than 
250mm above the level of the adjoining carriageway and such splays shall be 
retained and kept clear thereafter. 
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Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
road safety and the convenience of road users. 
 

3. The access gradients to the dwellings hereby permitted shall not exceed 4% (1 
in 25) over the first 10 m outside the road boundary.  Where the vehicular 
access crosses footway, the access gradient shall be between 4% (1 in 25) 
maximum and 2.5% (1 in 40) minimum and shall be formed so that there is no 
abrupt change of slope along the footway. 
 
Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
road safety and the convenience of road users. 
 

4. The landscaping scheme, as shown on Drawing No. LA06/2017/0215/11 
bearing the date stamp 30th March 2017, shall be completed during the first 
available planting season following the occupation of the dwellings. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 

 

5. If within a period of 5 years from the date of the planting of any tree, shrub or 
hedge, that tree, shrub or hedge is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or 
becomes, in the opinion of the Council, seriously damaged or defective, 
another tree, shrub or hedge of the same species and size as that originally 
planted shall be planted at the same place, unless the Council gives its written 
consent to any variation. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
 

6. The existing trees as indicated on the approved Landscape Plan, Drawing No. 
LA06/2017/0215/12 bearing the date stamp 30th March 2017, shall be 
retained. No retained tree shall be cut down, uprooted or destroyed, or have its 
roots damaged within the crown spread nor shall arboricultural work or tree 
surgery take place or any retained tree be topped or lopped other than in 
accordance with the approved plans and particulars, without the written 
consent of the Council. Any arboricultural work or tree surgery approved shall 
be carried out in accordance with the relevant British Standard 3998: 2010. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by the existing trees. 
 

7. Notwithstanding the provisions of The Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order (Northern Ireland) 2015, or any Order revoking and re-
enacting that Order, no buildings, extensions, walls, gate pillars, fences or 
other structures shall be erected within the curtilages of the dwellings hereby 
approved other than those expressly authorised by this permission. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continued amenity afforded by existing trees and to 
maintain the privacy and amenity of the adjacent residential properties. 
 

8. The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained tree shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the approved plans and particulars before any 
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equipment, machinery or materials are brought onto the site for the purposes 
of the development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery 
and surplus materials have been removed from the site. Nothing shall be 
stored or placed in any area fenced in accordance with this condition and the 
ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation 
be made or any other works carried out, or fires lit without the written consent 
of the Council. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 
 

9. All hard and soft landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details as indicated on the approved landscape plan and the relevant 
British Standard 5837: 2012 or other recognised Codes of Practice. The works 
shall be carried out prior to the occupation of any part of the development. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
 

10. The management and maintenance of the approved landscaping shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved Landscape Management Plan 
date stamped 30th March 2017 and the Landscape Management and 
Maintenance Plan date stamped 6th July 2017. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a high 
standard of landscape. 
 

11. No dwelling shall be occupied until provision has been made and permanently 
retained within the curtilage of the site for the parking of private cars as 
indicated Drawing No. LA06/2017/0215/02 bearing the date stamp 10th 
February 2017. 
 
Reason: To ensure that adequate provision has been made for parking, 
servicing and traffic circulation within the site. 
 

12. The construction of the proposed patio area for dwelling H01 as indicated on 
Drawing No. LA06/2017/0215/14 bearing the date stamp 30th March 2017, 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and the 
Construction Method Statement bearing the date stamp 30th March 2017. 
Details of the proposed materials to be used in the construction of the patio, 
including a sectional drawing through the patio, shall be submitted to the 
Council for approval prior to the commencement of development. 
 
Reason: To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees. 

 

13. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details 
included within the Construction and Arboricultural Method Statement bearing 
the date stamp 6th July 2017. 
 
Reason: To ensure that construction is carried out without causing root 
damage to protected trees. 
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14. Prior to the occupation of any of the dwellings hereby approved, a fully 
functional coded security gate shall be installed at the junction of the new 
pedestrian path and the existing private lane as indicated on Drawing No. 
LA06/2017/0215/02 bearing the date stamp 10th February 2017. The gate 
shall be retained permanently thereafter. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the amenity of existing residential properties is 
maintained. 
 

15. There shall be no refuelling of construction machinery or storage of fuel, spoil 
or construction material within 10m of the red line boundary adjacent to the 
Twisel Burn. A silt fence should also be temporary installed during the 
construction phase to reduce the risk of suspended solids entering the 
adjacent watercourse which connects to the Outer Belfast Lough ASSI, Belfast 
Lough SPA and Belfast Lough Open Water SPA. 
 
Reason: To prevent any adverse impacts on the selection features of the Outer 
Belfast Lough ASSI, Belfast Lough SPA and Belfast Lough Open Water SPA. 
 

16. All site drainage to be designed to the principles of Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS) in order to minimise the polluting effects of storm water on 
waterways. Construction of SuDS should comply with the design and 
construction standards as set out in The SuDS Manual - Construction Industry 
Research and Information Association (CIRIA) Report C697. 
 
Reason: To prevent any adverse impacts on the selection features of the Outer 
Belfast Lough ASSI, Belfast Lough SPA and Belfast Lough Open Water SPA. 
 

17. Any lighting scheme shall comply with the Technical Specifications in the Bat 
Conservation Trust’s document ‘Bats and lighting: Overview of current 
evidence and mitigation Guidance’. Stone, E.L. (2013) and shall be designed 
to have minimal spill onto wooded areas. 
 
Reason: To minimise the impact of the proposal on foraging and roosting bats. 
Any mature trees or buildings to removed or modified shall be surveyed by a 
qualified bat ecologist for roosting bats on the day of removal or modification. If 
there is evidence of bat activity on the site, all work shall cease immediately 
and further advice shall be sought from the Wildlife Officer, Northern Ireland 
Environment Agency, Klondyke Building, Cromac Avenue, Gasworks Business 
Park, Lower Ormeau Road, Belfast. BT72JA. Tel. 02890 569623. 
 

18. Any mature trees or buildings to removed or modified shall be surveyed by a 
qualified bat ecologist for roosting bats on the day of removal or modification. If 
there is evidence of bat activity on the site, all work shall cease immediately 
and further advice shall be sought from the Wildlife Officer, Northern Ireland 
Environment Agency, Klondyke Building, Cromac Avenue, Gasworks Business 
Park, Lower Ormeau Road, Belfast. BT72JA. Tel. 02890 569623. 
 
Reason: To protect roosting bats. 
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19. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Badger Mitigation 
Plan (BMP) bearing the date stamp 6th July 2017.  
 
Reason: To protect badgers. 
 

20. The rear roof windows as shaded in green on drawing No. 03 and 04, bearing 
the date stamp the 20th July 2018, shall be glazed with obscure glass and non-
opening prior to the use of the development hereby approved and this obscure 
glazing shall be permanently retained thereafter.  
 
Reason: In the interest of privacy and amenity. 

 

Informative 
 

1. This Notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to 
convey any other approval or consent which may be required under the 
Building Regulations or any other statutory purpose. 
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Figure 1: Site Location Plan  
 

Figure 2: Block Plan  
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Figure 3: Google Map Aerial Image of the Site  
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Figure 4: House 1 Plans and Elevations  
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Figure 5: House 8 Plans and Elevations  
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Figure 6: Site Section of House No. 1  
 
 

Figure 7: Site Section of House No. 8  
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Site Photos  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Site for House No. 1  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

House No. 8 (Retrospective application)  
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House No. 8 shown in relation to 6 Hampton Court  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

21 Glenview Road shown on higher elevation to housing development site  



ITEM 4.3 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2017/0867/F 

Proposal 
Proposed change of use of former stables to childcare 
facility 

Location 161a Moneyreagh Road, Ballygowan, BT23 6BH 
 

Committee Interest 

Call in by Alderman Robert Gibson: “I wish to request a 
call in for application LA06/2017/0867/F. I believe that full 
consideration hasn't been given to PPS21 CTY 1 that the 
application would serve an identified necessary need in 
the community within this rural location and that on 
investigation there are no other available sites within the 
settlement to meet this provision.  Also the application 
does comply with PPS3 AMP3 as discussed with DFI 
Roads development control officers splays and would not 
cause harm or intensification to the protected route.” 
 

Validated 19th July 2017 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• The proposed site is located within the 
countryside. 

• The relevant policy context is provided by the 
SPPS and PPS21. 

• DCAN 13 Crèches, Day Nurseries and Pre-school 
Playgroups provides additional guidance and 
advice to assist the assessment of the proposal. 

• The subject building to be converted is not locally 
important as per the policy requirement contained 
in the SPPS. 

• The applicant has submitted insufficient evidence 
to demonstrate that the proposed crèche is a 
necessary community facility to serve the local 
rural population. 

• The application site is accessed via a Protected 
Route.  The proposal does not meet the any of the 
circumstances listed in PPS21 Annex 1 
Consequential Amendment to Policy AMP 3 of 
PPS3 Access Movement and Parking where 



access onto a Protected Route is considered 
acceptable. 

 
Recommendation 
 

Refusal 

Attachment 
Item 4.3a -  Case Officer Report 
Item 4.3b – Site images and drawings 
Item 4.3c – Addendum to case officer report 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

Planning Department 
2 Church Street 
Newtownards 
BT23 4AP 
 

 

Delegated Application  

  Development Management Officer Report 

Case Officer: Caroline Herron  

Application ID: LA06/2017/0867/F Target Date: 28/10/2017 

Proposal: 
Proposed change of use of former stables to 
childcare facility 

Location: 
161a Moneyreagh Road 
 Ballygowan 
 BT23 6BH 

Applicant Name and Address: 
Ms Joan Armstrong 
161a Moneyreagh Road 
 Ballygowan 
 BT23 6BH 

Agent Name and Address: 
Ms Laura McCausland 
8 Edgar Avenue 
 Carryduff 
 BT8 8DQ 

Date of Last Neighbour Notification: 19 July 2017 

Date of Press Advertisement: 3 August 2017 

ES Requested: No 

Consultations: Yes 

Consultation Type 
 
Advice and Guidance 
Statutory 

Consultee 
 
Environmental Health 
Transport NI 

Response 
 
No objection 
No objection, conditions provided 
 

Representations  

Letters of Support 8 

Letters of Objection 0 

Petitions and signatures 1 petition of 571 names 

Summary of Issues 
 
This application remains delegated as it seeks permission for a local development. 3 neighbouring 

properties have been notified and no objections have been received.   

 

The main issues to consider in the determination of this application are: 

 

• Principle of development 

• Visual Amenity 

• Residential Amenity 
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• Biodiversity 

 

 

  Site Visit Report 

Site Location Plan: 

 

 
 

Date of Site Visit: 17 August 2017 

 
Characteristics of Site and Area 
 

The site is located on the western side of the Moneyreagh Road, adjacent to a quarry and sits at 

a slightly higher level than the public road.  The building is accessed via a laneway which serves 

another dwelling.  The dwelling on the site is single storey with a detached steel cladded double 

garage to the north.  There is a stone parking area to the east and garden elsewhere.  The site is 

landscaped on the southern and eastern boundaries. 

 

The site is located outside any designated settlement limit as designated in the Ards and Down 

Area Plan 2015.  CES Quarry Products is located south-east of the application site. 

 
Description of proposal 
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Proposed change of use of former stables to childcare facility. 
 

  Planning Assessment of Policy and Other Material Considerations  

 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

 

X/2009/0059/F – 161a Moneyreagh Road – Replacement dwelling and stables – Permission 

granted 21.10.2009 

 

X/2014/0622/F - 161a Moneyreagh Road Tullyhubbert Newtownards - Part change of dwelling to 

child care facility. Building to otherwise remain as permanent dwelling – Permission granted 

18.05.2015 

 

 

ASSESSMENT OF PLANNING ISSUES/MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 

The proposal is for the change of use of former stables to childcare facility. 

 

The proposal will be assessed against the following: 

 

• Ards and Down Area Plan 2015  

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 

• PPS 2: Natural Heritage 

• PPS 3: Access, Movement and Parking 

• Clarification of Policy AMP 3: Access to Protected Routes 

• PPS 4: Planning and Economic Development 

• PPS 21 : Sustainable Development in the Countryside 

 

Supplementary guidance 

 

• Development Control Advice Note 13 - Crèches, Day Nurseries and Pre-School 

Playgroups 

 

 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to the 

Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material considerations. 

Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development Plan, the determination 

must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

Until the Council adopts its new Local Development Plan, planning applications will continue to 

be assessed against the provisions of the Department of the Environment’s development plans 

and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which contains the main operational planning policies for 

the consideration of development proposals. 
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Area Plan 

 

The relevant plan in this case is the Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 (ADAP) which places the 

application site within the countryside.  The proposal is in conformity with the plan provided it 

complies with relevant regional planning policies. 

 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) 

 

 

The SPPS indicates that until such times as a Plan Strategy for the whole of the council area has 

been adopted planning authorities will apply existing policy within specified retained planning 

policy statements together with the SPPS. The retained policy document Planning Policy 

Statement 21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside (PPS21) and the SPPS sets out the 

other relevant policy context for determining the application. This is supplemented by specific 

guidance for the development of Crèches, Day Nurseries and Pre-School Playgroups set out in 

Development Control Advice Note 13 (DCAN13). Whilst I acknowledge that DCAN13 is not a 

statement of policy, it nonetheless provides guidance and advice to assist in assessing the 

proposal. 

 

Planning permission was granted in 2015 for the provision of a childminding service within the 

Applicant’s dwelling located at 161A Moneyreagh Road. The business currently operates from 2 

rooms within the Applicant’s home for a maximum of 8 children at a time.   This is slightly above 

what would normally be considered as homeworking. 

 

Extract from Annex A of Planning Policy Statement 4: 

A2 Homeworking does not necessarily require planning permission. Permission is not normally 

required where the use of part of a dwellinghouse for business purposes does not change the 

overall character of the property's use as a single dwelling, for example, the use by a 

householder of a room as an office or the provision of a childminding service.  

A3 With regard to this latter example, the Department considers that persons who wish to use 

their homes for childminding will not normally require planning permission where the number 

of children does not exceed six. This is based on the maximum number of children between 

the ages of 0-12 years (including their own children) that childminders registered by Health & 

Social Services can care for. 

 

The proposal seeks change of use of the domestic outbuilding to provide a childminding facility 

independent from the dwellinghouse. The building will provide 3 nursery rooms, sleep room, 

kitchen area, staff facilities, office, associated storage and outdoor play area.  The building is 

screened from the Moneyreagh Road by the neighbouring buildings and existing vegetation and 

therefore will not detract from the visual amenity of the local area.  The alterations involve the 

replacement of the garage doors on the eastern elevation with one large full size window, 2 smaller 

windows and an access door.  Two new sets of french doors are proposed on the rear elevation 

and a new door is proposed on the northern elevation to access the outdoor play area.   
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The proposed change of use will see the existing business expand from catering for 8 No. children 

at any one time to a possible 25 children and staff numbers increase from 2 full-time staff to 4 full 

time and up to 4 part-time staff (8 staff in total). 

 

 

Planning Policy Statement 21 (PPS 21): Sustainable Development in the Countryside and 

Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) consideration. 

 

Policy CTY1 of PPS21 sets out a range of types of development which in principle are considered 

acceptable in the countryside and that will contribute to the aims of sustainable development. Two 

types of non-residential development which is permitted within the countryside include the reuse 

of an existing building under Policy CTY 4 and a necessary community facility to serve the local 

rural population. The policy however does not define what constitutes a necessary community 

facility.  

 

Policy CTY 4 refers to the sympathetic conversion, with adaption if necessary, of a suitable 

building.  Since the publication of PPS 21, a new Strategic Planning Policy Statement (SPPS) was 

published in September 2015.  This regional policy provides additional clarification for 

development in the countryside with paragraph 6.73 of the SPPS stating that provision should be 

made for the sympathetic conversion and re-use of a suitable locally important building of special 

character or interest. 

 

The introduction for this policy states that where there is any conflict between the SPPS and any 

policy retained under the transitional arrangements must be resolved in the favour of the 

provisions of the SPPS.  ‘For example, where the SPPS introduces a change of policy direction 

and/or provides a policy clarification that would be in conflict with the retained policy the SPPS 

should be accorded greater weight in the assessment of individual planning applications.’ 

 

The weighting direction of the SPPS indicates that ‘locally important building’ must take precedent 

in the first instance over any criteria contained in Policy CTY 4 of PPS 21. 

 

Paragraph 3.8 of the SPPS sets out the guiding principle relating to the grant/refusal of 

development. It states that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to the 

development plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed development will 

cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance.   

 

The outbuilding is finished in steel cladding and measures 12.2m by 15.2m.  The building is 

divided in two with one side accessing a store in the centre which runs the full length of the 

building.  The left side has a ridge height of 3.1m high and the right side is 3.8m high.   

 

The SPPS does not define ‘locally important’ buts lists examples such as former school houses, 

churches and older traditional barns and outbuildings.  I consider that that these cited examples 

typically relate to buildings that generally have some design, architectural or historic merit.  No 

evidence has been provided to demonstrate that this building is of a particular importance to this 

locality. 
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The Agent provided me with two planning approvals located with Lisburn and Castlereagh.  The 

applications were not directly comparable to this application as one approval related to a building 

which the case officer found to be locally important and the other application was for alterations 

to a previous barn conversion approved in 2011. 

 

Policy CTY 1 states that planning permission will be granted for a necessary community facility to 

serve the local rural population. 

 

The Supporting Statement submitted by the applicant identifies that a lack of social care provision 

in rural areas has been detailed as a main challenge for rural areas within Northern Ireland.  The 

location of existing childcare providers was identified in central Moneyreagh and in neighbouring 

Crossnacreevy, however no vacancy rates were provided.  Birth rates and the number of 0-9 year 

olds in the Ards area were also supplied, however this information does not demonstrate that 

there is a community need for more childcare facilities at this locality to serve the local rural 

population. 

 

The research advises that due to the lack of childcare, parents are having to travel for childcare 

to neighbouring areas and not all families have cars.  I am unsure of the relevance of this research 

as there is no bus stop located at this site and therefore parents would still need to travel by car 

to pick up and drop off children.  It would seem that a childcare facility within the settlement limits 

would address transport issues more appropriately. 

 

Further evidence was submitted from the office of Jim Shannon (MP for Strangford) in the form of 

a letter written to the to the Executive Support Services of the South Eastern HSC Trust requesting 

the number of child care places within Strangford.  The trust has advised on the number of 

childminders within Strangford village and not the Strangford Constituency, which makes the 

numbers irrelevant to this planning application. 

 

9 letters of support were received, from existing and prospective customers however only one of 

letters included an address.  Whilst this demonstrates that the Applicant could potentially attract 

some new customers, it does not substantiate that this proposal provides a necessary community 

facility to serve the local rural population. 

 

36 No. Childcare Surveys were received from the Agent on 23 March 2018.  The survey advises 

if the survey participants have children, if they use childcare provisions, if they think there is 

enough childcare provision in the Ballygowan Area and if there was space at the application site 

would they use it.  No methodology was provided for the questionnaire and details of the 

participants’ addresses were not provided, therefore little weight can be attached to this 

submission. 

 

A petition of 571 addresses was received on 24 July 2018.  The names have been grouped 

together by the address they provided in the table below.  The Applicant/Agent has tried to 

demonstrate that this is a necessary community facility to serve the local rural population however 

from the table below it can be seen that no addresses were received from the local 
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Ballygowan/Moneyreagh countryside.  Therefore it is does not demonstrate any local need for the 

proposal. 

   
 

It should also be noted that no evidence has been received regarding the availability of child care 

places at the neighbouring nursery providers (ie. Right Rascals in Kilmood, County Bumpkins near 

Crossnacreevy and Mother Hubbert Day Care Nursery near Moneyreagh). 

 

The applicant has not demonstrated that there is no availability of suitable premises in the 

neighbouring settlements to accommodate  the proposed development. 

 

Policy CTY 1 states that other types of development in the countryside will only be permitted 

where there are overriding reasons why that development is essential and could not be located in 

a settlement.  The site is located 1.3km from Monereagh settlement limit and 1.8km from the 

Ballygowan settlement limit and the evidence provided is not considered sufficient to demonstrate 

that the proposal is essential in this location. 
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In these circumstances I consider the proposal to be unacceptable in principle based on policies 

CTY1 of PPS 21 and SPPS. 

 

 

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 

 

The nearest residential dwelling is located at No. 161 which is located approximately 60m from 

the application site and it is therefore considered that the proposal will not cause any adverse 

impact on this neighbouring dwelling.  I also do not consider that the increase in traffic shall have 

any detrimental impact as it will be restricted to dropping-off and picking-up times and not a 

constant flow of traffic up the laneway. 

 

 

Development Control Advice Note 13: Crèches, Day Nurseries and Pre-School Playgroups 

 

Paragraph 16 of DCAN13 indicates that towns and other smaller rural settlements are the 

appropriate locations for such developments but also states that permission may be granted in a 

rural area to meet a defined local need.  DCAN 13 indicates that it would need to be part use of 

an existing residential property, should be visually acceptable and not accessed off a main traffic 

route.  The proposal seeks to convert former stables to childcare facility.  I do not consider that 

the proposal represents part-use of the existing residential property. 

 

The applicant has been unable to demonstrate that there is a shortage of childcare provision within 

this local area.  There has been no quantification of what the current provision is and what the 

shortfall is to show that there is an under-supply of such facilities in the local area.  Considering 

the evidence presented, it has not been demonstrated that there is a need for a child care facility 

at this location. 

 

The application was accompanied by a P1D form which indicated the proposed number and age 

range of children to be catered for, the internal floorspace arrangements and the proposed number 

of staff as detailed above.  Whilst the hours of opening were not conditioned as part of the 2014 

application, the Agent has advised that the childcare facility is open between 7am and 6pm 

Monday to Friday.   The adjacent quarry office is open 07.30 - 17.00 Monday to Friday.  Due to 

the increase in numbers and the location of neighbouring dwelling on the laneway, in my opinion 

a time condition would be required restricting the times to 07.00 – 18.00 Monday to Friday as the 

business is currently operating.  Car parking, landscaping and access have all been considered 

above.  

 

PPS 4: Planning and Economic Development 

 

The preamble to PPS 4 states that economic uses comprise industrial, business and storage and 

distribution uses, as currently defined in Part B ‘Industrial and Business Uses’ of the Planning 

(Use Classes) Order (Northern Ireland) 2004. This was replaced by the Planning (Use Classes) 
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Order (Northern Ireland) 2015.  The proposed use as a child care facility falls within Class D1: 

Community and Cultural Uses and therefore cannot be considered under PPS 4. 

 

PPS 3: Access, Movement and Parking 

 

The application site accesses onto a protected route and as the number of children and staff will 

be increased in accordance with the proposal, intensification will occur. 

 

Policy AMP 3 of PPS 3 states that the level of use of existing accesses should be controlled onto 

Protected Routes.  The proposal falls within category (d) Other Development outside of settlement 

limits where approval may be justified for intensification of the use of an existing access if the 

proposal would meet the criteria for development within a Green Belt or Countryside Policy Area 

and access cannot reasonably be obtained from an adjacent minor road. 

 

It has been considered above that the proposal does not meet the criteria for acceptable 

development under Planning Policy Statement 21, which is the relevant planning policy for the 

countryside.  Intensification onto this protected route is not justified and therefore is contrary to 

Policy AMP 3 of PPS 3. 

 

In relation to parking within the curtilage of the site, 12 No. car parking spaces have been indicated 

on Drawing No. 01 and the site visit confirmed that ample parking and turning is available within 

the curtilage of the site. 

 

 

PPS 2: Natural Heritage 

 

This policy sets out planning policies for the conservation, protection and enhancement of our 

natural heritage.  Policy NH 2 of PPS 2 states that planning permission will only be granted for a 

development proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by law. To this end, the NI 

Biodiversity Checklist has been used to identify whether the proposal is likely to adversely affect 

certain aspects of biodiversity including protected species. In this instance it has indicated that 

there is not a reasonable likelihood of there being protected species present and therefore further 

investigation is not considered necessary. 

 

The potential impact of this proposal on Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation 

and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the requirements of Regulation 43 (1) 

of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as 

amended).  The proposal would not be likely to have a significant effect on the conservation 

objectives/features of Strangford Lough SAC/SPA/Ramsar or any other European site. 

 

 

 

 

Neighbour Notification Checked: Yes 
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Summary of Recommendation 

 

Considering all the evidence presented, it has not been demonstrated that the subject building is 

locally important or that there is an exceptional need for the conversion of this outbuilding to a 

childcare facility in the rural area.  I am not persuaded that the proposal is a necessary community 

facility to serve the local rural population nor that there is convincing evidence that such a facility 

could not be located within a settlement.  The proposal therefore does not comply with Policy CTY 

1 of PPS 21, the Strategic Planning Policy Statement and Policy AMP 3 of PPS 3. 

 

 

 

Reasons for Refusal 

 

1. The proposal is contrary to CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable 

Development in the Countryside as there are no overriding reasons why the development 

is essential and could not be located in a settlement. 

 

2. The proposal is contrary to CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement 21: Sustainable 

Development in the Countryside in that it has not been demonstrated that it is a necessary 

community facility to serve the local rural population. 

 

3. The proposal is also contrary to Paragraph 6.73 of the Strategic Planning Policy Statement 

for Northern Ireland in that the building is not a locally important building. 

 

4. The proposal is contrary to Policy AMP 3 of Planning Policy Statement 3, Access, 

Movement and Parking, in that it would, if permitted, result in the intensification of use of 

an existing access onto a Main Traffic Route (Protected Route), thereby prejudicing the 

free flow of traffic and conditions of general safety. 

 

 

Case Officer Signature: 
 
Date: 
 
Countersigning Officer: 
 
Date: 
 

Appointed Officer Signature: 
 
Date: 
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Addendum to Case Officer Report 

 
First Call-in reason 

 
1.0 The first reason for call-in to the Planning Committee related to the assertion that 

the application would serve an identified necessary need in the community within 

this rural location and that on investigation there are no other available sites 

within the settlement to meet this provision. 

 

1.1 Policy CTY 1 of Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 21 advises that an acceptable 

form of development within the countryside can be for a necessary community 

facility to serve the local rural population.   The information previously submitted 

by the applicant has been considered in the original Case Officer’s report.   The 

evidence was not persuasive to demonstrate that the proposal was a necessary 

community facility to serve the local rural population nor that that there was any 

convincing evidence that such a facility could not be located within the 

settlement. 

 

1.2  Further supporting information was not submitted along with this call-in. 

 

1.3  The Planning Department has contacted a number of existing day nurseries 

within a 5 mile radius of the application site.  Spaces for both pre-school and 

after-school ages are available. 

 

1.4  Furthermore, the conversion element of the proposal has to be considered under 

policies CTY 1 and 4 of PPS 21 and the Strategic Planning Policy Statement 

(SPPS).  The SPPS provides additional clarification for conversion, in that 

buildings should be locally important. 

 

1.5  The description of the proposal refers to ‘former stables’.  It should be noted that 

planning permission was granted on the site for a replacement dwelling and 

stables in 2009.  Aerial photography taken from Google Earth identifies the 

dwelling under construction 24 May 2013; however, the approved stables were 

not under construction.   

 

1.6  It would appear from the aerial photography on Google Earth that one of the 

units under consideration (closest to the dwelling) was in situ on 21 April 2015.  

This unit was not built in accordance with the approved plans for the ‘stables’.  

The second unit was constructed at a later date (visible on ortho dated 16 August 

2016).   The structures, whilst not being in accordance with the approved plans, 
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would have fulfilled permitted development requirements, however a Certificate 

of Lawfulness has not been submitted. 

 

1.7  Locally important buildings are normally considered to have some design, 

architectural or historic merit.  This building, comprising of two units, appears to 

be used as a domestic store and is constructed on a steel frame with steel 

cladding outer.  The units have been in situ for approximately three years and 

are not constructed from traditional building materials.  The building lacks any 

architectural merit and due to its recent construction, it is of no historical value.   

 

1.8 It is noted that the reference to ‘change of use of former stables’ in the proposal 

description is somewhat misleading to the reader as one would presume the 

building in question to be of traditional form and materials for the rural area, 

however, this is not the case. 

 

Second Call-in reason 

 

2.0  The second reason for call-in relates to Policy Amp 3 of PPS 3 and states that 

the proposal would not cause harm or intensification to the protected route. 

 

2.1  A protected route is designated on main roads in Northern Ireland to facilitate 

the efficient movement of traffic over long distances.  Proposals for development 

accessing onto a protected route should not compromise their function of 

facilitating the free and safe movement of traffic and not significantly add to 

congestion. 

 

2.2  DfI Roads considered the application and whilst confirming that the access onto 

the Moneyreagh Road met road safety standards, it did highlight that the 

Moneyreagh Road is a protected traffic route and that the onus was on the 

Planning Department to determine if the proposal fell within the exceptions listed 

in Policy AMP 3. 

 

2.3  Whilst policy AMP 3 of PPS 3 refers to direct access or the intensification of the 

use of an existing access, a consequential amendment to policy AMP 3 has been 

included within Annex 1 of PPS 21. 

 

2.4 The consequential revision to policy AMP 3 states that planning permission will 

only be granted for a development proposal involving access onto this category 

of protected route where development would meet the criteria for development 

in the countryside, i.e. Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21. 
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2.5 The proposal fails to meet the criteria for an acceptable form of development in 

the countryside and therefore is not deemed to be an exception within the 

protected routes policy. 

 



ITEM 4.4 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2016/0708/F 

Proposal 

The erection of a new underground pumping station 
(storage capacity 2170m3) with control building, telemetry 
pole with lighting column and associated works.  
 

Location 

Brompton Road Pumping Station, Lands 46m north of 
No. 7 Brompton Road, Bangor 
 

 

Committee Interest 
Application on land in which the Council has an interest 
 

Validated 28/07/2016 

Summary 

Main considerations: 
 

• Proposal is necessary to allow NI Water to provide 
an essential public service as part of the Bangor 
Drainage Area Plan. 

• Proposal will significantly reduce the number of 
wastewater overflow episodes that currently have 
the potential to affect the shoreline and designated 
sites 

• Impact on the appearance of the proposed Bangor 
West Area of Townscape Character. The majority 
of the works will be located underground and the 
surface re-seeded in grass. Above ground control 
kiosk sympathetically finished in natural stone.  

• Proposed telemetry pole and lighting column will 
have no greater impact than that which could be 
erected under permitted development rights at the 
existing site. 

• Loss of open space 

• Impact on the amenity of nearby residential 
properties 

• Impact on local built heritage 

• Impact on road safety and parking 

• Potential impact on the key features of the 
proposed Wilson’s Point Local Landscape Policy 
Area (LLPA) 

• Impact on local natural heritage and designat6ed 
sites 

Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.4a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref:  LA06/2016/0708/F DEA:  Bangor West 

Proposal:     The erection of a new underground pumping station (storage capacity 
2170m3) with control building, telemetry pole with lighting column and associated 
works. Proposal includes a new vehicle access at the existing turning head.                                            
 

Location: Brompton Road Pumping Station, Lands 46m north of No. 7 Brompton 
Road, Bangor 
 

Applicant:   NI Water Ltd Agent:  AECOM 

Date Valid: 28/07/2016 Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 04/10/2018 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 29/10/2018 

Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: Yes 

Letters of 
Support 

1 
 

Letters of Objection 7 (2 
objectors) 

Petitions 0 
 
 

Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of development at this location 

• Necessity of works to allow NI Water to provide an essential public service 
as part of the Bangor Drainage Area Plan. Proposal will significantly reduce 
the number of wastewater overflow episodes that currently have the 
potential to affect the shoreline and designated sites 

• Impact on public health and safety  
           •    Impact on local natural heritage and the Outer Ards Special Protection Area 

(SPA), Ramsar site, Area of Special Scientific Interest (ASSI), the North 
Channel proposed SAC and the East Coast (NI) Marine proposed SPA    

• Impact on the appearance and established built form of the proposed 
Bangor West Area of Townscape Character (ATC) 

• Impact on the key features of the proposed Wilson’s Point Local Landscape 
Policy Area (LLPA) 

• Impact on local built heritage  

• Potential impact of proposed telemetry pole & lighting column 

• Loss of open space  

• Impact on road safety and parking 
 

Case Officer: Kirk McDowell 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 
 

 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, consultation 
responses and any representations received are available to view at the Planning Portal 
www.planningni.gov.uk using Public Access 
 

 
1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor as designated within the North 
Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995, draft and adopted (now quashed) Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan (BMAP) 2015  
 
The majority of the site is located within the proposed Bangor West Area of Townscape 
Character.  The north-east corner of the site is located within the proposed Wilson’s 
Point Local Landscape Policy Area.   
 
The application site is immediately adjacent to the Outer Ards SPA, Ramsar site, and 
Area of Special Scientific Interest.  The site is also in close proximity to the North 
Channel pSAC and the East Coast (NI) Marine Proposed Special Protection Area.    
 
The site is located within an area of green open space adjacent to both Brompton Road 
and the North Down Coastal Path, and includes a small turning head on the Brompton 
Road.     
 
Adjacent to the site is the existing NIW pumping station comprised in a small triangular 
shaped hardstanding area bounded by a low stone wall. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the remains of the former Walled Garden at Maxwell 
Road which is a grade B2 listed building.   
 

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
Application Site – There is no relevant history pertaining to the specific site itself. 
 
This proposal is part of NI Water’s wider scheme for North Down to construct a number 
of new wastewater pumping stations, replacement pumping stations and new 
wastewater storage tanks at various locations in Bangor, as part of the Bangor 
Drainage Area Plan. 
 
Other applications associated with this scheme are shown on the map below (The 
application site is site C):   
 

 
 
 
Site A: LA06/2017/0685/F Carnalea Golf Club Pumping Station  

Lands to the West of Carnalea Golf Club and to the East of 
1 Killaire Road Bangor 
Approved 05/10/2018 

 
Site B: LA06/2016/0707/F Stricklands Glen Pumping Station  

Lands 54m north-west of no. 5 Lochglen and 60m west of 
no. 29 Stricklands Bay, Bangor 
Approved 10/07/2017 
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4.   Planning Policy Framework  

 
The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 
 

• Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
Pursuant to the Ministerial Statement of June 2012, which accompanied the release of the Planning 
Appeals Commission’s Report on the BMAP Public Inquiry, a decision on a development proposal 
can be based on draft plan provisions that will not be changed as a result of the Commission’s 
recommendations. Consequently, dBMAP is a material consideration relevant to this application 
 

Policy ENV 1- Local Landscape Policy Areas 
 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 
 
- Policy NH1 European and Ramsar Sites.   
- Policy NH2 Species protected by law 
- Policy NH3 Sites of Nature Conservation Importance National 

 
• Planning Policy Statement 3: Access, Movement & Parking 

 
-  Policy AMP 2 Access to Public Roads 
-  Policy AMP 7 Car Parking Provision 

 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning, Archaeology & the Built Heritage 
 
- Policy BH11 Development affecting the setting of a listed building 

 

• Addendum to Planning Policy Statement 6: Areas of Townscape Character 
- Policy ATC 2 New development in an Area of Townscape Character 

 
•    Planning Policy Statement 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor   
     Recreation 
 
      - Policy OS 1 Protection of Open Space 
 
 •    Planning Policy Statement 10: Telecommunications  
            
      - Policy TEL 1 Control of Telecommunications Development 

 
 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
Living Places: An Urban Stewardship and Design Guide for Northern Ireland 
 
Parking Standards 
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6.   Consultations  
 
Consultation was carried with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and a synopsis of 
responses is listed 

Consultee Response 

ANDBC Environmental Health Protection and 
Development Service 

No objection subject to conditions 

Arqiva Services Limited No objection 

DAERA: Marine and Fisheries Division No objection subject to condition 

DAERA: Natural Environment Division  No objection subject to conditions 

DAERA: Regulation Unit (RU) (Land and 
Groundwater Team) 

No objection subject to conditions  

DAERA: Water Management Unit No objection 

Department of Health, Social Services and 
Public Safety – NI Fire & Rescue Service 
Headquarters 

No objection   

Department for Communities, Historic 
Environment Division 

No objection subject to a condition 
relating to material and finishes  

DfI, Roads No objection subject to conditions  

DETI: Geological Survey (NI) No objection 

HM Coastguard - Bangor No response 

The Joint Radio Company No objection  

Ofcom Northern Ireland No objection  

PSNI - Communications Services No objection  

PSNI - Road Policing Unit No objection  

Shared Environmental Service No objections subject to conditions  

 
 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Proposal 
 
The proposal seeks to replace the existing pumping station, (located adjacent to the 
proposed site, approximately 64m North of No.7 Brompton Road) which is inadequate 
to meet the sewerage needs of the wider area.   
 
The new underground pumping station will have a storage capacity of 2170m3 and will 
have a storage tank which will extend 13m underground.   
 
The proposal includes a control room kiosk with an area of 27m2 and a maximum height 
of 3.1m and a volume of 85m3.  It will comprise of natural stone finishes and cast iron 
rainwater-ware, with the roof finished in sedum grass.    
 
There also will be a 4m high lighting column. It will use 250w son symmetrical type 
luminaries.   
 
The proposal will also include a dropped kerb along the existing turning head on 
Brompton Road to provide NI Water maintenance vehicles with access to the pumping 



 

6 

 

station.  There will be removable bollards placed along this access to prevent 
unauthorised vehicular access to this area. 
 
The proposal also includes a 6m high telemetry pole with no light source (which will be 
located approximately 87m North of No. 7 Brompton Road) and will be positioned on 
the other side of the North Down Coastal Path from the proposed pumping station 
adjacent to a coastal wall.   
 
There will also be a number of associated works including a number of manholes and 
inspection chamber lids of heavy duty cast iron.    
 
The existing pumping station is to be removed and the area reinstated with grass. 
 
Planning Assessment of Policy and Other Material Considerations 
 
Decisions must be taken in accordance with the provisions of the Local Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  However, until the Council 
adopts its new Local Development Plan, most planning applications will continue to be 
assessed against the provisions of the Department of the Environment’s Development 
Plans, the Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPSS) and 
Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which contain the main operational planning 
policies for the consideration of development proposals. 
 

North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and Draft BMAP 2015 
 

Section 6(4) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 states that when determining 
a planning application regard is to be had to the local development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  Section 45 (1) requires regard to be had to the local 
development plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations.  
 
The application site is located within the settlement limit of Bangor.  The adopted Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a result of a judgment in 
the Court of Appeal delivered on 18th May 2017.  As a consequence of this, the North 
Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is the statutory development plan for 
the area, with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration.  
 
The proposal is in conformity with both the North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 
and draft BMAP 2015 as the site does not lie within any particular land use zoning.  
 
As per draft BMAP the majority of the site is located within the proposed Bangor West 
Area of Townscape Character (ATC); and the north-east corner of the site is located 
within the proposed Wilson’s Point Local Landscape Policy Area (LLPA).   
 
The impact of the development on the proposed ATC will be considered under the 
relevant regional policy contained within PPS 6 Addendum: Areas of Townscape 
Character. 
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Although the adopted BMAP was quashed, the proposed designations of both the 
Bangor West ATC and Wilson’s Point ATC are likely to be included again in any formal 
adoption of the plan as, following the Public Inquiry into BMAP, no changes to these 
specific designations were recommended by the Planning Appeals Commission.  In this 
regard substantial weight can be attributed to these designations as they relate to the 
site. 
 
In respect of the ATC, it is unclear as to how the area will be characterised therefore 
determining weight cannot be given to the potential impact on the ‘character’ or any 
distinctive features of the ATC, however, its appearance is still a material consideration.  
A detailed consideration of the impact of the development on the proposed ATC is set 
out below. 
 
The Impact on the proposed LLPA will be assessed under the proposed Area Plan 
Policy ENV 1 Local Landscape Policy Areas.  The Public Inquiry made an alteration to 
the wording of the Policy (then called Policy ENV 3) which was subsequently 
incorporated into the adopted BMAP 2015.   Therefore, it is likely that if BMAP is lawfully 
adopted that it will still contain ENV 1 with its current wording.  As such the application 
can be assessed against this policy.    
  
Draft Policy ENV1 – Local Landscape Policy Area 

 
In designated Local Landscape Policy Areas (LLPAs) planning permission will not be 
granted for development that would be likely to have a significant adverse effect on 
those features, or combination of features, that contribute to the environmental quality, 
integrity or character.  
 
 Where riverbanks are included within LLPAs access may be required to the river 
corridor as part of the development proposals. Any access should not have an 
unacceptable adverse impact on the flora and fauna of the river corridor.  
Where proposals are within and/or adjoining a designated LLPA, a landscape buffer 
may be required to protect the environmental quality of the LLPA. 
 
The LLPA extends along the North Down Coastal Path as far as Strickland’s Glen to 
the west and the Marina car park and associated structure planting to the east.   
 
Designation BR 31 as found in both the draft and the adopted BMAP 2015 defines the 
key characteristics of the proposed Wilson’s Point LLPA.  Most notably these include 
listed buildings and their surroundings.   
 
The proposed 6m high telemetry pole will be located within the boundary of Wilson’s 
Point LLPA along with four manhole covers.  The rest of the proposal will be adjacent 
to the designation.   
 
The proposed telemetry pole will be located at the end of a coastal wall which will help 
to minimise its visual impact.  
 
Under Article 3, Part 14, Class H of the Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order (NI) 2015, NI Water could erect plant and machinery up to 15m high at the site 
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of the existing pumping station.  In this regard it is considered that both the 6m high 
telemetry pole and the 4m high lighting column will have considerably less impact that 
than that which could be erected under permitted development rights.   
 
The proposal is in close proximity to the former Walled Garden at Maxwell Road which 
is a grade B2 listed structure within the proposed Wilson’s Point LLPA.  As such 
consultations were carried out with the Department for Communities (DfC), Historic 
Environment Division (HED), to assess the proposal’s potential impact on the setting of 
the listed structure.   
 
HED advised that the proposal would not have any demonstrable harm on the setting 
of the listed structure subject to a condition specifying the materials and finishes to be 
used.  Such a condition will ensure that the materials of the proposed control room 
kiosk will be comprised of natural random rubble stonework to match the existing stone 
walls found in the area.  Its doors should be painted steel and rainwater-goods shall be 
cast iron.  Its roof finish shall comprise of sedum type grass.   Furthermore, all man-
hole covers and inspection chamber lids shall be heavy duty cast iron.   
 
HED originally requested that the new lighting standard should also be of traditional 
pattern with a painted finish; however, following demonstration by the agent of more 
modern designs in the area, this request was withdrawn.    
 
There will be a number of critical viewpoints of the proposed control kiosk.   
 
When walking along the North Down Coastal Path in a westerly direction, views of the 
proposed control kiosk as shown in photos G-I in Annex G will be largely screened by 
the existing boundary wall/fence which is along the boundary of the former No.10 
Brompton Road which is currently being developed for three residential dwellings. It is 
not considered that the proposed kiosk will have an unacceptable visual impact from 
this perspective.   
 
When walking along the North Down Coastal Path in an easterly direction (as shown in 
photo B of Annex G) the proposed control kiosk will read visually with both the boundary 
wall of the former No. 10 Brompton Road site and the listed remains of the former 
Walled Garden at Maxwell Road.  The dwellings currently being constructed at the site 
of the former No. 10 Brompton Road site are conditioned to have sedum grass roof 
finishes which will complement the finishes of the proposed control kiosk. As such it is 
my opinion that from this viewpoint the proposal will integrate visually into the Local 
Landscape Policy Area.  
   
There will be views from a small area of land north of the site where there is a public 
bench (as shown in photo J of Annex G).  From this perspective the residential dwellings 
of Brompton Road and Downshire Lane and their boundary trees, set at a higher 
elevation, will act as a visual backdrop to ensure the proposed control kiosk integrates 
into the LLPA. Given the height at 3.1m it is considered that the proposed control kiosk 
will not be visually prominent from this perspective.   
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When walking in a southern direction along the Brompton Road (photos A & F of Annex 
G) the proposed control kiosk will not be visually prominent until the point past the 
vegetation associated with No. 7 Brompton Road at the end of the public Road.   
 
Whilst there is no right to a view under planning policy, the view from the rear living 
room window and rear garden area of No. 7 Brompton Road was also considered as 
this property is currently the nearest residential dwelling to the proposal (as shown in 
photographs D & E of Annex G).   
 
This property is significantly elevated over the proposal site and has mature vegetation 
located towards the rear of its garden area.   The highest structure of the proposal is 
the 6m high telemetry pole.  The telemetry pole will be located approximately 80m from 
the rear wall of No 7 Brompton Road and approximately 40m from the boundary of its 
rear garden.  As such it is not considered that the proposal will be visually intrusive from 
the perspective of No.7 Brompton Road.   
 
Furthermore, the land in question is currently owned by the Council.  Under Article 3 
Part 13, Class A of the Planning (General Permitted Development) Order (Northern 
Ireland) 2015, the Council could erect a structure 4m high and 200m3 in capacity on 
this site without the need for planning permission. This is significantly larger than the 
proposed control kiosk that has a maximum height of 3.1m high and a cubic volume of 
85m3. 
 
Under the criteria of the General Development Order there are also no restrictions on 
the material finishes which any potential structure erected by the Council would have 
to use. 
 
Taking this into consideration it is my opinion that the proposed control kiosk will have 
much less of a visual impact than structures that could be potentially erected on the 
site under permitted development.   
 
Subject to inclusion of a condition specifying the material finishes of the proposal it is 
not considered that there will be any unacceptable adverse impact on those features 
that contribute to the environmental quality, integrity or character of the proposed 
Wilson’s Point LLPA.   
 
Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) 
 
The SPPS is material to all decisions on individual planning applications.  Its guiding 
principle in determining planning applications is that sustainable development should 
be permitted having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance. The SPPS also promotes good design and 
seeks to make more efficient use of urban land without town cramming. 
 
Paragraph 4.12 of the SPPS states that:  
 
‘Other amenity considerations arising from development, that may have potential health 
and well-being implications, include design considerations, impacts relating to visual 
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intrusion, general nuisance, loss of light and overshadowing. Adverse environmental 
impacts associated with development can also include sewerage, drainage, waste 
management and water quality. However, the above mentioned considerations are not 
exhaustive and planning authorities will be best placed to identify and consider, in 
consultation with stakeholders, all relevant environment and amenity considerations for 
their areas.’ 
 
The proposal seeks to replace the existing wastewater pumping station adjacent to the 
site.  It is considered that the proposal is necessary for NI Water to provide an essential 
public service as part of the Bangor Drainage Area Plan.  
 
The purpose of this programme is to significantly reduce the number of wastewater 
overflow episodes that currently have the potential to affect that shoreline of Outer 
Belfast Lough and of the Ards Peninsula. 
 
The proposed development will improve coastal water quality by reducing the amount 
and frequency of waste water that is discharged into coastal water under emergency 
conditions.  
 
There will be 46m between the proposed development site and the nearest residential 
dwelling at No.7 Brompton Road which is also located on land which is at a higher level 
the than the development site.  There will also be a distance of approximately 40m from 
the position of both the proposed control kiosk and telemetry pole and the new 
dwellings being constructed at the former No 10 Brompton Road site.  
 
Given the separation distances between the development site and residential 
properties it is not considered that the proposed control kiosk or telemetry pole will 
result in over-shadowing and over-dominance to nearby residential properties.   
 
Paragraph 4.11 of the SPPS states: 
 
‘There are a wide range of environment and amenity considerations, including noise 
and air quality, which should be taken into account by planning authorities when 
proposing policies or managing development. For example, the planning system has a 
role to play in minimising potential adverse impacts, such as noise or light pollution on 
sensitive receptors by means of its influence on the location, layout and design of new 
development. 
 
To help make this assessment the Council consulted with its Environmental Health and 
Protection Department (EHPD).  It has advised that it would welcome the replacement 
of the current pumping station as, over the years, numerous complaints have been 
received regarding spills from the current sewerage infrastructure at this location.  The 
sewers in this location are in greater use than in previous years due to increased water 
use and additional housing attached to the infrastructure. 
 
EHPD did express concerns that if permission was granted for the proposal there is the 
possibility that nearby residential properties may be disturbed by noise during the 
construction period.   In this respect it has recommended inclusion of a condition 
restricting the hours of construction activity and deliveries to and from the site to the 
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hours of 08:00-18:00 Monday to Friday, and 09:00-13:00 on Saturday, with no 
construction activity or deliveries on Sundays or Bank Holidays.   
   
The range of how many residential properties could be affected will vary depending on 
the type of equipment required to be used and also the number of vehicular movements 
required during the construction phase.  In this respect EHPD has recommended 
inclusion of a condition requiring submission of a noise management plan for the 
Council’s approval prior to any development works commencing. 
 
The proposal also includes a 4m high lighting column which is proposed to be used 
very infrequently during emergency night-time works to the pumping station.   
 
The proposed underground tank will involve the excavation of an area of approximately 
4082m3 however, following consultation with the Department for the Economy’s 
Geological Survey NI, no concerns were raised in this respect.    
 
The Council also consulted the Department of Environment, Agriculture and Rural 
Affairs (DEARA) Regulation Unit, Land and Groundwater Team.  It advised that there 
are no records of previous potentially contaminating land uses on this application site.  
As such it was considered that the proposal constitutes a low risk to the water 
environment.  As an additional safeguard, conditions were recommended requiring that 
if during the development works, new contamination or risks to the water environment 
are encountered, works must cease until such times as the Council has investigated 
the contamination and approved a verification report for remedial works carried out by 
the developer. 
 
Issues relating to natural heritage, the built form of the proposed ATC, car parking, the 
loss of public open space and the impact of the proposed telecommunications 
equipment are considered below under the relevant regional planning policies. 
 
Planning Policy Statement 2 Natural Heritage 

 
Policy NH 1: European and Ramsar sites – International  
Policy NH 2: Species Protected by Law 
Policy NH 3: Sites of Nature Conservation Importance - National 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on the Outer Ards SPA, Ramsar site and ASSI, 
North Channel pSAC and the East Coast (NI) Marine proposed SPA has been 
assessed in accordance with the requirement of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation 
(Natural Habitats, etc) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). 
 
Accordingly, consultation was carried out with various sections of DEARA and Shared 
Environmental Service.    
 
Upon receipt of additional information requested by these consultees each responded 
with no objections subject to inclusion of a condition that a final Construction Method 
Statement should be submitted to the Council, prior to development commencing.    
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However, the Council’s Planning Committee, during consideration of Planning 
Application LA06/2016/0707/F (Stricklands Glen Pumping Station), at its meeting of 02 
May 2017, considered that such a Construction Method Statement should be submitted 
for consideration prior to approval of any further replacement pumping stations in the 
Borough, rather than the use of negative conditions. 
 
As such NI Water was asked to provide this information and DAERA and SES were 
once again consulted.  Both agreed to approval subject to conditions, stipulating that 
construction activity must not extend outside the site boundary and that all mitigation 
methods noted in the submitted Construction Method Statement and plans are adhered 
to during the demolition and construction phases.   
 
DAERA, Water Management Unit, has also requested that a detailed site specific 
Construction Method Statement, be submitted at least 8 weeks prior to the 
commencement of construction to ensure effective avoidance and mitigation 
methodologies have been planned for the protection of the water environment.  
 
Following discussion with both DAERA’s Water Management Unit and its Natural 
Environment Division both bodies were content that the request should be included as 
an informative on any planning approval and could be dealt with by the statutory bodies 
outside of the planning process. 
  
Planning Policy Statement 3 Access, Movement and Parking 
 
Policy AMP 2 – Access to the pubic road 
 
Planning permission will only be granted for a development proposal involving direct 
access, or the intensification of the use of an existing access, onto a public road where: 
 
a) such access will not prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of 
traffic; and 
 
b) the proposal does not conflict with Policy AMP 3 Access to Protected Routes. 
 
The acceptability of access arrangements, including the number of access points onto 
the public road, will be assessed against the Departments published guidance. 
Consideration will also be given to the following factors: 

• the nature and scale of the development; 
• the character of existing development; 
• the contribution of the proposal to the creation of a quality environment, including 

the potential for urban / village regeneration and environmental improvement; 
• the location and number of existing accesses; and 
• the standard of the existing road network together with the speed and volume of 

traffic using the adjacent public road and any expected increase. 
 
The Brompton Road is not a protected route. 
 
The Council consulted with Department for Infrastructure Roads. DFI issued a response 
of no objection subject to conditions.   
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This includes a condition requiring the access to be provided in accordance with the 
approved plans prior to the commencement of development.    
 
DFI has also requested a condition that no construction will commence until any 
highway structure requiring Technical Approval from the DFI, as specified in the Roads 
(NI) Order 1993, has been approved and constructed in accordance with BD2 Technical 
Approval of Highways Structures : Volume 1: Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 
 
The other requested condition relates to the gradient access at the site.   
 
Subject to these conditions, I am content that the proposal will not prejudice road safety 
or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
 
As the proposal is only seeking to place a dropped kerb at the existing turning head, it 
is considered that it will not have an adverse impact on the character of the area.       
 
 
Policy AMP 7 – Car Parking and Servicing Arrangements 
 
Development proposals will be required to provide adequate provision for car parking 
and appropriate servicing arrangements. The precise amount of car parking will be 
determined according to the specific characteristics of the development and its location 
having regard to the Department’s published standards or any reduction provided for 
in an area of parking restraint designated in a development plan. Proposals should not 
prejudice road safety or significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic. 
Beyond areas of parking restraint identified in a development plan, a reduced level of 
car parking provision may be acceptable in the following circumstances: 
 
Where the exercise of flexibility would assist in the conservation of the built or natural 
heritage, would aid rural regeneration, facilitate a better quality of development or the 
beneficial re-use of an existing building. 
 
NI Water has advised that the new pumping station site will only be visited by NI Water 
vehicles for occasional/emergency maintenance in the same respect as the current 
pumping station adjacent to the site.  
  
In this respect it is not considered that the proposal will create unacceptable disruption 
to the users of the North Down Coastal Path or residents of Brompton Road in terms of 
the level of additional traffic. 
 
DFI Roads was also consulted and raised no concerns regarding safety subject to the 
conditions outlined earlier in the report.    
 
Both the NI Fire and Rescue Service and PSNI’s Road Policing Unit were consulted 
following concerns raised by an objector regarding potential compromise to the ability 
of emergency service vehicles gaining access to the North Down Coastal Path – no 
objections were received.  The North Down Coast Guard was also consulted but did 
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not respond.  As such it is considered that the proposal will not prejudice road safety or 
significantly inconvenience the flow of traffic.   
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6 Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
 
Policy BH11 – Development affecting the setting of a listed building 
 
The Department will not normally permit development which would adversely affect the 
setting of a listed building.   Development proposals will normally only be considered 
appropriate where all the following criteria are met: 
(a) the detailed design respects the listed building in terms of scale, height, massing 
and alignment; 
 
(b) the works proposed make use of traditional or sympathetic building materials and 
techniques which respect those found on the building; and 
 
(c) the nature of the use proposed respects the character of the setting of the building. 
 
As outlined above, DfC’s HED has considered the potential impact of the development 
on the listed structure of the former walled garden at Maxwell Road and is satisfied that 
it will have no greater demonstrable harm than the existing pumping station. 
 
 
Planning Policy Statement 6 Addendum Areas of Townscape Character 

 
Policy ATC2 – New Development in an Area of Townscape Character 
 
Development proposals in an Area of Townscape Character will only be permitted 
where the development maintains or enhances its overall character and respects the 
built form of the area. Any trees, archaeological or other landscape features which 
contribute to the distinctive character of the area should be protected and integrated in 
a suitable manner into the design and layout of the development. 
 
While this policy is intended to apply to designated ATCs rather than proposed ATCs 
such as Bangor West ATC, it remains a material consideration.  While the adoption 
status of the plan has been altered due to the legal judgement, the proposed 
designation of the Bangor West ATC is still likely to be included again in any formal 
adoption of the plan based on the PACs recommendations following the BMAP Public 
Inquiry. 
 
In its Public Inquiry Report on Draft BMAP, the PAC also recommended that each ATC 
should have its own design guide outlining the specific characteristics or key features 
of each ATC.  To date these have not been published; however, in recent appeal 
decisions, the PAC has stated that despite the absence of a policy context in terms of 
the assessment of the impact on the character of an ATC, the impact on the appearance 
of a proposed ATC is still a material consideration and can be objectively assessed. 
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Draft BMAP sets out the key features of the ATC to be taken into account when 
assessing development proposals. This area of the Brompton Road is not specifically 
referenced as having any key features, and the proposal is not considered to be located 
in a prominent position within the proposed ATC. 
 
The majority of the works will be located underground and the surface re-seeded in 
grass.  The above surface structural equipment will be limited to the 6m high telemetry 
pole, the 4m high lighting column and a number of access covers.  
 
The proposed control kiosk will be finished in natural stone to match the existing stone 
walls of the area which will complement the built form of the proposed ATC.     
 
 
PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation 
 
Policy OS 1 - Protection of Open Space 
 
The Department will not permit development that would result in the loss of existing 
open space or land zoned for the provision of open space. The presumption against 
the loss of existing open space will apply irrespective of its physical condition and 
appearance. 
 
An exception will be permitted where it is clearly shown that redevelopment will bring 
substantial community benefits that decisively outweigh the loss of the open space. 
 
The proposal seeks to replace the existing waste water pumping station with its 
relatively small surface footprint of c140m2 (see below).   The new pumping station will 
be located adjacent to the existing site which is to have its structures removed and the 
ground reseeded.  Whilst the new proposal encompasses a larger area, the only above 
ground structure will comprise the control room kiosk with its area of 27m2.   
 

 
Existing                                                         Proposed 
 
It is considered that a condition requiring the demolition and removal of the existing 
station and reseeding of the site in grass to be carried out within two months of 
commencement of operation of the new pumping station should be included in any 
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planning approval. This will ensure that any loss of open space at this location will be 
minimal. 
 
The proposal is seeking to upgrade the local water infrastructure in an area where the 
density of residential development has increased in recent years.  It is considered that 
the proposal constitutes a substantial community benefit, both individually, and when 
considered in the context of the overall programme of works for the area.  There is a 
generous amount of good quality open space already along this part of the coast and 
the loss of this comparatively small area will not be significant, and thus, in this respect 
it is considered that the loss of open space is justified. Furthermore, the pumping station 
is to be located at the edge of this particular area of open space, rather than impinging 
on a wider central area.   
 
PPS 10: Telecommunications  
 
Policy TEL 1 Control of Telecommunications Development 
 
The Department will permit proposals for telecommunications development where such 
proposals, together with any necessary enabling works, will not result in unacceptable 
damage to visual amenity or harm to environmentally sensitive features or locations. 
 
Developers will therefore be required to demonstrate that proposals for 
telecommunications development, having regard to technical and operational 
constraints, have been sited and designed to minimise visual and environmental 
impact. 
 
The visual impact of the proposed telemetry pole has been assessed in detail earlier in 
the report.  
 
EHPD was consulted alongside Arqiva Services Limited, Ofcom Northern Ireland, the 
Joint Radio Company, and the PSNI’s Communications Service. No objections were 
received.  As previously detailed, it is considered that the proposal has been sited and 
designed to minimise visual and environmental impact.   
 

 

8.   Consideration of Representations 

The proposal was advertised in the local press and relevant neighbouring properties 
notified.  A number of objections were received from two separate addresses on 
Brompton Road and Maxwell Lane.   
 
A letter of support for the current proposal was received from the occupant of No. 5A 
Brompton Road.  They stated they believe that the telemetry pole should remain in its 
current position adjacent to the proposed sewerage works which makes ‘visual sense’ 
rather than move the proposal closer to their property.   
 
Furthermore, they acknowledge that whilst the proposal will cause temporary disruption 
in the immediate area it is an essential service which needs to commence as soon as 
possible.    
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Correspondence was also received from Gordon Dunne MLA and Lady Sylvia Hermon 
MP requesting the Council to carefully consider concerns raised.   
 
The concerns raised are detailed below with corresponding consideration: 
 
Impact of the lighting column and telemetry pole on the landscape when viewed 
southwards, and visual intrusion on an environmentally sensitive area  
The visual impact of both the lighting column and telemetry pole has been considered 
in detail earlier in the report.   
 
Impact of the excavation process required for this development with regard to 
noise and vibration on neighbouring properties 
 
As detailed above the Council consulted with a number of statutory bodies who 
expressed no objections in relation to the proposed excavation subject to conditions 
outlined in the report.  The impact of construction work is not generally a material 
planning consideration that can be afforded determining weight, as it is normally short 
lived and can often be mitigated by condition, as is proposed in this instance. 
 
Inadequacy of road to deal with lorries removing rock during construction period, 
and lack of car parking for site workers 
 
Potential car parking on the street by construction workers is not within the remit of 
planning, and any obstructions to the public highway should be referred to the PSNI. 
 
The visual impact of the proposed control kiosk building and potential to attract 
vandalism 
 
The visual impact of the proposal has been assessed earlier in the report.   
  
Any potential anti-social behaviour at the site will be a matter for the police.  There is 
no evidence that the proposal would actively encourage anti-social behaviour. 
 
Under permitted development rights NI Water could build a control kiosk of 29m3 at the 
site of the existing pumping station which would be equally vulnerable to potential 
vandalism.   
 
Furthermore the land in question is currently owned by the Council.  Under Article 3 
Part 13, Class A, of the Planning (General Permitted Development) Order (Northern 
Ireland) 2015 the Council could erect a structure 4m high with a cubic content of 200m3   
without the need for planning permission.   
 
Again any such structure would be equally as vulnerable to vandalism.   
 
There is a restrictive land covenant on the site relating use to a single house and 
open space and stating that the nature of any work is not to cause annoyance to 
the local residents 
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The Council will not attach determining weight to private law matters when determining 
planning applications as, in the case of restrictive covenants on the land, they are 
essentially a private law matter.  Planning permission states that you may build, it does 
not state that you can, and the existence of planning permission does nothing to remove 
the legal impediment. 
 

Planning permission for all or any of the things prevented in a covenant can be applied 
for and the existence of the covenants will form no part in the planning decision.  The 
fact that planning permission is granted will not override the validity of the 
covenants.   As stated above, conditions are proposed to assist in mitigation of 
annoyance during the construction phase. 
 
The proposal will obstruct emergency vehicles from accessing the North Down 
Coastal path 
 
Both the PSNI and NI Fire and Rescue Service were asked to comment specifically on 
this objection and both responded to state they have no issues of concern.   
 
Concerns about linking the sewage overflow from the pumping station into the 
existing rainwater drainage pipe which drains directly into Brompton Bay only a 
short distance from the shoreline.  Concerns were also expressed about the 
purpose and effect of the vent pipes in the recreational area.  
 
As noted in the report the Council consulted with both DAERA and SES along with its 
own Environmental Health and Protection Department.  All of these bodies are content 
that all environmental concerns can be mitigated through the recommended conditions.      
 
Indeed, as noted in the report, Environmental Health welcomes the upgraded sewerage 
infrastructure as a positive development in an area where residential development has 
expanded in recent years. 
 
The telemetry pole may be harmful to human health and interfere with existing 
telecommunications signals 
 
EHPD raised no concerns in regards to human health.  As noted in the report a number 
of telecommunications code operators were also consulted in regards to the potential 
impact on telecommunication signals, all of which sent responses of no objection.   
 
Objections to misleading statements made regarding the site having been agreed 
with local residents group and Council 
 
This is not a planning matter. 
 
Proposed manhole covers and covers for inspection and maintenance on green 
field public area where families play, picnic and sunbathe 
 
As detailed within the report, this represents a very small loss of public open space, in 
a much larger and available area, which is considered appropriate in the circumstances 
of the proposal. 
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9.   Conclusion  

Having weighed up all of the material planning considerations and taken account of the 
representations received, it is my professional planning judgement that the proposed 
development will fully comply with the prevailing policy tests. 
 
Whilst the site is located in an environmentally sensitive area due to the presence of 
both built and natural heritage features, the proposal is part of a wider scheme which 
seeks to enhance the existing water/sewerage infrastructure of the expanding 
residential area. 
 
Given the presumption in favour of development as outlined in the SPPS and with 
regard to the other relevant material planning considerations, the proposal is deemed 
to be acceptable subject to the conditions outlined below. 

 

10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Conditions  

 

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 years 
from the date of this permission. 

 
Reason: As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011. 

 

2. There shall be no construction activity or deliveries to or from the site on Sundays, 
bank holidays or outside the hours of 08:00-18:00 Monday to Friday and 09:00-
13:00 on Saturday. 

 
Reason:  To protect nearby residential properties from noise and disturbance 
during the construction period. 

 
3. A Noise Management Plan for this development must be submitted to and agreed 

with the Council prior to any development works commencing.  This Plan must 
include an assessment which refers to BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014 and contain 

       the information below as a minimum: 
          

- Establish background sound levels in various locations in the area by 
monitoring over a sufficient duration to be representative; 

           

- Set threshold levels based on the background sound levels obtained. These   
levels should be checked via regular monitoring of the site environs; 

          
- Devise, establish, maintain and enforce measures to control the construction  

   noise from the site. 
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       Reason:  To protect nearby residential properties from noise and disturbance  
       during the construction period. 
 
4. All construction activity shall be confined within the red line boundary as shown on 

drawing No. 01, bearing the Council’s date stamp 27th July 2016, and the boundary 
of the Outer Ards ASSI, Outer Ards SPA and Outer Ards Ramsar site shall not be 
disturbed in any way without written consent from the Council. 

       Reason: To protect the integrity of the Outer Ards ASSI, Outer Ards SPA and Outer   
Ards Ramsar site, and to avoid damage by construction vehicles, deposited 
materials, contaminated run-off, or any other activity during the construction period 
or thereafter. Any works occurring within the designated site but outside the red 
line planning application boundary are subject to The Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). 

 
5.    All mitigation measures as noted within the submitted Construction Method  
       Statement and as noted on the Site Plan, bearing the Council’s date stamp of 19th   
       April 2018, and all additional mitigation measures noted, shall be adhered to during  
       the demolition and construction phase. 
       
      Reason: To avoid any adverse effects on the site integrity of any European 

designated site. 
 
6.   If during the development works, new contamination or risks to the water  
      environment are encountered which have not previously been identified, works  
      must cease and the Council notified immediately.   This new contamination shall 

be fully investigated in accordance with the Model Procedures for the Management 
of Land Contamination (CLR11). In the event of unacceptable risks being identified, 
a remediation strategy must be agreed with the Council in writing, and 
subsequently implemented and verified to its satisfaction. 

  
      Reason: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable for use. 
 
7.   After completing any remediation works required under condition 6 and prior to 
      commencement of operation of the development, a verification report must be 

submitted in writing and agreed with the Council. This report must be completed by 
competent persons in accordance with the Model Procedures for the Management 
of Land Contamination (CLR11). The verification report must present all the 
remediation and monitoring works undertaken and demonstrate the effectiveness 
of the works in managing all the risks and achieving the remedial objectives. 

 
      Reason: Protection of environmental receptors to ensure the site is suitable for use. 
 
8.   The materials of the proposed control room kiosk shall comprise natural random  
      rubble stonework to match the existing stone walls of the area, doors shall painted  
      steel, rainwater-ware shall be cast iron and the roof comprise of sedum type grass 

roof as indicated on drawing No. 06 bearing the Council’s date stamp 08th July 
2016. 

 
      Reason:  To ensure the proposal respects the setting of the adjacent listed  
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      structure 
 
9.    All man-hole covers and inspection chambers lids shall be heavy duty cast iron.   
        
       Reason:  To ensure the proposal respects the setting of the adjacent listed  
       structure.    
 
10.   The existing pumping station as highlighted in blue on drawing No. 01, bearing the  
        Council’s date stamp 27th July 2016, shall be fully demolished and removed from 

the site and the area reinstated with grass no later than two months after the new 
pumping station hereby approved becomes operational.   

 
       Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to minimise the loss of public open  
       space.   
 
11.  The vehicular access shall be provided in accordance with Drawing No  03B,  
       bearing the date stamped 24 October 2018 prior to the commencement of any  
       other development hereby permitted. 
. 
   Reason:  To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of 
       road safety and the convenience of road users. 
 
12.  The access gradient to the development hereby permitted shall not exceed 8%  
       (1 in 25) over the first 10 m outside the road boundary.   
 
       Reason: To ensure there is a satisfactory means of access in the interests of  
       road safety and the convenience of road users. 
 
13.  The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until any highway  
       structure requiring Technical Approval, as specified in the Roads (NI) Order  
       1993, has been approved by DFI, Roads and constructed in accordance with  
        BD2 Technical Approval of Highways Structures : Volume 1: Design Manual for  
        Roads and Bridges.  
 
       Reason: To ensure that the structure is designed and constructed in accordance  
       with BD2 Technical Approval of Highways Structures: Volume 1: Design Manual  
       for Roads and Bridges. 
 

Informatives 

 
1.   This permission does not confer title. It is the responsibility of the developer to  
      ensure that they control all the lands necessary to carry out the proposed  
      development. 
 
 
2.   The Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs, Water  
      Management Unit, requests that once a contractor has been appointed, a  
      detailed site specific Construction Method Statement should be submitted to  
      NIEA Water Management Unit, at least 8 weeks prior to the commencement of  
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      construction to ensure effective avoidance and mitigation methodologies have  
      been planned for the protection of the water environment. Water Management  
      Unit is content for the detailed Construction Method Statement to be provided  
      outside the planning process and sent directly to Water Management  
      Unit Pollution Prevention Team (nieapollutionprevention@daera-ni.gov.uk.) who  
      will be happy to advise. 
 

 
 
 

 
Annex A – Site Location Map 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Annex B - Proposed site plan 
 

 
 

mailto:nieapollutionprevention@daera-ni.gov.uk
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Annex C - East facing side elevation 
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Annex D - Rear elevation 
 
 
 

 
Annex E 
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Key to position of photographs of the site 
 

 
Viewpoint A - View when travelling south on Brompton Road 
 

 
 

 
Viewpoint B - View of site when travelling the North Down Coastal Path in a 
westerly direction 
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Viewpoint C - Northwards facing view of site 
 

 
 
 
Viewpoint D - View from No. 7 Brompton Road first floor living room 
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Viewpoint E - No. 7 Brompton Road Rear Garden view 
 

 
Viewpoint F - view of existing Turning Head 
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Viewpoint G - View of the site when travelling the North Down Costal Path in a 
westerly direction 
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Viewpoint H  - Views of the site when travelling the North Down Costal Path in a 
westerly direction 
 

 
 
Viewpoint I - View of the site when travelling the North Down Costal Path in a 
westerly direction 
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Viewpoint J - Northwards facing view of site 

 
 

 

 



ITEM 4.5 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0819/F 

Proposal 
Two-storey rear extension. Single storey extension to existing 
garage. 

Location 
117 Belfast Road, Bangor 
  

Committee Interest 
Application with 6 or more representations contrary to 
officer’s opinion 
 

Validated 19th July 2018 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Involves a two storey and single storey rear extension to 
existing dwelling 

• Impact of proposal on visual amenity and character of area 

• Impact on residential amenity 

• The site is located within settlement limit 

• Objections raised dominance, overlooking, 
overshadowing/loss of light and not in keeping with 
character of area. 

• Proposal is to the rear and will not detract from character of 
area. 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.5a -  Case Officer Report 
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Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2018/0819/F DEA:  Bangor West 

Proposal:   Two-storey rear extension. Single storey extension to existing garage  
 

Location:  117 Belfast Road, Bangor, BT20 3PP 
 

Applicant:   Mr John Pollock 
 

Agent:   Brian Payne Architects Ltd 

 
Date Valid: 19/07/2018 

 
Env Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 31/07/2018 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: 24/09/2018 

 
Consultations: No 

 
Representations: Yes 
 

Letters of Support 0 Letters of Objection 
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Petitions 0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
 

• Principle of development 

• Design and Appearance 

• Impact on privacy or amenity of neighbouring properties 

• Impact on the character and appearance of the area 

• Impact on landscape features and environmental quality 

• Biodiversity 

• Impact on amenity and recreational space 
 

Case Officer: Michael Creighton 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal www.planningni.gov.uk using Public Access 

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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2.   Site Location Plan 

 

 
 
 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
Characteristics of Site and Area 
The site is comprised of a semi-detached two storey red brick residential dwelling. The 
dwelling has flat roof slates, chimney breast to the centre of the ridge of the roof and 
white UPVC windows. The dwelling has a driveway to the east side and gardens to the 
front and rear. There is also a detached garage at the end of the driveway, constructed 
in similar materials to those used in the dwelling. There is an existing two storey rear 
return and a single storey rear return. 
 
The local area comprises of residential units of similar style and plot size with examples 
of rear returns in the immediate area. 
 
The area is within the Development Limits of Bangor as stated in the North Down and 
Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 and Draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015. The area is 
residential in nature with a mix of house types surrounding the local area.  
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
W/2000/0627/F - 117 Belfast Road, Bangor – Extension to front of existing garage - 
Approval - 25.09.2000 
 
The planning history of this site provides evidence of permission for development to 
the existing garage on site. 
 

 

4.   Planning Policy Framework  

The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (Draft) 
Pursuant to the Ministerial Statement of June 2012, which accompanied the 
release of the Planning Appeals Commission’s Report on the BMAP Public Inquiry, 
a decision on a development proposal can be based on draft plan provisions that 
will not be changed as a result of the Commission’s recommendations. 
Consequently, dBMAP is a material consideration relevant to this application 

 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage 

• Planning Policy Statement 7: Addendum – Residential Extensions & Alterations 

• Planning Policy Statement 15: Revised – Planning and Flood Risk 
 

 

5.   Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Relevant supplementary planning guidance for this application is as follows: 
 
Living Places 
Creating Places 
 

 

6.   Consultations  

Consultations were not required for this proposal 

 

7.   Consideration and Assessment 

 
Area Plan and Policy Consideration 

Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had 
to the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other 
material considerations. Section 6(4) states that where regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The site described above is in the settlement of Bangor.  The adopted Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been quashed as a result of a judgment in 
the Court of Appeal delivered on 18 May 2017. As a consequence of this, the North 
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Down and Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 (NDAAP) is now the statutory development plan 
for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material consideration.  
 
Neither the NDAAP nor the draft BMAP contain any designation or zoning affecting 
the site. Both are silent in respect of proposals of the subject nature. Notwithstanding 
as residential development at the site is already established, the principle of the 
proposed development is therefore acceptable. 

 
Strategic Planning Policy statement SPPS 
Under the SPPS, the guiding principle for planning authorities in determining planning 
applications is that sustainable development should be permitted, having regard to 
the development plan and all other material considerations, unless the proposed 
development will cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance. 
Any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained under the transitional 
arrangements must be resolved in favour of the provisions of the SPPS. 

 
There are no environmental, architectural or archaeological designations relating to 
the site.  The proposal is in general conformity with the plan, subject to the relevant 
policy considerations below. 
 
Within this context PPS2, and Addendum to PPS 7 are retained and are of relevance 
to this assessment.     

 
Planning Policy Statement 2 - Natural Heritage 
 
PPS 2 sets out the planning policies for the conservation, protection and 
enhancement of our natural heritage. In safeguarding Biodiversity and protected 
Habitats, the Council recognises its role in enhancing and conserving our natural 
heritage and should ensure that appropriate weight is attached to designated sites of 
international, national and local importance; priority and protected species and to 
biodiversity and geological interests with the wider environment. 
 
Policy NH 2 states that planning permission will only be granted for a development 
proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by law. A Biodiversity checklist 
was submitted as part of this application.  An NIEA officer was also contacted with 
regards to further investigation requirements.  With the information provided in the 
submitted checklist and discussion with the NIEA officer, no further information is 
required and the development proposed will not likely have any harm to species or 
habitats protected by law. 
 
Policy NH 5 seeks to protect priority species/habitats and other features of natural 
heritage importance. It is considered that the proposed development is not likely to 
harm a European protected species or result in an unacceptable adverse impact on 
other natural heritage interests.  
 
Addendum to PPS7 - Residential Extensions and Alterations  
 
Policy EXT1 of Addendum to PPS7 states that planning permission will be granted for 
a proposal to extend or alter a residential property where all of the following criteria 
are met: 
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(a) the scale, massing, design and external materials of the proposal are 

sympathetic with the built form and appearance of the existing property 
and will not detract from the appearance and character of the 
surrounding area; 

 
The dwelling as it currently exists has a two storey rear return with pitched roof and a 
single storey flat roof rear return similar to that which several of the dwellings within 
this row along the Belfast Road have.  Within the site there is also a long garage 
which has been extended to the both the front and rear. 

 

 
Looking north towards no.117 on the right and no.119 on the left 

 
The development proposed consists of a two storey flat roof extension to the rear of 
the dwelling, a single storey flat roof extension to the rear of the dwelling and a single 
storey extension to the rear of the garage. 

 
The development proposed is to be finished in materials matching those of the 
existing dwelling. The proposed scale and massing of the development is to be 
subordinate to the main dwelling and will not detract from the appearance of the 
existing property. 

 
The proposed two storey extension is to be 7.9m high, 2.3m long and 2.2m wide with 
a flat roof.  The single storey flat roof extension will replace the existing and will begin 
from the back of the proposed two storey extension.  It is to be 4.4m high, 5.5m wide 
and 2.3m long.  It will extend 1m longer than the existing single storey return. 

 
The impact of new development on the character of an area is a visual test and how 
the development is perceived within its context from public views within that area. The 
proposed development is all to the rear of the dwelling and will not be seen from the 
Belfast Road and so will not detract from the appearance and character of the 
surrounding area. 

 
It is my professional planning judgement that the proposed extension is appropriate in 
terms of scale, massing, design and materials and the proposal has been designed in 
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sympathy with the existing property.  In terms of character, it is considered that there 
will be no adverse impact upon the subject property or any neighbouring property as a 
result of this development. 
 

(b) the proposal does not unduly affect the privacy or amenity of 
neighbouring residents; 
 

There are four dwellings which directly bound the rear of the site and are known as 
nos. 119 & 115 Belfast Road and nos. 14 & 12 Elmwood Drive.   
 
The Council considers it important that the amenity of all residents is protected from 
‘unneighbourly’ extensions as these can cause problems through overshadowing/loss 
of light, dominance and loss of privacy. The extent to which potential problems may 
arise is usually dependent upon the separation distance, height, depth, mass and 
location of an extension and window positions. Single-storey extensions to the rear of 
a semidetached or terraced dwelling will generally be acceptable where the depth 
does not exceed 3.5 metres from the back wall of the original building, at the 
boundary with an adjoining dwelling. Larger extensions will be assessed in light of 
Privacy, Dominance and overshadowing/loss of light.  
 
Nos. 14 & 12 Elmwood Drive 
The proposed development to the main dwelling of no.117 Belfast Road is to be 
approximately 10m to the shared boundary with nos. 14 & 12 Elmwood Drive, and so 
there will be no overlooking, overshadowing or loss of privacy caused by this 
development.  The extension to the rear of the applicant’s garage replaces a structure 
which exists and is constructed in upvc white plastic. 
 

 
Existing structure to the rear of no.117 Belfast road detached garage 

 
This structure is to the north of nos. 14 & 12 Elmwood Drive and due to the orientation 
of the existing buildings, the dense intervening shared boundary and the path of the 
sun, no overshadowing or loss of privacy will be suffered. 
It is therefore my assessment that the proposed development will have no detrimental 
impact upon nos. 14 & 12 Elmwood Drive. 
 
No. 115 Belfast Road 
There are dwellings on either side of the site - to the east no.115 Belfast Road is 
situated.  The proposed development will not be visible from no.115 due to the 
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proposed position of the extensions and the existing buildings which provide 
screening.   
 

• Overlooking 
There are no first floor windows proposed which will face no.115 and so there will be 
no overlooking created. 
 

• Overshadowing 
There are no proposed structures which will be in a position to create overshadowing 
upon no.115.  The proposed two storey extension is to be built behind an existing two 
storey rear return.  The single storey garage extension is not visible from the ground 
floor windows of no.115, screened behind its own garage, and so will not cause any 
overshadowing. 
 

• Dominance 
The proposed development will not be seen from no.115 as the existing buildings on 
site will screen views.  No.115 has only one south facing ground floor window, and its 
own detached garage to the south west of the dwelling provides a barrier between the 
two sites which screens views of the proposed garage extension.  The garage 
extension will be visible from the rear boundary of the garden of no.115 but the 
development will have no detrimental impact upon the amenity of the dwelling. 
 
 

    
Looking south from no.115                     Looking west from no.115 
 
Looking west from no.115, the garage at no.117 will screen views of the proposed 
development to the main dwelling as the single storey flat roof extension will be 
hidden behind the existing garages and the two storey extension behind no.117’s 
existing two storey extension. 
It is therefore considered that the proposed development will have no detrimental 
impact upon no.115. 
 
 
No.119 Belfast Road 
To the west of the site is no.119 Belfast Road.  This dwelling is attached to the 
dwelling on site.  The two dwellings form a near mirror image of one another as they 
currently exist, with no.117 having an additional flat roof single storey return.  
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The proposed two storey extension is to be built 2.3m from the rear wall of the 
applicants dwelling and will have a flat roof.  It will be constructed along the shared 
boundary of the two properties and beside the first floor bedroom window of no.119.  
The single storey extension will project a further 1m beyond the applicants existing 
single storey rear return.  This will project 2m beyond where no.119 flat roof extension 
finishes which has glazing the full width of it. 
 

 
Looking north towards the rear of no.119 to the left and no.117 to the right 

 

 
Looking east towards no.117 from no.119 

 
 

• Overlooking 
PPS7 addendum A30  
“Overlooking of gardens may be unacceptable where it would result in an intrusive, 
direct and uninterrupted view from a main room, to the most private area of the 
garden, which is often the main sitting out area adjacent to the property, of your 
neighbours’ house. As a general rule of thumb this area is the first 3-4 metres of a 
rear garden, closest to the residential property.” 
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PPS7 addendum A28  
“Except in the most isolated rural location, few households can claim not to be 
overlooked to some degree. The protection of the privacy of the occupants of 
residential properties is an important element of the quality of a residential 
environment. It is a particularly important consideration where an extension or 
alteration is proposed adjacent to existing properties. Balconies, roof terraces, 
decking, dormer windows, windows in side elevations and conservatories all have the 
potential to cause overlooking problems, due to their position and orientation, 
particularly from upper windows…” 
 
There are no first floor windows proposed which will look towards no.119.  The two 
dwellings nos.117 &119 both have existing first floor bedroom windows facing south.  
The proposed extension is to be built over the bedroom window of no.117 replacing it 
with another window and so not creating any further overlooking. 
 
There are also two ground floor windows proposed to the extension of the garage. 
These windows face west towards no.119.  The garage of no.117 sits approximately 
1.5m lower than the garden of no.119, this together with the existing 1.5m high 
shared boundary and intervening vegetation would in my opinion not create any 
overlooking on the private amenity space of no.119. 
 

• Overshadowing 
PPS7 addendum A36  
“To help assess the loss of light as a result of a proposed development to the front or 
rear of a residential property, the 60 degree and 45 degree lines, as shown in Figure 
1 for single storey and two storey extensions respectively, will be employed. These 
lines will be taken from the centre of the closest neighbouring window. It should be 
noted that where the closest window is located at first floor level it may be more 
appropriate to consider this against the 60 degree line. The elevations and outline 
plans of adjoining properties should be shown on drawings, accurately scaled (in 
metric measurement) to allow proper consideration of this matter.” 
 
I have carried out the 60 degree light test from both the middle of the first floor 
bedroom window and the middle of the glazing on the ground floor as the policy 
requires.  The proposed development passes both these tests and it is my 
assessment that the proposed development will not create any detrimental 
overshadowing upon no.119. 
 

• Dominance 
PPS7 addendum A31  
“Dominance is the extent to which a new development adversely impinges on the 
immediate aspect or outlook from an adjoining property. Neighbouring occupiers 
should not be adversely affected by a sense of being ‘hemmed in’ by an extension. 
This can often result from the construction of a large blank wall. Dominance can be 
increased when the neighbouring property is at a lower ground level to the 
development site. Loss of light is usually a consequence of dominance. Two storey 
rear extensions to semi-detached and terraced dwellings are usually very prominent 
when viewed from adjoining dwellings and can dominate outward views from 
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adjoining ground floor windows, appearing excessively large and overbearing. It is 
appropriate, however, to take account of the prevailing local environment.” 
 
No.119 has a single storey rear return and its south facing elevation is all glazed 
providing light and outlook.  There is currently a 1.5m high boundary half wall/fence 
separating the property from the site.  Where the proposed extension is to be, a 2m 
high wall or boundary fence can be built without planning permission.  It is therefore 
important to acknowledge that the occupant at no.119 could look out onto a wall of 
2m height the length of the garden.  With this in mind the single storey extension 
proposed at a height of 2.8m high above ground floor level and for 2.2m beyond the 
single storey return of no.119, will not create an overbearing view from the kitchen 
and dominate the outlook.  The policy also highlights that loss of light is usually a 
consequence of dominance.  The light test has been applied and no loss of light will 
occur. 
 
There is also a two storey extension proposed to the dwelling on site.  This extension 
is to have a flat roof and extend 2.3m out from the rear wall of the dwelling.  No.119 
has a first floor bedroom window between the proposed extension and its own two 
storey rear return.  The direct view from this first floor window is of the occupants own 
rear boundary, with an oblique view of the proposed extension.  Due to the short 
length of the two storey element of the development and the flat roof proposed, it is 
my professional planning judgement that the extension will not cause “hemming in” 
nor will it impinge on the immediate outlook. 
 
It is considered on balance that with all this considered the proposed extension will 
not cause an unreasonable degree of dominance 
 
I have considered all the surrounding dwellings and any impacts an extension could 
cause.  It is considered that the proposed development will not unduly affect the 
privacy or amenity of neighbouring residents. 
 

(c) the proposal will not cause the unacceptable loss of, or damage to, trees 
or other landscape features which contribute significantly to local 
environmental quality; and  

 
The erection of the proposed extension will not cause the unacceptable loss of, or 
damage to, trees or other landscape features. There are no Tree Preservation 
Orders on site.  The proposed extension will not alter the overall character of the 
area as the extension is set to the rear of the existing dwelling.  

 
(d) sufficient space remains within the curtilage of the property for 

recreational and domestic purposes including the parking and 
manoeuvring of vehicles. 

 
There will be approximately 50 square metres of amenity space retained within the 
rear garden of no.117 if the development proposed is built.  The Creating Places 
design guide suggests that a minimum of 40sqm will be acceptable.  The site does 
not propose to alter the car parking or existing area to the front of the dwelling.  It is 
therefore my assessment that this proposed development meets this part of the 
policy. 
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8.   Consideration of Representations 

 
The application was valid 19.07.2018 and 12 neighbours were notified on 27.07.2018. 
 
There were 9 letters received to this first notification, two of which were from 
MLA/Councillor and the other seven letters were from four separate neighbouring 
properties.  
 
Amended drawings were submitted on 23rd August 2018 after discussion with the 
agent as the original submission failed the 60 degree light test from the first floor 
bedroom of no.119 Belfast Road.  Neighbours were then re-notified on 24.08.2018.  
 
There were 3 letters received to these drawings, one of which was from an MLA who 
already objected, one from an address already objecting and one additional 
neighbour. 
 
In total 12 letters of objection were received. 
 
Issues Raised 
 
Overlooking – letters were received from the four neighbours bounding the site with 
regard to overlooking of their properties.  The original submitted drawings showed two 
additional windows facing no.115 and the proposed first floor window facing south 
was closer to the shared boundary.  The new design removed these two aspects and 
I have considered all four dwellings bounding the site within my report with respect to 
overlooking. 
 
Overshadowing – letters were received highlighting concerns with regards to the 
proposed development causing overshadowing.  I have considered all dwellings 
surrounding the site with respect to overshadowing and loss of light and carried out 
the respective light tests shown within PPS7 addendum.  
 
Dominance – letters were received regarding dominance that the proposed 
development would create with regard to the outlook from surrounding properties.  
The proposed development has been reduced since the original submitted design and 
I have considered the bounding properties with regard to dominance.  There are no 
direct views of the proposed extension from any neighbouring properties windows and 
due to the layout of the proposed development. 
 

 

9.   Conclusion  

 
The following is a summary of the main reasons for the recommendation: 

• The principle of development is acceptable 

• The design and appearance of the proposal is acceptable 

• The proposal will not unduly affect the privacy or amenity of any neighbouring 
properties 

• Sufficient space is retained within the curtilage of the dwelling 

• The proposal will not detract from the character or appearance of the area 
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10.    Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission 
 

 

11.    Conditions  

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 

years from the date of this permission. 
 

Reason: As required by Section 61 of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 
2011. 

 
Informative 
 
1. This notice relates solely to a planning decision and does not purport to convey 

any other approval or consent which may be required under the Building 
Regulations or any other statutory purpose. 
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ITEM 4.6 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Application Reference LA06/2018/0862/F 

Proposal 
Proposed siting of a new dwarf wall and a bronze statue 
(‘Pastie Supper Man’).  
 

Location 
40m south west of Bregenz House, No. 5 Quay Street, 
Bangor, BT20 5ED. 

 

Committee Interest Application on land in which the Council has an interest. 

Validated 31st August 2018 

Summary 

 
Main considerations: 
 

• Involves the relocation of the ‘Pastie Supper’ man 
from Pickie Park to within close proximity to 
Bangor Marina; 

• The site is located within an LLPA, Bangor Town 
Centre and Bangor settlement limit; 

• Will not cause disruption to those who utilise the 
open space; 

• No impact on character or visual amenity of area; 

• No impact on the listed building of McKee Clock; 

• No letters of representation pertaining to the 
proposal have been received. 

 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approval 

Attachment Item 4.6a -  Case Officer Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 
 

Development Management Case Officer Report 
 

Application Ref: LA06/2018/0862/F DEA:   Bangor Central 

Proposal: 
The application is seeking full permission for the siting of a new dwarf wall and a bronze 
statue (‘Pastie Supper Man’). The wall is to be 560mm high, 600mm wide and 2600mm 
long. The statue is 1300mm high, 1200mm wide and 1100mm deep. 

Location: 
40m south west of Bregenz House, No. 5 Quay Street, Bangor, BT20 5ED. 

Applicant: 
Ards & North Down Borough Council. 

Agent: 
Ards & North Down Borough Council Property 
Services. 

 
Date Valid: 31/08/2018 

 
Env. Statement Requested: No 

 
Date last Advertised: 06/09/2018 

 
Date last Neighbour Notified: No neighbours notified 

 
Consultations: Yes 

 
Representations: No 
 

Letters of Support    0 Letters of Objection    0 Petitions    0 

 
Summary of Main Issues: 
The main issues to consider in the determination of this application are: 

• Design of proposal; 

• Visual amenity. 

Case Officer: Keith Henry 

Recommendation: Grant Planning Permission 
 
Agreed by Authorised Officer 

Full details of this application, including the application forms, relevant drawings, 
consultation responses and any representations received are available to view at the 
Planning Portal www.planningni.gov.uk using Public Access. 

http://www.planningni.gov.uk/
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3. Relevant Planning History 

 
The planning history of the application site reveals that it has an established principle 
of utilising the area for the benefit of the public, with it acknowledged by the Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 as an area of existing recreation and open space.   
 
Planning Reference: LA06/2018/0377/F 
Location: Open space approximately 33m northwest of McKee Clock, Bangor and 
immediately south of No. 5 Quay Street. 

1.   Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The application site is located to the north west of Marine Gardens and McKee Clock 
Tower, east of Bangor Marina, south of Bregenz House and west of Quay Street, 
Bangor.  
 
The application site is within a large public open square, finished in paving slabs with 
raised planted beds within and around the boundaries of the square. There are a 
number of trees within the planters and throughout the site, with a number of existing 
benches on the application site, particularly to the south of the harbour walk. The 
square is primarily used by pedestrians with vehicular access restricted. Pedestrian 
access is available from several locations with accesses located in the north, south, 
east and western boundaries. Vehicle access is located on the eastern side, with a 
number of parking spaces within close proximity of the application site.  
 
The ‘Pastie Supper Man’ is currently located adjacent to the play park to the west of 
Bangor Marina. The proposed new location is to the east of Bangor Marina within the 
public open square. 
 
The site is located within the settlement limit for Bangor as demarcated by the Belfast 
Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 and is also situated within Bangor Town Centre. 
  
2. Site Location Plan 
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Proposal: Temporary siting and operation of a 34 metre panoramic viewing wheel. 
Proposed operation dates 1st June 2018 to 15th July 2018. This wheel has 
illumination. 
Decision: Permission Granted (04.07.2018) 
 
Planning Reference: LA06/2016/0684/F 
Location: Lands adjacent to and north of McKee Clock Quay Street Bangor 
Proposal: Temporary change of use of existing open space to funfair, for no more 
than 3 months of the year, ancillary works to include boundary fencing and area for 
storage vehicles. 
Decision: Permission Granted (04.08.2016) 
 

 

4. Planning Policy Framework  

 
The relevant planning policy framework for this application is as follows: 
 

• North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984 – 1995 (NDAAP); 

• Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015; 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland; 

• Planning Policy Statement 2: Natural Heritage; 

• PPS 6 Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage; 

• PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation. 

 

5.  Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 
There is no relevant supplementary planning guidance.  
 

 

6. Consultations  

 
Consultation was carried with the following statutory and non-statutory consultees and 
a synopsis of responses is listed: 

Consultee Response 

Historic Environment 
Division 

Content 

N.I.E.A. Content 

 

7. Consideration and Assessment 

• North Down & Ards Area Plan 1984-1995 

• Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 
Pursuant to the Ministerial Statement of June 2012, which accompanied the release of 
the Planning Appeals Commission’s Report on the BMAP Public Inquiry, a decision on 
a development proposal can be based on draft plan provisions that will not be changed 
as a result of the Commission’s recommendations. Consequently, dBMAP is a material 
consideration relevant to this application. 
 
Section 6 (4) of The Planning Act (NI) 2011 establishes that the planning system within 
the Councils will be plan-led and advises that ‘Where, in making any determination 
under this Act, regard is to be had to the local development plan, the determination 
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must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.’ Until the Council adopts its new Local Development Plan, planning 
applications will continue to be assessed against the provisions of the Department of 
the Environment’s development plans and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) which 
contains the main operational planning policies for the consideration of development 
proposals. 
 
Section 45 (1) of the Planning Act (Northern Ireland) 2011 requires regard to be had to 
the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations. Section 6 (4) states that where regard is to be had to the Development 
Plan, the determination must be made in accordance with the Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The application site is located within the settlement of Bangor, within Bangor Town 
Centre (BR 36). The adopted Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan 2015 (BMAP) has been 
quashed as a result of a judgment in the Court of Appeal delivered on 18th May 2017. 
As a consequence of this, the North Down and Ards Area Plan 1984 – 1995 (NDAAP) 
is now the statutory development plan for the area with draft BMAP remaining a material 
consideration. Given that the reports of the Planning Appeals Commission in response 
to the hearing of objections to draft BMAP were in the public domain prior to adoption 
(now judged unlawful), and the Department’s consideration of those recommendations 
was set out in its Adoption Statement which was also in the public domain prior to the 
challenge being lodged, material weight is being given to the policies and proposals in 
BMAP as they relate to North Down. 
 

• Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland 
The SPPS sets out the guiding principle relating to the grant/refusal of development 
contained within paragraphs 3.8. The principle states that sustainable development 
should be permitted, having regard to the development plan and all other material 
considerations, unless the proposed development will cause demonstrable harm to 
interests of acknowledged importance. Any conflict between the SPPS and any policy 
retained under the transitional arrangements must be resolved in favour of the 
provisions of the SPPS. 
 
The SPPS states that built heritage assets are important sources of information about 
our past and are often significant landmarks in the present townscape and countryside. 
The SPPS continues to explain that listed buildings are a core aspect of our built 
heritage and contribute to the character and quality of the environment. In light of this, 
proposals impacting upon listed buildings and their settings should support the best 
viable use that is compatible with the fabric, setting and character of the building. The 
SPPS also details that appropriate measures should be taken for the identification and 
mitigation of the archaeology impacts of the development. 
 
The site of the bronze statue is located approx. 98m away from the B1 listed structure 
of McKee Clock Tower. Weight has therefore been awarded to the proposal in terms of 
its compatibility with the setting, in addition to the character of the surrounding listed 
buildings. As the expert in built heritage and the statutory consultee for this form of 
development, Historic Environment Division has been consulted and is content with the 
proposal under paragraph 6.12 (setting) of Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI 
and policy BH11 (Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building) of PPS 6: 
Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage.  
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With regards to the SPPS I am satisfied that this proposal will not prejudice public safety 
and is respectful of the general characteristics of the area, nor will it detract from the 
quality and character of the locality. 
 
Design, Layout, Scale and Massing 
The design and materials for the erection of the bronze statue, ‘Pastie Supper Man’, 
and dwarf wall shall be 2.6m long, measure 1.3m tall (with the statue located on the 
wall) and shall be 1.1m wide as per Drawing No. 03 date stamped 24th August 2018. 
As per Drawing No. 03 date stamped 24th August 2018 the wall shall be finished in 
sandstone coping stones, with the original plaque that is within close proximity of the 
existing statue to be relocated alongside the new location of the statue. 
 
The relocated statue is deemed to be of a minor scale, which is appropriate for its 
proposed location. The wall and bronze statue shall have no detrimental impact upon 
the existing recreational area and open space that looks onto Bangor Marina. Given 
the limited scale of the proposed dwarf wall and bronze statue it is considered that they 
shall not appear dominant or obtrusive within the local area. 
 
The proposed benches shall measure 3.6m long, 1.3m high and 0.6m wide as per 
Drawing No. 04 date stamped 24th August 2018. Given the number of existing benches 
that there is within close proximity of the proposed benches it is deemed that they shall 
have no detrimental impact upon the design and layout of the area. The proposed 
benches have been carefully located along a raised planter and shall have no 
detrimental impact upon the harbour walk pedestrianised area. 
 
Impact on Amenity 
The proposed dwarf wall, bronze statue and proposed benches are within close 
proximity to an eclectic variety of uses, with the proposed site a pedestrianised area for 
the Harbour Walk along the marina. The proposed uses have been carefully located 
and given the limited scale of the proposal and the simple design, I am of the opinion 
that the proposal will have no detrimental impact on levels of amenity. 
 

• PPS 2: Natural Heritage 
Policy NH1 relates to European and Ramsar sites and states that planning permission 
will only be granted for a development proposal that, either individually, or in 
combination with existing and/or proposed plans or projects, is not likely to have a 
significant effect on those sites. 
 
The potential impact of this proposal on Special Areas of Conservation, Special 
Protection Areas and Ramsar sites has been assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of Regulation 43 (1) of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) 
Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended). The proposal would not be likely to 
have a significant effect on the features, conservation objectives or status of any of 
these sites. 
 
Policy NH 2 of PPS 2 states that planning permission will only be granted for a 
development proposal that is not likely to harm a species protected by law. To this end, 
the NI Biodiversity Checklist has been used to identify whether the proposal is likely to 
adversely affect certain aspects of biodiversity including protected species. In this 
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instance it has indicated that there is not a reasonable likelihood of there being 
protected species present. 
 
The Marine and Fisheries Division were consulted on the application and as per their 
consultation response, dated 20th September 2018, the application site is located 
approx. 8m from the high water mark and approx. 220m to the nearest marine 
designated site. Given the nature of the proposal, the Marine and Fisheries Department 
consider that provided the proposal is confined to the red line boundary with there no 
significant noise associated with construction works that there shall be no impact on 
the marine environment or designated sites.  
 

• PPS 6: Planning, Archaeology and the Built Heritage 
This document sets out planning policies for the protection and conservation of 
archaeological remains and features of the built heritage and advises on the treatment 
of these issues. McKee Clock tower is located approximately 98m southeast of the 
proposed site and is a B1 listed structure.   
 
Policy BH11: Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building  
Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building is applicable to this proposal. 
Policy BH 11 states that development is not normally permitted when it would adversely 
affect the setting of a listed building. Development proposals will normally only be 
considered where all the following criterion have been met: 
 
a) the detailed design respects the listed building in terms of scale, height, massing and 
alignment; 
b) the works proposed make use of traditional or sympathetic building materials and 
techniques which respect those found on the building; and 
c) the nature of the proposed use respects the character of the setting of the building. 
 
The proposal involves the erection of a dwarf wall, bronze statue (‘Pastie Supper Man’) 
and benches. The application site is located within close proximity, approx. 98m of the 
B1 listed McKee Clock tower. Historic Environment Division (H.E.D.) were consulted 
on the 5th September 2018 to provide an informed assessment as to the potential 
impact that the proposed application may have, if any, upon the listed building. 
 
As per the consultation response that H.E.D. provided on the 28th September 2018, 
H.E.D. Historic Building and Historic Monuments are content with the proposal under 
paragraph 6.12 (setting) of Strategic Planning Policy Statement for NI and policy BH11 
(Development affecting the Setting of a Listed Building) of PPS 6: Planning, 
Archaeology and the Built Heritage.  
 

• PPS 8: Open Space, Sport and Outdoor Recreation  
PPS 8 sets out the Department’s planning policies for the protection of open space, the 
provision of new areas of open space in association with residential development and 
the use of land for sport and outdoor recreation, and advises on the treatment of these 
issues in development plans. 
 
The proposal is for the erection of a dwarf wall, bronze statue with the ‘Pastie Supper 
Man’ and proposed benches. Given the sympathetic location of the proposed elements 
along the raised planters the proposal is deemed to have no detrimental impact upon 
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the designated recreational and open space area. The proposal shall not lead to a 
permanent loss of the open space due to their sympathetic location and shall offer more 
choice in where to sit and rest whilst availing of the Harbour Walk, with the public art 
helping to create a sense of place. Subsequently, the proposal is considered 
acceptable.  
 

 

8. Consideration of Representations 

One letter of representation pertaining to the proposal has been received, with 
comments submitted via the Public Planning Portal requesting to see the drawings, as 
the drawings had required amending after the application had been validated. A letter 
informing the responsible individual that the amended drawings had been received was 
posted on the 30th August 2018. 
 

 

9. Conclusion  

All material considerations have been assessed and the proposal, in my opinion, will 

not cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance and therefore 

approval is recommended. 

 

The following is a summary of the main reasons for recommendation: 

• The principle of development is acceptable. 

• The design and appearance is acceptable. 

• The proposal will have no impact upon the privacy or amenity of the neighbouring 

properties. 

• The proposal will not detract from the character or appearance of the area. 

 

10. Recommendation 

 
Grant Planning Permission   
 

 

11. Conditions  

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 5 years 

from the date of this permission. 
 

Reason: To comply with the requirements of Section 61 of the Planning Act 
(Northern Ireland) 2011. 

 
2. All construction activity shall be confined within site boundaries, and the boundary of 

the designated areas shall not be disturbed in any way without written consent from 
the Council. 

 
Reason: To protect the integrity of Outer Ards ASSI/SPA/Ramsar, East Coast 

Marine pSPA and North Channel cSAC designated sites and to avoid it 
being damaged by construction vehicles, deposited materials, 
contaminated run-off, or any other activity during the construction period or 
thereafter. Any works occurring within the designated site but outside the 
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red line planning application boundary are subject to The Conservation 
(Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995 (as amended) 
and the Environment (Northern Ireland) Order 2002 (as amended). 
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Site Pictures 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

10 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 

11 

 
 



 

12 

 
 

 



 

13 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

14 

 
 
 
 



 

15 

 



Unclassified 

Page 1 of 3 
 

ITEM 5  
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 06 November 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 18 October 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation       

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Update on Planning Appeals 

Attachments Item 5a - Commisioner's Report 

Item 5b - Commission's Decision 

 
Decisions 
 
1. The following appeal was allowed on 8 October 2018 

 

Appeal reference: 2017/A0231 

Application Reference:   LA06/2015/0448/F 

Appeal by: Mrs Alison Maynes 

Subject of Appeal: Refusal of full planning permission for dwelling and 
garage 

Location: Land 60m NE of 10 Greengraves Road,  
Newtownards 

  
  

 
2. Following determination of this application at Planning Committee the Council 

refused this application on 13 November 2017 for the following reason: 
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• The proposal is contrary to Policies CTY1 and CTY10 of Planning Policy 
Statement 21, Sustainable Development in the Countryside and does not 
merit being considered an exceptional case in that it has not been 
demonstrated that the farm business is currently active and established for 
a period of at least 6 years. 
 

 
3. Following consideration of other appeal decisions which adopted an approach that 

land let entirely in conacre cannot be considered a ‘business’ by the owner for the 
purposes of the policy, the Council refused the application. 
 

4. The Council at the accompanied site visit objected to the introduction of new 
evidence to suggest that 20 acres of land were not being let in conacre as no up 
to date farm map had been submitted. On this basis the Council contended that 
the nature of the business has not changed and remained the letting of land. 

 
5. The Commissioner considered that despite the lands involved being let out in 

conacre to two tenant farmers, the appellant was currently involved in a degree of 
agricultural activity to keep the land in good agricultural and environmental 
condition, in order to facilitate two other farmers with their farming activities, and 
therefore the subject farm is run on a partnership basis.  In this regard the 
Commissioner concluded that the farm is currently active for the purposes of the 
definition of ‘agricultural activity’ as set out in planning policy and therefore 
criterion (a) of Policy CTY 10 was met. 
 

6. The Commission reviewed the report and whilst endorsing the decision, disagreed 
with the Commissioner’s policy analysis.  

 
7. The Commissioner’s Report and the Commission’s review of that Report are 

appended to this report. 
 
 
New Appeals Lodged 
 
8. The following appeal was lodged on 25 September 2018: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0094 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/1406/F 

Appeal by: Mr Gordon Duff 

Subject of Appeal: Change of use of part of an agricultural building to 
2no. self-catering holiday apartments with creation of 
two lay-bys along laneway 

Location: 20m west of 283 Killaughey Road, Donaghadee 

 
9. The following appeal was lodged on 27 September 2018: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0098 

Application Reference:   LA06/2017/0904/F 

Appeal by: Mr Mark Harding 
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Subject of Appeal: Erection of 1No. portacabin (to replace 1No. existing 
portacabin) and associated re-siting of 1No. 
portacabin and oil tank 

Location: Conlig Presbyterian Church, 4 Main Street, Conlig 

 
 

10. The following appeal was lodged on 10 October 2018: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0104 

Application Reference:   LA06/2018/0256/O 

Appeal by: Mrs Dawn Watson 

Subject of Appeal: Proposed site for infill dwelling under policy CTY8 of 
PPS21 

Location: Land 15 metres north of No. 27 Ardminnan Road, 
Cloughey 

 
 

11. The following appeal was lodged on 10 October 2018: 
 

Appeal reference: 2018/A0105 

Application Reference:   LA06/2018/0107/A 

Appeal by: Antrim Construction Company Ltd 

Subject of Appeal: Freestanding poster panel display 

Location: Adjacent to gable of 136 High Street, Holywood 

 
 

Details of appeal decisions, new appeals and scheduled hearings can be viewed 
at www.pacni.gov.uk. 

 
 

 
Recommendation:  That members note the content of this report. 

  

http://www.pacni.gov.uk/
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against the refusal of full planning permission for dwelling and garage 

at land 60m NE of 10 Greengraves Road, Newtownards. 
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by 
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Appeal Reference : 2017/A0231 

Planning Authority Reference: LA06/2015/0448/F 

Procedure:  Informal Hearing on 20th July 2018     
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1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 Ards and North Down Borough Council received the application on 16th July 2015. 

  By notice dated 13th November 2017 the Council refused permission giving the 
following reason:- 

 
1. “The proposal is contrary to Policies CTY 1 and CTY 10 of Planning Policy 

Statement 21 ‘Sustainable Development in the Countryside as it does not 
merit being considered an exceptional case as it has not been 
demonstrated that the farm business is currently active and established for 
a period of at least 6 years. 

  
1.2 The Commission received the appeal on 22nd February 2018 and advertised it in the 

local press on 8th March 2018.  Two representations were received from third parties.  
The Council forwarded to the Commission two representations it had received at 
application stage. 

 
2.0 SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
2.1 The appeal site is rectangular in shape and comprises part of a field located 60m 

north east of No 10 Greengraves Road.  Land within the appeal site falls away 
towards the north east.  The north east/ south eastern boundary of the appeal site is 
undefined. The western boundary is formed by hedgerow interspersed with mature 
trees. Immediately north east and north-west of the appeal site is a mature 
woodland. Access from Greengraves Road is via an existing laneway which serves 
No. 10 a farm house, farm yard and outbuildings and No. 8 Greengraves Road, a 
dwelling and out buildings known as ‘Lucerne’.   

 
3.0 PLANNING AUTHORITY’S CASE 
 
3.1 The nature of the farm business lies at the heart of this appeal.  The farm consists of 

50.58 ha of land all of which is let out in conacre to two tenant farmers.  The extent of 
agricultural activity is that which is on ‘let’ land.  

 
3.2 The definition of agricultural activity is that as set out in The Strategic Planning Policy 

Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) under Article 4 of EC No. 1307/2013.  The 
then Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD) response indicated 
that the farm business had been in existence for more than 6 years and that it had 
claimed subsidies in the last 6 years, the Council contacted the appellant and gave 
her an opportunity to prove that the farm was currently active.  By way of response a 
copy of the ‘Young’ Judicial Review Application (Leave Stage) (Young JR) was 
provided.  However, the Council considered there was now a materially different 
context in that the definition of agricultural activity has been amended and this was 
further clarified by how Department for Agriculture the Environment and Rural Affairs 
(DEARA) consider and define agriculture. 

 
3.3 The evidence suggested that the land was rented out and it was the tenant – as 

opposed to the appellant- who was actively farming the land.  Letting out of land has 
been previously considered by the Commission.  In June 2016 in Appeal 
2015/A0222 the Commissioner concluded that she ‘did not consider the letting of 
land in conacre, of itself, an agricultural activity’.  In Appeal 2015/A0117 the applicant 
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sought approval for maintaining the land despite having let the land in conacre; the 
appeal was dismissed.  

 
3.4 Following a formal recommendation to refuse planning permission the appellant 

submitted a dossier of information which sought to prove the farm business was 
currently active.  The information was wide ranging and covered the period 2004 – 
2017.  This information is available at the’ Addendum to Site Report’. 

 
3.5 Receipt of monies from Single Farm Payment (SFP) and Countryside Management 

Scheme (CMS) were supplied for the period 2004 – 2013.  Included in the 
appellant’s information is a letter from DARD CMS stating that the scheme ended in 
2013.  Accounts clearly show the income of the business is from conacre.  In the last 
two years the accounts show modest income from NIE Wayleave and some accrued 
interest.  

 
3.6 There are receipts relating to fencing; general garden maintenance; weed killer; rat 

poison; boiler services; post; ballcocks; locksmiths; cement; aggregate; wiper blades; 
trailer lamp; chain saw; a wall mounted first aid cabinet; repairs to buildings; and 
information relating to support activities such as hedge cutting, ‘topping’ and ‘rolling’. 
A receipt for grass topping from an agricultural contractor in 2015 is more in-keeping 
with maintenance of land, and there is no evidence to suggest that this has been 
ongoing across the holding for the last six years.  Reference to rolling a field in 2016 
may relate to only one field and not the whole farm; two receipts were provided for 
soil analysis along with a receipt for preparing ground for water troughs.  Whilst the 
appellant may pay for fertiliser this is spread by the tenant farmers and the water the 
appellant pays for is consumed by the tenant farmer’s livestock.  The appellant 
maintains the buildings, but for the welfare of animals belonging to another farm 
business.  All of this is maintenance; support and ancillary services to accommodate 
the primary farming activity which is carried out by two tenant farmers.  Taken in the 
round the Council is not convinced that such activities can be afforded determining 
weight. 

 
3.7    In its ‘Guide to Basic Payment Scheme’ DEARA defines an active farmer as the 

person having the decision making powers, benefits and financial risks in relation to 
the activity on the land.  The guide goes on to say that it will, generally be the case 
that it is the conacre tenant who carries out the main agricultural activity who is able 
to claim farm payments.  The guide clarifies further ‘if you are simply maintaining the 
land in Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) and allow another 
farmer to carry out agricultural activity then that becomes the primary agricultural 
activity and means you will not be able to meet the requirements of the scheme. 

 
3.8 The Council remains unaware of the location of 20 acres referred to at the hearing as 

not being let in conacre as no up to date farm map was submitted in post hearing 
evidence.  Therefore the nature of the business has not changed and remains the 
letting of land.  The tenancy agreements show that both parties i.e. the Licensor – 
the appellant and the Licensee – the tenant farmers, have a degree of responsibility 
to Cross Compliance (CC) and GAEC. The appellant will be responsible for 
maintaining the land in good agricultural and environmental condition.  Within the 
agreement it is set out that the land is to be maintained by the appellant in a way that 
makes it suitable for the use of the tenant for grazing.  In Schedule 1 of the tenant’s 
obligations it is the tenant who is responsible to apply the fertiliser/and or lime 
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supplied by the appellant, based on soil analysis undertaken by the appellant and to 
provide additional services to the appellant on an agreed basis for key tasks such as 
weed spraying (materials to be provided by the appellant); reseeding (grass seed to 
be supplied by the appellant) and topping and rolling of pasture when required. 

 
3.9 The appellant carries out a degree of activity – at some financial cost – but this is to 

accommodate other farmers carrying out the primary agricultural activity on the land. 
The appellant’s activities are confined to purchasing materials; cutting hedges; and 
general maintenance and do not demonstrate that she has the decision making 
powers, benefits and the financial risks of the agricultural activities on the land. Her 
activities in relation to the farm are ‘support services’ which allow the tenant farmer to 
farm the land.  

 
3.10 The Council contends that the definition of agricultural activity cannot be read in 

isolation from the qualification which refers to criteria and definitions by Member 
States. Measures for maintaining the land in GAEC have been developed from a 
framework  set out by the European Commission to address issues such as 
protection and management of water; protection of soil and carbon stock; and 
minimum levels of maintenance . Compliance with the GAEC is a condition of receipt 
of funding.  It is the farmer who is responsible for maintaining the land in GAEC.  A 
copy of the NI Cross Compliance Verifiable Standards Summary is provided for 
information.    

 
3.11 The Council received a letter from the appellant’s solicitor which said ‘Our Clients do 

not actively farm the lands’. 
 
3.12 It is the other farm businesses that that would have the entitlement to build under 

Policy CTY 10 not the appellant.  
 
4.0 OBJECTOR’S  CASE 
 
4.1 The objector was a 1/3 tenant in common owner of all of the lands in folios 67,68,69 

and 14241 of Co Down and therefore the appeal site in July 2015 and January 2016. 
The objector was also one third owner of farm business 634483 that has operated as 
a conacre business since 1994.  The principal income from this farm business was 
derived from conacre rental along with peripheral income from Northern Ireland 
Electricity way-leaves.  The objector has on record a letter from the appellant’s 
solicitor stating that the farm business is not active.  The proposed development is 
contrary to Policy CTY 10 for that reason. 

 
4.2 On 23 February 2018 the objector sold her interest in the farm business.  This may 

impact on the ability of the proposed development to meet the requirement of policy 
that no development opportunities have been sold off from the farm in the last ten 
years. 

 
4.3 In 2014 farm business 634483 sold its full complement of farm subsidy entitlements 

and consequently after April 2014 was ineligible to claim Single Farm Payment 
(SFP).  According to the DEARA Article 4 definition of agricultural activity, the tenant 
farmers who purchased the entitlements, and operated two separate farm 
businesses using their own farm ID numbers were deemed to be the active farmers 
of the lands in question. These tenants worked the land, provided staffing levels, 
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owned the livestock and were financially responsible for the land in terms of financial 
risk and benefits. The Council referred to two Commission decisions at a ‘special 
meeting ‘held on 7th November 2017 in support of its stance to refuse planning 
permission (Appeals 2015/A0117 and 2015/A0222) where the Commissioners did 
not accept the letting of land in conacre to be of itself agricultural activity 
(2015/A0222) and that in Appeal 2015/A0117 it was the tenant farmer who met the 
definition of ‘active farmer rather than the landowner’.  Documentation was presented 
at this special hearing by the appellant in support of her case. It would now be unfair 
for new documentation to be submitted at the appeal.  Allowing this appeal would set 
a poor precedent for other ‘inactive farmers’ attempting to obtain planning approval 
for a new house on the farm. 

 
4.4 Lucerne located at No 8 is the principal group of farm buildings.  No. 10 does not 

belong to farm business 634483.  The proposed location of the new dwelling does 
not meet the criterion that the new farmhouse has a visual linkage with an 
established group of buildings on this farm. 

 
4.5 Despite being 1/3rd owner and tenant in common the objector did not receive notice 

of the application for planning permission and was only aware of it via the planning 
portal.  

 
 
5.0 APPELLANT’S CASE 
 
5.1 The P1C form which accompanied the application for planning permission states 

Applicants should note that there is no requirement under Policy CTY 10 to be a full 
time farmer.  What must be demonstrated is that there is an established farm 
business which is recognised by the Department of Agriculture and Rural 
Development (DARD).  An applicant may apply for a house on a farm even though 
they are not the actual person involved in agricultural activity.  However, they must 
provide the relevant details of the farm business on this form which should be signed 
by the owners of the business to confirm the details are correct.  It must also be 
noted that planning permission relates to the land and the development cannot be 
carried out without permission of the actual owner.   

 
5.2 The Council correctly states that 50.58ha of land is let out in conacre.  The total area 

of farm business 634483 is 52.16 ha and this additional area comprises 1.58 ha of 
woodland retained by the appellant and 4.83 ha ineligible for SFP but let out in 
conacre.  The additional 45.75ha which is eligible for SFP is let in conacre.  This has 
been the case since 1994.  

 
5.3 The SPPS expressly directs Planning Authorities (and others) to Article 4 of EC No. 

1307/2013 in respect of the definition of ‘agricultural activity’.  The Council has failed 
to engage in the definition of ‘agricultural activity’ as set out in Article 4 of EC No 
1307/2013.  In addition the Council seeks to rely on the Cross-Compliance Variable 
Standards Summary (CCVSS) to support its case.  

 
5.4 The CCVSS is clear at paragraph 4 page 4 that the intention of the document is for 

those persons seeking to claim assistance including drawing down SFP.  There is no 
requirement in policy that an active farm must claim SFP and this is supported by 
paragraph 7 of Appeal decision 2016/A0166 which states ‘Failure to have applied for 
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Single Farm Payment is not in itself fatal to the proposal’.  The farm business ID is 
used to assess whether a farm business is established the definition of activity is that 
in article 4 of EC No.1307/2013 and the Council is incorrect is saying that the farm 
business ID is one indication in assessing whether a farm business is active 

 
5.5 Article 4 sets out three tests to be met in order to satisfy the definition of ‘agricultural’ 

activity.  Firstly a ‘farmer’ is a group of legal persons, which the farm is, having been 
legally constituted which the farm was and that the holding of the farm business is 
within the territorial scope of the treaties, which it is being within the UK.  Secondly a 
‘holding’ comprises all units being used for agricultural activities and managed by a 
farmer – in this instance farm business 634483 which is situated within a member 
state in this case the UK and thirdly as the appellant maintains the holding in GEAC, 
which the Council did not dispute, and provides land suitable for grazing and 
cultivation the meaning of agricultural activity is met.  The tenancy agreements are 
clear it is the appellant (Licensee) who is responsible for maintaining the land in 
GEAC and that the tenant farmer will assist her.  As the appellant pays the tenant 
farmers for the additional services she retains responsibility for those services.  The 
appellant is a ‘farmer’ under the definition of agriculture.  

 
5.6 The following evidence is submitted is support of the above;  
 

 Copies of the tenancy agreements for 2018 and previous tenancy agreements 
show that the appellant is financially responsible for maintaining the land in 
GAEC which makes it suitable for grazing or cultivation without preparatory 
action going beyond usual agricultural methods and machineries. 
  

 Farm accounts are attached dated year ended 5th April 2018 in support of the 
tenancy agreements demonstrate that the business is active. 

 
 

 Bills receipts etc. demonstrate that from at least 2011 agricultural activity has 
been undertaken as part of the farm business.  These activities can be 
summarised as follows and are supported by invoices to the farm business at 
10 Greengraves Road and include those dated as recently as June  2018:- 
 

 Annual cutting of farm hedges (Alex Warden – contractor & Jack Ferguson)  

 Weed control on pasture (Brian Mc Grady Garden and Tree Maintenance); 
rolling of fields and reseeding and fertilizer (Mc Kelvey Bros, Farm supplies 
Stephen Christie – Agricultural Contractor) 

 Soil analysis and fertilizer recommendation (NRM Laboratories)  

 Annual payment of water bills associated with cattle grazing (NI Water)  

 Maintenance of farm laneways and general fence repairs (J Dalzell – 
contractor) 

 Repairs to livestock buildings; fences & gates(J Dalzell; Jim Angus Contracts  
      & Ivan’s Gardening Touch ) 

 Field drainage  

 Installation of drinking troughs to facilitate cattle access to pasture; and 

 Receipts of payments re DARD CMS and SFP 

 A letter from the contractor confirms that hedge cutting is carried out by him 
on an annual basis. 
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 When all of the supporting information is read in context is clear that the farm 

business is currently active.  It demonstrates that the appellant is involved in 
agricultural activity particularly in relation to maintaining land in a suitable state for 
grazing.  All of this represents a significant investment by the appellant to keep the 
land in GAEC for grazing and cultivation by the tenant farmers.  

 
5.7 The Council accepts that as Landlord the appellant carries out activity at some 

financial cost.  At the hearing the Council accepted that the farm business was the 
‘top tier of farm management’ with reference to soil analysis, nutrient management 
and other activity to keep the land in GEAC.  The appellant takes significant financial 
risks with investment of over £12,000 over the last sixteen months and an overall 
investment of £29,000 between 2007/2008 to 2017/2018.  

 
5.8 The Council’s reference to ‘primary agricultural activity’ is misplaced and has no 

grounding in the definition of ‘agricultural activity.’  .  
 
5.9 Appeal 2015/A0212 is distinguishable from this appeal on those grounds where the 

Commissioner found that ‘no persuasive evidence was submitted to demonstrate 
that the appellant’s farm business is currently active and established for at least six 
years’.  Photographs submitted of a tractor and some working farming equipment do 
not demonstrate that the farm is an active and established farm.’  This is in marked 
contrast to the present appeal where an extensive dossier of evidence has been 
presented to demonstrate that the appellant’s role in undertaking agricultural activity 
to maintain the farm in GEAC satisfies the requirements of EC No.1307/2013.  

 
5.10 The objector, the appellant’s sister, left the farm business in February 2018.  
 
6.0 SUPPORTER’S CASE  
 
6.1 The supporter is co-owner of the land and associated farming business.  He fully 

supports the appeal and arguments advanced within the appellant’s evidence.  The 
objector, his sister, has more than likely unduly influenced the planning officer’s 
recommendations.  Those objections were based upon a falsehoods set out in her 
Whistleblowing Report ‘of September 2015.  All of the allegations were subsequently 
retracted in a formal legal process and can be disregarded. 

 
 
7.0 CONSIDERATION 
 
7.1 Failure to serve the requisite land ownership certificate on the objector is not fatal as 

she has been involved in the planning application and appeal process and no 
prejudice to her arises.  

 
7.2 The main issue in this appeal is whether the proposed development is one of the 

types of development considered to be acceptable in principle in the countryside as  
set out in Policy CTY 1 of PPS 21.  

 
7.3 The Ards and Down Area Plan 2015 (ADAP) is the local development plan that 

operates in the area where the appeal site is located.  Within the ADAP the appeal 
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site lies outwith any designated settlement and is located in the open countryside.  
There are no specific policies pertaining to the appeal proposal in ADAP. 

 
7.4 The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) as regional 

planning policy is a material consideration in this appeal.  Paragraph 1.12 of the 
SPPS states that any conflict between the SPPS and any policy retained under the 
transitional arrangements must be resolved in the favour of the provisions of the 
SPPS.  However, it is added that where the SPPS is silent or less prescriptive on a 
particular planning policy matter than retained policies this should not be judged to 
lessen the weight to be afforded to the retained policy.  The SPPS retains certain 
existing planning policy statements and amongst these is Planning Policy Statement 
21: Sustainable Development in the Countryside (PPS 21).  

 
7.5 Page 51 of the SPPS sets out the requirements for dwellings on farms.  It does not 

change the policy wording of Policy CTY 10 of PPS 21. Footnote 26 of the SPPS 
directs the reader to the definition of ‘agricultural activity ’ which is changed by the 
SPPS in so far that it states ‘For the purposes of the SPPS ‘agricultural activity’ is as 

defined by Article 4 of the European Council Regulations (EC) No. 1307/2013.’  
Whilst this replaces the definition of agricultural activity set out in paragraph 5.39 of 
Policy CTY 10 there is no material difference.   

 
7.6 Policy CTY 10 of PPS 21 states that ‘planning permission will be granted for a 

dwelling house on a farm where all of three stated criteria are met.  The Council and 
the Objector raised concerns under criterion (a) that the farm business is currently 
active and has been established for at least 6 years.  

 
7.7 There was no dispute between any of the parties that the farm business has been 

established for at least 6 years.  All of the objections to the appeal proposal under 
criterion (a) were grounded in the requirement that the holding is currently active. 
Paragraph 5.38 of Policy CTY 10 of PPS 21 states’ new houses on farms will not be 
acceptable unless the existing farming business is both established and active.  The 
applicant will therefore be required to provide the farms DARD business ID number 
along with other evidence to prove active farming over the required period, and this 
is more onerous than the policy headnote. 

 
7.8 Criterion (a) requires that ‘the farm business is currently active’ (my emphasis) 

Paragraph 5.38 refers to active farming over the required period.  As the head note 
text merely says ‘currently active’ the required period must mean in the ‘here and 
now.’ It is therefore not necessary for the appellant to demonstrate active farming for 
at least six years.  

 
7.9 Paragraph 5.45 of Policy CTY 10 of PPS 21 states that DARD (which has now been 

subsumed into DEARA) will confirm the DARD Business ID number.  It does say 
anything about DEARA determining whether or not a farm is currently active. It does 
not say that active farming for the purposes of Policy CTY 10 must fall within the 
scope of the DEARA Guide to the Basic Payment Scheme or the NICCVSS and this 
must be because not all active farmers claim subsidies including SFP.  The Council’s 
reliance on such documents goes beyond the remit of the policy tests; sets a much 
‘higher bar’ than what the policy requires and is misplaced. 
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7.10 Paragraph 5.39 of PPS 21 which defines ‘agricultural activity’ has been replaced by 
that included in EU Regulation 1307/2013.  Article 4 of the EU Regulation 
‘establishing rules for direct payments to farmers under support schemes within the 
framework of the common agricultural policy’ sets out  the definition of agricultural 
activity as follows:- 

 
‘For the purposes of this Regulation, the following definitions shall apply: 
 
c)  ‘agricultural activity" means:  

 
(i) production, rearing or growing of agricultural products, including harvesting, 

milking, breeding animals, and keeping animals for farming purposes, 
 
(ii) maintaining an agricultural area in a state which makes it suitable for grazing 

or cultivation without preparatory action going beyond usual agricultural 
methods and machineries, based on criteria established by Member 
States on the basis of a framework established by the Commission, or 

 
(iii) carrying out a minimum activity, defined by Member States, on agricultural 

areas naturally kept in a state suitable for grazing or cultivation’ 
 

7.11 The EU Regulation is entitled ‘establishing rules for direct payments to farmers under 
support schemes within the framework of the common agricultural policy’.  Its 
requirements must therefore be directed to those Member States to form a 
framework for payments to farmers.  However, I see nothing in it that requires an 
‘active farmer’ to be in receipt of such subsidies, but conversely only that he/she 
must be active to claim such subsidies.  Nor do I see anything in Policy CTY 10 of 
PPS 21 that requires an active farm to be one which claims subsidies.  In fact the 
policy text only says ‘The applicant will therefore be required to provide the farms 
DARD business ID number along with other evidence to prove active farming over 
the required period.’ (my emphasis).  The policy does not advise as to what that 
other evidence might be nor does it stipulate the extent of activity required for a farm 
to be active.  

 
 
‘Meaning of Agricultural Activity’ 
 
7.12 The appellant has submitted substantial documentary evidence in the form of 

invoices and receipts dated 2017/2018 which demonstrate, in the main, that she 
carries out activities to keep the land in GAEC for grazing and cultivation purposes.  I 
find the following to be pertinent; commissioning soil surveys; purchasing soil 
nutrients; paying contractors to spread the same (tenant farmers); providing and 
paying for water for grazing cattle; weed control on pastures; and rolling and topping 
of grass.  Most of these activities are carried out by her and her contractors outside 
the period when the land is let out to her tenant farmers.  I see nothing in Policy CTY 
10 or the definition of agriculture requiring a farmer to personally carry out fertilising, 
weeding and rolling and topping of grass in order to constitute ‘active farming’  

 
7.13 I note that the Council accepts that ‘the appellant carries out a degree of activity - at 

some financial cost’.  I was given no definition by the Council what ‘minimum activity’ 
is for the purposes of the EU Regulations in this member state.  There is nothing in 
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the solicitor’s letter referred to by the Council and the Objector to indicate what that 
solicitor considers active farming to be.  Taking account of all of this and that the 
appellant is currently involved in a degree of agricultural activity to keep the land in 
GAEC, in order to facilitate two other farmers with their farming activities, it is clear to 
me that the subject farm is run on a partnership basis and I must therefore conclude 
that the farm is currently active for the purposes of the definition of ‘agricultural 
activity’ as set out in planning policy. Criterion (a) of Policy CTY 10 is met.  

 
7.14 As I have found that the appeal proposal meets the requirements of Policy CTY 10 of 

PPS 21 it is distinguishable from Appeal 2015/A0222 where that farmer had no 
business ID number and from Appeal 2015/A0117 where that Commissioner found 
that the business was neither active nor established for six years.  

 
7.15 The objector also raised concerns under criterion (b) that no dwellings or 

development opportunities out-with-settlement limits have been sold off from the 
farm holding within 10 years from the date of the application; and criterion (c) that the 
new building is visually linked or sited to cluster with an established group of 
buildings on the farm. 

 
7.16 Although the objector has sold her interest in the farm business there is no evidence 

to demonstrate that this was a development opportunity in so far as planning 
permission exists for a dwelling and criterion (b) is met.  No. 10 is the registered 
farmhouse and established group of buildings on farm business 634483 as identified 
by the verified farm business map.  The proposed development is sited to visually 
link with those buildings and criterion (c) of Policy CTY 10 is also met. 

 
7.17 I do not disagree with the Council that a tenant farmer may be able to rely upon a 

conacre agreement to meet the requirements of Policy CTY 10 within his/her farm 
business to demonstrate active farming.  However, this has no bearing in this appeal 
given that I consider the farm to be currently active.   

 
7.18 A condition to provide for new native species planting and its retention is necessary 

in the interests of maintaining the visual amenities of this part of the countryside.  As 
this is a full planning permission and the siting of the proposed dwelling is shown to 
be in the area referred to by the Council it not necessary to impose a siting condition 
‘to ensure that amenities incidental to the enjoyment of the dwelling will not adversely 
affect the countryside’.  The existing entrance from the laneway onto Greengraves 
Road achieves adequate visibility splays and a condition requiring provision of the 
same is not required.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
8.1 I recommend to the Commission that the appeal be allowed and that full planning 

permission be granted, subject to the following conditions:- 
 

1. No development shall take place until there has been submitted to and 
approved by the planning authority a landscaping scheme showing new native 
species planting between A-B and B-C as marked on the drawing entitled PAC1 
and the retention of the vegetation on the western boundary of the appeal site.  
The scheme of planting as finally approved shall be carried out during the first 
planting season after the commencement of the development. Trees or shrubs 
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dying, removed or becoming seriously damaged within five years of being 
planted shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of a similar 
size and species unless the planning authority gives written consent to any 
variation. 

 
2. The development hereby approved shall be begun before the expiration of five 

years from the date of this decision. 
 
8.2 This recommendation relates to the following drawings:- 
 

 The 1:1250 scale site location plan numbered LM – 01(PAC 1) 

 The 1:1250 scale site location map 2 numbered LM - 02 

 The 1;1250 scale site entrance details numbered LM - 02; and 

 The 1:50 and 1:100 drawing numbered SK01 
 

 
COMMISSIONER HELEN FITZSIMONS 
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Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning 

Date of Meeting 06 November 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
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Head of Finance 
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File Reference FIN45 

Legislation Section 5 Local Government Finance Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☐             No     ☐        Not Applicable  ☒ 

Subject Planning Budgetary Control Report – September 2018   

Attachments - 

 
 
This Planning Budgetary Control Report covers the 6-month period 1 April to 30 
September 2018 and is set out on page 2. The net cost of the service is showing an 
under spend of £70,606 (13.8%). 
 
Explanation of Variance 
 
A Budgetary Control Report by Income and Expenditure for Planning is, also, shown 
on page 2 which analyses the overall favourable variance (£70,606) by expenditure 
(£66,950 favourable) and income (£3,656 favourable).  
  

Planning 
 
Expenditure - £67.0k (6.5%) better than budget to date. This favourable variance 
is mainly made up of the following: - 
  

a. Payroll £64.1k favourable due to vacancies. Vacant HPTO, PTO and 
administration posts are in the process of being filled.  
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Income - £3.7k (0.7%) better than budget to date. Planning application income is 
slightly higher than budget for the year to date. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Committee notes this report. 

Note Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance

£ £ £ £ %

Planning

330 Planning 441,794 512,400 (70,606) 1,065,900 13.8 

Totals 441,794 512,400 (70,606) 1,065,900 13.8 

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Directorate and Service

Period 6 - September 2018

Note Actual Budget Variance Actual Budget Variance

£ £ £

Planning

330 Planning 958,050 1,025,000 (66,950) (516,256) (512,600) (3,656)

Totals 958,050 1,025,000 (66,950) (516,256) (512,600) (3,656)

BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

By Income and Expenditure

Period 6 - September 2018

Expenditure Income
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ITEM 7   
 

Ards and North Down Borough Council 

Report Classification Unclassified 

Council/Committee Planning Committee 

Date of Meeting 06 November 2018 

Responsible Director Director of Regeneration, Development and Planning 

Responsible Head of 
Service 

Head of Planning 

Date of Report 23 October 2018 

File Reference       

Legislation The Planning Act (NI) 2011 

Section 75 Compliant  Yes     ☒         No     ☐        Other  ☐ 

If other, please add comment below:  

      

Subject Candidate Area of Significant Archaelogical Interest 
(ASAI) at Nendrum 

Attachments Item 7a: Report by DfC Historic Environment Division - 
Heritage Records and Designations Branch 

 
1. The Council has received a statement from the Department for Communities 

(DFC) Historic Environment Division (HED) in relation to Nendrum as a candidate 

‘Area of Significant Archaeological Interest ‘(ASAI).   

 

2. The attached paper by HED sets out the historical significance of the site 

alongside the archaeological interest and delineation of the site.  The paper 

includes a current record of the sites and monuments within the site as at July 

2018.   

 

3. Areas of Special Archaeological Interest are non-statutory designations but are 

included within Development Plans and seek to identify distinctive areas of the 

historic landscape in Northern Ireland.  The preservation of an archaeological site 

or monument and its setting is a material consideration in the determination of 

planning applications. 
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4. Historic Monuments Council (HMC) is the statutory advisory body to the 

Department for Communities.  It was consulted in July 2017 in relation to the 

identification of the site and is in support. 

 

5. The Strategic Planning Policy Statement for Northern Ireland (SPPS) sets out that 

‘Where appropriate, LDPs should designate Areas of Significant Archaeological 

Interest (ASAIs).  Such designations seek to identify particularly distinctive areas 

of the historic landscape in Northern Ireland.  They are likely to include a number 

of individual and related sites and monuments and may also be distinguished by 

their landscape character and topography.  Local policies or proposals for the 

protection of the overall character and integrity of these distinctive areas should 

be included in LDPs, where relevant’.  

 
6. The policy provisions of Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning Archaeology and 

Built Heritage (PPS 6) have been retained (until such times that the Council brings 

forward policy at Plan Strategy stage) – covering matters such as sites and 

monuments.  PPS 6 also sets out that development plans should designate ASAIs 

as appropriate. 

 
7. Members are aware of the ongoing body of work in relation to the Local 

Development Plan (LDP), the baseline in relation to the Historic Environment and 

the development of Preferred Options.  

 
8. It is considered appropriate and in line with regional guidance to designate the site 

within the LDP, which would be the only ASAI to date within this borough. 

 
Recommendation:  

That members note the attached submission from HED and agree to designation of 

Nendrum as an Area of Special Archaeological Interest through the ongoing Local 

Development Plan process. 



NENDRUM CANDIDATE AREA OF SIGNIFICANT 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL INTEREST 

Prepared by DfC Historic Environment Division 

Heritage Records and Designations Branch 



Contents 

1. Preamble

2. Statement of Significance

3. Map

4. Selected imagery

7. Lists of Heritage Assets which lie inside the candidate ASAI

Preamble 

On 25th July 2017 Department consulted its statutory advisory body, the Historic Monuments 

Council on the identification of an Area of Significant Archaeological Interest at Nendrum. 

This ASAI was identified following desktop research and field survey carried out by Historic 

Environment Division.  



 

Statement of Significance 

Nendrum 

An Area of Significant Archaeological Interest has been identified at Nendrum on the 

western shore of Strangford Lough. Nendrum was an important maritime monastic 

settlement, whose foundation was associated with St Mochaoi, one of the disciples of St 

Patrick, who also provided the inspiration for the name “Mahee”. The site is located on the 

highest point of Mahee Island.  Nendrum is the best example in Northern Ireland of an early 

medieval ecclesiastical enclosure with its buildings. The monastery, which has an associated 

ancient tide mill of international importance, is a State Care Monument, and is managed by 

the Department of Communities, along with nearby castle sites at Sketrick (Sketrick Castle) 

and Mahee (Nendrum Castle).  

The unique island and coastal landscape and seascape identified within this ASAI, makes a 

valuable contribution to the setting, understanding, enjoyment and appreciation of the 

monastic site, whose influence extended into the mainland in historic times, and to the 

understanding and enjoyment of the other heritage assets and their settings, that lie within it. 

The views from the monastery and toward it, including the views from and to the mainland 

are critically important and convey a distinct and tranquil sense of place. The contribution of 

the rural and coastal approach roads and causeways to the site are a key characteristic of 

the ASAI, offering unique views of land and sea and reflecting the meandering, interwoven 

nature of the islands and coastline. The place names of the area have been influenced by 

both its natural landscape characteristics and the historic environment. 

Development such as high turbines (on land or sea), large scale development, cumulative 

one-off housing, large forms of aqua cultural development, or types of development that 

would result in the introduction of loud noise output into the landscape, has the potential to 

adversely impact the distinctive qualities of this close set island landscape and the 

contribution it makes to the setting and enjoyment of the monument.  
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1 Aerial view of Nendrum from west demonstrating its situation in a maritime landscape. This ASAI encompasses this 
unique island and coastal landscape and the heritage assets that lie therein.  

 

2. View of the island above looking across toward Sketrick. The influence of the monastery extended to the mainland in 
ancient times. While being separate the visitor has a sense of how the monastery connected with the wider landscape.  



 

 

 

3 Aerial view of internationally important tide mills site which are associated with the monastery 

                                      
4. The monastic complex, including the remains of the church, round tower and other buildings is located on the highest 
part of Mahee Island 



 

 

 

5. The contribution of the rural and coastal approach roads and causeways to the site are a key characteristic of the ASAI, 
offering unique views of land and sea and reflecting the meandering, interwoven nature of the islands and coastline. 

 

6. The unspoiled coastal landscape displays distinctive well preserved heritage features of many periods. 



 

Sites and Monuments Records within Nendrum ASAI 20th July 2018 

NISMR TYPE PROTECTION TOWNLANDS GRIDREF 

DOW011:017 
MESOLITHIC OCCUPATION 
SITE   RINGNEILL J5225065350 

DOW017:005 

NENDRUM MONASTIC SITE: 
CHURCH, ROUND TOWER 
etc. 

State Care 
and 
Scheduled MAHEE ISLAND J5244063630 

DOW017:030 
MESOLITHIC OCCUPATION 
SITE   CROSS ISLAND J5293064870 

DOW017:032 
FINDSPOT OF MESOLITHIC 
FLINT BLADE   MAHEE ISLAND J5238063520 

MRD168:006 CLEARED SLIPWAY   
SKETRICK 
ISLAND J5295062700 

MRD168:007 

NOTE IN ADVANCE OF 
FIELDWORK: 
ARCHAEOLOGICALLY 
SENSITIVE AREA   

SKETRICK 
ISLAND J5340063500 

MRD168:008 CAUSEWAY   

BALLYDORN; 
SKETRICK 
ISLAND J5240062520 

MRD168:011 SLIPWAYS (2)   MAHEE ISLAND J5292063380 
MRD168:013 STONE QUAY   BALLYDORN J5210063340 
MRD168:014 INTERTIDAL WALL   BALLYDORN J5196063430 
MRD168:016 LINEAR FEATURE   RAINEY ISLAND J5277063190 
MRD168:017 A.P. FEATURE   RAINEY ISLAND J5244063190 
MRD168:020 LANDING PLACE   MAHEE ISLAND J5237063980 
MRD168:021 STONE QUAY   MAHEE ISLAND J5220063800 

MRD168:022 
FIELD BOUNDARY 
EXTENSIONS (2)   MAHEE ISLAND J5260063530 

MRD168:028 
Nendrum Tide Mill - see ITR 
record for more details) Scheduled MAHEE ISLAND J5255063750 

MRD168:030 INTERTIDAL WALL   MAHEE ISLAND J5349063630 

MRD168:031 NATURAL FEATURE   
BALLYDORN; 
CALF ISLAND J5325063170 

MRD168:032 A.P. FEATURE   MAHEE ISLAND J5430064600 
MRD168:033 STONE FISH TRAP   REAGH ISLAND J5344065470 

MRD168:034 
A.P. SITE: NATURAL 
FEATURE   

MAHEE ISLAND; 
RAINEY ISLAND J5260063370 

MRD168:038 STONE JETTY OR SLIPWAY   REAGH ISLAND J5250065500 

MRD168:041 
INTERTIDAL WALL AND 
LINEAR STONE FEATURE   REAGH ISLAND J5241064530 

MRD168:042 OYSTER TANK   REAGH ISLAND J5238065380 
MRD168:047 NATURAL FEATURE   REAGH ISLAND J5222064240 



 

MRD168:048 CAUSEWAY   
MAHEE ISLAND; 
REAGH ISLAND J5241063980 

MRD168:049 DUCK HIDES   

Red's Rock 
(Between 
REAGH ISLAND 
and MAHEE 
ISLAND) J5300064200 

MRD168:050 CAUSEWAY   

REAGH 
ISLAND/Cross 
Island J5275064930 

MRD168:051 NATURAL FEATURE   

Cross Island 
(east of REAGH 
ISLAND) J5306064640 

MRD168:052 A.P. SITE   

BETWEEN 
RAINEY 
ISLANDand 
MAHEE ISLAND; 
CALF ISLAND J5322063180 

MRD168:096 OYSTER MIDDEN   MAHEE ISLAND J5390064500 

MRD168:097 OYSTER MIDDEN Scheduled 
BALLYDORN; 
RAINEY ISLAND J5270063140 

MRD168:098 OYSTER MIDDEN   RINGNEILL J5220065300 
MRD168:100 OYSTER MIDDEN   REAGH ISLAND J5260065200 

MRD168:101 
Hulk: Schooner 'Fanny 
Crossfield'   RINGNEILL J5229065400 

MRD168:104 STONE SLIPWAY   RINGNEILL J5229065350 
MRD168:105 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5256064350 

MRD168:106 
STONE QUAY AND CLEARED 
SLIPWAY   REAGH ISLAND J5238064030 

MRD168:107 
STONE U-SHAPED FARM 
JETTY   REAGH ISLAND J5258065390 

MRD168:108 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5273064860 
MRD168:109 STONE JETTY & SLIPWAY   REAGH ISLAND J5279065470 

MRD168:110 
TWO LINEAR STONE 
FEATURES   REAGH ISLAND J5242065110 

MRD168:111 Field Boundary Extension   REAGH ISLAND J5258064310 
MRD168:112 KELP GRIDS   REAGH ISLAND J5315065490 
MRD168:113 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5257065210 
MRD168:114 STONE QUAY   RINGNEILL J5230065380 
MRD168:115 SHORE LANEWAY   REAGH ISLAND J5260064200 
MRD168:116 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5237064060 
MRD168:118 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5301065200 
MRD168:119 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5273065100 
MRD168:120 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5244064780 



 

MRD168:121 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5260064120 
MRD168:122 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5259064170 
MRD168:123 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5269064640 
MRD168:124 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5274064730 
MRD168:125 INTERTIDAL WALL   REAGH ISLAND J5262065450 
MRD168:127 SHORE LANEWAY   BALLYDORN J5200063320 
MRD168:131 FORD   BALLYDORN J5203063260 

MRD168:132 
STONE JETTY AND CLEARED 
SLIPWAY   BALLYDORN J5227062910 

MRD168:133 Quay and Slipway   BALLYDORN J5242062720 

MRD168:135 CLEARED AREAS (2)   
BALLYDORN; 
RAINEY ISLAND J5298063000 

MRD168:136 
STONE JETTY AND STONE 
QUAY   

Rainey Island 
(BALLYDORN) J5265062800 

MRD168:137 
STONE QUAY AND CLEARED 
SLIPWAY   

Rainey Island 
(BALLYDORN) J5270062940 

MRD168:138 CLEARED SLIPWAY   
BALLYDORN; 
RAINEY ISLAND J5270062940 

MRD168:139 
STONE QUAY, CLEARED 
SLIPWAY AND STONE WALL   

Rainey Island 
(BALLYDORN) J5229063090 

MRD168:148 POST AND WATTLE FENCE   MAHEE ISLAND J5330064010 

MRD168:149 
STONE QUAY AND 2 
CLEARED SLIPWAYS   MAHEE ISLAND J5280063400 

MRD168:150 INTERTIDAL WALL   MAHEE ISLAND J5403064520 
MRD168:151 MEMORIAL MONUMENT   MAHEE ISLAND J5425064670 
MRD168:168 SLIPWAY   BALLYDORN J5229062920 
MRD168:171 PERIWINKLE MIDDEN   REAGH ISLAND J5250064600 
MRD168:172 PERIWINKLE MIDDEN   REAGH ISLAND J5250065000 
MRD168:174 SHELL MIDDEN   REAGH ISLAND J5280065200 

MRD168:176 SHELL MIDDEN   
ROLLY ISLAND 
(RINGNEILL) J5320065000 

MRD205:014 INTERTIDAL WALL   MULLAGH J5330064000 

DOW017:004 
TOWER-HOUSE AND BAWN: 
MAHEE ISLAND 

State Care 
and 
Scheduled MAHEE ISLAND J5239263951 

DOW017:008 

TOWER-HOUSE, BAWN & 
PASSAGE TO SPRING: 
SKETRICK CASTLE State Care 

SKETRICK 
ISLAND J5245862520 

MRD168:029 
HARBOUR (ITR site - see ITR 
files for more info) Scheduled TULLYNAKILL J5236563499 

MRD168:180 
2 PORTIONS OF QUAY 
WORKS AND SLIPWAY Scheduled MAHEE ISLAND J5245063910 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Industrial Heritage Records within Nendrum ASAI 20th July 2018 

IHR TYPE TOWNLAND GRIDREF 

02784:000:00 
Ringneill 
Quay Ringneill J52386538 

07513:000:00 Road Bridge 
Mahee 
Island J52406397 

 

 

Listed Buildings Records within Nendrum ASAI 20TH July 2018 

HB REF 
EXTENT OF 
LISTING GRID REF GRADE 

HB24/17/086 
House ( built 
1920-1939) 

J5220 
6266 B2 

 

Battlesite Records within Nendrum ASAI 20th July 2018 

BATTLE YEAR SIDE A SIDEB OUTCOME GRIDREF TYPE 
MAIN 
REFERENCE 

Sgath-
deirge: 
Sketrick 1470 

Mac-I-Neill 
Boy 
O'Neill: 
Clannaboy 
(defending) 

Henry son 
of Owen 
O'Neill: 
Tyrone B: victory J52456252 

castle 
'taken' 

Annals of 
the Four 
Masters, 
Vol 4, 
p1067 

 

 

 


